
 
 

CITY OF OTHELLO PLANNING COMMISSION 
 

Regular Meeting 
500 E. Main St.  
May 17, 2021 

6:00 PM 
 

In-person attendance is limited to allow for social distancing.  
For those who would like to attend remotely, see virtual instructions at the end of the agenda 

 
 
 

1. Call to Order - Roll Call 
 

2. Approval of the April 19, 2021 Minutes     p.3 
 

3. Draft Housing Action Plan – Introduction     p.6 
 

4. Street Safety – Presented by Commissioner Dorow   p.86 
 

5. April Building & Planning Department Report – Informational  p.88 
 

6. Old Business 
 

a. Accessory Dwelling Units – will schedule a study session with Council 
once the Rental Inspection system is more established 

b. Residential Landscaping Installation 
c. Subdivision Update – OMC Title 16 – Will return to soon, as workload 

allows 
d. Underground Utilities/existing pole policy – City Attorney is assigned to 

work on revisions to the ordinance  
 
 

Special meeting/Joint Study Session with City Council Monday, May 24 at 6:30 PM 
Next Regular Meeting is Monday, June 21, 2021 at 6:00 PM  
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Remote Meeting Instructions: 

You can join the meeting from your computer, tablet or smartphone.  
https://global.gotomeeting.com/join/854845757 

 
You can also dial in using your phone.  

United States: +1 (872) 240-3412  
 

Access Code: 854-845-757  
 

New to GoToMeeting? Get the app now and be ready when your first meeting starts:  
https://global.gotomeeting.com/install/854845757 
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City of Othello 

Planning Commission- Public Hearing 

April 19, 2021 

Selina Flores 

CALL TO ORDER 
Due to the COVID-19 pandemic, this was an in-person meeting with a remote option via GoToMeeting. 
Chair Roger Ensz called the meeting to order at 6:00pm.  

ROLL CALL  
Commissioners Present:  Chair Roger Ensz, Brian Gentry, Alma Carmona, Chris Dorow 
Absent: Kevin Gilbert 
Staff:  Community Development Director Anne Henning, Building & Planning Secretary Selina Flores, City 
Clerk Tania Morelos, City Engineer Shawn O’Brien, Police Chief Phil Schenck 
Attendees: Bob Carlson, Councilmember John Lallas, Jose C. Garza, GotoMeeting: Monika, Councilwoman 
Genna Dorow 

MINUTES APPROVAL 
March 15th, 2021 minutes were approved as written. M/S Chris Dorow/Brian Gentry 

ZONING NORTH OF HEMLOCK FROM 7TH TO 8TH – PUBLIC HEARING 
In the comprehensive update of the Zoning Map adopted in 2020, the block fronting the north side of 
Hemlock Street between 7th and 8th Avenues was rezoned/redesignated from C-1 Commercial to R-4 
Residential. The intent of the 2020 zoning/designation updates was to better match the zoning with the 
existing and hoped-for uses. However, while this side of the block contains one house, it also contains two 
commercial buildings: The Port of Othello building and Hemlock Plaza with Othello Licensing, Desert Rose 
Designs floral, and a former sporting goods store. There was no discussion at the time about the serious 
impacts to the existing uses of rezoning commercial uses to residential, and recent discussions with the 
Planning Commission and City Council have concluded this was an error that needs to be corrected. 

Chair Ensz opened the public hearing to public testimony. There was no testimony and the public hearing 
was closed. 

Planning Commission agreed this was an error and not what they intended for this block. The commercial 
buildings should be zoned Commercial and the house should remain Residential. 

Motion to recommend to change Lots 9 through 12, Block 160, Original Othello to the C-2 Zone and leave 
Lots 7 and 8 as R-4. M/S Chis Dorow/Alma Carmona  

VEHICLE SALES in C-1: Humberto Abundiz proposed changing zoning text to include small-scale auto sales 
in the C-1 Zone. Commissioner Dorow was not in favor of the change. He didn’t feel it was compatible 
with the kind of commercial district they were trying to create. He was sympathetic to what Mr. Abundiz 
was trying to do in diversifying his business but felt it would be more appropriate in a different location. 
Chair Enzs was also not in favor, since if we allow one, we have to allow all. Commissioner Gentry was also 
opposed, the planning commission carefully identified those areas and does not feel they need changing. 
Commissioner Carmona also opposed to avoid future congestion within that zone. 
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STREET SAFETY:  
Commissioner Chris Dorow mentioned that there has been a lot of discussion about street safety at recent 
meetings. He feels we need to define the problem simply. He previously provided 10 categories of issues: 

1. Speeding
2. Failure to yield
3. Configuration of streets/lack of use of collectors and arterials
4. Accident distribution
5. Pedestrian accidents
6. Driving under the influence of alcohol or drugs
7. Hitting stationary objects
8. Sight lines
9. Crime prevention
10. Consistency in street design (Example: Many stop signs west of 4th Ave, few stop signs east of 4th)

Chief Schenck distributed a packet with his review and recommendations on issues 1-5. He mentioned 
that burglaries, car prowls, and graffiti are all affected by street design. Sidewalks and narrow streets 
create community. Only residents should be driving on neighborhood streets. If people are out walking, 
they know who should be there and who doesn’t belong.  

Chief Schenck mentioned there are speeding issues in neighborhoods. Speeds are mostly OK on arterials, 
but people drive too fast on residential streets. He doesn’t want people to be comfortable driving in 
neighborhoods, because then they would use arterials instead. He mentioned that the speed on Main 
Street was increased to 30 MPH to encourage people to use it rather than driving on Hemlock to avoid 
the stop lights. He provided a chart of accidents, traffic stops, and traffic tickets. Accidents have been 
fairly constant even with varying levels of stops and tickets. Enforcement can’t prevent accidents. 

Chief Schenck recommended that new residential streets be less than 36’ wide. Slow and careful driving 
means drivers more likely to see a stop sign and stop in time. The difference between a crash at 15 MPR 
and 25 MPH is a hospital trip for the pedestrian. He also recommended speed humps near parks, radar 
speed signs, and traffic candles to narrow the roadway. Drivers slow down when they feel confined. 

Chief Schenck discussed 4th Avenue. It can’t be fixed with stop signs. Narrowing the street, adding 
sidewalks, and raised crosswalks would help. He felt maybe it shouldn’t be an arterial. 

He mentioned there had been a recent accident involving one of his officers on patrol. A driver failed to 
stop at the stop sign on Pine at 13th and totaled the patrol car. This is the only stop sign on Pine and shows 
the need to place stop signs predictably. 

He mentioned that he would like neighborhood streets to be safe enough that kids could play basketball 
on the street.  

He mentioned that radar speed signs can be effective at reducing speeds. He estimated a sign at $3000 if 
hard-wired, $5000 if solar. The Commission wondered if a neighborhood could chip in to buy one and/or 
if a business could sponsor one. Chief Schenck said that would need to be determined by Council. 

Chief Schenck mentioned that people walking reduces crime, people sitting on benches reduces crime, 
windows facing outward prevent graffiti.  
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He would like to see 14th Avenue reduced. Seven lanes is too many. He recommended adding a sidewalk 
on the street side of the curb for streets like 4th Avenue and Juniper. He recommended raised crosswalks 
on Hamlet and Gemstone. 

Commissioner Dorow mentioned he recently experienced a mini roundabout in Wenatchee. It was just 
painted but effective. 

The Commissioners determined they would focus on future streets for now and come back to existing 
streets later. They discussed what they would like. Chair Ensz said he likes the Olsen Homes development 
with curved streets. He doesn’t like dead ends or narrow streets. He mentioned he looked at a 
development in Moses Lake off Highway 17 behind the fire station. He didn’t like it because people were 
parked on the sidewalk. Commissioner Dorow mentioned he likes the neighborhoods in Kennewick. 
Commissioner Carmona said she doesn’t like Othello’s grid streets because people speed. 

The Commissioners discussed maybe having several standards: narrower streets if grid pattern, wider 
streets if they were curved. They liked the idea of having T-intersections to reduce cut-through traffic. 
They explored limiting the length a street could be before it had to curve, have a roundabout, or end in a 
T-intersection. Commissioner Carmona asked about the impact on water and sewer layout. City Engineer
Shawn O’Brien said it would be more expensive but technically could be done.

Each Commissioner named their top priorities. Commissioner Carmona said speed, crime prevention, 
accident distribution, and pedestrian accidents. She felt all could be addressed by configuration and size 
of streets. Commissioner Dorow listed street configuration, speed, and crime prevention. Commissioner 
Gentry listed speed (especially at Hamlet & 7th), street configuration, and failure to yield. He mentioned 
street trees and width as part of configuration. He felt there should be better education on failure to yield. 
Chair Ensz listed speed, configuration, and the 3E’s of Engineering, Education, and Enforcement. He felt 
configuration would address speed and crime. 

The Commissioners would like the City website to provide weekly education on safety. 

The Commissioners directed staff to bring recommendations for future design, including street width, 
based on what is best for the community. 

ADJOURNMENT  
Due to the time, the Commission dispensed with the rest of the agenda and the meeting was adjourned 
at 8:36pm.  Next scheduled meeting is Monday, May 17, 2021.  

_________________________________________________ Date: __________________________ 
Roger Ensz, Chair  

_________________________________________________ Date: __________________________ 
Selina Flores, Planning Secretary 
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TO: Planning Commission 

FROM: Anne Henning, Community Development Director 

MEETING: May 17, 2021 

SUBJECT: Draft Housing Action Plan – Introduction 

In Spring 2020, the City was awarded a grant by the Department of Commerce to prepare a Housing 
Action Plan, to evaluate existing housing supply and future needs, and determine ways to increase the 
supply and affordability of housing in Othello. In October 2020, BERK Consulting presented their 
preliminary work and took feedback on the direction for the remainder of the work. They have now 
completed the Draft Housing Plan. They will present the draft Plan May 24 at a joint Council/Planning 
Commission meeting and take feedback on the draft. 

The draft Plan is available on the City’s website at https://www.othellowa.gov/HousingActionPlan and is 
also included in the agenda packet so that the Commission can begin to prepare. Hard copies of the 
draft Plan are also available by request.  

Action: No action is needed at the May 17 meeting. The Commission should review the draft Housing 

Action Plan and be prepared to provide input at the joint special meeting May 24. Written comments 

can also be submitted via email or hard copy.  
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Draft Housing Action Plan 
City of Othello | April 2021 DRAFT 

Summary  
This Housing Action Plan (HAP) for the City of Othello is an actionable policy document that outlines 
concrete steps the City and its partners can take to meet local housing needs. It has been developed 
as part of a grant administered by the Washington State Department of Commerce under E2SHB 1923, 
which provides clear direction on increasing production of market-rate and affordable housing, and 
the need for greater housing diversity, affordability, and access to opportunity for residents of all income 
levels. 

From a review of available information on housing in the City and in the area, a Housing Needs 
Assessment was developed for Othello as part of the HAP. Major findings from this research included the 
following: 

 Housing supply is limited, and homeownership is unaffordable for many households. Although
homeownership is an important way of building household wealth, many people cannot access this
housing on the market in Othello. From 2010 to 2018, the cost to purchase a median value home in
Othello rose by 66% while household income increased by only 8%. This suggests that increases in
housing prices may be keeping some potential owners out of the market, potentially due in part to a
lack of supply.

 Rental housing costs are rising and restricting options for low- and moderate-income households.
Rental costs in Othello are rising and housing options are limited for many households with low- and
moderate incomes. A three-bedroom apartment is not considered to be affordable for the median
household in the city, and a lack of affordable options means that many low-income households
are competing for housing that may be too expensive or otherwise not suitable for their needs.

 There is a lack of diversity in the housing options available to local households and a misalignment
between the size of housing units and the size of households. The current housing stock in Othello
does not completely reflect the needs of the community. While 72% of units have three or more
bedrooms, a majority of households only include one to three people, indicating that there are
some homes that are larger than what people may need. Conversely, there is also potential
overcrowding: while 26% of households have five people or more, only 16% of units have four or
more bedrooms. New housing built in the city should provide more diversity to make sure all of these
needs can be met adequately.

 There are limited affordable housing options large enough for families with children. Othello is a
relatively young community, with a median age of about 26 and more than 38% of the population
under the age of 18. Solutions for providing housing should reflect the different needs that families
with children will have for space, and potential situations with overcrowding with housing today.

DRAFT
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 There is a lack of both permanent and seasonal housing for farmworkers, especially for low-income
households. While just 2% of jobs located in the City of Othello are in agriculture, an estimated 21%
of Othello residents work in agriculture. In 2018, there was an estimated gap of nearly 1,300
permanent housing units and 2,400 seasonal beds in Adams County, based on the number of
farmworkers and existing dedicated farmworker housing units and beds. Workers who cannot find
farmworker-designated housing must find housing on the private market, where they are likely to be
cost-burdened based on the average farmworker wage and average rents in the area.

This review suggests that Othello’s current and future needs for housing can be supported through 
addressing four key objectives: 

 Make it easier to build affordable ownership and rental housing.
 Increase housing variety and choices.
 Ensure opportunities for affordable and properly sized housing for families with children.
 Promote housing for seasonal and permanent workers supporting the agriculture-based economy.

Reaching these four objectives for Othello will require housing strategies that fall into the four following 
categories: 

1. Revising Zoning and Building Standards. These recommendations involve changing the existing
development requirements in zoning regulations and building standards to facilitate the type and
amount of development needed to meet housing goals.

1.1 Coordinate future upzoning in areas likely to experience redevelopment 
1.2 Modify setback, lot coverage, and landscaping standards for site design 
1.3 Require minimum residential densities for development 
1.4 Add provisions for ADUs or smaller lot homes in some residential zones 
1.5 Adopt design standards or guidelines 
1.6 Remove extra lot area requirements in the R-4 zone 

2. Parking and Transportation Standards. In addition to the general zoning and building requirements,
the provision of parking and rights-of-way can affect the amount of land available for development
and the costs of new projects. Adjusting these standards can help to make developments more
efficient, reducing costs and improving project feasibility.

2.1 Modify off-street parking requirements
2.2 Encourage or require alley-accessed, rear, or shared parking
2.3 Reduce neighborhood street width requirements

3. Affordable Housing Incentives. In cases where the current market would not be able to provide
certain types of units, the City can provide some financial support using available instruments to
offset the costs for private and non-profit developers to build these units themselves.

3.1 Offer density bonuses for affordable housing 
3.2 Offer alternative development standards for affordable housing 
3.3 Offer fee waivers for affordable housing 
3.4 Explore the use of a Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program for affordable housing 

DRAFT
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4. Process Improvements. The City can also work to improve internal processes, specifically those that
may limit or delay needed housing development.

4.1 Streamline permit review

This Plan includes an implementation strategy to provide a prospective rollout of these 
recommendations over the following timeframes: 

 Short-term actions over the next 1–2 years include making immediate changes identified for zoning,
as well as coordination for implementing broader changes to the Code, such as revisions to the ADU
Ordinance, development of a Parking Study, and reviews of broader actions.

 Moderate-term actions over the next 3–5 years encompass many of the major initiatives identified in
the recommendations of this report. This includes additional changes to zoning, as well as adoption
of key ordinances for ADUs, parking, development incentives, and design guidelines.

 Long-term actions intended to be implemented after 5 years focus on ongoing monitoring and
review of the effectiveness of the recommendations of this report. This oversight may fit with a
reassessment of this HAP and revisions as necessary.

DRAFT
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Glossary 
Affordable Housing. The U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) considers housing 
to be affordable if a household is spending no more than 30% of its income on housing costs. A healthy 
housing market includes a variety of housing types that are affordable to a range of different household 
income levels. However, the term “affordable housing” is often used to describe income-restricted 
housing available only to qualifying low-income households. Income-restricted housing can be located 
in public, nonprofit, or for-profit housing developments. It can also include households using vouchers to 
help pay for market-rate housing. 

American Community Survey (ACS). This is an ongoing nationwide survey conducted by the U.S. Census 
Bureau designed to provide communities with current data about how they are changing. The ACS 
collects information such as age, race, income, commute time to work, home value, veteran status, 
and other important data from U.S. households. We use data from the ACS throughout this needs 
assessment. 

Area Median Income (AMI). This is a term that commonly refers to the area-wide median family income 
calculation provided by HUD for a county or metropolitan region. Income limits to qualify for affordable 
housing are often set relative to HUD Area Median Family Income (HUD AMI). In this report, unless 
otherwise indicated, AMI refers to the HUD AMI.  

Comprehensive Housing Affordability Strategy (CHAS). Each year, HUD receives custom tabulations of 
ACS data from the U.S. Census Bureau. These data, known as the "CHAS" data, demonstrate the extent 
of housing problems and housing needs, particularly for low income households. The CHAS data are 
used by local governments to plan how to spend HUD funds, and may also be used by HUD to distribute 
grant funds. 

Cost Burden. HUD considers housing to be affordable if it costs no more than 30% of a household’s gross 
income. Households paying more than 30% of their gross income for housing (including utilities) are cost-
burdened, while households paying more than 50% are severely cost-burdened. Cost-burdened 
households have limited resources left over to pay for other life necessities such as food, clothing, 
medical care, transportation, and education. They are also at higher risk of displacement when housing 
costs rise, or life circumstances change. 

Household. A household is a group of people living within the same housing unit. The people can be 
related, such as a family. A person living alone in a housing unit or a group of unrelated people sharing 
a housing unit are also counted as a household. Group quarters population, such as those living in a 
college dormitory, military barrack, or nursing home, are not considered to be living in households. 

Household Income. The U.S. Census Bureau defines household income as the sum of the income of all 
people 15 years and older living together in a household. 

Income-Restricted Housing. This term refers to housing units that are only available to households with 
incomes at or below a set income limit and are offered for rent or sale at a below-market rates. Some 
income-restricted rental housing is owned by a city or housing authority, while others may be privately 
owned. In the latter case the owners typically receive a subsidy in the form of a tax credit or property 
tax exemption. As a condition of their subsidy, these owners must offer a set percentage of all units as 
income-restricted and affordable to household at a designated income level. 

DRAFT

13



Low-Income. Households that are designated as low-income may qualify for income-subsidized housing 
units. HUD categorizes families as low-income, very low-income, or extremely low-income relative to 
HUD AMI with consideration for family size: 

 Extremely Low-Income: ≤30% HUD AMI
 Very Low-Income: 30-50% HUD AMI
 Low-Income: 50-80% HUD AMI

Median Family Income (MFI). The median income of all family households in an area. Family households 
are those that have two or more members who are related. Median income of non-family households is 
typically lower than for family households, as family households are more likely to have more than one 
income-earner. Analyses of housing affordability typically group all households by income level relative 
to HUD AMI, which is calculated for the county or metropolitan region. 

DRAFT
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Introduction 
This Housing Action Plan (HAP) defines strategies and implementation actions to promote greater 
housing diversity, affordability, and access to opportunity for residents of all income levels in the City of 
Othello. It has been developed as part of a grant administered by the Washington State Department of 
Commerce under E2SHB 1923 that is intended to: 

 Quantify existing and projected housing needs for all income levels, including extremely low-income
households, with documentation of housing and household characteristics, and cost-burdened
households

 Develop strategies to increase the supply of housing, and variety of housing types, needed to serve
the housing needs identified above

 Analyze population and employment trends, with documentation of projections
 Consider strategies to minimize displacement of low-income residents resulting from redevelopment
 Review and evaluate the current housing element, including an evaluation of success in attaining

planned housing types and units and achievement of goals and policies
 Provide for participation and input from community members, community groups, local builders,

local realtors, nonprofit housing advocates, and local religious groups
 Include a schedule of programs and actions to implement the recommendations of the housing

action plan

To support development of this Housing Action Plan, the City has conducted public engagement 
(Appendix A), a housing needs assessment (Appendix B), and a housing policy framework review 
(Appendix C).  

The results of these efforts led to four key housing objectives addressed in this HAP: 

1. Make it easier to build affordable ownership and rental housing.
2. Increase housing variety and choices.
3. Ensure opportunities for affordable and properly sized housing for families with children.
4. Promote housing for seasonal and permanent workers supporting the agriculture-based economy.DRAFT
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Engaging the Community 
The City set out a Public Engagement Plan to solicit input and feedback during the development of the 
Housing Action Plan. This effort had the following objectives, guiding principles, and activities: 

Objective 

Othello’s HAP is an actionable policy document that outlines concrete steps the City and its partners 
can take to meet local housing needs. The HAP takes a comprehensive approach to leverage 
resources and previous planning efforts and implement cohesive, effective, and feasible housing 
strategies tailored to the Othello community. Its strategies are based on data and analysis vetted and 
grounded through an inclusive and robust public conversation. 

Guiding Principles 

The Public Engagement Plan was developed with the following guiding principles: 

1. Public participation will be a meaningful and productive use of the community’s time.
2. The City will incorporate ideas generated and opinions provided.
3. Public participation will be conducted in an equitable manner, where residents and workers in

Othello have opportunity for their voices to be heard.
4. Public participation will lead to a Housing Action Plan that can be implemented. The plan will be

created using input from a broad set of community members, connecting to the needs and lived
experiences of residents, and increasing the likelihood of positive support.

Activities 

The public participation plan guided a variety of engagement activities: 

 Online survey
 Targeted stakeholder interviews, online public workshop or open house
 Legislative meetings with Planning Commission and City Council

This Draft HAP was informed by stakeholders through a meeting and a public survey, followed by 
legislative meetings. Engagement results to date are included in Appendix A and summarized here. 

Online Survey: The City conducted a survey in Fall 2020 in English and Spanish. The link was mailed in a 
flyer to utility billing customers and posted on the project website. The survey received 202 responses 
including 14 participants who took the survey in Spanish. Although most survey respondents currently live 
in single-family housing (over 70%) and express a preference for this housing type (nearly 90%), survey 
results also indicate that Othello needs more apartments and other smaller rental housing, with over half 
of survey respondents identifying this need.  

Stakeholders: [ SUMMARY PENDING ] 

Public Workshop: [ SUMMARY PENDING ] 

DRAFT
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Legislative Meetings: An early briefing with the Planning Commission and City Council was held in 
October 2020 to share the grant agreement scope, preliminary housing needs assessment, and 
preliminary housing policy framework.  
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Othello’s Current Needs, Gaps, and Policies 
BERK prepared a Housing Needs Assessment (HNA) and conducted a policy review for the City of 
Othello in early fall 2020. Minor revisions were made in December 2020 based on feedback from the 
City Council and Planning Commission and the Department of Commerce. See Appendix B for the HNA 
and Appendix C for the policy review. 

Housing Needs and Gaps 

The HNA provides five main themes: 

1. Housing supply is limited, and
homeownership is unaffordable for many
households.

2. Rental housing costs are rising and restricting
options for low- and moderate-income
households.

3. There is a lack of diversity in the housing
options available to local households and a
misalignment between the size of housing
units and the size of households.

4. There are limited affordable housing options
large enough for families with children.

5. There is a lack of both permanent and
seasonal housing for farmworkers, especially
for low-income households.

A summary of each is included below, with the full housing needs assessment included as Appendix B. 

1. Home Ownership Affordability and Supply

Homeownership is important for many since it is the main way American families accumulate wealth. 
Homeownership in advantaged neighborhoods also provides access to amenities and resources that 
can lead to better life opportunities.  

Homes in Othello are more affordable relative to the state overall, but home values are growing faster 
in Othello than they are statewide. From 2010 to 2018, the cost to purchase a median value home in 
Othello rose by 66% while household income increased by only 8%.1 This suggests a rise in housing cost 
burden and decrease in affordability for prospective or first-time home buyers.  

1 The median home value in Othello was $123,730 in 2010 and $205,855 in 2018. The HUD area median household income was 
$48,600 in 2010 and $52,400 in 2018. Zillow, February 2020; U.S. Census Bureau, 2006-2010 and 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates 
(Table S1901). 

Impacts of COVID-19 
The information below is based on information 
available prior to the COVID-19 pandemic. The full 
effects of the pandemic are not currently known, in 
part due to the statewide eviction moratorium. The 
slowdown in economic activity will undoubtedly affect 
household income and affordability in the short-term. 

Although the short-term effects of the pandemic are 
expected to be significant and may differ from the 
trends identified at left, over the long term many trends 
with affordability and supply are expected to continue, 
especially with a local economy dependent on 
agriculture and food processing. Therefore, housing 
affordability is expected to be an ongoing issue to be 
addressed with the recommendations in this Plan. 
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Exhibit 1 compares the affordability of homes to 
homebuyers versus the income brackets for 
households in the City of Othello. As of February 
2020, the average value of a home in Othello is 
about $220,000.2 For a household to afford a 
$220,000 home by spending no more than 30% 
of their income on housing, they will need an 
annual household income of a little over $47,000 
(assuming access to a 20% down payment). 
Based on household income estimates from 
2018, slightly under half of all households in 
Othello had incomes high enough to afford an 
average home.  

About two-thirds of households had incomes 
high enough to afford a bottom-tier home (average value of about $164,000) which requires an annual 
household income of about $35,000 or more and access to a 20% down payment. At current housing 
prices, a 20% down payment is equivalent to about one full year’s income for households at these 
income thresholds.  

Exhibit 1. Home Ownership Affordability and Income Brackets in City of Othello. 

Note: ZHVI represents the whole housing stock and not just the homes that list or sell in a given month. Average home value is the 
median value of all homes (single-family residential and condos) in 2020 as of February 2020. In 2018, HUD AMI for Adams County 
was $52,400 and the ACS estimates the City of Othello’s AMI was approximately $51,071 for all households.  

2 The Zillow Home Value Index (ZHVI) provides median home values in the City of Othello for all ownership homes as well as 
averages among “Bottom Tier” homes (those in the 5th to 35th percentile of all units by value) and “Top Tier” (those in the 65th to 95th 

percentile of all units by value). ZHVI represents the whole housing stock and not just homes that list or sell in a given month. 
Average home value is the average value of all homes (single-family residential and condos) in 2020 as of February 2020. 

Cost Burden 
One of the best indicators of affordable housing needs 
is the number of households that are "cost-burdened" or 
spending too much of their income on housing. These 
households have limited resources left over to pay for 
other life necessities such as food, clothing, medical 
care, transportation, and education. They are also at 
higher risk of displacement when housing costs rise or 
life circumstances change. 

HUD considers housing to be affordable if it costs no 
more than 30% of a household’s income. Households 
paying more than 30% of their income for housing are 
cost-burdened, while households paying more than 
50% are severely cost-burdened. In 2016, 29% of all 
households in Othello were cost-burdened. Households 
with lower incomes are more likely to be cost-
burdened. 
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Sources: Zillow Home Value Index (ZHVI), February 2020; HUD Income Limits, 2018; U.S. Census, 2014-2018 ACS 5-year Estimates 
(Table S1901); BERK, 2020. 

Hispanic/Latinx households are also underrepresented among homeowners in the city. Households of 
color face additional barriers to homeownership such as overt discrimination or more subtle steering 
from real estate agents, bankers, or others in the housing market. Additionally, there may be potential 
challenges related to immigrations status, employment, credit background, and lack of access to 
knowledge networks.  

Overall, this means households may be less likely 
to own even if they meet the income thresholds 
necessary to own a home in Othello. The 
breakdown of homeowners by race suggests 
that these barriers are significant: white non-
Hispanic households make up just 19% of the 
city’s residents yet account for 33% of all owner-
occupied housing units in the city. Non-Hispanic 
white households in Othello are also most likely 
to own their own home (87%), as compared with 
Hispanic or Latinx households of any race (69%), 
and non-Hispanic people of color (36%).3  

2. Rental Housing Costs and Affordability

Rental costs in Othello are rising and housing 
options are limited for many households with 
low- and moderate incomes. Exhibit 2 outlines 
key statistics for rental rates and local 
affordability. As of summer 2020, the average 
rent of a 2-bedroom unit in this sample was 
around $1,000, and just over $1,300 for a 3-
bedroom unit.4 Assuming households spend no more than 30% of their income on rent, the annual 
household income needed to afford this 2-bedroom apartment is about $42,000 (or 79% of Adams 
County HUD AMI) and the income needed to afford a 3-bedroom apartment is about $53,000 (or just 
over 100% of Adams County HUD AMI).5  

3 U.S. Census Bureau, 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table S2502). 
4 These estimates are based on a small sample of 17 rental units located in the City of Othello and managed by Brian Gentry, a 
local landlord with RE/MAX Realty. Other data sources typically used to evaluate rental costs (such as the National Center for Real 
Estate Research) do not provide rental housing cost data for the City of Othello or Adams County specifically. 
The 2018 ACS provides rental housing cost estimates for Adams County as a whole—the ACS estimates median rent for a 2-
bedroom unit at $694 and median rent for a 3-bedroom unit at $858. However, these numbers are based on 5-year averages of 
data, so they include rents from the period between 2014 and 2018 and represent rents countywide. Given the rapid recent 
increases in housing costs, which have continued even during the COVID-19 pandemic, these estimates likely do not reflect 
current costs in Othello. 
5 HUD Income Limits, 2019; U.S. Census, 2014-2018 ACS 5-year Estimates. 

Area Median Income (AMI) 
Housing affordability is often measured using “Area 
Median Income” (AMI), also called “HUD Area Median 
Family Income” (HAMFI), as a metric for comparison. 
This value helps provide federal and state governments 
with a consistent way of managing programs for 
affordable housing across regions with distinctly 
different housing costs.  

AMI is calculated by the federal Department of Housing 
and Urban Development every year, based on data 
received from the American Community Survey (ACS). 
AMI is calculated as the median of the most recent 
figures on family income (which includes all households 
with two or more related individuals) and is inflated to 
current dollars. This value is assumed to be the 100% AMI 
level for a family of four, and adjustments are made to 
account for both family size and local housing costs.  

Rental affordability is compared to HUD AMI as income 
limits to qualify for affordable housing are often set 
relative to HUD AMI. The ACS estimates 2018 AMI for all 
households in the City of Othello at $51,071, slightly 
lower than the 2018 HUD AMI of $52,400. 

The 2020 Adams County HUD AMI is $58,000, which 
would mean 2- and 3- bedroom apartments are 
currently affordable to households with incomes at or 
above 72% and 91% of HUD AMI, respectively. 
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Exhibit 2. City of Othello Rental Rates and Affordability, 2020 

2-bedroom 3-bedroom

Average Rental Rates $1,038 $1,314 

Annual Income Needed to Afford $41,520 $52,571 

% City of Othello AMI Needed to Afford 81% 103% 

% HUD AMI Needed to Afford 79% 100% 

Sources: Interview with Brian Gentry, 2020; HUD Income Limits, 2018; U.S. Census, 2014-2018 ACS 5-year Estimates; BERK, 2020. 

The rental market in Othello includes units affordable to a variety of income levels, but the availability of 
affordable units specifically for lower-income households is limited. Available data from HUD suggests a 
shortage of almost 150 units for households with incomes less than 30% AMI, based on the estimated 
number of renter households with incomes within these thresholds. There is a relative surplus of units 
affordable to households with incomes at 30–80% AMI, as many lower-income households are paying 
more than 30% of their income to secure housing. This process is known as “uprenting”, where lower-
income households are forced into higher priced housing because of a lack of units that meet their 
specific needs. 

HUD data on affordability reflects conditions that are several years in the past, so this should be 
interpreted with caution since housing costs have been rising rapidly and vacancy rates are low. It is 
likely that the supply of units affordable to lower income households, particularly those below 50% AMI, is 
even lower today. Furthermore, an undersupply of units at higher affordability levels (>80% AMI) means 
that some individuals with higher incomes are spending significantly less on housing than what they can 
afford, or “downrenting”. This can restrict the units available to households with lower incomes and puts 
further pressure on less-expensive housing options.6 

3. Housing Choice and Diversity

There is a misalignment between the size of households and the corresponding size of housing 
available:  

 Housing units in Othello are generally larger, with about 72% of units with three or more bedrooms.
While this reflects the popularity of single-family homes in the local market, a majority of households
(59%) include one to three people, and only 41% have four or more people.

 Only 11% of housing units have one bedroom and 17% have two bedrooms, yet 41% of households
consist of only one or two people.

 Similarly, while 26% of households consist of five or more people, just 16% of units have four or more
bedrooms.

Overall, this distribution leaves a relative oversupply of units in the middle of the spectrum, where about 
two-thirds of units have two or three bedrooms but only one-third of households consist of three or four 
people. It suggests that there is a problem where some households have unused space and additional 
capacity in their homes, while others may be overcrowded in housing that is too small for their 

6 HUD CHAS (based on 2012-2016 ACS 5-year estimates). 
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households. This misalignment between unit and household sizes can be attributed to a lack of diversity 
in the housing options that are available to households. 

Exhibit 3. Households by Members vs. Housing Units by Bedrooms in the City of Othello, 2018 

 
Source: U.S. Census Bureau, 2014-2018 ACS 5-year estimates (Tables B25041 and B2500); BERK, 2020. 

4. Housing for Families 

Othello is a relatively young community with larger families and a notable population of school-aged 
children:  

 The median age in Othello is about 26, compared to 38 statewide. 
 More than 38% of Othello’s population are children and youth under age 18. 
 About 41% of households in the city have four or more members.7  

This indicates a significant need for housing for families with children, which often require larger housing 
units with multiple bedrooms. Referring back to Exhibit 3, just 16% of housing units in Othello have four or 
more bedrooms as compared to 26% of households having five or more members. This indicates a 
misalignment between household types and sizes and the size of housing units in Othello that would 
likely have a disproportionate effect on households with children. Additional housing concerns related 
to children in the community include proximity to schools, childcare facilities, and other amenities. 

5. Farmworker Housing 

Agricultural jobs are often seasonal in nature and involve packing as well as agricultural production 
jobs. While just 2% of jobs located in the City of Othello are in agriculture, an estimated 21% of Othello 
residents work in agriculture, as a number of residents commute to agricultural work outside of the city 
where a much larger share of jobs are in agriculture (16%). Countywide, about 58% of agricultural jobs 
are variable, 15% are temporary H-2A Visa requests, and only about 28% are permanent.8 

Farmworker housing includes both permanent housing units (which can be rented or owned) and 
seasonal housing (which is typically provided as beds in congregate housing). In 2018, there was an 

7 U.S. Census Bureau, 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table S0101 and Table B25009).   
8 Washington Employment Security Department, 2019; ESRI Business Analyst, 2020; U.S. Department of Labor, 2020. 
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estimated gap of nearly 1,300 permanent housing units and 2,400 seasonal beds in Adams County, 
based on the number of farmworkers and existing dedicated farmworker housing units and beds (see 
Exhibit 4). Workers who cannot find farmworker-designated housing must find housing on the private 
market, where they are likely to be cost-burdened based on the average farmworker wage and 
average rents in the area. It may be hard for seasonal farmworkers even to find any housing at all, as 
many private landlords do not rent on a temporary basis. 

Exhibit 4. Farmworker Housing Needs and Gaps in Adams County, 2018 

Housing Type Provided Estimated Need Estimated Gap 

Permanent Housing (Units) 84 1,353 1,269 

Seasonal Housing (Beds) 1,134 3,515 2,381 

Sources: Washington Employment Security Department, 2019; Washington State Finance Committee, 2019; Washington State 
Department of Health, 2019; BERK, 2020. 

Existing Housing Policies and Regulations 

The Policy Review evaluated several elements of the City’s current plans and policies that pertain to 
housing needs. This focused on their effectiveness in meeting the city’s housing goals, attaining the 
planned housing types and units, or the likelihood they will support the development of housing to meet 
the needs identified in the Housing Needs Assessment. Additionally, this also included a review to assess 
alignment with state requirements for partially planning communities to ensure fair housing and to allow 
manufactured housing, accessory dwelling units (for cities above 20,000 residents), affordable housing 
on religious organization properties, and associated items.  

The following sections provide a high-level overview of the full policy review, which can be found in 
Appendix C. 

Othello Comprehensive Plan 

The introduction to the 2015 Comprehensive Plan expresses the following: 

The city is committed to planning its future in a way that provides a steady economy that is 
attractive to new industries, a cooperative and responsible government organization that 
supports opportunities for new growth, and a community that provides a great quality of life for 
its citizens. 

While the Comprehensive Plan does not include a defined vision for 2035, the goals and policies 
throughout the plan provide strong guidance for City permitting, planning, funding, and other decisions. 
Many of the policies in the Comprehensive Plan already highlight the needs and align with the 
strategies discussed in this Draft HAP, although some minor adjustments could be provided for greater 
clarity. The full review notes other policies that should be strengthened to support affordable and 
accessible housing opportunities, housing development co-located with amenities and infrastructure 
investments, and efforts to address housing challenges, largely to low-income renters vulnerable to 
displacement.  

DRAFT

23



Development Regulations 

The Othello Municipal Code currently includes residential and commercial zoning designations that 
allow for a range of housing types and densities. However, some of the existing development 
regulations can make development to maximum capacities challenging, and the existing code lacks 
incentives to develop at these higher densities to boost housing production. Examples of this include: 

 Extra Lot Area Requirements in the R-4 Zone. Maximum residential densities for triplex and fourplex
development are currently lower in the R-4 zone than in the R-3 zone. Under the R-4 zone, the
current code requires an additional 900 ft2 of site area, 300 ft2 of landscaping, and 400 ft2 of parking
(or 1,600 ft2 total) per dwelling unit above the minimum 6,000 ft2 lot size when developing more than
two dwelling units. This means a triplex requires a minimum lot size of 7,600 ft2, and 9,200 ft2 is
necessary for a fourplex. In comparison, the R-3 zone simply requires a minimum lot size of 7,000 ft2

for either type of development.
 Lot Coverage and Density: The maximum allowed lot area that can be covered by buildings and

accessory buildings is currently 35%. This may limit the type of development, unit sizes, and effective
densities with new residential projects, especially on smaller or constrained lots. This standard
encourages single-family homes with large parking areas and yards, which do not align with the
intent of some residential zones.

 Residential Parking Standards in Residential Zones: Current off-street parking requirements for mid-
density (e.g., triplexes and fourplexes) and higher-density multifamily zones require dedicating a
large amount of the site to accommodate on-site parking. This can reduce the amount of land that
can be used for a building footprint, which can impact the feasibility of projects.

 Residential Parking Standards in Commercial Zones: Residential parking standards that support
mixed-use and multifamily development should be established for consistency with commercial
zones under the 2020 zoning code updates.

 Street Widths: Reducing street width requirements, particularly for neighborhood streets with lower
speed limits, could allow more land in a subdivision to be used for housing. This could facilitate the
development of additional units on a site and can reduce the costs of development.
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Future Growth and Capacity 

Remaining vacant residential land will not accommodate 
anticipated 2035 growth if development continues at 
existing rates. This is especially true if the community 
wishes to achieve a household size more consistent with 
county or statewide averages.  

By 2035, the city’s population is expected to grow by 
nearly 2,500 people. Assuming the current average 
household size of 3.45 and a 5% vacancy rate, the City 
would need about 760 new dwelling units to 
accommodate this additional population.  

However, this does not account for overcrowding. This is a 
significant issue in Othello, and is most pronounced with 
larger renter households.9 If Othello were to 
accommodate expected population growth and 
achieve an average citywide household size consistent 
with Adams County or statewide averages, the city would 
need to add 966–1,956 new units by 2035. 

These needs will not be met with current land available 
within City limits. Under 2020 zoning code updates and 
considering City staff’s current estimate of remaining 
vacant residential land within city limits, vacant residential 
land would likely accommodate around 560 units if 
developed at current densities. If developed at the 
maximum densities allowed under current zoning, 
remaining residential land capacity could accommodate 
between 700-1,400 units, depending on the type of 
development (see sidebar).10 

Under the new zoning code adopted earlier this year, multifamily or mixed-use development is also 
allowed in most commercial areas, which could accommodate some of the needed housing. 
Residential densities in these commercial districts are effectively limited by development standards, 
primarily height and parking requirements. However, several large vacant commercial areas in the 
southern and eastern portions of the city zoned C-3 could develop as mixed-use to address housing 
needs. 

9 About 17% of occupied housing units in the city have more than one occupant per room compared to 13% in Adams County 
and 3% statewide. Amongst renter households, nearly one-third of Othello households (31%) have more than one occupant per 
room compared to 23% in Adams County and 6% statewide. U.S. Census Bureau, 2014-2018 ACS 5-Year Estimates (Table B25014); 
BERK, 2020. 
10 Most of the remaining vacant residential land within city limits is zoned R-4. However, maximum residential densities for triplex 
and fourplex development are currently lower in the R-4 zone than the R-3 zone. If developed at the maximum densities currently 
allowed in the R-3 zone, vacant residential land (including the 70 acres preliminarily platted for 250 single-family homes) could 
accommodate between 633-1,783 units depending on the type of development. 

Remaining Residential Land in Othello 
Zoning code and map updates adopted in 
early 2020 slightly increased citywide 
residential land capacity, primarily by 
upzoning vacant parcels and allowing 
multifamily or mixed-use development in most 
commercial areas. Per the 2020 zoning code 
update, allowed residential densities currently 
range between 3.8 and 17.4 dwelling units 
per acre in most residential areas. 

According to City staff, there are about 158 
acres of remaining vacant residential land in 
city limits. There is already a preliminary plan 
in place to develop approximately 70 acres 
for 250 units, mostly single-family homes. 

The remaining 88 acres are almost entirely 
zoned R-4. Maximum residential densities for 
triplex and fourplex development are 
currently lower in the R-4 zone than the R-3 
zone because of existing development 
regulations. Under ideal conditions, these 
remaining areas could accommodate up to 
about 900 new units as duplexes and about 
1,150 new units as fourplexes. 

Despite the range of possible residential 
densities under zoning, the city has largely 
developed at densities of around 3.5–6.7 
dwelling units per acre, with the greatest 
realized densities in the R-3 zone (see Figure 
2-7 in the 2015 Comprehensive Plan). Data
from OFM and the City indicate that new
permitted units since 2015 are mostly single-
family, however, which suggests that recent
patterns of development have not
accommodated the entire possible range of
densities.
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Future development on land in the Othello Growth Area (OGA) annexed from Adams County could 
also help address existing and forecasted housing shortages. Under Land Use Policy 1.5.2 in the 
Comprehensive Plan, the City is directed to automatically zone any residential areas in the OGA that 
are annexed as high density (R-4). However, many of the large areas within the OGA that could 
accommodate new development, particularly to the south of existing city limits, are currently used for 
agriculture. These lands are important for the local economy and should be protected, and any 
development in these areas would require an extension of services. Because of this, they may not be 
immediately available to accommodate future residential growth, and may not be appropriate for 
longer-term growth needs as well. 
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Strategies for Othello 
This Draft Housing Action Plan evaluates a range of strategies in the Washington State Department of 
Commerce’s Draft Guidance for Developing a Housing Action Plan (Commerce Guidebook) as well as 
strategies specific to Othello identified during the policy review. The range of potential housing 
strategies for Othello to consider fall into the four following categories: 

1. Revising Zoning and Building Standards. These recommendations involve changing the existing 
development requirements in zoning regulations and building standards to facilitate the type and 
amount of development needed to meet housing goals. 

2. Parking and Transportation Standards. In addition to the general zoning and building requirements, 
the provision of parking and rights-of-way can affect the amount of land available for development 
and the costs of new projects. Adjusting these standards can help to make developments more 
efficient, reducing costs and improving project feasibility. 

3. Affordable Housing Incentives. In cases where the current market would not be able to provide 
certain types of units, the City can provide some financial support using available instruments to 
offset the costs for private and non-profit developers to build these units themselves. 

4. Process Improvements. The City can also work to improve internal processes, specifically those that 
may limit or delay needed housing development. 

Exhibit 5 identifies the strategies and their relationship to key housing objectives in this Draft Housing 
Action Plan. Each strategy includes a description, evaluation of how the tool relates to housing 
objectives, example communities implementing the tool, and applicability in Othello including 
recommendations.  

In addition, the summary for each tool describes the ability to increase housing supply and variety, 
potential for effectiveness (e.g., productive in units), and the potential to preserve existing housing and 
avoid displacement are characterized, consistent with RCW 36.70A.600(2). Checkmarks are highlighted 
when the tool most prominently features these aspects. Strategies important for stakeholders in 
engagement completed to date are also noted. 
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Exhibit 5. Matrix of Strategies and Relationship to Housing Objectives 

 Housing Action Plan Objectives  

Strategy 

1. Make it Easier to 
Build Affordable 
Ownership and 
Rental Housing 

2. Increase 
Housing 

Variety and 
Choice 

3. Ensure 
Opportunities 

for Families with 
Children 

4. Promote 
Housing for 
Agricultural 

Workers 

Stakeholder 
Strategy Highlighted 

by the Public or 
Stakeholders 

1. Revising Zoning and Building Standards 

1.1 Coordinate future upzoning 
in areas likely to experience 
redevelopment 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔ [ PENDING ] 

1.2 Modify setback, lot 
coverage, and landscaping 
standards for site design 

✔ ✔ ✔   

1.3 Require minimum residential 
densities for development ✔  ✔   

1.4 Add provisions for ADUs or 
smaller lot homes in some 
residential zones 

✔ ✔  ✔  

1.5 Adopt design standards or 
guidelines  ✔    

1.6 Remove extra lot area 
requirements in the R-4 zone ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  

2.  Parking and Transportation Standards 

2.1 Modify off-street parking 
requirements ✔ ✔  ✔  

2.2 Encourage or require alley-
accessed, rear, or shared 
parking 

✔ ✔    

2.3 Reduce neighborhood 
street width requirements ✔ ✔    

3. Affordable Housing Incentives or Investments 

3.1 Offer density bonuses for 
affordable housing ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  

3.2 Offer alternative 
development standards for 
affordable housing 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  

3.3 Offer fee waivers for 
affordable housing ✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  

3.4 Explore the use of a 
Multifamily Tax Exemption 
(MFTE) program for 
affordable housing. 

✔ ✔ ✔ ✔  

4. Process Improvements      

4.1 Streamline permit review ✔ ✔ ✔   
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Summary of Strategies and Recommendations 

1.  Revised Zoning and Building Standard Strategies 

1.1 Coordinate future upzoning in areas likely to experience redevelopment. Over time, there will be 
pressures on residential areas of the city for new development, infill, and redevelopment. The City 
should work to ensure that these projects can take advantage of higher densities to allow housing 
to be created more efficiently with existing supplies of land. 

Recommendations 

1.1.1 Explore rezoning areas currently zoned as R-1 through R-3 to R-4 to ensure that future redevelopment 
can result in yields of additional housing. 

1.1.2 Explore changes to minimum lot sizes in R-1 through R-4 zones to allow for additional density for infill 
projects and in future neighborhoods. Note that this should consider the need for capacity to 
accommodate density bonuses, such as those discussed in 3.1 below. 

1.2 Modify setback, lot coverage, and landscaping standards for site design. Adjusting requirements 
for the building massing and landscaping for residential development projects can allow for the 
more efficient and affordable use of developable lands for housing. 

Recommendations 

1.2.1 Explore adjustments to setbacks, primarily front setbacks and exterior side setbacks on corner lots to 
permit housing closer to the street, provide opportunities for interesting streetscapes, and allow 
flexible site configurations for more efficient development. 

1.2.2 Simplify the landscaping points system required under the Code to provide a clearer and more 
consistent approach. This would include revising the table under OMC 17.74.100 to collapse 
available categories where possible. 

1.2.3 Change the requirements for landscaping points under OMC 17.74.030 Table 2 to allow for a gradual 
increase in points for development between 2,500 and 5,000 ft2. 

1.2.4 Apply single-family and duplex requirements for landscaping under OMC 17.74.020(c) Table 1 to 
triplex and fourplex development. 

1.2.5 Explore increases in lot coverage requirements that can allow for additional development on a site 
while complying with recommendations for stormwater management. 

1.2.6 Pilot potential changes in development regulations through Planned Development District Overlays 
under OMC 17.54. 

1.2.7 Develop neighborhood design guidelines to address concerns about the aesthetics and quality of 
new single- and multifamily construction with changes to site design requirements. See Strategy 1.5 
for more details. 

1.3 Require minimum residential densities for development. Providing minimum density requirements 
can ensure that new development makes efficient use of available land and achieves a minimum 
yield of new units. 

Recommendations 

1.3.1 Establish minimum net density requirements for R-3 and R-4 zones to promote more efficient 
development patterns. As single-family housing is an allowed use under OMC 17.20.030, these 
requirements should be set to ensure that single-family housing can still be accommodated in these 
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areas: a minimum of 3–4 units per net acre set for R-3 zones and a minimum of 4–5 units per net acre 
set for R-4 zones. 

1.3.2 Explore minimum densities in C-2 zones for multifamily development allowed under OMC 17.30.030 
when associated development densities can be evaluated.  

1.3.3 Track ongoing development in the community to determine achieved densities for new 
development in Othello over time. This information should be used to adjust future changes to 
minimum densities. 

1.3.4 Assess the need for design guidelines and comparable tools to mitigate the negative impacts from 
increases in minimum allowable densities. See Strategy 1.5 for more details. 

1.4 Add provisions for ADUs and smaller lot homes in some residential zones. Allowing Accessory 
Dwelling Units (ADUs) and smaller lot homes to be built in certain residential zones can provide 
opportunities for new housing on existing and infill lots. 

Recommendations  

1.4.1 Explore an updated ADU ordinance based on previously proposed ADU ordinances and prior 
objections to the policy. If possible, this should relax off-street parking requirements and owner 
occupancy requirements to reduce the challenges to building ADUs on existing properties. This may 
be piloted in specific neighborhoods through a zoning overlay before allowing ADUs in wider areas 
of the city. 

1.4.2 Allow for flexibility with meeting minimum lot size requirements and massing through lot size averaging 
allowances for subdivisions. This would allow for smaller lots to be developed in new subdivisions, both 
to provide more flexibility with subdivision platting and to encourage a wider range of housing sizes 
to be developed. 

1.4.3 Explore the development of small-lot and cottage housing zoning areas which would provide 
flexibility for smaller housing units to be incorporated into targeted areas in new and existing 
neighborhoods. This may include revisions to lot and subdivision design requirements, especially with 
respect to setbacks, lot coverage, and access. 

1.4.4 Provide clear policies for the registration and permitting of unregulated ADUs. This can ensure that 
existing ADUs that were developed outside of current regulations can be monitored by the city to 
ensure that it provides for safe and healthy housing for residents. 

1.4.5 Provide ongoing monitoring for the permitting and construction of ADUs, cottage housing, and small 
lot housing in the community to evaluate the effectiveness of the policy and the possible needs for 
adjustments to these policies over time. 

1.5 Adopt residential design standards or guidelines. Presenting consistent design standards or 
guidelines for residential development in the community can ensure that impacts from more dense 
development can be mitigated and the character of existing areas can be maintained.  

Recommendations 

1.5.1 Engage with developers, landowners, and members of the community to create a pilot for design 
guidelines targeted to areas likely to experience new development, redevelopment, or infill over the 
short term. This should build on the design standards established for commercial development in the 
city and focus on potential conflicts associated with new infill and subdivision development.   

1.5.2 Coordinate an “after-action” review of the design guidelines pilot after development has occurred 
to determine next steps with adjusting these guidelines to make them more effective and provide for 
their wider use. 
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1.6 Remove extra lot area requirements in the R-4 zone. The City should adjust the requirements for R-4 
zones to allow triplexes and fourplexes to be developed without additional allocations of lot area 
that would reduce effective density. 

Recommendations 

1.6.1 Remove requirements in OMC 17.20.060 for additional lot area for triplexes and fourplexes in R-4 
zones. Lot sizes would be regulated specifically by a single minimum lot size for the entire zone, which 
would be consistent with the approach used for R-3 zoning. 

1.6.2 Remove requirements in OMC 17.20.060 for additional parking area for multifamily projects in R-4 
zones and rely specifically on OMC 17.61.020 to determine on-site parking needed for a project. Also 
note adjustments in off-street parking requirements from Strategies 2.1 and 2.2. 

1.6.3 Adjust the landscaping requirements in R-4 zones under OMC 17.20.060 to align with the general 
requirements provided in OMC 17.74. Also note that these requirements may be adjusted under 
Strategy 1.2. 

1.6.4 Provide suitable maximum densities for the R-4 zones that would be consistent with the desired scale 
of multifamily housing to be built in these areas. (Also note recommendations for minimum densities 
with 1.3.1) 

2.  Parking and Transportation Standard Strategies 

2.1  Modify off-street parking requirements. Tailoring off-street parking requirements for new housing to 
meet actual needs by residents can help to reduce costs of development and allow for more 
density to be included on multifamily sites. 

Recommendations 

2.1.1 Create parking requirements and standards under OMC 17.61.020 for multifamily housing in C-2 
zones. These requirements should be based on a parking study and reflect actual car ownership and 
needs for on-site parking.   

2.1.2 Create options for parking variances for low-income housing and housing for residents that may 
have lower rates of car ownership (e.g., seniors) or in other cases where the expected parking 
requirements would be lower. This may require a parking study to achieve the necessary variance to 
ensure that there are no undue effects with reduced parking requirements. 

2.1.3 Provide explicit guidance to developers under the provision of joint use of parking facilities for the 
joint use of parking in mixed-use development projects with residential and commercial uses. 

2.2 Encourage alley-accessed, rear, and shared parking. Allowing alley-accessed, rear, or shared 
parking to fulfill parking requirements can give an opportunity to meet parking requirements while 
mitigating some of the impacts associated with parking, especially with denser types of housing. 

Recommendations 

2.2.1 Provide design guidelines and flexibility with parking requirements for the development of new 
subdivisions with alleyways and rear parking. As part of this process, development requirements 
should be adjusted to support rear parking as required. 

2.2.2 For existing neighborhoods, explore the use of requirements for garage setbacks, frontages, design 
elements, and façade transparency to ensure that the effects of off-street parking from new infill 
development are mitigated. 
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2.2.3 Include provisions for shared parking in the Municipal Code to provide flexibility for meeting 
residential parking requirements with off-site parking options. 

2.3 Reduce neighborhood street width requirements. Reducing neighborhood street width 
requirements can reduce the amount of land required for rights-of-way in a new subdivision, which 
can allow for greater housing yields in these projects. 

Recommendations 

 2.3.1 Coordinate with the Public Works Department and Adams County Fire District #5 to determine the 
potential for reductions to neighborhood street rights-of-way widths, including additional 
designations for streets. This should consider the needs for lower speed limits as well as access 
requirements for emergency vehicles and other services.,  

2.3.2 Collaborate with the Public Works Department and landowners to pilot revisions to street and right-of-
way widths and related street design considerations using a Planned Development District Overlay. 
This pilot project should work with the site developer to understand the cost savings, increases in site 
yields, parking impacts, and effects on feasibility resulting from adjustments to street width 
requirements. 

2.3.3 Partner with the Public Works Department to make final revisions to the Public Works Design 
Standards for all new subdivisions. 

3.  Affordable Housing Incentives 

3.1 Offer development bonuses for affordable housing. Developers can be granted bonuses that will 
allow for denser development to offset the costs of voluntarily providing affordable housing. 

Recommendations 

3.1.1 Develop policies for development bonuses for affordable rental housing under a proposed model for 
a Planned Development District overlay system. This would include identifying the threshold for 
projects that would qualify for additional density (e.g., 20% of units reserved for households making 
50% AMI or below), as well as the changes in the required building envelope necessary to achieve 
these additional densities. 

3.1.2 Develop provisions for density bonuses for affordable owner-occupied housing across all zones. The 
considerations of including bonusing for owner-occupied housing would be comparable to rental 
housing, although the threshold for household income may be higher (e.g., 80–100% of AMI). This 
would also require the City to set up a monitoring system to ensure that the resale of these units 
would consider lower sale prices and income restrictions. This would also include evaluating changes 
to building envelope and parking requirements to allow this density to be accommodated on a site. 

3.1.3 Coordinate with local religious and non-profit organizations that own property in the city to 
determine potential applications of density bonusing on vacant or underutilized sites and promote 
their development. 

3.2 Offer alternative development standards for affordable housing. Developers of affordable housing 
projects can also be provided with flexibility with respect to other development standards to 
reduce costs. 

Recommendations 

3.2.1 Create development incentives under the provisions of RCW 36.70A.540 that allow for more flexible 
parking requirements for affordable housing, conditional on agreements that the resulting housing 
units will stay affordable for a 50-year period. 
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3.2.2 Develop consistent guidance for the use of Planned Development District Overlays with affordable 
housing and provide this as an option for low-income housing development projects.  

3.3 Offer fee waivers for affordable housing. The waivers of certain fees typically charged for new 
development can provide a financial incentive to make the development of affordable housing 
more feasible, depending on the current fee amounts. If the City were to increase development 
fees in the future, waivers of some or all of those fees could be one incentive for affordable 
housing. 

Recommendations 

3.3.1 If the City pursues increases in charges and fees associated with housing development, identify the 
feasibility of a targeted fee waiver program for affordable housing projects. Total waiver amounts 
should be limited by funding directed by Council to ensure that fiscal impacts are constrained. These 
fee waivers should specify qualifying household incomes for covered units to ensure they will help 
achieve affordable housing goals. 

3.3.2 After developed, monitor and report on the use of fee waivers in the development of affordable 
housing in the city and provide regular public reports on the uptake of this incentive.   

3.4 Explore the use of a Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program for affordable housing. Another 
incentive that can be provided to support affordable housing development is the use of a 
Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program. Under this program, cities can forgive the property taxes 
paid for a residential structure provided the building includes a certain proportion of affordable 
housing units. 

Recommendations 

3.4.1 Define a designated residential targeted area, affordability requirements, standards and guidelines, 
and potentially minimum residential densities for applicable areas for an MFTE program in 
consultation with the Planning Commission and housing providers. 

3.4.2 Coordinate the adoption of the MFTE program in targeted areas, including requirements for the 
public hearing. 

3.4.3 Provide monitoring and review of the effectiveness of the program and ensure that the program 
considers future updates to State law on MFTE programs.  

4. Process Improvement Strategies 

4.1 Continue to improve internal processes for permit processing and review. Permit review processes 
may add time and uncertainty to a development project. Building on current efforts and 
continuing to improve the efficiency of the review process can improve certainty for developers.   

Recommendations 

4.1.1 Continue to improve the efficiency of the permitting and review process where possible. This could 
include providing updated guidance to developers and landowners and coordinating a “one-
window” approach with respect to approvals. 

4.1.2 Provide regular reporting and reviews of permitting times for residential development. This should be 
focused on highlighting improvements in internal processes from changes over time and identifying 
any other areas where improvements could be made. 
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1. Revised Zoning and Building Standard Strategies 

1.1 Coordinate future upzoning in areas likely to experience redevelopment. 

Summary 

Over time, there will be pressures on residential areas of the city for new development, infill, and 
redevelopment. The City should work to ensure that these projects can take advantage of higher 
densities to allow housing to be created more efficiently with existing supplies of land. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

 Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

 Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

 

Rationale 

One approach to encourage the development of additional housing is to provide developers with the 
ability to build more housing on land. As noted in the assessment of policies, the City’s long-term 
strategy has been to designate new land annexed from the County as under R-4 zoning. As the highest 
single-use residential zone, this policy should help to ensure higher housing yields from future projects in 
these areas. 

However, while this policy can support future management of growth after new land is annexed, there 
is already a notable amount of vacant land in the city today. Estimates by staff suggest that there is 
about 158 acres of residential land available, with a concept plan for an available 70-acre parcel that 
would provide 250 single-family homes for the site. Under historical development densities, the 
remaining 88 acres could accommodate about 311 additional housing units.  

There are also some areas where redevelopment of existing may occur in the future. Older housing in 
Othello may be purchased and redeveloped over time, especially if future supplies of housing are 
tighter and it would be more lucrative to demolish the existing housing to build new units. In these cases, 
providing for more density can promote additional units as part of redevelopment and infill projects. 

The primary approach with this strategy would be to increase allowable densities in targeted areas 
where additional housing could be accommodated, likely by changing zoning from an R-1 to R-3 
designation to R-4. This should be subject to a review by Public Works to confirm that existing and 
planned infrastructure would be sufficient to accommodate additional densities. Preferred areas for 
upzoning would include locations that have: 

 Vacant lands, especially sites that are close to major streets (e.g., arterials and collectors) and 
existing R-4 zones. 

 Areas in R-1 to R-3 zones with owner-occupied housing that is older, in poor condition, and close to 
major streets or existing R-4 or commercial zones.  
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 Areas in R-1 to R-3 zones with owner-occupied housing on sites that could accommodate additional 
infill development that are close to major streets or existing R-4 or commercial zones. 

Another approach would be to provide general increases in the development that could be 
accommodated in existing residential zones. In lieu of upzoning, this would likely be done by reducing 
the minimum lot sizes found in OMC 17.20.060, Table 2 (as well as lot setbacks) to allow for houses to be 
built on smaller lots and for greater yields to result from infill and new development. Although these 
effects would be distributed throughout the city, it is very likely that the short-term effects would be 
relatively minor in comparison to targeted upzones. Additionally, this could detract from the use of 
density bonusing for accommodating  

Recommendations 

1.1.1 Explore rezoning areas currently zoned as R-1 through R-3 to R-4 to ensure that future 
redevelopment can result in yields of additional housing. 

1.1.2 Explore changes to minimum lot sizes in R-1 through R-4 zones to allow for additional density for 
infill projects and in future neighborhoods. Note that this should consider the need for capacity 
to accommodate density bonuses, such as those discussed in 3.1 below. 

Assessment of Effects 

Generally, rezoning available land to allow for more dense development will have two main effects:  

 Developers interested in maximizing their returns may be more likely to incorporate additional 
housing units as part of a project. In the case of upzoning, this may also include a more diverse 
range of housing types.  

 For developers looking for feasible projects, especially if they already have access to land, providing 
additional density may also allow them to get a greater return from a larger project. 

By providing for more density and larger projects, the available supply of developable lands within the 
city can also be extended. This can delay the need for annexing new land to accommodate expected 
residential growth. However, this additional growth will require supporting infrastructure, and there 
should be confirmation that local infrastructure can support additional density. 

Providing a means to encourage redevelopment of existing housing also poses a risk to low-income 
renters in affected neighborhoods. Depreciated housing that may provide opportunities for 
redevelopment may also provide “naturally occurring” low-income housing on the market. Any action 
to rezone residential areas should be careful to minimize the loss of affordable housing to existing 
renters, and where relevant, should be paired with efforts to build and maintain affordable housing. 

Examples 

 City of Olympia Missing Middle Housing – The City of Olympia recently passed legislation to allow a 
wider range of housing types in existing single-family zones, providing more options for new and infill 
development. 
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1.2 Modify setback, lot coverage, and landscaping standards for site design. 

Summary 

Adjusting requirements for the building massing and landscaping for residential development projects 
can allow for the more efficient and affordable use of developable lands for housing. 

Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal)

✔ Likely to be effective

Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

Development regulations such as setbacks, lot coverage,11 maximum impervious area,12 and 
landscaping standards impact site planning for new housing projects. Although development 
regulations may provide minimum lot sizes and maximum densities in general, other regulations can 
change how housing is placed on a site and how much additional space is required, which can impact 
the type of development, feasible unit size, and effective development densities achievable, especially 
on smaller or constrained lots.  

For Othello, details on the setback requirements by zone are included under OMC 17.20.060, Table 2, 
with landscaping requirements for most zones provided in OMC 17.74.  Within these regulations, there 
are several changes that may have an impact on the feasibility and cost of housing projects:  

 Front and exterior side setbacks. Modest reductions in setback standards can help to expand the
potential area on lots that can include housing, and in some cases can for new development in a
project. At present, residential zones require front setbacks of 20 feet, with interior side setbacks of 5
feet (10–15 feet for corner lots), and rear setbacks of 5–8 feet. Reducing these values can increase
flexibility with siting housing on a lot and may even increase yields where there are small or unusually
shaped parcels.

 Lot coverage. The size of a building footprint is impacted by maximum lot coverage requirements,
which will impact how much of the building can take up the lot. A maximum of 35% of the lot area
can currently be covered by residential and accessory buildings in all residential zones in Othello
(see OMC 17.20.060). This standard encourages single-family homes with large parking areas and
big yards, which does not match the intent of some residential zones and may impact the feasibility
of multifamily projects. This may also promote the use of surface parking versus at-grade or
underground parking and can impact the ability for some sites to accommodate accessory
dwelling units.

 Landscaping. In most zones, landscaping is managed by requirements provided for single-family
and duplex projects, larger multifamily projects, and residential subdivisions under OMC 17.74. The

11 Lot coverage is typically the percentage of a lot covered by buildings. 
12 Impervious areas are the hard-surfaced, man-made areas that do not readily absorb or retain water on a lot. 
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exception is with the R-4 zones, which require a flat 300 ft2 landscaped area per unit. Although these 
requirements allow for some flexibility, they have significant detail and can be complex to manage. 
Additionally, there is a breakpoint at 2,500 ft2 of developed area on the site when landscaping 
requirements double, which may be a consideration in the use of a site.   

Note that one approach to piloting these requirements may be to coordinate Planned Development 
District Overlays under OMC 17.54. The discretion available under these provisions to adjust site planning 
may allow example developments to highlight how projects could be developed under revised 
requirements. 

Recommendations 

1.2.1 Explore adjustments to setbacks, primarily front setbacks and exterior side setbacks on corner lots 
to permit housing closer to the street, provide opportunities for interesting streetscapes, and 
allow flexible site configurations for more efficient development. 

1.2.2 Simplify the landscaping points system required under the Code to provide a clearer and more 
consistent approach. This would include revising the table under OMC 17.74.100 to collapse 
available categories where possible. 

1.2.3 Change the requirements for landscaping points under OMC 17.74.030 Table 2 to allow for a 
gradual increase in points for development between 2,500 and 5,000 ft2. 

1.2.4 Apply single-family and duplex requirements for landscaping under OMC 17.74.020(c) Table 1 to 
triplex and fourplex development. 

1.2.5 Explore increases in lot coverage requirements that can allow for additional development on a 
site while complying with recommendations for stormwater management. 

1.2.6 Pilot potential changes in development regulations through Planned Development District 
Overlays under OMC 17.54. 

1.2.7 Develop neighborhood design guidelines to address concerns about the aesthetics and quality 
of new single- and multifamily construction with changes to site design requirements. See 
Strategy 1.5 for more details. 

Assessment of Effects 

Providing more flexibility with respect to site design and geometry for residential projects can be 
important for efficient development.  Buildings can be sited more easily on lots in new subdivisions and 
infill projects, which can make these developments more efficient and ensure that additional lot area 
will not be needed to accommodate other site requirements.  

Adjusting landscape standards to clarify and simplify the requirements for a site can help to increase 
certainty for developers interested in projects in Othello. Allowing for a more gradual increase in 
landscaping requirements can also ensure that developers do not face a significant increase in 
development costs based on a size threshold for site development. 

Expanding the possible building footprint area would allow for more flexibility in how units are organized 
on the site and the type and size of units developed. It could be easier or more financially feasible to 
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develop a duplex or triplex, for example, with enough bedrooms to accommodate families or larger 
households. 

One concern with changing setbacks, lot coverage, and landscaping requirements is often with the 
impacts to the aesthetics of a neighborhood, and there may be concerns with respect to the privacy, 
comfort, and livability of the adjacent residential units. Providing design guidelines that highlight general 
expectations and recommendations for new development can help property developers to 
understand how best to comply with updated requirements while constructing high-quality projects in 
the community. 

1.3 Require minimum residential densities for development. 

Summary 

Providing minimum density requirements can ensure that new development makes efficient use of 
available land and achieves a minimum yield of new units. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

 Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

The purpose of establishing minimum densities in zoning is to ensure that a sufficient level of 
development occurs to support growth targets, desired walkability, infrastructure investments, local 
retail, and other defined community goals. Higher densities in a neighborhood can also reduce the per-
household cost of providing services. 

In many cases, the residential development market will try to build out to the maximum capacity of a 
site. However, there are situations where developers may decide to build at lower densities, such as with 
higher-end housing where exterior space and separation from neighbors can be valued. While this is not 
intended to impact choice in the housing market, maintaining a minimum residential density for new 
development can ensure that development targets are achieved given available land supplies. DRAFT
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Zoning code and map updates adopted in early 2020 
slightly increased citywide residential land capacity, 
which was accomplished primarily by upzoning 
vacant parcels and allowing multifamily or mixed-use 
development in most commercial areas. After these 
updates, allowed residential densities currently range 
between 3.8 and 17.4 dwelling units per acre in most 
residential areas.  

However, despite the range of residential density 
options, there are concerns that full development 
capacities will not be achieved. The city has 
historically developed at a flat rate of density ranging 
between approximately 3.5 and 6.7 dwelling units per 
acre, with the greatest realized density in the R-3 zone 
and densities of about 3.5 dwelling units per acre in 
the R-4 zone.13 New permitted units since 2015 have 
mostly been single-family and thus continue existing 
development patterns. 

Recommendations 

1.3.1 Establish minimum net density requirements for R-3 and R-4 zones to promote more efficient 
development patterns. As single-family housing is an allowed use under OMC 17.20.030, these 
requirements should be set to ensure that single-family housing can still be accommodated in 
these areas: a minimum of 3–4 units per net acre set for R-3 zones and a minimum of 4–5 units 
per net acre set for R-4 zones. 

1.3.2 Explore minimum densities in C-2 zones for multifamily development allowed under OMC 
17.30.030 when associated development densities can be evaluated.  

1.3.3 Track ongoing development in the community to determine achieved densities for new 
development in Othello over time. This information should be used to adjust future changes to 
minimum densities. 

1.3.4 Assess the need for design guidelines and comparable tools to mitigate the negative impacts 
from increases in minimum allowable densities. See Strategy 1.5 for more details. 

Assessment of Effects 

Although the 2020 updates to the zoning code allowed for a slight increase in the maximum densities 
allowed in certain neighborhoods, the lack of minimum densities can mean that developers are under 
no obligation to provide housing that aligns with the vision under the Comprehensive Plan of the R-3 
and R-4 zones as medium- and high-density residential areas of the city, respectively. This can impact 

13 See the Othello Comprehensive Plan, Figure 2-7: https://evogov.s3.amazonaws.com/media/49/media/37803.pdf. 

Visualizing Density 
Density is a controversial subject in just about 
every Washington community. Most planners 
equate “density” to the number of dwelling units 
per acre. While many cities have recently 
increased densities in efforts to accommodate 
growth and help to encourage more affordable 
housing, such increases can be extremely difficult 
and divisive. The Municipal Research and 
Services Center (MRSC) Insight Blog post titled 
“Visualizing Compatible Density” is a great 
resource for planners, public officials, and 
interested community members to see examples 
of developments built to densities ranging from 4 
to 205 units per acre. 

The post ultimately draws some conclusions 
about what makes particular examples appear 
more livable and “compatible” than others: (1) 
good streetscape design with street trees and 
welcoming sidewalks, (2) design that 
deemphasizes the automobile, and (3) attractive 
buildings with human-scale design elements. 
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ongoing efforts in managing developable land supplies if developers look to site lower-density housing 
in these locations. 

Providing options for minimum densities for multifamily development may also be relevant to maintain 
development yields and allow for the efficient use of developable land to accommodate future 
housing. However, as the development regulation changes that have allowed housing to be 
developed in these areas is relatively recent, this may be best to explore after future multifamily 
residential development occurs in commercial areas.   

Requiring minimum densities in certain locations could potentially have perceived effects on 
neighborhood quality, especially in cases where infill development might be subject to revised 
requirements. In these cases, the City should explore whether design guidelines for new and infill 
development would be necessary to help maintain the quality of new construction in different areas of 
Othello. 

Although minimum density requirements can help to increase housing yields for new projects and 
support medium- and high-density development in the city, there is a need to ensure that these 
limitations do not have significant effects on development feasibility and the amount of housing 
produced over time. Ongoing monitoring of development densities and engagement with developers 
in the area will be necessary to ensure that these minimum requirements can help to support denser 
and more efficient patterns of development in the community. 

Examples 

Pierce County Code Table 18A.15.020-1 – For urban areas in Pierce County, residential densities in urban 
areas are subject to base density requirements that are allowed as of right, as well as minimum density 
requirements for development in serviced areas.  

Renton Municipal Code 4-2-110A – Zoning regulations for R-6 zones and higher in the City of Renton 
have minimum densities that are half of the maximum density allowed on a site. 

1.4 Add provisions for ADUs and smaller lot homes in some residential zones. 

Summary 

Allowing Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) and smaller lot homes to be built in certain residential zones 
can provide opportunities for new housing on existing and infill lots. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

✔ Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 
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Rationale 

Examining other possible formats for housing units can help to address shortfalls in different housing 
types: 

 Accessory dwelling units, or ADUs, are small dwelling units that are either attached to the primary 
dwelling or in a detached structure typically placed to the side or rear of the primary dwelling. ADUs 
have long been an important option for communities to add variety and housing choice in single-
family neighborhoods. They can provide low-cost infill housing in established neighborhoods, 
dwelling opportunities for extended family members and small households that prefer a 
neighborhood setting over apartment living and can offer a critical source of monthly income for 
homeowners when rented. 

 Smaller lot homes are housing units that are permitted to be developed on smaller lots than would 
otherwise be allowed. This may be done through zoning designations or planned development 
districts and can include housing types such as cottage housing. 

Adding policies for ADUs and/or smaller lot homes can help to put smaller housing types on the market 
that can help to meet specific needs for households. Depending on their characteristics, this can 
increase housing supply and diversity, encourage affordable homeownership and middle-income 
rental housing opportunities, and increase the supply of rental housing for smaller or seasonal 
households. 

Policies for allowing ADUs typically require these units to be placed within or to the rear of a home or 
minimize the visual impacts of such units on the streetscape. ADUs are more likely to be built if: 

 Parking requirements are minimized 
 Occupancy by the owner on the property is not required 
 Detached units are allowed adequate height and floor area for design flexibility 
 The ADU and main house share a utility connection and no additional connection fees are required 

The City of Othello has reviewed the potential for ADU regulations to permit this development in the 
city.14 Under those requirements, these units were to be allowed in the R-2, R-3, and R-4 residential zones, 
and were subject to the following: 

 Only one ADU was allowed per site, specifically as an accessory to a single-family residence. 
 Maximum lot coverage requirements were maintained. 
 Two off-street requirements were required for the ADU, with two spaces required for the main house. 

Under an alternate proposal, two off-street parking spaces were required for the first bedroom of the 
ADU, with one additional off-street parking space provided for each additional bedroom.  

 The ADU were not allowed to be sold separately from the primary residence without subdivision. 
 The owner of the property was required to reside on the property for ADUs in R-2 and R-3 zones, 

either in the main house or the accessory unit. 

Providing the flexibility necessary to provide houses on smaller lots can also help with encouraging 
feasible development that may be more affordable for households. Aside from potentially allowing 
additional density and more efficient development patterns, smaller houses can be less expensive, 
allowing access to the owner-occupied housing market for moderate-income households that may not 

14 See https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Othello/html/ords/1553.pdf.  
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be able to purchase other available housing. Flexibility with site configuration and other massing 
requirements can help to provide access to shared amenities and protection of natural features. 

Recommendations  

1.4.1 Explore an updated ADU ordinance based on previously proposed ADU ordinances and prior 
objections to the policy. If possible, this should relax off-street parking requirements and owner 
occupancy requirements to reduce the challenges to building ADUs on existing properties. This 
may be piloted in specific neighborhoods through a zoning overlay before allowing ADUs in 
wider areas of the city. 

1.4.2 Allow for flexibility with meeting minimum lot size requirements and massing through lot size 
averaging allowances for subdivisions. This would allow for smaller lots to be developed in new 
subdivisions, both to provide more flexibility with subdivision platting and to encourage a wider 
range of housing sizes to be developed. 

1.4.3 Explore the development of small-lot and cottage housing zoning areas which would provide 
flexibility for smaller housing units to be incorporated into targeted areas in new and existing 
neighborhoods. This may include revisions to lot and subdivision design requirements, especially 
with respect to setbacks, lot coverage, and access. 

1.4.4 Provide clear policies for the registration and permitting of unregulated ADUs. This can ensure 
that existing ADUs that were developed outside of current regulations can be monitored by the 
city to ensure that it provides for safe and healthy housing for residents. 

1.4.5 Provide ongoing monitoring for the permitting and construction of ADUs, cottage housing, and 
small lot housing in the community to evaluate the effectiveness of the policy and the possible 
needs for adjustments to these policies over time. 

Assessment of Effects 

Overall, providing for the development of smaller homes for both owners and renters can provide 
benefits in the local housing market. In both cases, they can provide certain options that may not be 
found in the current market. 

For smaller homes, these units will be available at a lower cost due to their smaller size and be more 
affordable for potential homebuyers in the community. This can help with encouraging homeownership 
in the community at prices that are more accessible than in current single-family neighborhoods. 
Additionally, smaller lot sizes can potentially improve the flexibility and total development yields in new 
neighborhoods. Note that in existing neighborhoods small lot development may be limited except for 
targeted infill projects. 

Accessory dwelling units present a more effective approach when trying to build additional housing in 
neighborhoods that have already been built up. Homeowners that are motivated to build an ADU on 
their property can use this new unit as a source of rental income, or even as a home for family members 
such as seniors or young adults. New homes could also be built to include ADUs; while this would 
increase the prices of these homes to homebuyers, it would also allow for these units to be integrated 
with the development of the home as well. 
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Achieving significant yields of housing from these programs will require adjustments to certain 
development regulations. Requirements for parking, density, and site configurations may need to be 
adjusted to ensure that these units can be built and would provide a net benefit to owners and 
developers. 

Providing opportunities for existing ADUs that have not been approved by the City can help to manage 
these units to ensure that they are compliant with local building codes and other provisions for 
occupancy. Paired with inspections and a robust process for receiving and processing housing 
complaints, this can help to ensure that rental units are safe and healthy for all residents of the city. 

Examples 

 Bellingham Municipal Code 20.28.060 – Includes provisions for smaller homes on lots of 1,800 ft2 and 
up to 3,000 ft2. 

 Olympia Municipal Code 18.04.060 – allows ADUs to be built in all residential areas of the city subject 
to specific requirements and limitations, such as the size and configuration of these units. 

 Kirkland Municipal Code 22.28.040 – provides requirements for lot size averaging for the purpose of 
providing flexibility with subdivision design. 

1.5 Adopt residential design standards or guidelines 

Summary 

Presenting consistent design standards or guidelines for residential development in the community can 
ensure that impacts from more dense development can be mitigated and the character of existing 
areas can be maintained.   
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

 Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

 Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

One of the typical challenges with encouraging additional housing in certain areas, especially existing 
neighborhoods, is the conflicts perceived by residents between new housing and an existing 
neighborhood. Variations in site configurations, heights, building footprints, access, parking, and even 
building materials can provide a source of conflict with existing residents interested in maintaining the 
current character of an area. Even if these residents do not have a problem specifically with new 
density or housing, these incompatibilities can often be a source of friction. 

One solution to mitigate these conflicts is to develop a series of design principles to be incorporated into 
the development of new housing. These can take the form of design standards, which are specific 
requirements necessary for approval of a project, or design guidelines, which would be principles 
strongly recommended by the city and potentially involved in discretionary approval decisions. While 
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these design standards or guidelines themselves would not create additional housing, they can be 
helpful to assist new forms or higher-density housing fit in communities.  

Design standards or guidelines can include a range of topics, such as the following: 

 Choices of vegetation and protection of trees and habitat 
 Design of natural areas and open space on a site 
 Design of streets, sidewalks, and driveways 
 Access to the site and individual units 
 Building massing and placement on a site 
 Architectural design elements such as lighting, facades, and roofs 
 Wayfinding elements 
 Consideration of surrounding buildings 

Well-crafted design standards or guidelines should be directed at mitigating the effects of density in a 
community by addressing these and other topics. Standards may be specific to single-family, 
multifamily, commercial, and/or mixed-use zones. 

They should also promote good design without imposing prohibitively costly standards on new 
developments. Standards should be crafted to offer choices in how to conform to design provisions, 
such as techniques to articulate a façade or how to add desired design details to storefronts. Such 
provisions allow greater flexibility in design and help developers better control construction costs. 

Considerable expertise and experience are essential to successfully integrate best practice design into 
the code, ensure internal consistency, avoid overly costly regulations, and avoid unintended 
consequences. Plenty of photos and graphics should be used to clearly communicate the standards, 
including both good examples (so applicants understand there are a number of ways to meet the 
standard) and bad examples (an effective way to communicate “what not to do”). The City may need 
to hire a consultant to help develop appropriate design standards. 

Recommendations 

1.5.1 Engage with developers, landowners, and members of the community to create a pilot for 
design guidelines targeted to areas likely to experience new development, redevelopment, or 
infill over the short term. This should build on the design standards established for commercial 
development in the city,15 and focus on potential conflicts associated with new infill and 
subdivision development. 

1.5.2 Coordinate an “after-action” review of the design guidelines pilot after development has 
occurred to determine next steps with adjusting these guidelines to make them more effective 
and provide for their wider use. 

15 See OCC 17.30.070 and OCC 17.30.080. 
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Assessment of Effects 

Design standards expand housing choices by promoting compatible “infill” development in 
neighborhoods that minimize impacts to adjacent uses and reinforce the character of the area. This 
can reduce conflicts with existing residents impacted by new development. 

In considering this, well-tailored design standards can be critical in facilitating community acceptance 
of affordable housing projects or increased densities. A thorough community engagement process that 
can help clarify the community’s vision and identify critical community design issues, including what 
types of developments are desired and undesired, can improve “buy-in” and ownership of standards, 
and reduce the likelihood of community opposition. 

One primary challenge with design guidelines and standards is that they may reduce the design 
flexibility of new developments and increase costs. The City should consider an approach that uses 
clear minimum standards but offers strategic flexibility with clear guidance in how alternative designs 
are evaluated and review the experiences that neighborhoods and developers have had with these 
guidelines over time. 

Examples 

 Westport Design Standards and Guidelines (2007) – A small community example that combines 
mandatory standards and voluntary guidelines for non-single-family development utilized by City 
staff when reviewing permits. The guidelines supplement the City’s codified development 
standards.16  

 Sumner Single Family/Duplex Design and Development Guidelines (2013) – Detailed mandatory and 
voluntary guidelines address a range of topics including roof design and garage setbacks for single-
family and duplex development. 

 Kennewick Municipal Code Chapter 18.75 – The City of Kennewick has required design standards 
for single-family and multi-family development. Mixed-use design standards are included elsewhere 
in the Code (KMC 18.80).  

  

16 See WMC 17.20A.060: https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Westport/html/Westport17/Westport1720A.html#17.20A.060.  
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1.6 Remove extra lot area requirements in the R-4 zone. 

Summary 

The City should adjust the requirements for R-4 zones to allow triplexes and fourplexes to be developed 
without additional allocations of lot area that would reduce effective density. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

 Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

 

Rationale 

The City of Othello currently offers residential and commercial zoning designations that allow a range of 
housing types and densities, including four primary residential zones. Per the Othello Municipal Code 
Section 17.20.010, the intended purposes of the R-3 and R-4 districts are as follows: 

(d) R-3 Residential District. The R-3 zone is intended as a medium-density zone which allows a mix 
of home types, including triplex and fourplex dwellings. 

(e) R-4 Residential District. The R-4 zone is intended as the highest-density residential zone, 
allowing larger multifamily dwellings in addition to one-, two-, three-, and four-family dwellings. 

Zoning densities in most residential areas of the city currently range between 3.8 and 17.4 dwelling units 
per acre. Maximum residential densities for plex developments, however, may be lower in some cases 
for the R-4 zone than the R-3 zone under existing development standards. In the R-4 zone, the current 
code requires that for every additional unit beyond two, an additional 900 ft2 is required for the 
minimum lot size, and an additional 400 ft2 of on-site parking is required (in addition to the requirements 
in OMC 17.61). Additionally, as opposed to the landscaping requirements included in OMC 17.74, a flat 
300 ft2 of landscaped area is required.17  

Because of these requirements, R-4 zoning breaks with the format provided for other residential zoning 
and presents issues of consistency and a lack of flexibility as compared to other zoning designations, 
especially existing R-3 and C-2 zones: 

 Lower effective densities. Assuming the additional 900 ft2 of site area per unit can accommodate 
the higher parking and landscaping area requirements, the maximum net density in R-4 zones is 10% 
lower than the density in R-3 zones for fourplexes. Additionally, multifamily development in R-4 zones 
will be subject to much more onerous lot size requirements than comparable multifamily 
developments in C-2 zones. Overall, this will lower the effective yield of new housing units in these 
zones. 

17 See OMC 17.20.060: https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Othello/html/Othello17/Othello1720.html#17.20.060  
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 Less flexibility with accommodating parking. Mandating an additional 400 ft2 of on-site parking 
supplementing the requirement in OMC 17.61.020 reduces the flexibility for builders when devising 
approaches to fulfill parking requirements. It is also not clear why a fixed requirement for area would 
be necessary here when this is not applied to R-3 and C-2 zones. 

 Less flexibility with landscaping requirements. A flat 300 ft2 per unit requirement for landscaping 
eliminates other options for fulfilling these requirements with site design under OMC 17.74.100, such 
as preserving mature trees or providing alternative plantings. Depending on the size of the building 
and number of units, this may also require a greater amount of landscaping, especially for 
multifamily properties with a larger number of units. 

Recommendations 

1.6.1 Remove requirements in OMC 17.20.060 for additional lot area for triplexes and fourplexes in R-4 
zones. Lot sizes would be regulated specifically by a single minimum lot size for the entire zone, 
which would be consistent with the approach used for R-3 zoning. 

1.6.2 Remove requirements in OMC 17.20.060 for additional parking area for multifamily projects in R-4 
zones and rely specifically on OMC 17.61.020 to determine on-site parking needed for a project. 
Also note adjustments in off-street parking requirements from Strategies 2.1 and 2.2. 

1.6.3 Adjust the landscaping requirements in R-4 zones under OMC 17.20.060 to align with the general 
requirements provided in OMC 17.74. Also note that these requirements may be adjusted under 
Strategy 1.2. 

1.6.4 Provide suitable maximum densities for the R-4 zones that would be consistent with the desired 
scale of multifamily housing to be built in these areas. (Also note recommendations for minimum 
densities with 1.3.1) 

Assessment of Effects 

Addressing the inconsistencies in R-4 zones may allow for a somewhat greater use of existing 
developable lands for fourplex development. If minimum lot sizes are fixed, maximum possible densities 
could increase by up to 15%. Although this may be mitigated by the need to accommodate additional 
parking and landscaping area, this can be one way to extend future land supplies and provide for 
more efficient development patterns. 

Additionally, while the uptake of available sites in the city for triplexes/fourplexes and multifamily 
development would not be assured by this change alone, it would provide one avenue to make these 
development projects more feasible in R-4 zones. This can help to increase the production of housing 
units over time. 
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2. Parking and Transportation Standard Strategies 

2.1 Modify off-street parking requirements. 

Summary 

Tailoring off-street parking requirements for new housing to meet actual needs by residents can help to 
reduce costs of development and allow for more density to be included on multifamily sites. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

* Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

Parking can be one of the biggest drivers of costs and limitations on the design of new development. 
Accommodating surface parking to meet off-street parking requirements can prevent these areas from 
being used for other purposes. For larger developments, the limitations of space available on the site 
and the loss of internal space to garages and structure parking can serve as possible constraint on the 
housing that can be put on a site. 

Current requirements for residential parking under the Othello Municipal Code include the following:18 

 Single-family dwellings (R-1, R-2, R-3, or R-4 zones): Two garage spaces plus two concrete parking 
spaces, with no more than four vehicles parked in improved spaces in the front yard  

 Two-family dwellings (R-2, R-3, or R-4 zones): Two spaces for each dwelling unit, with no more than 
three vehicles per unit parked off-street outside a garage. 

 Multiple-family dwellings (R-3 or R-4 zones): Two spaces for each dwelling unit, with no more than 
two vehicles per unit parked off-street outside a garage.  

 Residential hotels, fraternity houses, rooming houses, or boardinghouses: One space for each two 
guest accommodations or four beds, whichever is greater. 

While right-sizing parking can help to reduce development costs, there are some challenges in 
changing these requirements. If insufficient parking is provided for new development, additional 
vehicles may be parked on the road, impacting the use of the street and the aesthetics of the 
neighborhood.  

However, parking requirements may not be consistent across different types of housing. For smaller units 
catering to smaller households and singles, providing significant parking may not be required. There 
may also be the potential for providing parking reductions for affordable housing as well as for housing 
for seniors and other households that may have lower rates of car ownership. Exploring reductions for 
these types of uses can help to target adjustments to serve lower-income households. 

18 See OMC 17.61.020: https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Othello/#!/Othello17/Othello1761.html#17.61.020  
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Recommendations 

2.1.1 Create parking requirements and standards under OMC 17.61.020 for multifamily housing in C-2 
zones. These requirements should be based on a parking study and reflect actual car ownership 
and needs for on-site parking.   

2.1.2 Create options for parking variances for low-income housing and housing for residents that may 
have lower rates of car ownership (e.g., seniors) or in other cases where the expected parking 
requirements would be lower. This may require a parking study to achieve the necessary 
variance to ensure that there are no undue effects with reduced parking requirements. 

2.1.3 Provide explicit guidance to developers under the provision of joint use of parking facilities19 for 
the joint use of parking in mixed-use development projects with residential and commercial uses. 

Assessment of Effects 

Given that the residents of Othello rely heavily on personal vehicles for transportation, it can be a 
challenge to reduce parking requirements further below what is currently listed in the Municipal Code. 
In many neighborhoods with higher rates of car ownership and larger households, this may push 
personal vehicles to park on streets, which may have separate impacts on the community.  

However, targeted reductions in parking requirements, especially for smaller multifamily units and 
housing for low-income households, seniors, and other households with lower rates of car ownership 
may help to reduce costs with specific households where housing costs may be a concern. While care 
should be taken that these requirements do not impact the neighborhood, they can help to support the 
development of more affordable housing. 

Examples 

 Ellensburg Municipal Code 15.550 – Senior assisted housing requires less off-street parking than senior 
housing, single-family homes, duplexes, or townhomes. The City also allows on-street parking 
adjacent to the site to count towards parking requirements for non-residential uses, which could 
benefit mixed-use but not solely residential development. 

 Prosser Municipal Code 18.95 – Allows on-site parking variances for projects applying for earned 
increased density by providing affordable housing. 

2.2 Encourage alley-accessed, rear, and shared parking. 

Summary 

Allowing alley-accessed, rear, or shared parking to fulfill parking requirements can give an opportunity 
to meet parking requirements while mitigating some of the impacts associated with parking, especially 
with denser types of housing. 
 

19 See OMC 17.61.050: https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/Othello/#!/Othello17/Othello1761.html#17.61.050  
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 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

* Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

One of the challenges with parking that is explicit in OMC 17.61.020 is the desire to keep surface parking 
of vehicles from having significant impacts to the neighborhood. Requirements about the maximum 
number of vehicles parked in off-street spaces in particular highlight that parked cars can have 
significant aesthetic impacts.  

There may also be impacts to the streetscape and neighborhood character associated with providing 
surface parking in the front yard of the house. Wide driveways and garages fronting the street can result 
in a lack of façade transparency and corresponding “eyes on the street.” As densities of development 
increase, frontages may also become dominated by driveways and garages, with a more hostile 
streetscapes in the front of homes that do not provide opportunities for building neighborhood 
connections. These impacts relate to the considerations of development guidelines discussed in 
Strategy 1.5, above. 

Therefore, as development regulations change there may be a need to manage these aesthetic 
impacts further. One approach to address this would be to move on-site parking to the rear of a lot, to 
be accessible either via a driveway on site or a shared alleyway on a block. This may often depend on 
whether this is a new subdivision or an infill project in an existing neighborhood.  

In addition, there may also be the potential for shared parking, especially between smaller units in a 
larger subdivision. Providing a single location for parking for multiple units can help to provide flexibility 
with neighborhood design and mitigation of the impacts of parking (e.g., screening, vegetation, etc.). 
In some cases, such as with visitor parking, this may also provide some support for other commercial or 
institutional uses located within a neighborhood. 

Overall, potential approaches to avoid parking impacts on streetscapes in neighborhoods include the 
following: 

 Allow tandem garages 
 Provide requirements for maximum driveway widths 
 Implement garage setback minimums 
 Regulate the maximum width of garages on a lot (e.g., occupying no more than 50% of a façade). 
 Requiring covered porches or entries visible from the street 
 Adopting minimum façade transparency standards 
 Providing shared parking options 
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Recommendations 

2.2.1 Provide design guidelines and flexibility with parking requirements for the development of new 
subdivisions with alleyways and rear parking. As part of this process, development requirements 
should be adjusted to support rear parking as required. 

2.2.2 For existing neighborhoods, explore the use of requirements for garage setbacks, frontages, 
design elements, and façade transparency to ensure that the effects of off-street parking from 
new infill development are mitigated. 

2.2.3 Include provisions for shared parking in the Municipal Code to provide flexibility for meeting 
residential parking requirements with off-site parking options. 

Assessment of Effects 

As with design standards and guidelines highlighted in Recommendation 1.5, these steps will not directly 
impact the yields of housing in new development. Instead, these steps are intended to mitigate the 
effects of other steps to increase densities and housing yields and reducing the potential for conflicts 
with existing residents. 

Targeting these requirements to new subdivisions and infill projects are the most likely to receive results. 
Piloting these requirements with a new subdivision through development guidelines may be the most 
effective way of demonstrating their use in practice, especially as alleyways could be incorporated into 
the street grid. Collaborating with local developers to determine best practices for the community is 
likely the best approach for long-term implementation. 

Note that gross development yields across an entire subdivision may be reduced by allocating 
additional rights-of-way for alleyways. To ensure that overall housing development is not impacted, 
these considerations of alleys may need to incorporate changes to development regulations to allow 
for higher net densities. 

With respect to changing requirements in existing areas, this may provide opportunities to mitigate the 
effects of parking from infill development. However, one major concern will be whether these 
requirements would make it more challenging to develop infill sites, especially in cases where these sites 
would have geometry limitations that would make rear parking impractical. The initial deployment of 
these policies should provide some level of flexibility to ensure that development is not constrained by 
these new requirements. 

Note that shared parking as an approach may have more limited application in Othello, especially in 
existing areas. This may be explored if alternate housing types such as cottage housing are used, 
however, as shared parking may present the best ways of fulfilling off-street parking requirements. 

Examples 

 Spokane Municipal Code 17C.110.360 – Spokane’s Pocket Residential Development Standards 
provides additional flexibility for the provision of parking for compact infill development projects. 
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2.3 Reduce neighborhood street width requirements. 

Summary 

Reducing neighborhood street width requirements can reduce the amount of land required for rights-
of-way in a new subdivision, which can allow for greater housing yields in these projects. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

 Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

* Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

One consideration in the layout of a subdivision is allocating space for rights-of-way for streets, 
sidewalks, utility access, and other uses. Many of these standards may be relatively inflexible; for 
example, sidewalks and utility access typically must be of a minimum width to be usable. However, 
narrowing the widths of streets within subdivisions may be one way of increasing the net land available 
for development and correspondingly the yield of housing that may come from new development 
projects. 

Under the 2018 version of the City’s Public Works Design Standards,20 curb-to-curb street widths are as 
follows: 

 42 feet for Neighborhood Streets 
 48 feet for Collectors 
 58 feet for Arterials 

Even for designated Neighborhood Streets, this presents a significant curb-to-curb width. Assuming two-
way traffic, individual lane widths of 10 feet are appropriate for residential neighborhoods without 
significant impacts to traffic. Narrower widths can also encourage lower speeds, which improve safety. 
With parking lane widths of 7–9 feet, the road cross-section could be reduced by at least 6–10 feet, or 
more if parking were not allowed on one side of the street.21 

Recommendations 

2.3.1 Coordinate with the Public Works Department and Adams County Fire District #5 to determine 
the potential for reductions to neighborhood street rights-of-way widths, including additional 
designations for streets. This should consider the needs for lower speed limits as well as access 
requirements for emergency vehicles and other services. 

20 See Standard Details: Minimum Street Standards, Figure S1-Sheet 1 in Section 5: 
https://www.othellowa.gov/media/Public%20Works/2018%20Design%20Standards.pdf  
21 National Associated of City Transportation Officials, 2013, Urban Street Design Guide. https://islandpress.org/books/urban-street-
design-guide  

DRAFT

52

https://www.othellowa.gov/media/Public%20Works/2018%20Design%20Standards.pdf
https://islandpress.org/books/urban-street-design-guide
https://islandpress.org/books/urban-street-design-guide


2.3.2 Collaborate with the Public Works Department and landowners to pilot revisions to street and 
right-of-way widths and related street design considerations using a Planned Development 
District Overlay. This pilot project should work with the site developer to understand the cost 
savings, increases in site yields, parking impacts, and effects on feasibility resulting from 
adjustments to street width requirements. 

2.3.3 Partner with the Public Works Department to make final revisions to the Public Works Design 
Standards for all new subdivisions. 

Assessment of Effects 

With respect to site development, reducing the amount of land devoted to rights-of-way such as streets 
can have significant impacts on the total yields of lots from subdividing tracts of land. With lower costs 
associated with the development of streets internal to a subdivision, as well as an increase in 
development yields on the same parcel of land, this can increase the feasibility of a subdivision project 
by reducing associated costs. 

There are impacts to safety resulting from these revisions to street designs. Most significantly, narrower 
street widths in neighborhoods encourage lower speeds through neighborhoods, which can increase 
local traffic safety. Additionally, the costs of maintenance and preservation of the roadway will be 
lower to the City with less roadway surface to manage. 

The primary downsides to reducing street widths involve providing services to these subdivisions. Fire 
protection requires consideration of the width and turning radius of emergency vehicles, which may 
constrain the possible reductions in street width. These considerations may also impact other services, 
such as garbage collection or delivery vans, and there may be a need to limit on-street parking. 

Examples 

 Olympia Engineering Design and Development Standards (EDDS) – For the City of Olympia, Section 
4B.020 of the EDDS manages the design standards for transportation with projects in the city, 
including street widths. These standards were reviewed in 2006 with a committee involving city 
departments and other key agencies. Street widths were reduced by 2–5 feet, identified as the 
minimum allowable to maintain street function and safety. In addition to reducing costs, this change 
was seen as a way of reducing impervious surfaces and managing stormwater flows. 
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3. Affordable Housing Incentives  

3.1 Offer development bonuses for affordable housing. 

Summary 

Developers can be granted bonuses that will allow for denser development to offset the costs of 
voluntarily providing affordable housing. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

✔ Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

Density bonuses are a particular type of zoning incentive that permit developers to build at densities 
higher than allowed under as-of-right development in exchange for provision of a defined public 
benefit, such as a specified number or percentage of affordable units included in the development.22 
For example, the City may permit a residential developer greater building height and/or densities in 
certain areas of the city or for certain types of development in exchange for a percentage of the units 
allocated to affordable housing for a specified period, typically executed through a covenant on the 
land. 

As Othello is not required to plan under the Growth Management Act, the primary statute typically used 
for accommodating density bonuses in Washington is not applicable for the City.23 However, provisions 
under the City’s existing Planned Development District Overlay under OMC 17.54 may be adapted to 
permit additional development in exchange for affordable housing or other public benefits. The process 
necessary for approval under OMC 17.54.030 is more involved, however, and requires review and 
approval by the Hearing Examiner.  

For larger projects where this additional process may not be a significant limitation, these incentives 
may present opportunities for achieving affordable housing goals. These projects do not require direct 
public investment or diversion of revenue from the City as the bonus provides incentives through 
increased entitlements for development on a site.  

Although the provisions under OMC 17.54 are broad and are intended to provide flexibility with 
development, the City should provide guidelines for the use of the Planned Development District 
Overlay in providing density bonuses for affordable housing. While flexibility should be maintained for 
special cases, these policies can help to provide guidance to developers about how these density 
bonuses can be obtained.  

22 Puget Sound Regional Council, HIP Tool: Density Bonuses. https://www.psrc.org/density-bonuses. 
23 See RCW 36.70A.540(2)(e): https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.540  
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Recommendations 

3.1.1 Develop policies for development bonuses for affordable rental housing under a proposed 
model for a Planned Development District overlay system. This would include identifying the 
threshold for projects that would qualify for additional density (e.g., 20% of units reserved for 
households making 50% AMI or below), as well as the changes in the required building envelope 
necessary to achieve these additional densities. 

3.1.2 Develop provisions for density bonuses for affordable owner-occupied housing across all zones. 
The considerations of including bonusing for owner-occupied housing would be comparable to 
rental housing, although the threshold for household income may be higher (e.g., 80–100% of 
AMI). This would also require the City to set up a monitoring system to ensure that the resale of 
these units would consider lower sale prices and income restrictions. This would also include 
evaluating changes to building envelope and parking requirements to allow this density to be 
accommodated on a site. 

3.1.3 Coordinate with local religious and non-profit organizations that own property in the city to 
determine potential applications of density bonusing on vacant or underutilized sites and 
promote their development. 

Assessment of Effects 

As noted above, the primary advantage of density bonusing is that external developers are subsidized 
to create long-term affordable housing through increases in maximum allowed development. While 
there may be some changes to servicing requirements that could impact City finances, this relies on 
incentives that do not require an outlay of public funds (unlike, for example, fee waivers covered in 
Strategy 3.3 below). 

Density bonus programs tends to work well in communities where market rents or home prices are high 
relative to income, land is scarce, and there is a shortage of housing affordable to low- and moderate-
income households. The program would make it easier for developers to build affordable ownership or 
rental housing for specific income groups. Density bonuses can also entice development to specific 
neighborhoods or zones to reduce segregation of affordable- and market-rate housing. The additional 
time and effort necessary to work through the approval process suggests that this may only be used by 
larger projects, however. 

However, density bonus programs can be less effective at creating housing for very-low income 
households since they reduce the economic feasibility and therefore lower the likelihood that a 
developer would choose to participate in the program. The feasibility requirements must be carefully 
designed so that the value of the bonus is proportionate to the cost to the developer and provides 
enough incentive to make development feasible. 

There are also potential impacts to adjoining single-family neighborhoods due to bulk and shading from 
larger buildings or more buildings. This can be mitigated using a transition zone or design standards and 
by tailoring the requirements to various zones. 
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The City should consider whether a pending development proposing use of density bonuses will 
displace existing residents of affordable housing. Requiring replacement of existing units in new 
developments and limiting the units from use as short-term rentals could help limit displacement. 

Examples 

 Prosser Municipal Code 18.95 – An earned increased density of up to 20% is available in residential, 
downtown, or agritourism zones if 10% of dwelling units are affordable for households with incomes 
up to 80% AMI for at least 20 years. Projects receiving earned increased density must comply with a 
design review process. 

 Poulsbo Municipal Code 18.70.070 – Any development in residential zoning districts with 5 or more 
units can receive a density bonus of 20% if 10% of the pre-density bonus units are affordable to 
households with incomes up to 80% AMI (25% if 15% of the units are affordable). Units are required to 
be affordable for at least 20 years through a covenant on the land. 

 Marysville Municipal Code 22C.090 – Residential density bonus incentives are available for 
permanently restricted, low-income rental units and low-income senior rental units (no greater than 
30% of gross income for household at or below 50% of Snohomish County HUD AMI). A covenant on 
the site specifies the income level being served. Bonus units are also available for mobile home 
space for mobile homes displaced from closed parks. 

3.2 Offer alternative development standards for affordable housing. 

Summary 

Developers of affordable housing projects can also be provided with flexibility with respect to other 
development standards to reduce costs. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

✔ Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Strategy Description 

In addition to density bonuses as covered under Strategy 3.1, Planned Development District Overlays 
can also potentially accommodate other relaxations of development standards in exchange for 
developers providing affordable housing in projects. This can provide some flexibility with development 
that can make these projects more feasible to development. 

One typical strategy is to provide flexibility with parking requirements for projects that include affordable 
housing. Guidelines for these changes should be developed in coordination with changing off-street 
parking requirements under Strategy 2.1, and potentially be supported by an assessment of parking 
needs. It would be implemented by reducing or eliminating the required number of parking stalls per 
unit specifically for the income-restricted affordable units in a new development. These benefits are 
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typically the most applicable for multifamily development, although it may apply to smaller-scale 
development as well.  

Another approach is to provide for adjustments to minimum lot sizes, minimum setbacks, maximum 
building coverage, and minimum lot widths as defined by OMC 17.20.060 and OMC 17.30.050. These 
should be folded into broader discussions of density bonuses noted in Strategy 3.1, as these may be 
related more to allowing for greater densities to be included as part of density bonuses for affordable 
housing. 

As with provisions for additional density, the City should provide guidelines for the use of the Planned 
Development District Overlay in providing other relaxations in development requirements in exchange 
for affordable housing. This can help to provide guidance to developers about what benefits can be 
obtained by providing affordable housing.  

Recommendations 

3.2.1 Create development incentives under the provisions of RCW 36.70A.540 that allow for more 
flexible parking requirements for affordable housing, conditional on agreements that the 
resulting housing units will stay affordable for a 50-year period. 

3.2.2 Develop consistent guidance for the use of Planned Development District Overlays with 
affordable housing and provide this as an option for low-income housing development projects.  

Assessment of Effects 

Alternative development standards for affordable housing often work most effectively as part of a 
broader package of incentives to encourage affordable housing production. Depending on the range 
of options offered, alternative standards can help encourage housing diversity and affordable 
homeownership, middle-income rental housing, and very-low-income housing opportunities. For low-
income projects, these are best used in conjunction with the recommendations listed under Strategy 
3.1. 

Reduced parking minimums are most useful to encourage affordable multifamily housing, especially 
with higher-density projects where more expensive structure parking would otherwise be needed. As 
development densities are relatively low under current zoning regulations, this may not have an effect 
alone, but may be required if additional density is proposed under Strategy 3.1.    

Examples 

 Prosser Municipal Code 18.95 – The City of Prosser allows modifications to frontage, setback, 
parking, and usable open space requirements as part of its Housing Density Incentive Program. 

3.3 Offer fee waivers for affordable housing. 

Summary 

The waivers of certain fees typically charged for new development can provide a financial incentive to 
make the development of affordable housing more feasible, depending on the current fee amounts. If 
the City were to increase development fees in the future, waivers of some or all of those fees could be 
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one incentive for affordable housing. 
 

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

* Likely to be effective 

✔ Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Strategy Description 

At present, development fees charged by the City of Othello are relatively small. Water and sewer 
connection fees have not been updated since 1996, and other charges associated with plan review 
are relatively small. As such, waivers of these fees will provide little benefit to developers, as these costs 
will not be a substantial portion of the total development cost of a site.  

Updating these fees and charges is outside of the scope of this analysis, as these charges should be 
linked to the costs to the City in supporting new development with infrastructure. However, given the 
lack of updates, there may be a need to update this if significant additional growth will place 
additional burdens on these infrastructure systems.  

If fees were increased, waivers would provide a significant and direct fiscal benefit to developers of 
affordable housing. To ensure that these waivers would be allocated to affordable housing, they may 
be restricted to non-profit organizations, either as long-term owners of rental housing, or providers of 
owner-occupied low-income housing (e.g., Habitat for Humanity). This can provide one source of 
support for affordable housing, especially if revised fees will present a notable increase in costs. 

Note that one approach to monitoring the number and amount of fee waivers available is to make 
these waivers contingent on funding from the General Fund as an offset for lost revenue from the 
waived charges. This can limit the total incentives available, which can be extremely important if there 
could be significant impacts from lost revenue. 

Recommendations 

3.3.1 If the City pursues increases in charges and fees associated with housing development, identify 
the feasibility of a targeted fee waiver program for affordable housing projects. Total waiver 
amounts should be limited by funding directed by Council to ensure that fiscal impacts are 
constrained. These fee waivers should specify qualifying household incomes for covered units to 
ensure they will help achieve affordable housing goals. 

3.3.2 After developed, monitor and report on the use of fee waivers in the development of affordable 
housing in the city and provide regular public reports on the uptake of this incentive. 

Assessment of Effects 

Fee waivers are likely to influence the feasibility of an affordable housing project and may be an 
important component in an overall package of incentives encouraging the development of affordable 
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units. The magnitude of these effects will be dependent on the full schedule of fees included, and for 
some projects may present a significant financial incentive for development. 

However, unlike the other incentives included in this section which are derived from providing flexibility 
with zoning and development requirements, fee waivers will have direct fiscal impacts on the City. As 
such, there may be some limitations related to budget concerns, especially for larger affordable 
projects. Determining appropriate funding levels may require coordination with partners about the 
needs for support. 

Examples 

 Ephrata Municipal Code Chapter 13 – Allows connection fee waivers for water and sewer for low-
income housing for households with incomes less than 80% of the median income for working 
families in Grant County. See EMC 13.04.112(g) for water connection fee waivers and EMC 
13.08.050(f) for sewer connection fee waivers. 

 Puyallup Municipal Code 17.04.080(2) – Building permit fees for the construction, alteration, or repair 
of single-family or duplex dwellings may be waived when the structure is for low-income families, 
involves some volunteer labor, and is being constructed by a 501(c) nonprofit organization.  

3.4 Explore the use of a Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program for affordable housing 

Summary 

Another incentive that can be provided to support affordable housing development is the use of a 
Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program. Under this program, cities can forgive the property taxes 
paid for a residential structure provided the building includes a certain proportion of affordable housing 
units.  

 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

* Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) programs in Washington State are local programs that have allowed 
cities in larger areas of the state to target specific locations in the community for property tax 
exemptions. These exemptions, which cover the residential portion of the improvements on the site for 
up to 12 years, are intended to provide a financial incentive for the development of new and 
rehabilitated multifamily housing options.  

Under RCW 84.14, the City of Othello does not qualify, as this program is limited to cities of 15,000 
people, or cities of 5,000 people in counties subject to the Growth Management Act.24 However, recent 
changes to the law under SB 5287 have allowed all cities in the state to provide MFTEs specifically for 

24 See RCW 84.14.010 for more information about eligibility of cities. 
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affordable housing.25 For cities that are not otherwise permitted to provide an MFTE program, this 
program is limited to issuing tax exemptions until December 31, 2026. 

Under the current statute, cities that develop an AMFTE program must designate a “residential targeted 
area”. This is defined under RCW 84.14.040 as an area within an urban center that lacks “sufficient 
available, desirable, and convenient residential housing, including affordable housing, to meet the 
needs of the public who would be likely to live in the urban center….” The process of designating an 
area as a residential targeted area must include a public hearing, and must include standards and 
guidelines for the process. 

Based on the revisions provided by SB 5287, the City has two options for providing tax exemptions: 

 A 12-year exemption if a portion of the units are affordable for the 12-year period. 
 A 20-year exemption if this set-aside of units is permanently affordable and minimum residential 

densities are at least 15 units per acre. 

The requirements under RCW 84.14.020 stipulate that for this set-aside, at least 20% of units need to be 
affordable either for rent or for sale to low- and moderate-income households, which can include 
households up to 115% of AMI. Typically, cities will set the affordability levels lower to account for the 
needs of the community and may include other requirements to ensure that the resulting affordable 
units meet local needs.  

Recommendations 

3.4.1 Define a designated residential targeted area, affordability requirements, standards and 
guidelines, and potentially minimum residential densities for applicable areas for an MFTE 
program in consultation with the Planning Commission and housing providers. 

3.4.2 Coordinate the adoption of the MFTE program in targeted areas, including requirements for the 
public hearing. 

3.4.3 Provide monitoring and review of the effectiveness of the program and ensure that the program 
considers future updates to State law on MFTE programs. 

Assessment of Effects 

The primary challenge with this program is with the time available for implementation by the City of 
Othello. While the State Legislature expanded the MFTE program to allow all cities to pursue it as an 
option, this provision sunsets after 2026. Unless extended (which is possible), this provides a very short 
window where this program can be coordinated and can have a meaningful influence on yields of 
affordable housing in Othello. 

There are also often strong concerns that for-profit residential developers have with respect to MFTE 
programs. The incentives provided for affordable housing may not be enough for some developers to 
find it attractive to forego a part of revenue from rents for up to 12 years. The level of affordability will 
need to be carefully balanced with the likely incentive provided. 

25 For a summary of the bill, please see the Final Bill Report for E2SSB 5287 from the Washington State Legislature.  
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Note that the 20-year MFTE will only be able to be applied to areas of the city with minimum densities of 
at least 15 units per acre. Unless the zoning designations are changed, this would likely require 
specifying these minimum densities for C-2 zones.  

Given the timeframe and the option for a 20-year MFTE, the most likely target for this program over the 
short-term may be with affordable housing providers that would easily meet these requirements. It is 
essential for the City to coordinate with these agencies and organizations to determine how best to 
adjust the terms of the contract to fit their needs, including likely areas to target.  

Monitoring and review of MFTE units over time will be an important consideration, not just in terms to 
evaluating the effectiveness of these programs, but also with respect to the time and resources required 
of landlords and City staff. This would be especially true of landlords that are typically involved with 
market-rate housing, as MFTE programs will require additional paperwork. Requirements for reporting 
should be simple and straightforward where possible to minimize effort while providing effective 
modeling. 

Examples 

Shoreline MFTE Program – The City of Shoreline has had an MFTE program for almost 20 years, and 
consolidated their program into a single 12-year exemption for affordable housing in 2015 under SMC 
3.27. Under this program, 20% of units in a building must be rented at affordable rates: 70% AMI for studio 
and 1-bedroom units, and 80% AMI for units with 2 bedrooms or more.26 

Moses Lake Municipal Code 18.23 – The City of Moses Lake provides an MFTE program for both market-
rate and affordable housing units in the downtown. By 2019, this program has been associated with the 
development of 96 affordable units.27  

 
  

26 For more information, see: https://www.shorelinewa.gov/business/property-tax-exemption-pte-program. 
27 See the Joint Legislative Action Review Committee Report, “Property Tax Exemption for Multifamily Housing in Urban Areas” for 
more details on the program in general and statewide statistics on housing yields. 
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4. Process Improvement Strategies 

4.1 Continue to improve internal processes for permit processing and review. 

Summary 

Permit review processes may add time and uncertainty to a development project. Building on current 
efforts and continuing to improve the efficiency of the review process can improve certainty for 
developers. 

 
 Objectives 

✔ Increases housing supply, variety, and affordability 

✔ Increases housing for special needs (families, seasonal) 

✔ Likely to be effective 

* Avoids displacement, preserves existing housing 

Rationale 

Providing an efficient, predictable, and user-friendly permitting process can encourage new housing 
construction by reducing potential confusion or perception of risk among developers about 
requirements. Additionally, faster processes can lower the administrative costs associated with carrying 
land during the permitting stage of a project.28   

Currently, the permitting system in Othello is being updated. The deployment of the new Permit Trax 
system will allow for some streamlining of the process, as it will present options for online submittal, 
payment, inspection scheduling and permit results. This system can also allow for tracking of the permit 
process to provide a better understanding of overall review times and possible needs for additional 
changes.  

Given the City staff necessary for permit review and the expected volume of permits, a comprehensive 
overhaul of permit review processes would not likely be needed to provide substantially faster permit 
review times. However, a review of the results from the permit tracking software will be able to highlight 
potential changes to improve processing times. Other steps may help with reducing processing times, 
including revisions to application materials and guides, maintaining on-call consultant support for 
reviewing major development projects, and focusing on a “one window” system where requirements 
from all departments can be fulfilled at the same point of contact.  

Recommendations 

4.1.1 Continue to improve the efficiency of the permitting and review process where possible. This 
could include providing updated guidance to developers and landowners and coordinating a 
“one-window” approach with respect to approvals. 

28 Schuetz, Jenny, Brookings, "Who’s to blame for high housing costs? It’s more complicated than you think," (January 17, 2020), 
https://www.brookings.edu/research/whos-to-blame-for-high-housing-costs-its-more-complicated-than-you-think/. 
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4.1.2 Provide regular reporting and reviews of permitting times for residential development. This should 
be focused on highlighting improvements in internal processes from changes over time and 
identifying any other areas where improvements could be made. 

Assessment of Effects 

Overall, the direct fiscal impacts of streamlining the permitting process can often be relatively minor. 
While the carrying costs of some projects can be significant, there are cases where only nominal 
reductions will be possible, and the cost effects of those reductions may be relatively low. 

However, although the direct benefits may be lower, improving the process for developers to facilitate 
residential development can often be a strong benefit as well with making the community an attractive 
partner for new projects. Providing a level of certainty about the process and outcomes can help to 
assuage any concerns about project delays or additional requests. 

Examples 

 Sammamish Over the Counter (OTC) Permit Application Process. The City of Sammamish has 
developed a simplified process for certain permits that are limited in scope and impact. These can 
include additions of less than 500 square feet, demolition permits for residential structures, new 
single-family housing on an existing plat with a registered plan. Permits for sensitive areas, such as 
shoreline properties or sites with steep slopes, are not eligible.  

 Marysville One-Stop Permit Center. The City of Marysville has developed a One-Stop Permit Center 
to incorporate a single-window approach to permitting. This Center provides comprehensive 
services to streamline the process and ensure that applicants can acquire multiple permits at the 
same point of access. For simple projects such as home additions or reuse of existing buildings, 
building permits can potentially be turned around in a day.  
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Implementation and Monitoring 
Although the recommendations included in this report include actions that can be taken by the City to 
address current and future housing needs, there is additional work that will need to be done to 
implement these recommendations over time. This not only includes additional research and 
development by City staff, the Planning Commission, and external consultants, but also ongoing work to 
coordinate with partners regarding their efforts with housing development.  

Because of the need for this additional effort, a prospective rollout of these recommendations may be 
implemented over the following timeframes: 

 Short-term actions over the next 1–2 years include making immediate changes identified for zoning, 
as well as coordination for implementing broader changes to the Code, such as revisions to the ADU 
Ordinance, development of a Parking Study, and reviews of broader actions. 

 Moderate-term actions over the next 3–5 years encompass many of the major initiatives identified in 
the recommendations of this report. This includes additional changes to zoning, as well as adoption 
of key ordinances for ADUs, parking, development incentives, and design guidelines. 

 Long-term actions intended to be implemented after 5 years focus on ongoing monitoring and 
review of the effectiveness of the recommendations of this report. This oversight may fit with a 
reassessment of this HAP and revisions as necessary.  

Future efforts with updating and revising these policies may be combined with major revisions for the 
Comprehensive Plan in future. These policies may also need to be revised based on future actions by 
the State to address housing issues through new laws, as well as actions in housing policy by Adams 
County and nearby communities. 
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Short-Term Actions (1–2 years) 

Major short-term actions over the next 1–2 years will include the following: 

 Create a package of immediate changes to development regulations, including changes to the noted requirements in the R-4 zone. 
 Revise the previous Accessory Dwelling Unit ordinance and coordinate engagement with stakeholders to review these changes. 
 Develop a Parking Study to provide guidance on adjustments to minimum parking requirements. 
 Review the potential for a Multifamily Tax Exemption program over the short-term t 
 Research changes to the Planned Development District Overlay to provide additional development flexibility for affordable projects. 
 Research and review design guidelines/standards  
 Research additional changes to zoning and development requirements, including the potential for upzoning in targeted areas. 

 
Strategy Action Priority  Involved Parties  Resources  

1.1 Coordinate future upzoning in areas 
likely to experience redevelopment. 

 Review available sites zoned R-1 to R-4 to identify 
areas where upzoning and changes to minimum lot 
sizes could result in additional housing. (1.1.1–1.1.2) 
NOTE: This may be accelerated depending on local 
development activity and demand for developable 
lands. 

Very High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis 

1.2  Modify setback, lot coverage, and 
landscaping standards for site design   

 Create and implement a proposed package of short-
term changes to development requirements based on 
the recommendations in this section (1.2.1–1.2.7) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Stakeholder outreach 

1.3  Require minimum residential densities 
for development  

 Review recent development to determine how 
maximum lot sizes would have resulted in more 
efficient development patterns (1.3.1–1.3.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis 

  Review potential design guidelines to determine 
options for mitigating impacts of higher-density 
development (1.3.4) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis 

 Stakeholder outreach 

1.4  Add provisions for ADUs or smaller lot 
homes in some residential zones    

 Revise the previous ADU ordinance and review the 
provisions with major stakeholders. (1.4.1) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 External consultant 

 External consultant 
time for developing 
revised ADU 
ordinance 

  Review the potential for minimum lot size requirements 
and massing through lot size averaging. (1.4.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis DRAFT
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Strategy Action Priority  Involved Parties  Resources  
  Explore the feasibility of small-lot and cottage housing 

zoning through additional analysis and research. 
(1.4.3) 

Low  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis 

1.5  Adopt design standards or guidelines      Review options for design guidelines and engage with 
developers, landowners, and members of the 
community for review. (1.5.1) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis 

 Stakeholder outreach 

1.6  Remove extra lot area requirements in 
the R-4 zone 

 Develop and implement revisions to the R-4 zone to 
include as part of short-term changes in development 
regulations. (1.6.1–1.6.4) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

2.1  Modify off-street parking requirements                 Coordinate a parking study to support adjustments to 
City parking requirements. (2.1.1–2.1.2) 

High  City Planning staff 
 External consultant 

 External consultant 
time for developing 
parking study 

2.2  Encourage or require alley-accessed, 
rear, or shared parking                   

 Review options for design guidelines and engage with 
developers, landowners, and members of the 
community for review. (2.2.1–2.2.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis 

 Stakeholder outreach 

  Review changes to development requirements that 
would mitigate impacts of off-street parking with infill 
development. (2.2.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis 

  Coordinate a parking study to support adjustments to 
City parking requirements to allow for shared parking. 
(2.2.3) 

High  City Planning staff 
 External consultant 

 External consultant 
time for developing 
parking study 

2.3  Reduce neighborhood street width 
requirements                

 Contribute to ongoing discussions with Public Works 
and other departments and stakeholders on reducing 
minimum street widths in residential neighborhoods. 
(2.3.1–2.3.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 City Public Works staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
consultation with 
other City 
departments 

3.1  Offer density bonuses for affordable 
housing                 

 Explore the development of provisions to the Planned 
Development District Overlay that will provide density 
bonuses for affordable housing projects, both rental 
and owner-occupied. (3.1.1–3.1.2) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis 

  Engage with local religious and non-profit 
organizations to determine the additional density that 
can support the feasibility of their projects. (3.1.3) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Stakeholders 
 

 Stakeholder outreach 

3.2  Offer alternative development 
standards for affordable housing               

 Explore the development of provisions to the Planned 
Development District Overlay that will provide other 
development incentives for affordable housing 
projects, both rental and owner-occupied. (3.2.1) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 

 Staff time required for 
research and analysis DRAFT

66



Strategy Action Priority  Involved Parties  Resources  
3.3  Offer fee waivers for affordable housing                  Coordinate on updates to development fees (if 

relevant) to include waivers for affordable housing 
projects. (3.3.1) 

Low  City Planning staff 
 City Public Works staff 
 City Finance staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required, 
dependent on 
potential increases in 
development fees 

3.4 Explore the use of a Multifamily Tax 
Exemption (MFTE) program for 
affordable housing 

 Coordinate with affordable housing providers to 
determine the potential parameters for an MFTE 
program for affordable housing (3.4.1) 

 Develop the characteristics of an MFTE program 
including potential changes to zoning needed for the 
program to be implemented. (3.4.1) 

Very High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 Stakeholders  

 Staff time required for 
consultation and 
development of 
policies 

4.1  Streamline permit review                   Continue with the process to integrate the Permit Trax 
system with regular operations. (4.1.1) 

Moderate  City Planning staff  Ongoing staff time for 
deployment of Permit 
Trax system 
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Moderate-Term Actions 

Major moderate-term actions over the next 3–5 years will include the following: 

 Implement ordinances for upzoning and changes to development requirements in residential areas to increase development density. 
 Pilot and implement design guidelines/standards for use in minimizing impacts of infill and denser new development in the city. 
 Implement an Accessory Dwelling Unit ordinance to enable development of accessory units in the city. 
 Implement changes to parking requirements recommended by the Parking Study. 
 Implement an MFTE program for affordable housing.  
 Coordinate changes to the Planned Development District Overlay to provide incentives for affordable housing. 
 Provide for ongoing monitoring of previous actions. 

 
Strategy Action Priority  Involved Parties  Resources  

1.1 Coordinate future upzoning in areas 
likely to experience redevelopment. 

 Develop proposed ordinances for rezoning that would 
transition R-1 through R-3 areas to R-4 zoning, and/or 
allow additional density in R-1 through R-4 areas 
(1.1.1– 1.1.2) 

Very High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

1.2  Modify setback, lot coverage, and 
landscaping standards for site design   

 Review and monitor effects of changes in standards 
(1.2.1–1.2.7) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
review 

1.3  Require minimum residential densities 
for development  

 Develop proposed ordinances to implement changes 
to maximum lot sizes and minimum densities for 
residential and mixed-use areas (1.3.1–1.3.2) 

Very High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

  Implement design guidelines to mitigate negative 
impacts from density increases (1.3.4) 

Very High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 External consultant 

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 External consultant 
time for developing 
design guidelines 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

1.4  Add provisions for ADUs or smaller lot 
homes in some residential zones    

 Implement proposed ordinance for ADUs (1.4.1) High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders DRAFT
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Strategy Action Priority  Involved Parties  Resources  
  Develop proposed ordinances to implement changes 

to minimum lot size requirements and massing through 
lot size averaging. (1.4.2) 

Very High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

  Develop proposed ordinances for small-lot and 
cottage housing zoning. (1.4.3) 

Very High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

  Develop policies for unregulated ADUs, to be 
coordinated with the implementation of the proposed 
ADU ordinance. (1.4.4) 

High     

1.5  Adopt design standards or guidelines      Pilot options for design guidelines and engage with 
developers, landowners, and members of the 
community for review. (1.5.1) 

Very High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 External consultant 
time for developing 
design guidelines 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

1.6  Remove extra lot area requirements in 
the R-4 zone 

 Review and monitor effects of changes in R-4 zoning 
(1.2.1–1.2.7) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  

 Staff time required for 
review 

2.1  Modify off-street parking requirements                 Implement changes to off-street parking requirements 
based on outcomes from the parking study. This 
includes potential parking variances for low-income 
housing, and provisions for joint use of parking. (2.1.1–
2.1.3) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

2.2  Encourage or require alley-accessed, 
rear, or shared parking                   

 Implement changes to off-street parking requirements 
based on outcomes from the parking study. This 
includes alleyways, rear parking, shared parking, and 
site development requirements. (2.2.1–2.2.3) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

2.3  Reduce neighborhood street width 
requirements                

 Work with Public Works and other City departments to 
pilot revisions to minimum street and right-of-way 
widths (2.3.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 City Public Works staff 
 Planning Commission 
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
consultation with 
other City 
departments 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders DRAFT
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Strategy Action Priority  Involved Parties  Resources  
3.1  Offer density bonuses for affordable 

housing                 
 Develop policies and provisions to be used with the 

Planned Development District Overlay that will 
provide density bonuses for affordable housing 
projects, both rental and owner-occupied. (3.1.1–
3.1.2) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

3.2  Offer alternative development 
standards for affordable housing               

 Develop policies and provisions to be used with the 
Planned Development District Overlay that will 
provide other development incentives for affordable 
housing projects, both rental and owner-occupied. 
(3.2.1) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
ordinance 
development 

 Engagement with 
stakeholders 

3.3  Offer fee waivers for affordable housing                  Coordinate on updates to development fees (if 
relevant) to include waivers for affordable housing 
projects. (3.3.1) 

Low  City Planning staff 
 City Public Works staff 
 City Finance staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required, 
dependent on 
potential increases in 
development fees 

3.4 Explore the use of a Multifamily Tax 
Exemption (MFTE) program for 
affordable housing 

 Implement the MFTE program in coordination with the 
Planning Commission and affordable housing 
providers (3.4.2) 

 Provide processes for regular review and monitoring of 
the MFTE program (3.4.3) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
implementation and 
ongoing monitoring 

4.1  Streamline permit review                   Rely on updated tracking from Permit Trax to evaluate 
permit processing times and determine areas for 
improvement. (4.1.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
review of outcomes 
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Long-Term Actions 

Long-term actions to be implemented after the next five years will focus on ongoing monitoring and review of programs implemented within 
the first five years. This will include oversight of the following changes: 

 Upzoning and changes to development requirements 
 Development guidelines/standards 
 Off-street parking requirements 
 Affordable housing incentives  
 MFTE program for affordable housing 
 Permit review 

Additionally, at this stage the Housing Action Plan may be reviewed and revised to provide information about the success of these initiatives, 
adjustments required to meet additional housing goals, and new programs which may be implemented to meet future needs. 

 
Strategy Action Priority  Involved Parties  Resources  

1.1 Coordinate future upzoning in areas 
likely to experience redevelopment. 

 Review and monitor the effects of changes in zoning 
to new development in the city. (1.1.1– 1.1.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review of outcomes 

1.2  Modify setback, lot coverage, and 
landscaping standards for site design   

 Review and monitor effects of changes in standards 
(1.2.1–1.2.7) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

1.3  Require minimum residential densities 
for development  

 Review and monitor the effects of changes to 
maximum lot sizes and minimum densities for 
residential and mixed-use areas (1.3.3) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

  Review and monitor the effects of design guidelines 
on the negative impacts from density increases and 
adjust the program as necessary. (1.3.4) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

1.4  Add provisions for ADUs or smaller lot 
homes in some residential zones    

 Provide ongoing monitoring for the permitting and 
construction of ADUs, cottage housing, and small lot 
housing in the community and adjust these programs 
as necessary (1.4.5) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

1.5  Adopt design standards or guidelines      Coordinate an “after-action” review of the design 
guidelines pilot and adjust the guidelines as needed. 
(1.5.2) 

High  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review DRAFT
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Strategy Action Priority  Involved Parties  Resources  
1.6  Remove extra lot area requirements in 

the R-4 zone 
 Review and monitor effects of changes in R-4 zoning 

(1.2.1–1.2.7) 
Low  City Planning staff 

 Planning Commission  
 Staff time required for 

review 

2.1  Modify off-street parking requirements                 Provide ongoing monitoring of changes to off-street 
parking requirements. (2.1.1–2.1.3) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

2.2  Encourage or require alley-accessed, 
rear, or shared parking                   

 Provide ongoing monitoring of changes to off-street 
parking requirements. (2.1.1–2.1.3) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

2.3  Reduce neighborhood street width 
requirements                

 Work with Public Works and other City departments to 
review and monitor the effects of revisions to minimum 
street and right-of-way widths (2.3.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 City Public Works staff 
 Planning Commission 
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

3.1  Offer density bonuses for affordable 
housing                 

 Provide ongoing monitoring and review of the use of 
incentives through the Planned Development District 
overlay for affordable housing. (3.1.1–3.1.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

  Continue to coordinate with local religious and non-
profit organizations to utilize these benefits for 
affordable housing. (3.1.3) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

3.2  Offer alternative development 
standards for affordable housing               

 Provide ongoing monitoring and review of the use of 
incentives through the Planned Development District 
overlay for affordable housing. (3.2.1–3.2.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

3.3  Offer fee waivers for affordable housing                  If developed, monitor and report on the use of fee 
waivers with affordable housing projects. (3.3.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 City Public Works staff 
 Planning Commission  
 Stakeholders 

 Staff time required for 
review 

3.4 Explore the use of a Multifamily Tax 
Exemption (MFTE) program for 
affordable housing 

 Coordinate final review and monitoring of the MFTE 
program (3.4.3) 

 Determine if changes in State law may allow for 
extensions of the program (3.4.3) 

Medium  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
ongoing monitoring 

4.1  Streamline permit review                   Rely on updated tracking from Permit Trax to evaluate 
permit processing times and determine areas for 
improvement. (4.1.2) 

Moderate  City Planning staff 
 Planning Commission 

 Staff time required for 
review of outcomes DRAFT
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Appendix A - What We Heard 
This appendix includes a summary of all engagement activities conducted while preparing the Othello 
Housing Action Plan. All draft and final documents were published on the project website at 
https://www.othellowa.gov/HousingActionPlan. 

Council and Planning Commission 

City Council and the Planning Commission were engaged throughout the project, including: 

 October 26, 2020: An early briefing with the Planning Commission and City Council to share the 
grant agreement scope and preliminary housing needs assessment and housing policy framework. 

 [ LIST OF MEETINGS AND SUMMARY OF FEEDBACK ]  

About the Project Flyer: October 2020 

An “About the Project” flyer in English and Spanish was mailed with October 2020 utility bills. The flyer 
included information about the project, a high-level project timeline, a link to participate in the online 
survey, and staff contact information. Exhibit 7 shows the flyer. 

Exhibit 6. Project Flyer in English and Spanish 
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Online Survey: October – November 2020 

Overview 

The City conducted a survey in Fall 2020 in English and Spanish. The City publicized the link by including 
it in the “About the Project” flyer mailed to utility billing customers (above) and posting it on the project 
website. City Council and Planning Commission members also distributed the link to their networks. 
Approximately 202 people submitted survey responses, including 14 participants who took the survey in 
Spanish. Survey respondents had the following characteristics: 

 Nearly three-quarters of respondents both live and work in Othello. 25 respondents work in Othello 
but live elsewhere, about one-third (8 respondents) of whom are actively looking for housing in 
Othello, and over one-half (13 respondents) of whom would consider living in Othello if they could 
find affordable and adequately-sized housing. See Exhibit 9. 

 Survey respondents are mostly Hispanic/Latino and/or White. Over half of survey respondents 
identify as Hispanic or Latino. About 40% of respondents identify as White. See Exhibit 10. 

 Respondents have a balanced range of incomes. No one income bracket represents more than 
one-quarter of respondents. See Exhibit 11. 

 The average and median household size of survey respondents is four people. 

All survey participants responded to the same base group of questions about community needs. The 
survey also provided topic-specific questions to participants who self-identified as: 

1. Service providers (35 respondents). 
2. Developers and builders (2 respondents). 
3. Employers (11 respondents). 

Summary of Findings 

Respondents’ current and desired housing situations 

 Most survey respondents own their homes. Nearly two-thirds of respondents own a home in Othello, 
while just over one-quarter of respondents rent a home. See Exhibit 8. 

 Over 70% of respondents currently live in single-family homes. More respondents live in mobile or 
manufactured housing (15% of respondents) than apartments (8% of respondents). See Exhibit 12. 

 Single-family housing is the most desirable housing type. Nearly nine in 10 respondents selected 
single-family housing as one of their preferred types of living. Townhomes are the next most desired 
housing type, with 17% of respondents selecting this as a preferred housing type. See Exhibit 13. 

Housing challenges faced by respondents 

 Over one-third of those surveyed report that they do not struggle to find affordable housing that 
meets their needs. See Exhibit 14. The nearly two-thirds of respondents who struggle with housing 
face the following challenges: 
 Nearly one-third of respondents struggle to find suitable housing to meet their own needs or their 

family’s needs.  
 About one in five respondents struggle to make the leap from renting to homeownership. 
 About one in five respondents struggles to afford housing.  
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 The COVID-19 pandemic has impacted housing for nearly one in ten respondents.  
 When asked to identify the most needed housing options in Othello, over half of respondents 

indicated that Othello needs more apartments and other smaller rental housing. As the next most 
frequently identified need, 45% of respondents identified a need for affordable or low-income 
housing. (See Exhibit 15.) These two needs were also the most identified by employers for their 
workforce and service providers for their service population. (See Exhibits 20 and 21.) 

 Prospective homebuyers are challenged by a limited number of homes for sale, according to over 
two-thirds of respondents. Prospective homeowners also struggle to make a down payment, qualify 
for a mortgage, and afford mortgage payments. See Exhibit 16. 

 Over half of employers believe that housing availability or affordability affects their ability to recruit 
or retain workers. See Exhibit 22. 

The following sections present detailed survey results. We present unedited, open-ended “other” 
responses when available only when respondents granted permission for us to publicly share their 
responses. 

Community Needs  

Where respondents live and work 

Residents commute an average of 11 miles and a median of 5 miles to work (n = 143). 

Exhibit 7. Responses to survey question: “Please select the descriptions below that best describe you 
(check all that apply).” Total responses = 201. 

 

Source: BERK, 2021.  

I rent a home in Othello.

I own a home in Othello.

I work in Othello.

I do not live or work in Othello.

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60% 70%
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Exhibit 8. Responses to survey question: “If you work in Othello but live elsewhere, would you consider 
living in Othello?” Total responses = 154. 

 

Source: BERK, 2021.  

Respondent Demographics 

Average and median household size is 4 people (n = 151). 

Exhibit 9. Responses to survey question: “What is your race and/or ethnicity? (Optional. Choose all that 
apply.)” Total responses = 144. 

 

“Other” responses (unedited) 

Doesn’t matter. Racists 

Source: BERK, 2021.  

Exhibit 10. Responses to survey question: “What is your annual household income before taxes? 
(Optional.)” Total responses = 138. 

 

Yes, I am actively looking for housing in Othello.

Possibly, if I could find affordable and adequately sized
housing (e.g., housing with enough bedrooms).

No.

I already live and work in Othello.

I live in Othello but work elsewhere.
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American Indian or Alaska Native.
Asian.

Black or African American.
Hispanic or Latino.

Native Hawaiian or Pacific Islander.
White.

Prefer not to answer.
Other (please specify).

0% 10% 20% 30% 40% 50% 60%

           

Less than $10,000.

$10,000-$25,000.

$25,000-$50,000.

$50,000-$75,000.

$75,000-$100,000.

$100,000+

0% 5% 10% 15% 20% 25%
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Source: BERK, 2021. 

Current and Desired Housing 

Exhibit 11. Responses to survey question: “What type of housing do you currently live in?” Total responses 
= 155. 

 

“Other” responses (unedited) 

House 
Live with parents 

Source: BERK, 2021. 

Exhibit 12. Responses to survey question: “What types of housing would you most like to live in?” Total 
responses = 150. 

 

“Other” responses (unedited) 

To me I think any should be fine but Othello has nothing 
A condo to rent 

En una casa 🏠🏠  

Source: BERK, 2021. 

Single Family

Manufactured or Mobile Home

ADU , mother-in-law unit, or backyard cottage

Duplex

Triplex

Townhouse

Apartment

Condominium

I do not currently have permanent housing

Other
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Housing challenges and needs 

Exhibit 13. Responses to survey question: “What challenges, if any, have you faced in finding safe and 
affordable housing that meets your needs? (Check all that apply.)” Total responses = 146. 

 

Open-ended responses (unedited) 

Rising home cost 

Own my own house 

family members trying to find housing in town too expensive from owners or renters 

Pet friendly 

Before I bought a house there was nothing to rent for yrs, which is why I chose to buy or I'd still be living at home 
with my parents. All apartments here are low income & if not you have to know someone to even find an apt or 
the waiting list is so long you still wouldn't have a chance to rent. The costs for apartments & even house is so 
ridiculous it makes it almost impossible to rent or buy. It's like you have to stay low income to get any type of 
housing here, not everyone is low income & not everyone can afford a $1,500 rent if we have a decent job.  

Recent Gang activity making it feel unsafe  

Need more housing for rent that ISN'T for low-income only  

No inventory to upgrade or downsize.  We bought our home because it was the ONLY one big enough for us on 
the market.  But it’s high priced and we struggle  

Not enough housing available to meet demand 

We currently own a home in Othello and feel very lucky we found and purchased it when we did. There were at 
least two other bidders and had to pay above the asking price. Someday we would like to expand and buy 
property to be more self sufficient but houses and property like that are not available in any reasonable price 
range, even with both my spouse and I employed.  

Houses sell too quick and the ones available are too small and expensive.  

My friend who lives me was unable to find housing in Othello will be moving out of state. 

The quality and availability  of housing is low, and I live in a new build. It’s too small and low quality.  

Struggle to find an upgrade from my current house 

Source: BERK, 2021. 

I struggle to afford housing.

I cannot find suitable housing to meet my own (or my 
family’s) needs.

I struggle to make the leap from renting a home to
homeownership.

COVID-19 has impacted my housing.

I do not struggle to find affordable housing that meets my 
own (or my family’s) needs.

Other (please specify).
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Exhibit 14. Responses to survey question: “What kind of housing options do you think are in greatest 
need in Othello? (Check all that apply.)” Total responses = 155. 

 

“Other” responses (unedited) 

need a cap for  on rent dollars 
Housing that is affordable for people who are not low income and not rich. Pet friendly housing. 
We need more then low income housing here. We need affordable housing for middle class who aren't low 
income who don't fit into the low income housing & who can't afford $1,500 rent for renting a 2 or 3 bedroom.  
Rural housing closer to fields 

Source: BERK, 2021. 

  

Affordable housing for seniors.

Affordable or low-income housing.

Apartments and other smaller rental housing.

Flexibility for single-family homeowners to build 
“accessory dwelling units” such as backyard cottages.

Housing in neighborhoods with the greatest amenities or
access to opportunity.

Larger homes for housing large or extended families.

“Missing middle” housing options such as smaller cottage 
homes or modest townhouses.

Ownership opportunities.

Safe housing.

Short-term housing for migrant workers.

Other (please specify).
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Exhibit 15. Responses to survey question: “What do you see as significant obstacles prospective 
homebuyers face in Othello? (Check all that apply.)” Total responses = 152. 

 

“Other” responses (unedited) 

Bad credit or not a good income  
There's too many houses here that are way over priced or asking too much. Most people can't afford that. They're 
building all these expensive houses which only a very small percent can buy. There are way more middle class 
people who live in othello then the people who are well off. We need to accomadate the middle class more & 
sell houses that are in range from $100,000-$130,000 
The space where future development can take place due to encroachment on farmland and crop lands.  

Source: BERK, 2021.  

  

Discrimination based on race or ethnicity.

Down payment.

Inability to afford mortgage payments.

Limited number of homes for sale.

Property tax.

Qualifying for a mortgage.

Transaction costs.

Other (please specify).
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Exhibit 16. Responses to survey question: “Do you have any additional comments or concerns about 
housing in Othello?” 

Open-ended responses (unedited) 

Not enough homes, single house homes are being over priced at 200K+ 
people who offer rentals charge way to much need to be a cap on this, Taking advantage of theses renters, Also 
too many people/families living together just to make ends meet or have somewhere to live. Landlords not 
keeping up to date with things that need to get fixed because afiad they will be kickec out. 
Yes need aparments all the aparments in Othello their all low income I don’t think is fair for people when they 
want rent they don’t qualified  
We need to accomadate the middle class more, students who are in college, single men or women, etc. These 
people want a home but don't qualify because the prices are outrages or there simply is nothing here. Not 
everyone has a family & kids & want a family home & not everyone has kids or are single & are low income. All the 
housing here is mainly low income but what about everyone else? The housing here is either low income or the 
rich. If people have a home there's usually 3 families living in it just so they can pay the payment or because they 
want to move out but can't find anything. 
Our migrant workers deserve better housing options that are affordable. 
Othello also need fiber or reliable high speed internet 
We need apartments that are not low income!!!  
It would be nice if the housing market wasn’t so inflated.  
Allow more housing in rural othello 
We need more multifamily apartments in othello. There is simply not enough to meet the demand of the 
community who struggle to find a place to live. Please consider contructing more apartments in othello.  
We need more opinions for low income housing.  
Buying a house is extremely expensive in othello. A home here costs 50k+ more than a home in Moses or tricities.  
Yes. The city is 3.98 square miles and surrounded by fields and farmland that is privately owned. I don’t know if 
there is room to grow given that unless it has to be leased between farmers and the city of Othello. There needs 
to be more apartment complexes built since there is limited housing in the city for those who can’t afford housing.  
One thing I love about Othello is the nice city planning that has helped stop the rural sprawl. I would like a home 
and some affordable property in the country but I would like to be thoughtful about how that affects the esthetics 
and functionality of the land around our beautiful town.  
Better options for having 2 homes on parcels of land that are less than 20 acres.  
Not enough nice housing that can be afforded on minimum wage. Not everyone want a yard yet the only 
housing options are houses with yards or low income housing that is sketchy or apartments that are full and/or 
sketchy. 
Less low income/ assisted housing and more regular apartments.  
It would be nice to have housing that is not subsidized. Somewhere that everyone pays the same rent. Some nice 
apartment buildings  
We've struggled in the last 5 years to find affordable, and available housing. Othello lacks in housing for people 
who are NOT low income. No apartments available for them, only private rentals but the private rentals typically 
cannot be afforded.  
My family is an low income basis and I struggle to being able to afford buying a house in Othello because they 
are way over priced and can't get approved for enough to buy a house. My back up would be to buy a mobile 
home but their are not a lot of options in Othello we would have to move to other surrounding towns which is a 
the last thing we want to do because we love living in Othello. I think if the city develop maybe 1 or 2 more 
mobile home parks that would be awesome and beneficial for migrant families to finally own a home. It would 
definitely change lifes! 
There needs to be more properties available. The best use of space would be townhomes or condos. There is no 
higher end rentals in town. Let alone low income housing available.  
We need to open up ADU's 
I believe the City should own a large area where they can receive grants/monies and  build townhomes that are 
affordable.  
Si aveces son muy caras las rentas  

Source: BERK, 2021.  
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Service Provider Perspectives 

35 respondents identified as service providers.  

Exhibit 17. Responses to survey question: “What is your organization’s role in addressing community or 
housing needs in Othello? (Check all that apply.)” Total responses = 25. 

 

“Other” responses (unedited) 

Help with animal protection 

Source: BERK, 2021. 

Exhibit 18. Responses to survey question: “Which population(s) do you serve? (Check all that apply.)” 
Total responses = 26. 

 

“Other” responses (unedited) 

Animal rescue  
Everyone 

Source: BERK, 2021. 

We directly provide housing.
We help people navigate housing systems.

We provide funding for housing.
We do not address housing needs.

Other (please specify).
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Families or youth.

Farmworkers.

Immigrants and people with limited English proficiency.

People experiencing homelessness or housing insecurity.

People with disabilities.

People with low incomes.

People with mental illnesses or substance abuse.

Seniors.

Other (please specify).
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Exhibit 19. Responses to survey question: “What kinds of housing needs do you most commonly see 
among your service population? (Check all that apply.)” Total responses = 25. 

 

Source: BERK, 2021.  

Developer and Builder Perspectives 

Two respondents build or develop housing in Othello: 

 Both develop market-rate single-family housing, and one also develops ADUs, manufactured 
housing, duplexes, triplexes, and fourplexes.  

 Neither develops townhomes or low-, mid-, or high-rise multifamily housing.  

 Both develop ownership housing, and one develops rental housing.  

The two respondents rated possible changes to Othello’s policies, codes, regulations, and 
permitting/review processes for their potential to encourage more housing production or lower 
development costs. In aggregate, the respondents rated the potential changes as follows:  

Highest potential: 

 Changes to zoning such as building heights, density limits, or allowable uses. 

 Revising development standards such as off-street parking requirements or building setbacks. 

Moderate potential: 

 Reducing fees. 

 Addressing infrastructure gaps or inadequate infrastructure. 

 Expediting permit review for projects that provide affordable housing or infill development. 

Affordable housing for seniors.

Affordable or low-income housing.

Apartments and other smaller rental housing.

Flexibility for single-family homeowners to build 
“accessory dwelling units” such as backyard cottages.

Housing in neighborhoods with the greatest amenities or
access to opportunity.

Larger homes for housing large or extended families.

“Missing middle” housing options such as smaller cottage 
homes or modest townhouses.

Ownership opportunities.

Safe housing.

Short-term housing for migrant workers.

Other (please specify).
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Lowest potential 

 Modifying environmental review procedures. 

 Providing incentives, such as height or density bonuses for affordable housing. 

 Streamlining the permitting or development approval process. 

Employer Perspectives 

11 respondents own or manage a business in Othello. 

Exhibit 20. Responses to survey question: “What are your workforce’s housing needs? (Check all that 
apply.)” Total responses = 11. 

 

“Other” responses (unedited) 

Not enough homes, people leave to work in Moses lake or Tri cities area 

Source: BERK, 2021. 

Exhibit 21. Responses to survey question: “Does housing availability or affordability affect your ability to 
recruit or retain workers?” Total responses = 11. 

 

Source: BERK, 2021. 

Affordable or low-income housing.
Housing ownership opportunities.

Apartments and other smaller rental housing.
Larger homes for large or extended families.

Short-term housing for migrant workers.
Other (please specify).
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Stakeholder Interviews 

[ TO BE COMPLETED ] 

Online Open House 

[ TO BE COMPLETED ] 
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Street Safety Plan Proposal by Commissioner Chris Dorow 
May 9, 2021 for May 17 Planning Commission Meeting 
 
 
Othello’s traffic data and trends point to a unique set of circumstances that lead to a significantly higher 
rate and a much larger distribution of accidents than just about any other city or town in Eastern WA. 
Mitigation of this issue is strongly impacted by STRONG public opposition to shrinking the size of our 
roads which is the chief mitigation strategy recommended by most engineering standards. The other 
issue which the planning commission has to address is Othello proper as its streets exist today and 
future development’s street standards. Other considerations are costs and potential time investment to 
implement. 
 
 
Goals of the Street Safety Plan: 
 
1. Reduce “Short Cut” traffic on Residential streets. 
 
2. Encourage traffic to use Collector and Arterial Streets and away from Residential streets. (Allow more 
concentrated enforcement and investments in pedestrian safety). 
 
3. Increase neighborhood safety by decreasing random traffic. 
 
4. Reduce speeding. 
 
5. Increase pedestrian safety  
 
 
Action plan as it relates to Othello proper: 
 
1. All Collectors need to have at least one sidewalk to be considered a Collector. 
 

For current Othello streets that are designated Collectors that don’t have a sidewalk, a sidewalk 
can be added on to the current street of a 5ft width. For this circumstance it will address goal 4 
and 5. 

 
2. All streets entering school or park zones will need to have traffic calming measures placed at the 
entrance of those zones. 
 

Those measures can include a host of traffic calming strategies though many of those areas are 
already planned to receive bulb-outs but other measures like elevated crosswalks, speed 
cushions, and a host of other traffic calming devices could be considered. This would address 
goals 4 and 5 in these areas. 

 
3. For Residential Streets traffic calming devices to be placed every 300ft (one block) at cross traffic 
contact points. 
 

This item would address multiple street issues while maintaining the public’s desire to keep its 
large and comfortably driven streets at the same width. It is also critical to keep action item 1 
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viable. Placement of mini-roundabouts for example will accomplish goals 1, 2, 3, 4, and 5. Their 
cost is inexpensive (yard or two of cement, yellow paint, and 4 traffic candles). Their placement 
can be done on a large scale quickly. They don’t dramatically impede maintenance, plowing, or 
emergency vehicles. This is a cheaper and much more effective strategy for our current street 
configuration than placing “STOP” signs. This may also facilitate the removal of “STOP” signs on 
Residential Streets that currently have them. 

 
 
Recommendations for new developments (in addition to current street standards): 
 
1. Street Width of 36ft for residential streets 
 
2. Addition of the above recommendations 
 
3. If a conventional/neighborhood design is considered traffic calming devices will need to be placed at 
crossing traffic contact points as opposed to every 300 feet. Traditional/grid designs would require the 
same traffic calming strategies mentioned for Othello proper. 
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City of Othello 

Building and Planning Department 

April 2021

Building Permits 

 Applied Issued Final 

Residential 211 163 205 

Commercial 52 54 16 

Industrial 0 0 0 

Total 26 21 21 
1 1 new residence, 12 re-roof, 2 siding replacement, 2 patio covers, 1 deck replacement, 1 shed, 1 
HVAC, 1 sewer line repair   
2 Sign and gas line at Tatis Bakery, sign replacement at Hawk Fuel, remodel at STCU, remodel to split 
a unit into 2 tenant spaces at 718 E. Main                    
3 11 re-roof, 2 siding replacement, 1 deck replacement, 1 covered patio, 1 sewer line repair 
4 Sign and gas line at Tatis Bakery, sign replacement at Hawk Fuel, remodel at STCU, remodel to split 
a unit into 2 tenant spaces at 718 E. Main 
5 8 new residences, 8 re-roof, 2 siding replacement, 1 patio cover, 1 sewer line repair 
6 Sign replacement for Othello Inn 

 

Inspections 

• The Inspector completed 113 inspections in April. This is an average of about 5 inspections per 

work day. The inspections were distributed fairly equally this month, with the busiest day being 

April 29 with 11 inspections. 

Land Use Permits & Development Projects 

Project Actions in April Status as of April 30 

Hemlock zoning 
(Correcting 
zoning error at 
Port of Othello 
office and 
Hemlock Plaza) 

Council introduction April 5. 
Planning Commission public hearing 
& recommendation April 19. 
City Council public hearing April 26. 
Mailed public notice letters were in 
English & Spanish; we will try to 
make this the standard for notices. 

City Council process complete.  
Will need to update Zoning Map and 
notify Dept. of Commerce. 

High School 
portables 

Council approved request to build on 
unplatted property. 

Staff finishing review and getting ready 
to issue permits. 

McCain Foods 
Short Plat  

No change. (Final plat approved 
7/2/20). 

Recording the plat will wait until McCain 
finishes & takes over the utilities. 

Ochoa Short Plat Revised draft submitted. Staff 
provided comments. Still some 
significant issues. 

Expecting a formal revised proposal in 
May. 

Sand Hill Estates 
#3  

(Preliminary plat approved in Feb.) 
Street & utility construction 
continuing. 

City cannot accept final plat for review 
until improvements finished and 
accepted, or bonded for. 

Wahitis Short Plat No change (Plat approved in May 
2019. Scootney street/utility 
improvement plans approved by City 

No change: Street improvements must 
be completed or bonded before 
accepting mylars for recording.  
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Land Use Permits & Development Projects 

Project Actions in April Status as of April 30 

Dec. 2019.  5/26/20 USBR notified 
School District that it will be about a 
year before they have time to review 
it.) 

USBR issues must be resolved before 
street improvements can proceed. 

Water Hole 17 
substantial 
building 
expansion 

Proponent asked for refresher on 
platting process. (Notice of 
Incomplete sent in Feb: Site is not 
platted; have discussed with 
proponent multiple times.)  

Waiting for plat submittal. 

 

Municipal Code Updates/Long Range Planning 

• Participated in further review at the staff and Committee level of proposed changes to the Public 

Works Design Standards. (Council adopted April 12). 

• Planning Commission reviewed request to amend zoning code to allow small vehicle sales lots in 

C-1; they were not in favor of making this change. 

 

Housing 

• Finished review of consultant’s draft of Housing Action Plan. Provided comments and discussed 

with consultant. 

• Public review version of Draft Housing Action Plan (incorporating staff comments) received from 

consultant. Reviewed. Posted on website. Emailed notice (English/Spanish) to those who signed 

up for the mailing list. 

• Provided Draft Housing Action Plan to Commerce, fulfilling one of the deliverables of the grant. 

• Invited stakeholders to remote meetings in May. (Consultant prepared the invitation and set up 

a survey for invitees to respond to. Staff compiled the stakeholder list, tracked down email 

addresses, and sent the invitations.) 

• Discussed grant timeline with Commerce. Many jurisdictions are running behind and not finishing 

by the original deadline of June 2021. Commerce would rather have us create a good finished 

product than be done by the deadline. We have clarified that it will be a simple process to extend 

the contract with Commerce by a few months and have started that process.  

 

Parks/Recreation 

• Participating in Farmers Market Food Incubator project meetings. 

• Part of the team planning public involvement events for the various upcoming parks projects 

(playground, basketball courts, Farmers Market/Food Incubator). First events will be in May 

(Baseball Opening Day and an open house the following week). 

 

Transportation 

• Planning Commission continued discussion of street safety and traffic calming. 

• Participating in Smart Growth America Complete Streets Leadership Academy hosted by 

Wenatchee (virtual). 

• Provided input for the City’s QUADCO grant application (Lions Park Connectivity). 
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Staffing/Technology 

• Started using Permit Trax to track and issue permits. Still working out the bugs.  

 

Website 

• Realized the updated Local Road Safety Plan was not available on the City website, so linked it on 

the City Engineering page and cleaned up a few things on the page. 

• Posted the Ash Street Safety Improvement bid opportunity on the Bids page. 

• Helped City Engineer learn the basics of administering the website so he could post the adopted 

2021 Public Works Design Standards and manage the Bids page. 

 

Training 

• Completed the anti-harassment training that was required for supervisory staff. 

• Webinars: “Project Management for Planners”, “A New Approach to Parks & Recreation System 

Planning”, “Crafting Elegant Code”, “What is a Walkability Study and Why Should You Do One?” 

 

Other 

• Submitted annual report of residential building permits to the WA Office of Financial 

Management (OFM). OFM uses this information in their annual population estimates that 

determine per-capita funding for various programs. 

• Department heads are continuing their review of the city personnel policies. 

• Attended Port of Othello meeting at their request to answer questions about zoning. 

• Worked with property owner, agent, and County on process to separate platted lots previously 

combined for taxation. Owner would like to be able to build a triplex on each lot. 

• Working with the surveyor and WA DNR on how to correct ownership statement on a recorded 

plat. 
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