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Proposal: 
As part of Tacoma’s Affordable Housing Action Strategy, the Home in Tacoma Project consists 
of recommended changes to Tacoma’s housing growth strategy and housing policies to 
increase housing supply, affordability and choice for current and future residents. The package 
includes the following: 

• Updates to Tacoma’s housing growth strategy and policies to promote housing goals, 
strengthen anti-racism and anti-displacement policies and programs, and ensure that 
housing growth supports multiple policy objectives 

• Establishment of two new Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use designations in support 
of future zoning that would allow a range of housing types throughout Tacoma’s 
neighborhoods, and allow mid-scale multifamily housing in areas near shopping and 
transit 

• Adoption of policies calling for design controls, actions to reduce demolitions of viable 
structures, and other standards to ensure that new housing complements existing 
neighborhood scale and residential patterns 

• Strengthening of policies to make housing more affordable and calling for expansion of 
Tacoma’s affordable housing incentives and requirements 

In addition, the proposals include a package of near-term code changes intended to support 
adopted housing policies and implement direction from the state legislature, and recognition 
of a Housing Action Plan intended to guide implementation over time.  
 
The complete text of the proposed amendments and the associated analysis are available 
for review at the address above and posted online at www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma.  
 
Environmental review: 
The City has determined that, overall, implementing these proposals would result in a better 
outcome for the environment as compared to the current housing growth strategy. Adoption of 
these proposals would make it more likely that Tacoma will meet its adopted local and regional 
growth goals and will result in improved outcomes in terms of housing, health, transportation, 
sustainability, economic growth, and other goals. Potential environmental impacts of these 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma
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proposals will be addressed through existing policies, standards and programs; by policy 
proposals included in this package; and, by required mitigations detailed below. 
As a Metropolitan City, Tacoma is generally well-positioned to accommodate growth. 
Furthermore, the City has the regulatory, infrastructure and other processes and standards in 
place to address the majority of impacts that can be anticipated to result from these proposals. 
Nonetheless, the City recognizes that the proposed changes to Tacoma’s housing growth 
strategy could potentially result in an increase in some growth impacts.  
The proposals include policy commitments to study and address those potential impacts as part 
of the current and future phases of policy development. Under SEPA, the City is also obligated 
to require action to address project-level impacts at the time of site development. Finally, under 
the GMA, PSRC Vision 2050 and Countywide Planning Policies, as part of the City’s obligation 
to take actions to meet its growth targets, the City is also obligated to analyze outcomes of its 
growth strategy and address any unintended consequences, specifically as part of the 
upcoming GMA-mandated 2024 One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan Update.  
Having noted above that, overall, these proposals will result in a range of environmental benefits 
consistent with adopted state, regional and local policies; and, having noted the requirements 
and assurances that the City of Tacoma has committed to through adopted policies, codes and 
processes, is proposing as part of the current package, and is committed to addressing through 
future actions, the City further finds it prudent to hereby formally commit to mitigation actions to 
ensure that potential growth impacts of these proposals will be appropriately addressed.  
 
Mitigation: 
The mitigation steps associated with this determination are to review and identify policy and 
other options to address potential impacts, as described below. This analysis will inform 
Home In Tacoma Project – Phase 2, and the associated environmental review for that 
phase (including potential additional mitigation). These mitigation actions are required to be 
complete prior to or at the same time as enacting citywide zoning changes to implement the 
proposed housing growth strategy.  
 
The recommended mitigation actions included in the preliminary MDNS decision issued on 
March 10, 2021 are hereby replaced with the following:  
Infrastructure and services:  

• Work with infrastructure and services stakeholders to conduct a detailed analysis of 
infrastructure and service capacity relating to the proposed housing growth strategy 
changes 

• Develop a framework of options that can work to balance the infrastructure and services 
realities with the goals of the Housing Action Plan and the Home in Tacoma Project 

• Ensure that necessary actions are taken to continue to meet concurrency requirements 
for new housing, in consultation with all appropriate departments, public infrastructure 
entities and service providers 

Open space, stormwater and urban forestry: 

• Work with appropriate departments, agencies and other stakeholders to review and 
update code, standards, incentives and processes as appropriate to ensure that housing 
growth goals are met in balance with environmental, urban forestry and stormwater 
goals, policies and requirements 
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Design, scale and demolition risk: 

• Utilize the expertise of the City of Tacoma Landmarks Commission, the Historic 
Preservation Officer and other stakeholders to develop code, standards, incentives and 
processes to promote historic preservation and adaptive reuse goals in balance with, 
and as part of, actions to meet housing goals 

• Update City development standards and design controls to ensure that the design and 
scale of new housing reflects the City’s adopted urban design policies as well as the infill 
design principles included in the Home In Tacoma Project 

Ongoing review: 

• As part of the upcoming GMA-mandated periodic review and update of the 
Comprehensive Plan and development standards, ensure that housing growth goals are 
being evaluated in balance with other applicable goals, as required by the GMA, PSRC 
Vision 2050 and Countywide Planning Policies, and take action to address any 
unintended consequences of the City’s housing growth strategy 

 
 
Process summary: 

• The Home In Tacoma Project timeline and process prior to February 2021 is 
summarized in the preliminary Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS) 
(Attachment 1) 

• On February 17, 2021 the Planning Commission released a package of preliminary 
recommendations for public review 

• On March 10, 2021 the City of Tacoma issued a preliminary MDNS on the package of 
housing policy proposals (Attachment 1) 

• The Commission and City SEPA Official received comments at its public hearing on April 
7, 2021 and accepted written and map comments through April 9th 

• The Commission utilized public input to modify the proposals, then forwarded 
recommendations to the City Council on May 19, 2021, as summarized by the 
Commission’s Findings and Recommendations Report (Attachment 2) 

 
 
Public comments overview: 
At the public hearing on April 7, 2021, 72 people testified. The Commission received a total of 
approximately 500 written comments through the end of the comment period on April 9, 2021. In 
addition, the Commission received about 300 comments on the interactive Housing Growth 
Scenarios Map. The Commission received about 900 public comments in total. Some of the 
comments were directed to the City SEPA Official. Staff provided a Comments and Responses 
Summary at the Commission’s April 21, 2021 meeting. The comment summary and complete 
text are available at www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma. 
 
The comments raised a broad range of issues regarding the proposed housing growth strategy 
and related actions. To support the Commission’s deliberations, staff organized the comments 
into the following key themes. Staff, in addressing the Commission, and the Comments and 
Responses document, emphasized that this summary does not fully represent the issues raised, 
and provided the full text of all comments received.  

 
Key policy themes: 

1. Proposed housing growth vision 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma


Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance  Page 4 
Home In Tacoma Project (non-project action) 
SEPA File Number: LU21-0006    

2. Project timing and engagement 
3. Proposed new residential land use designations 
4. Geography of proposed new residential land use designations 
5. What actions are needed to accommodate housing growth? 
6. Affordability and displacement strategies 
7. Near-term Code changes 

 
The Planning Commission made significant changes to their preliminary recommendations to 
reflect the public comments received, as summarized in the Commission’s May 19, 2021 
Findings and Recommendations Report. Some of the key modifications made include a 
compromise approach on the housing growth scenario map, limitations on circumstances when 
buildings above 3 stories should be allowed, limitations on the overall scale of infill, stronger 
policy commitments to addressing potential unintended consequences including demolitions 
and loss of trees and open space, and stronger emphasis on anti-displacement strategies.  
 
Comments relevant to this environmental determination: 
Some comments raised issues in regards to impacts that are evaluated under SEPA, and to the 
City’s preliminary MDNS specifically.  
 
In regards to the SEPA process and preliminary determination, as this is a non-project action 
with an intent that is consistent with the GMA, PSRC VISION 2050 and adopted City policies, 
the City of Tacoma has determined that the SEPA process utilized is appropriate and meets 
applicable legal requirements. The SEPA Official notes that this is a phased SEPA 
determination which incorporates the commitment to another round of environmental review to 
support the implementation phase.  
 
Public comments identified concerns about a range of topics including design, scale, aesthetics, 
parking, infrastructure and services, affordability and displacement, loss of open space and 
green features, and others. The Planning Commission, as noted, made significant changes to 
address many of these concerns in their recommendations. The City has further evaluated 
those comments in light of the intent of SEPA review, and developed additional mitigation 
actions to address potential impacts, as detailed above. In identifying required mitigation 
actions, the SEPA Official considered public and SEPA comments, technical input, consultation 
with appropriate staff and agencies, and other factors.  
 
Ultimately, the SEPA Official notes that while the City is required to and will meet applicable 
legal and procedural requirements, many of these issues are fundamentally policy decisions 
appropriately made by the City Council. As part of Home In Tacoma Project – Phase 2, which 
will include development of new standards, processes and areawide zoning changes, the public 
will have an opportunity to participate in the process and identify concerns. The policy actions 
included in this package, and the mitigation actions included herein, specifically strengthen the 
City’s commitment to a robust public engagement process focused on the issues identified to 
date.  
 
 
Attached:  
1. Preliminary MDNS  
2. Planning Commission Findings and Recommendations Report 
 
Exhibits: 

A. Parties of record to the SEPA determination (who provided explicit SEPA comments) 
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Location: City of Tacoma 
 
Lead Agency: City of Tacoma 
 
City Contact: Larry Harala 
 Planning and Development Services Department 
 747 Market Street, Room 345 
 Tacoma, WA 98402 
 Phone: (253) 318-5626 

E-mail: lharala@cityoftacoma.org 
 
The lead agency has determined that, if mitigation measures are taken as required, this 
proposal will not have a probable significant adverse impact on the environment. Pursuant to 
WAC 197-11-350(3), the proposal has been clarified, changed, and conditioned to include 
necessary mitigation measures to avoid, minimize or compensate for probable significant 
impacts. An environmental impact statement (EIS) is not required under RCW 43.21C.030(2)(c). 
 
Per the provisions of RCW 43.21C.495 State Environmental Policy, this action is not subject to 
administrative or judicial appeals, as this action is taken expressly to implement provisions of 
RCW 36.70A.600 “Increasing residential building capacity”. RCW 43.21.C.495 states that 
amendments to development regulations or comprehensive plans to implement certain portions 
of RCW 36.70A.600 may not be appealed. This action establishes the policy foundation to 
implement the following provisions, among others: 

•         Authorize at least one duplex, triplex, quadplex, sixplex, stacked flat, townhouse, or 
courtyard apartment on each parcel in one or more zoning districts that permit single-
family residences unless a city documents a specific infrastructure of physical constraint 
that would make this requirement unfeasible for a particular parcel; 
•         Authorize a duplex, triplex, quadplex, sixplex, stacked flat, townhouse, or courtyard 
apartment on one or more parcels for which they are not currently authorized; 
•         Create one or more zoning districts of medium density in which individual lots may 
be no larger than three thousand five hundred square feet and single-family residences 
may be no larger than one thousand two hundred square feet; 
•         Adopt other permit process improvements where it is demonstrated that the code, 
development regulation, or ordinance changes will result in a more efficient permit 
process for customers. 

 
Responsible Official: Peter Huffman 
Position/Title: Director, Planning and Development Services Department 
 
 
Signature:   
 
 
SEPA Officer Signature:   
 
Issue Date: June 16, 2021 
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NOTE: The issuance of this Preliminary Determination of Nonsignificance does not constitute 
project approval. Future project applicants must comply with all other applicable requirements of 
the City of Tacoma and other agencies with jurisdiction prior to receiving development permits. 
 
c: Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Planning and Land Use Department, 3009 E. Portland Ave., Tacoma, WA 98404 (U.S. 

mail only) 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, David Duenas, Building Official, David.Duenas@PuyallupTribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Brandon Reynon, Tribal Archeologist, Brandon.Reynon@PuyallupTribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Jeffrey Thomas, TFW Program Director, Jeffrey.Thomas@puyalluptribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Russ Ladley, Fisheries Program Director, Russ.Ladley@PuyallupTribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Andrew Strobel, Planning and Land Use Director, Andrew.Strobel@PuyallupTribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Jennifer Messenger, Land Use Planner, Jennifer.Messenger@PuyallupTribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Robert Barandon, Land Use Planner, Robert.B.Barandon@PuyallupTribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Carol Ann Hawks, Historic Preservation Director, 
CarolAnn.Hawks@PuyallupTribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Charlene Matheson, Special Project Planner, Charlene.Matheson@Puyalluptribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Char Naylor, Assistant Director Fisheries/Water Quality, 
Char.Naylor@puyalluptribe.com 
Puyallup Tribe of Indians, Lisa A. Anderson, Environmental Attorney, Lisa.Anderson@PuyallupTribe.com  
Tacoma Public School District 10, Planning & Construction Director, planning@tacoma.k12.wa.us  
Tacoma Public School District 10, Morris Aldridge, Executive Director Planning and Construction, 
maldrid@tacoma.k12.wa.us 
Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department, Shirley Schultz, Shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org  
Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department, Reuben McKnight, 
reuben.mcknight@cityoftacoma.org  
Tacoma Pierce County Health Department, SEPA Review Team, sepa@tpchd.org  
Port of Tacoma, Jason Jordan, jjordan@portoftacoma.com  
Metro Parks Tacoma, Debbie Terwilleger, debbiet@tacomaparks.com 
Metro Parks Tacoma, Joe Brady, joeb@tacomaparks.com  
Metro Parks Tacoma, Marty Stump, martys@tacomaparks.com  
Pierce Transit, Bus Stop Program, Tina Vaslet, tvaslet@piercetransit.org  
Puget Sound Clean Air Agency, Steve Van Slyke, stevev@pscleanair.org  
Department of Ecology, separegister@ecy.wa.gov  
Department of Natural Resources, SEPA Center, sepacenter@dnr.wa.gov  
Department of Transportation, Olympia Region Development Services Team, OR-SEPA-
REVIEW@wsdot.wa.gov  
Parties of record to the SEPA Determination (i.e., who provided comments included in Exhibit A) 
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Public Comments and Staff Responses and Suggestions 
Home In Tacoma – SEPA Public Comment  

 
Comment Commenters Staff Response 

Topic 1: Infrastructure 

Concerns about Infrastructure Capacity DA, AA, AB, CLB, KDB, CB, AB2, 
DSC, EC, NM, JE, MC, RC, SC, 
JD, GD, RAD, ADD, KF, MG, JG, 
KPH, KV2, AK, TJK, TL, M, M2, 
KM, DM, BM, MP, PR, CS, CAS, 
RS, RS2, AP, JT, DV, MR, W, 
KV, VW, DW, HW, LJW 

 

Topic 2: Environmental  

Concerns about Environmental Impact RC, FD, AF, JH, TJK, DL, DV, 
VW, DW 

 

Positive about Environmental Benefit CB2, HK, JP, JR, MC  

Topic 3: Historic/Cultural 

Concerns about historic preservation CA, FD, JH, LH, DL, TL, DCER, 
AP 

 

Topic 4: SEPA Process/EIS  

Concerns about SEPA Process/EIS JR2, SR, SW, MC, JC2, KD, JH, 
SM, KV, LJW 

 

Topic 5:  Tree Canopy 

Concerns about Tree Canopy protection JC, SC, VMD, LB, AF, JG, LH  
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Initials Name Initials Name Initials Name 
CA Corey Anderson ADD Alan & Diana Downey GNJM Gerrit Nyland & Dr. Jane Moore 

DA Delores Anderson JE Jane Evancho MM Marissa Mulligan 

MA Marisa Ashman AF Alyson Frederick EN Ellen Norton 

AA April Azzarello KF Kimberly Freeman MP Mark Perrow 

CB2 Cody Bakken KF2 Kristy Fry JP Jim Pickering 

AB Angela Ballasiotes JG Jason Gauthier AP Amy Pow 

NBLB Nicholas Bond & Laura Barker MG Melinda Gordon JR Jordan Rash 

CLB Chris & Liselotte Barrows JG Judith Greene DCER Don & Candyce Engquist Rennegarbe 

KDB Karen & Doug Benson KPH Karen & Patrick Haas MR Mindy Roberts 

CB Chelli Bernik JH Judith Hamilton PR Patricia Roundy 

MB Michael Berry HH Hayley Henry SR Susan Ryan 

AB2 Andrew Bluett LH Laura Himes CS Christy Scerra 

LB Lexi Brewer RH Rob Huff CAS Christopher & Alice Skilton 

KB Kathleen Brooker DH Dennis Hug RS Rebecca Stewart-Johnson 

DB David Burke KK Ken Karman RS2 Ron Stone 

MC Megan Capes HK Halley Knigge JT Joseph Tieger 

DSC David & Stephanie Cisakowski BK Blake Koehn KV Kim Vascik 

EC Ellen Cohen AK Annie Kolb-Nelson DV Dennis Vercillo 

JC Jodi Cook TJK Teri & Jim Kuhlman KV2 Kelly Vyger 

MC Mary Jo Strom Copland DL Debra Lara W Wes 

JC2 John Geoffrey Corso TL Tom Lowe VW Vadne White 

RC Rod Cory KL Kristin Lynett DW Dona Wiesel 

SC Shane Crook M Mahaglund HW Helen Wilson 

JD Jim Darnton M2 Marilyn LJW LaDauna & Jim Wilson 

GD Grace Davis KM Kristina Maritczak NM Nick Malo 

MD Matt DeLaney BMM Bruce & Marcie McCandliss JR2 Jeffrey Ryan 

FD Felicity Devlin DM David McCord SW Steve Williams 

RAD Russell & Aries Dial SM Stacy McCracken   

KD Karen Dinicola TM Todd Melcher   

 Vanessa & Mark Dolbee BM Bronnie Miller   
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There is talk abut green spaces and environment, but the majority of the current SFR zones that will be converted to 
mid-level density are older neighborhoods with lots of mature trees and yards.  Converting these to apartment 
complexes will reduce the tree canopy and increase the amount of non-permeable services, which contribute to higher 
temperatures within cities.  Reducing tree canopy & available yard space also reduces environments for migratory birds, 
which often return to the same places every year.  This is exactly the opposite of addressing climate change.  It also 
increases runoff and decreases aquifer buildup as water is channeled into storm drains instead of being absorbed into 
the existing ecosystem.  Replacing the older, craftsman style homes with unimaginative multi-plexes would take away 
from the charm that is Tacoma.  Focus should be on already vacant commercial or otherwise zoned rather than 
destroying existing neighborhoods. 
 
I do not see a definition of what “historic districts” means.  In my neighborhood, most houses were built early in the 20th 
century, but I don’t believe the neighborhood is designated as “historical”.  The infill statement may then not apply; and 
with reduced setbacks, I assume that means a 4 story apartment building could go in within 10 feet of my house.  This 
would directly impact natural light and would not be in scale with the houses in the neighborhood.   
 

 Infill in historic districts is supported to expand housing options consistent with the mid-
scale designation, but must be consistent with the neighborhood scale and defining 
features.  
 

 And 

 

 Provide for smooth transitions from Low-scale to higher scale areas by 
preventing abrupt height and scale changes 

 
I do not see any changes being made to the current URX zoning district.  The existing URX at the north end of the 72nd 
street crossroads has a limit of 45’.  The new mid-scale residential does not have a specific height restriction – just by 
story.  A 4 story apartment could be 62 high.  You would then have a lower height zoning in between the CCX & midscale 
residential.  i.e. CCX is 60 feet.  URX abutting it is 45 feet.  Mid-scale residential abutting that is then 62+ feet?  The 
midscale that abuts URX zoning should be at that level, or below. 
 
Current street parking does not seem to be considered when replacing commercial structures with apartment 
complexes.  The new Grand Pacific apartments are a prime example of that.  D street is a small, unmarked side street; 
yet a complex with likely well over 120+ residents was allowed to be put in with no upgrades to the street; or safety 
considerations.  The neighborhood was told the only way they could secure their existing parking spots on the street 
would be to pay for a permit.  The permit would allow them guaranteed access to street parking; but were also told it’s 
not really enforced even though it’s currently in the zoning code.  How will this be handled under the new plan since it’s 
not enforced now? 
 
I see lots of words like “encourage” and “promote” – these are all nice but have no backbone for enforcement.  There 
should be stricter language to guarantee that these won’t be run roughshod over through development (i.e. existing 

Staff Note:  
This letter is from Corey Anderson, 
cjanderson@firstam.com,  
April 9, 2021, 9:45 a.m. 

mailto:cjanderson@firstam.com


neighborhood character, architectural styles, open spaces).  Example – currently residents are “encouraged” to not cut 
down existing trees – but in the last year alone, our street has had 3 mature disease-free trees removed specifically for 
new development.  Unless stronger codes are in place, what is to stop that from happening in the future? 
 
What are the population densities of the existing SFR zoning that will be converted to mid-scale?  What is the income 
level compared to those deeper in residential neighborhoods?  What is the ethnicity?  Age groups? I would guess that 
since property values are lower in these areas, that income is lower as well and trending with older folks / minorities.  
While a design such as that is being proposed would be great for starting a city from scratch, that is not what is 
happening here.  Many of those neighborhoods are well established with people who have lived there for decades.  It 
seems that the idea to put more dense housing in these neighborhoods will hurt the very people you are trying to help. 
 
Lastly, mid-scale residential is being focused on existing MUC / Neighborhood / Crossroads centers based on this 
description (from Tac planning page): 
 

 They anchor complete neighborhoods with retail stores and businesses (grocery stores, restaurants, markets, 
shops, etc.), civic amenities (libraries, schools, community centers, places of worship, etc.), housing options, 
health clinics, daycare centers, employment centers, plazas and parks, and other public gathering places. Mixed-
use centers are the basis for achieving neighborhoods where residents can meet more of their everyday needs 
within an easy walk of their home. 

 
That may have been the plan, but in reality, many of the MUC’s in Tacoma still do not fit that description.  The 72nd 
Crossroads area has 1 grocery store, 1 convenience store, a liquor store, a weed store, a vape store, a pawn shop, 2 
“quick food” type restaurants to 2 regular restaurants.  There is one chiropractor and 1 urgent care clinic.   A couple auto 
repair shops. There are no shops, no civic amenities.  Certainly not a walkable shopping area like say, Proctor.  The 
Portland center is very similar.  This is 20+ years after they were designated MUC’s.  Instead of focusing mid-scale 
development around what the MUC should be; it’s time to look at them and change their designation as necessary. 
 
I heard a quote the other day that seems appropriate here: 
 
Don’t do things for the people; do things with the people.  Sit down and listen to those that you are trying to help 
instead of assuming what is needed. 
 
So – thank you for listening. 



April 6, 2021 

. 

I strongly disagree with both proposals for the rezoning of Strawberry Hill. 

We visited this whole issue in 2019 and after a comprehensive study it was determined Strawberry hill 
was not able to facilitate the needs of any additional multifamily dwellings.  

Here are a few key points that were brought up during this study. 

No elementary school within walking distance 

No middle school within walking distance  

No high school within walking distance 

Closest grocery store is 2 miles away. 

The surrounding streets have no sidewalk, passing lanes our shoulders. 

The sewer lines in this area are still terra cotta. 

The nearest bus stop is over a half mile away. 

With in two blocks of the purposes High Multi Family (north side of East 29 between East J and East L) 
there are four triplexes, one 8 plex, two duplexes and an unknow number of rental homes. 

During this discussion it was brought up that the School district could use the funds in their budget by 
selling the vacant Gault Middle School, Rogers Elementary School, McKinley Elementary School and the 
city could then use the lots for building Multiplexes. 

This High Multi family complex is placed on the map as an affordable housing option all the sites marked 
on the map for Strawberry Hill are with views of the city, river, and bay and would be considered view 
properties with the rent ranging from $2000.00 to $2500.00 per month. 

I feel Strawberry Hill has done more then its part in accommodating for affordable housing. 

Would it be a better plan to register Strawberry Hill and Mckinley Park as a Historical Sites as suggested 
in the 2018 study conducted by U of W and City of Tacoma and allow the Federal funds available for this 
tile help facilitate the needs of this community and lessen the financial burden on the already stressed 
Tacoma Budget.  

Thank you , Resident of Strawberry Hill  since 1966 

Delores Anderson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marisa <marisaashman@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:05 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing and Home in Tacoma Project

Hi, 
 
My name is Marisa and I am a low income renter that lives here in Tacoma. Finding out about the "Home in 
Tacoma" project, and especially the "Transform Housing Choice" model, was very exciting, and I feel that it 
would be a very positive move for our city and it's residents. 
As housing in Tacoma gets more expensive, I have had to begin worrying if I will be able to continue affording 
to live in this city in the future or if I will be forced to move, but seeing this project and what it could include 
makes me excited to  be a Tacoman and to be living in city whose government is actively working to improve 
life for its residents. 
Single family housing currently occupies an enormous share of the city, and as the "Home in Tacoma" project 
notes, this restricts the housing choice and opportunity that residents like me have. The neighborhoods here in 
Tacoma that allow midscale residential and mixed use are also some of the most popular--I would love to live in 
a neighborhood like Proctor, precisely because the zoning allows people to more easily walk around, meet up 
with friends, get groceries, etc, without dealing with cars and traffic. 
I also believe that rezoning plans like this one that the city is considering are important climate solutions. Any 
urban infill that allows us to be less reliant on cars is very important as we try to limit our reliance on fossil 
fuels, and it would help relieve residents of the costs of owning and upkeeping cars. 
 
 
Please adopt this project and increase the supply of multifamily mid rise housing in Tacoma. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Marisa 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: April Azzarello <aprylle55@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:22 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Opposition to "Home in Tacoma" Rezoning initiative

I am writing in opposition to the home in Tacoma rezoning initiative. I live in an area that would be rezoned to mid-scale 
residential in the "evolve" zoning plan and believe that the infrastructure in my neighborhood cannot support these 
changes. There is already not enough parking and until the bus service becomes more reliable and user-friendly, cars are 
a necessity in my neighborhood. The live/work condos which have already been developed do not support people who 
work in Tacoma. Every single person I have met who rents there works and commutes in Seattle. There are not enough 
opportunities for residents to get sunshine and 4+ story buildings will make this worse. 
 
The city must invest in infrastructure before changing residential zoning. I was told there was not enough money in the city 
budget to repaint a crosswalk in my neighborhood which has worn out more quickly because of all the increased traffic 
from apartment developments. This is unacceptable while the city is giving developers huge tax breaks to encourage 
apartment buildings. Developers should contribute to city budgets to ensure there are funds available to handle increased 
costs that come from infill development. 
 
Please do not change the zoning in Tacoma. 
 
Sincerely, 
April Azzarello 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Angela Del Cid <delciang@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:53 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Citizen comments: home in Tacoma 

Hello,  
This is a citizen comment regarding the Home in Tacoma proposal. Concerns regarding the project are as follows:  
 
1. There seems to be an emphasis on equity in housing and increased housing affordability, however there is no 
requirement for developers to include low‐income housing. I think we can all agree that luxury apartments in Proctor 
are not going to increase equity in housing in any way.  
 
2. The process has been rushed. Many of my neighbors are unaware of these proposed changes. The amount of 
outreach has been insufficient.  
 
3. Parking. There should not be an expectation that people living in these new apartment buildings will use alternative 
forms of transportation, when the infrastructure for that alternative transportation doesn’t exist. The buildings should 
require sufficient parking for each unit.  
 
4. Impact fees. Developers should be paying for the impacts that their large buildings will cause. Why has the city not 
included impact fees?  
 
5. The term “mid‐scale” does not accurately represent the type of building being proposed. When you’re talking a four 
story building next to houses that are single story or two stories, it’s not going to look or feel like it’s mid‐scale. It’s time 
to appropriately term the proposals.  
 
Finally, I recommend you add examples of other cities that have implemented similar development projects, and what 
the impacts were.  
 
Thanks, 
 
Angela Ballasiotes  
North End Resident  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barrows Family <clkkbarrows@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:49 PM
To: Planning; Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Walker, Kristina; McCarthy, Conor; Hunter, Lillian
Cc: Chris Barrows
Subject: Home In Tacoma Planning - citizen comment letter submission

Dear Tacoma Planning Commissioners and Honorable City Council Members, 

This comment respectfully asks for two principle action items at this stage:  

(1) Pause the current trajectory, and  

(2) require course corrections for the current proposal, redirecting it back to the drawing board with specific 
instructions to address major shortfalls in thinking and project development. 

RE: 1) Disapprove the current Home in Tacoma proposal and require that it evolve with sufficiency.  Slow it 
down.  Send it back to the drawing board, not because the objectives it espouses aren't laudable nor 
fundamental worthy of being achieved, but because the process and structure of its recommendations are not 
sufficiently ready for such a major public decision by you at this time.  To be clear, this request is not an attempt to 
forestall any action what-so-ever in an illusive attempt to achieve utopian perfection, but it is a request to demand 
transparent standards that will bound the next decisions that will be necessary to implement and achieve those 
objectives, in a way that preserves the very fabric of what makes Tacoma, and my neighborhood of Proctor, 
great.  As of yet, there are no defined design standards that are understood, reasonable, and can meaningfully be 
expected to achieve the stated objectives - and that leaves too much power for subjective decision making in the 
hands of a unelected city bureaucrat.  Please require the city develop a plan that includes inclusiveness in process, 
completeness in design, and comprehensiveness in perspective.   

 The Mid-scale Zoning proposal, no matter what scenario [in both the “Evolve” and “Transform” 
senarios] will likely bring big changes to my neighborhood.  It will mean big changes to my 
property.  Despite what is outlined by the City planners on their project page, there was no effective 
notification to alert me to what is being planned. 

 The notification postcard gave only four weeks’ notice of the public comment period.  We’ve barely had 
time to find out about this, let alone get educated about what’s proposed. 

 I didn’t receive the notification postcard - I live across the street from a transition zone and am outlined to 
be included in a new up zone area.  I only know of these proposals from a neighbor. 

 I want more opportunities to learn about these proposals and to hear my neighbors and you, my planning 
commissioners and council representatives what you think.  I want to be meaningfully engaged by the city 
planners and not just simply be told to “go to the FAQ page, the answers to your questions are there” as was 
the response when city planners were invited to the 05 April North End Neighborhood Council meeting. 

 I want to be listened to by the City planning team like they identify they have done with other “stakeholders” 
for over a year.  Why haven’t they engaged folks like me and my neighbors in that past year?  I want my 
concerns to be included by the City planning team in viable options for the broader public and your 
consideration. 

 Residents without Internet access cannot read the online information. 
 Status quo should be analyzed.  It is a best practice that public policy decisions should evaluate a status quo 

option.  One can’t be expected to understand the cost benefit of significant decisions without an unbiased and 
well developed understanding of the current status of those very details that are being requested to be 
changed.  
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 Other options should be proposed and analyzed as to how they can meet stated objectives.  The current two 
options “Evolve” and “Transform” can also be termed radical and even more radical.  That is neither 
balanced nor objective in assessing impact. 

 Slow down the conversation and process and require the City Planning team to actually engage with its 
citizenry, all of its citizenry - not just the ones who are likely to smile and nod and be the echo chamber that 
the city employees appear to prefer to listen to.  People need homes, their absolutely needs to be affordable 
residential options, but all current homeowners, citizens, and tax payers deserve to be engaged with, listened 
to, considered, and respected in this process.  To date, this has not occurred. 

 Please slow this Zoning Change process down.  It lacks transparency.  It lacks sufficient process.  It 
lacks completeness. 

 
RE: 2) Demand that the City planning team, a team paid for by city tax payers and supposedly working on behalf 
of its citizens, do a better job.  Not as they interpret their job to be, but as you, planning commissioners and city 
council members, define their job.  Please hold the City planning team accountable to providing to you a plan that 
is thoughtfully and sufficiently complete.  The City planning team appears to be laughing in your and my face from 
where I sit, to the detriment of current homeowners and to the benefit of developers - may of whom - at least in the 
experience of Proctor’s developments - don’t even locate their businesses in Tacoma.  Our current experience is not 
one where the city planning team has instilled trust and competence in meeting its residential citizen's needs.  This 
trust needs to be rebuilt.  Not with developers and Realtors who are looking for profit, but with the very people who 
want to make Tacoma their home.  This should clearly include future residents, but not based on a desire to secure 
profit, but because there is a desire to become a neighbor.  A willingness to have meaningful engagement that 
responds to and answers hard questions of those who are skeptical of unstated but apparently shallow motivations 
will help the city planning team rebuild the trust that is so deeply absent and so desperately needed with its 
citizenry.     

 The City planning team has not yet addressed the impacts of ongoing growth in the Mixed-Use 
Centers.  Let’s deal with those and the “Low-scale Residential” infill housing before adding even more 
development. 

 How will the City mitigate the loss of sunlight to gardens, loss of privacy, loss of mature tree canopy, 
increased noise, increased traffic?  There does not appear to be any considerations given to these features. 

 How will the City prevent residents being displaced from properties that suddenly become more valuable 
because of new development potential? 

 Will this new zoning just add more high-priced units to our area?  That seems to be the current objective of 
City Planning decisions.  

 Who will be paying for new infrastructure to support new development?  This should not be principally born 
by current residents; instead costs should be incorporated into the new development. 

 How will our streets provide enough parking for the residents of new apartment buildings with insufficient 
parking allocations?  This will not improve walkability.   

 How can the City create Design Standards that will make large apartment buildings “compatible” with 
existing 1 to 2 story houses next door?  Setback requirements and height restrictions need to be explicitly 
defined in code, without incentives for getting around them. 

 Is it the City’s vision that our neighborhood, and my house, to be replaced with mid-scale apartment 
buildings?  That occurred quickly in locations like Ballard and West Seattle.  The City’s claim that "change 
will not occur overnight” appears to be nothing more than unjustified pontification and rings shallow in the 
face of the exact opposite occurring elsewhere in the region.   

 

Additional discussion: 

My neighbors and I live just outside (literally, my home is across the street) of the Proctor Commercial District, 
which is bounded by two schools, a library and post office, a couple of banks, a pair of grocery stores and a number 
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of small businesses in the commercial district. Those structures provide essential neighborhood services and these 
businesses are supposed to be the boundary of a – planned – transition from commercial to residential.   

My investment is no less significant from that of developers who bring unaffordable and pricy developments that, as 
current experience (Proctor I, II, and as proposed III) has proven, will not meet the objectives of increasing 
affordable housing for lower income families and individuals.  Without our knowing, or being given an opportunity 
to provide input and raise concerns, the commercial district including these transition structures was designated a 
“mixed use center” with no transitional areas between new high rise structures and hundred year old homes. Now, 
this mixed-use center is proposed, under both choices laid out by city planners in the “Home in Tacoma Project”, to 
have a buffer around it that would make my home the transition zone instead.  This is beyond problematic.  One 
current example illustrating this sentiment is the fact that my neighbors and I attempted for months to try to have 
input into the City’s process surrounding what an appropriate transition should be for the Proctor III project.  The 
city planning team not only dismissed our input, but actively ignored it.  Our voices could not be heard without 
hiring a lawyer because the process was geared towards not providing the neighbors that would be impacted the most 
with an opportunity to appeal the City’s decision without filing suit.  This is truly an example of an inequitable, 
unfair, and inappropriate process in which it is clear the City is trying to push an agenda without allowing for the 
input of the very community it supposedly represents nor maintaining the standards that you, planning 
commissioners and city council members, have defined for them.  A City agenda which has nothing to do 
with bringing affordable housing to Proctor.  A City agenda which has nothing to do with ensuring that transition 
design standards will be required of and upheld by the developer.  A City agenda which ignores the environmental 
costs and negative impacts of the proposed development.  To be clear, my neighbors and I aren’t fighting against 
development - we want development; we recognize the need for development - but we are fighting 
for reasonableness, perspective, and for our voice to be heard.  There are lots of parallels that I urge you to recognize 
and draw upon in your evaluation of the “Home in Tacoma Project” and the decision you have before you.  Please 
push back against a city planning team apparently wanting to charge down the same path and make the same 
mistakes one again - the stakes are too high to get this wrong.  Just look at how wrong these decisions went in 
Ballard, West Seattle, and other areas in the region.  Those examples do not set good precedent for creation of 
affordable housing while maintaining neighborhood identities and cultures.  Tacoma needs to understand why and 
make course corrections so as not to make the same mistakes - there seems to be no such analysis and thoughtfulness 
accomplished in Tacoma’s planning to date that the City planners could explain. 

We own a 107 year old house in Proctor built in 1915.  We are placing considerable resources into renovating our 
home while preserving the historic integrity of the neighborhood because it was clear that individuals valued this in 
our community - and this neighborhood “ownership” is valued by us.  My home retains the historical craftsman 
features that the Proctor residences have become known, and desired, for.  Significant investment is required to 
maintain and improve on this 107 year old home.  In contrast, there are continuing challenges within the Proctor 
district which have directly been created by the City ignoring the wishes of its citizenry over those of developers 
who come in from the outside and whose sole goal seems to be to redefine how community “improvements” should 
be considered so they can walk away with profit - leaving victims behind to deal with what remains.  Design 
standards and mitigation of environmental impacts be damed.  The City is not holding these developers accountable 
to current design standards, and thus, it is logical to conclude that the City will similarly ignore design principles and 
future design standards when asked to do so in the future by developers.  This is a travesty that can be and should 
be  guarded against moving forward.   

 Please fix the mixed-use center zoning to acknowledge the existing, sensible transition areas in place in our 
neighborhood.  Mid-scale residential upzoning should not be extended beyond these existing boarders. 

 

Another travesty is the labeling of the Proctor District a “transit center” when it clearly does not deserve to be called 
or considered such by any credible definition.  Proctor has never had adequate public transportation.  We drive to the 
Tacoma Dome Station to take the train or bus north or south; we take our car or walk or bike downtown – it’s much 
faster than the inconvenient and infrequent local bus service.  We know of no plans to put an actual transit center 
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anywhere in the north end of the City (although this would be a good and welcome use of Cushman Station – along 
with a community center and small park). 

 

If at this time you decide to listen to these concerns and push the reset button on “Home in Tacoma”, please consider 
and incorporate these principles:  

1. Every citizen of the city of Tacoma deserves to see the quality of life in their neighborhood maintained or 
improved over time. This means: meaningful affordable housing, equal or better access to green 
spaces/parks, public transportation, schools, healthy food, safe surroundings, and the thoughtfully planned 
use of space. 

2. No current homeowner should live in constant fear that a building three times the height of their home will 
pop up next door, without setbacks, and without parking.  In neighborhoods, new structures should not be 
more than one story higher than their residential neighbors or more than two stories higher than their 
commercial neighbors.  Different standards should apply to downtown and existing commercial corridors 
(such as 6th Ave). 

3. Each new residential unit must have a designated parking space in the structure unless it is demonstrated that 
there is adequate space on the street immediately adjacent to the parcel boundary or there is meaningful 
public transportation and not just the perceived illusion of public transportation once Star Trek teleport 
technology (pick your sci-fi future) becomes available. 

4. Planning for new housing in Tacoma cannot successfully be done in isolation from provisions for basic urban
services like road corridors, schools, parks, stormwater, and wastewater.  

5. The Public Works Department must reduce the service area boundaries for the North End Treatment Plant in 
order to accommodate any additional (especially, large multi-family) sewer connections; this plant is already 
operating beyond its design capacity as it awaits all of the Point Ruston, Stadium, 6th Avenue and other 
developments throughout its current service area. 

 
 
Please insist that a full plan is brought is before you that is sufficient for making critical, important, and informed 
policy decisions.  The plan and two options before you now do not meet that standard and should not be used as the 
basis for policy decisions that will literally determine the future of Tacoma’s citizens, the affordability of Tacoma 
residences, the very habitability of those same residential areas. 
 
We hope that this new “Home in Tacoma Project” is treated differently.   
 
You are our only hope to ensure this project is redirected onto an appropriate path. 
 
We look forward to reviewing a new Home in Tacoma proposal with real and multiple options for consideration 
(including a status quo option - clearly not a viable option but still needed as a baseline for analysis) accompanied by 
detailed and specific design standards, a new Tacoma Sewer Plan, and thoughtful comprehensive infrastructure 
plan.     
 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these comments.  
 
 
Sincerely, 
Chris & Liselotte Barrows 
3622 N 27th Street 
Tacoma, WA  98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Karen Benson <bensonkarenj@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:38 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Fwd: Future rezoning of West end of Tacoma near Pt defiance Park

I apologize. I accidentally sent my email before adding our personal information. We did attend the Zoom 
public hearing on April 7th. 
Thank you for your time. 
Karen and Doug Benson 
5145 North Visscher Street 
Tacoma, WA  98407 
253-756-5764 

---------- Forwarded message --------- 
From: Karen Benson <bensonkarenj@gmail.com> 
Date: Fri, Apr 9, 2021 at 12:21 PM 
Subject: Future rezoning of West end of Tacoma near Pt defiance Park 
To: <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
 

To the Planning Service Team: 
 
With the current traffic along Pearl from 46th to Point Defiance Park (a 2 lane road with parking allowed on 
both sides) neither Scenario 1 or 2 of the Planning Commission's rezoning of Tacoma are feasible.  We have 
increased traffic in this area due to the Point Defiance Park/Zoo, the Vasshon Ferry, the boat launch, and the 
Ruston Point buildup.  This, not considering what the traffic will be once the Covaid-19 is over and summer 
time is here.  People in our community that we have talked to are already avoiding Pearl and using the side 
streets when leaving their homes, especially 51st and Pearl. 
 
Parking will become even more of an issue. People will continue to need or want to have their cars in our area 
to go to work, grocery shopping etc. We may have bus routes but times of operation are limited. I know. When I 
worked evening shift at St. Joe's, I was unable to use the bus because of the limited hours of operation after 
11pm. Walkability to available stores in our area is limited.  
 
With Phase 1, our home would fall within the low scale zoning. Several housing types would be approved, 
supposedly fitting in with the size of the homes currently in our area. We are concerned even about this. Why? 
Because we recently had a 3 story home, built across the street from us that really does not fit into our 
neighborhood.  
With Phase 2, our home would fall within the mid scale zoning. Along Pearl, directly behind us, it would be 
mutli-family, ie apartment buildings.  The character and appearance of our nieghborhood would be changed 
forever and not for the better. 
 
Yes, we understand there is a need for more housing. My husband and I have lived in apartments ourselves. We 
currently have an apartment building behind us (on Pearl). Increasing affordable apartments, low scale housing 
(duplexes, etc) in our area will not happen. People want to live near Point Defiance/Zoo and are willing to pay 
the price. Apartment owners will charge what the market will afford and it will not be "affordable" for lower 
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income individuals/families.  Plus, the infrastructure, esp. shopping does not support the lower income 
individuals/families. They will have to go out of the immediaate area. 
 
We are also concerned about what will become of the value of our home, if either Scenario 1 or 2 pass.  We do 
not  want to  be looking at a 3 and up story building on the property next to us. There goes our privacy and 
personal land usage, and most likely the value of our home. For sometime, we have been getting multiple calls 
asking if we are interested in selling our home. They are coming from individuals, realtors wanting  
 
Please take more time to reach out to the residents of Tacoma and get their input on the rezoning scenarios.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Chelli B <c.bernik@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:08 PM
To: Planning
Subject: North Slope

To whom it may concern, 
 
I just got a bunch of text to email you. So here it goes 
 
We have plenty of density and diverse property types in our area. We do not need to open regulations for more. 
The tiny home/ mother-in-law unit allowance was already passed and that is more than enough.  
 
We need to limit short term rentals. We need to add building restrictions.  
 
No one, I have spoken to is happy with the new apartment buildings going up. They do not look like the belong 
in our community. The apartments in Proctor across from the Met and Safeway should have never been allowed 
either. New apartments and buildings should compliment our historical North End and Downtown area. The 
skyline in downtown is getting so ugly with the new apartments being built. Tacoma is loosing it's historical 
unique feel.   
 
We want more green spaces between the new buildings and street/sidewalks. We would like to see regulations 
like Mercer Island has for green space requirements. All new buildings should have to add street trees and have 
large seasonal flower planters and decorative lighting.  We also need bike racks for the rental bikes and 
scooters. 
 We need plaza areas for street markets, dances and concerts (Hilltop would be a great place for it and there is 
space up there for it) 
 
There is a great need to hire talented street artists to create art where there is constant graffiti issues.  
 
We need more street sweeping and street clean up. We want a clean safe place with green spaces and plazas to 
commune. 
 
 We do not want tiny home communities. We want information on local shelters, churches and other non profits 
that help the homeless. We do not want taxes raised to help the homeless. We want to support non profits to aid 
the homeless. Lower taxes, that will help people who are struggling. 
 
Oh and though it is not your job. Please fix the potholes, paint the crosswalks and just keep all that nice. I am 
getting so tired of everyone complaining about it all the time.    
 
Also give police more funding, so they can expand their departments, add units and sub stations (clearly we 
need a substation just to address street racing), add more community outreach, add coffee with a cop, add a 
mental health department task force, tasked with addressing and responding to calls that are specifically for 
homeless and others calls about mental health concerns. Add a substation downtown, dedicated to homeless 
concerns.  I 100% support raising taxes to expand our police department. It is high time to add to the police 
department and broaden their resources to address the needs of the communities.         
 
Thanks for listening  
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-Chelli Bernik  
Tacoma, Wa. 98403                       
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Andrew Bluett <andrew.bluett@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 10:18 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Public comment on housing in Tacoma

Hello,  
 
My name is Andrew and I live at 4117 N 27th St, Tacoma, WA 98407. 
 
I would prefer that the city fixes the current infrastructure such as roads and sidewalks and that the current 
attempts at anti racist housing has not been effective.  
 
I think that the increased density around Proctor is untenable until the roads are improved and there are ADA 
sidewalks everywhere. We walk most places with a stroller and had to buy an off road oriented stroller because 
of the consistent need to traverse somebody else's property or walk on the pothole filled street.  
 
Also I think that the idea that this is an anti racist initiative has not been realized in the Proctor area. The two 
apartment buildings they erected have rents that are unreachable for anybody who can't afford a 2000/MO rent. 
Since they have been built I have not noticed any increase in racial diversity in the businesses or at the farmers 
market.  
 
Thank you  
Andrew 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 10:43 PM
To: Planning; Harala, Larry
Subject: FW: Home in Tacoma - Planning Commission Hearing and SEPA Comments
Attachments: MRSC - Visualizing Compatible Density.pdf

Here is the second one. 
 
From: nicholas bond <nicholasbond@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:29 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; rharala@cityoftacoma.org 
Cc: Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma ‐ Planning Commission Hearing and SEPA Comments 
 
Here is the 4th attachment to my letter.  I broke these up in case of email size limits. 
Thanks, 
Nicholas Bond, AICP 
 
On Wed, Apr 7, 2021 at 5:27 PM nicholas bond <nicholasbond@gmail.com> wrote: 
Please find the comment letter and supporting documents from my wife and I on the Home in Tacoma 
project.  These comments are directed to both the Planning Commission for tonight's hearing and to the SEPA 
official concerning the proposed MDNS on the project.  I will send a second email with additional attachments 
to ensure that my email is under your size limits. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Nicholas Bond, AICP 
 
 



April 4, 2021

City of Tacoma
Planning Commission
747 Market Street
Tacoma, WA 98402

City of Tacoma
Planning and Development Services Department
747 Market Street
Room 345
Tacoma, WA 98402

Re: Home In Tacoma Proposal and SEPA MDNS

Honorable Planning Commissioners,

We are writing to express our concerns regarding the proposed changes to the Tacoma Comprehensive
Plan and Development Regulations. We are not necessarily opposed to some of the changes that are
being discussed, but we can’t support either alternative under consideration in their current form. We
ask that you take a much more deliberative approach to reviewing this proposal, obtain the necessary
information before voting to make a recommendation on the proposal, and not rush through what is
the most significant regulatory change the City has seen in generations.

My wife and I are both practicing professional planners with master’s degrees in Urban Planning. My
wife also has a bachelor's degree in landscape architecture. We conduct public outreach, write policies
and plans, work on development proposals, and try to improve communities every day.  We lived in
the North Slope neighborhood of Tacoma for several years and more recently bought a home in the
Proctor neighborhood. We moved to this neighborhood because we loved the area, not because we
wanted to sell our home to a developer who could put a 4-story building in its place. We also
understand that neighborhoods are dynamic and change over time. We have put considerable thought
into these comments so that you can improve the proposal and ensure that future projects are less
controversial.

Our comments in this letter cover a variety of topics including:

▸ Process
▸ Regional Planning and Growth Management Act (GMA) Requirements
▸ Environmental Impacts – SEPA
▸ Comments on the Home in Tacoma Proposal
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We have put significant effort into preparing these comments. We hope that you will put an equal
amount of effort into considering them.

Process:

We were not surprised to receive a postcard in the mail alerting us to planning efforts being
undertaken by the City of Tacoma. Public outreach is required under state law, a�er all. We were
surprised and dismayed, however, to see the extent to which the City attempted to disguise the true
nature of the Home in Tacoma proposal. When we went online and read through the materials we
learned that our house is proposed for a rezone to allow 4-story development. Nothing about the
mailing notice would alert a recipient of this fact. The average person does not know what mid-scale
multi-family housing is and the cartoonish buildings on the mailer show no buildings taller than
3-stories. When I asked my neighbors whether they had seen the proposal, they all remembered
seeing and discarding the postcard because it did not actually tell them what was being proposed.

The City should have provided a mailer with graphics that depicted the actual scale of the proposed
changes rather than trying to mask the proposal. Likewise, any resident living on a piece of property
that is directly affected by the proposal should have been told that “your property is proposed for a
zoning change.” For that reason, this hearing should be continued and a new round of notices should
be sent to residents and property owners that better describe the proposal and directly notify
residents and owners of property who are subject to a change in land use designation.

Moreover, the City did not mail notice to any residents at the beginning of this planning process, but
invited us to comment only once all “stakeholders” have held extensive meetings to create a proposal.
We are commenting on a mostly finished product rather than being offered a meaningful opportunity
to participate in the creation of that product. The online survey that was conducted was terribly
written with leading multiple choice questions such as “What is the top benefit of infill housing?”
rather than “Where should infill housing be located?” or even “Do you want this type of infill
development in your neighborhood?” Then, where respondents were able to provide a free form
answer, you had an undisclosed character limit and had to try to fit a response into a limited space.
The survey did not ask questions like “What is the top concern with infill development?” It simply
assumed that there were only benefits to infill development.

Another problem is that the “near term actions” document on the City’s website does not actually
show the full extent of the proposed zoning changes. The City is asking the public to comment on
goals and policies for the Comprehensive Plan, but not a complete copy of the proposed zoning
changes. You are basically asking us to trust that the goals will be implemented in a way that is
acceptable. Given the City’s failures to effectively implement existing Comprehensive Plan goals and
policies in the City’s Development Regulations (such as on the proposed Proctor III project), continued
trust is not warranted here. The public should be allowed to review the complete code changes and
comment on those at this time. Likewise, SEPA review should be based on a complete proposal, not
just the proposed Comprehensive Plan changes.
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Finally, this process is taking a citywide approach to planning rather than looking neighborhood by
neighborhood at these issues. The City should be preparing subarea plans for each of its designated
centers consistent with the recommendations of the regional centers framework adopted by PSRC.
Instead, the City is using GIS to implement a one-size fits all approach in all areas of the City using
buffering tools. Each neighborhood has a distinct identity, unique infrastructure, and unique concerns.
The City is taking a top-down approach here rather than working in local neighborhoods to develop
plans for those neighborhoods. The survey didn’t even bother to ask respondents “In what
neighborhood do you live?”

Regional Planning and GMA Requirements:

The Growth Management Act requires that the City of Tacoma prepare a required periodic update to its
Comprehensive Plan before June 30, 2024. During this update the City is required, among other things,
to ensure that it has adequate land capacity to accommodate projected housing and employment
growth. Growth estimates and targets are based on OFM projections and the Multi-County and
Countywide Planning Policies. While the Puget Sound Regional Council has adopted Vision 2050 and
carries forward Tacoma’s designation as a “Metropolitan City” regional geography, Pierce County has
not completed its process of updating the Countywide Planning Policies to reflect Vision 2050. The
deadline for updating the Countywide Planning Policies is December 31st, 2021. It is not clear why
Tacoma is rushing these zoning changes though the planning process prior to learning of the amount
of growth that it will need to plan for in its periodic update. Moreover, the GMA requires the
preparation of a buildable lands analysis and land capacity analysis and this work is currently
underway with a completion deadline of June 30, 2021. It is not clear why the City would undermine
this required reporting immediately a�er completing this report and prior to learning of its growth
targets and initiating the periodic update to its Comprehensive Plan.

One possible reason to rush this process would be that the City is trying to take advantage of RCW
36.70A.600, which provides protection against appeals of their actions under both SEPA and GMA if
changes are adopted prior to April 1, 2023. Essentially, it appears the City knows it is pushing through
changes that Tacoma residents don’t support, and wants to ensure that they don’t have to listen to
citizen concerns and that residents are unable to challenge the City’s decision making.

This proposal also seems to be at odds with adopted centers policies. In a recent October 2020 memo
from Peter Huffman concerning the Proctor Multifamily MDNS1 Mr. Huffman stated that centers were
designed to “[i]ncrease the variety of housing styles and living areas available to citizens as well as to
protect and enhance already established neighborhoods” (emphasis added). However, this
proposal appears to be directing growth to established neighborhoods rather than focusing growth in
centers consistent with the centers growth strategy.

The City has recategorized its centers, including Proctor, as Countywide Centers in the Countywide
Planning Policies without first amending the City’s Comprehensive Plan to redesignate these centers

1 Response to Comments; Proctor Multifamily MDNS, Final Determination (LU20-0038), October 16, 2020
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from their current Mixed-Use Center Designation. There are specific criteria in PSRC’s Regional Centers
Framework Update dated March 22, 20182 including a minimum size for countywide centers. The
Proctor center currently measures 42 acres3 and, pursuant to the PSRC Centers Framework, must be
expanded to 160 acres (see pages 11-12 of the attached framework document). With both alternatives,
it appears the City is trying to implement this new center designation without first amending its
Comprehensive Plan to be consistent with the Multi-County Planning Policies. The Comprehensive
Plan currently designates Proctor as a Neighborhood Center, not a Countywide Center. Under the new
PSRC framework, Proctor could have alternatively been designated a local center without a minimum
size requirement. City residents were not adequately consulted on this redesignation. This is yet
another reason why these proposed Home in Tacoma changes should be processed as part of the
City’s periodic update to the Comprehensive Plan and not as a standalone action.

Environmental Impacts - SEPA:

The City has released a proposed Mitigated Determination of Non-Significance (MDNS) threshold
determination for the Home in Tacoma proposal. This decision is being issued instead of a
Determination of Significance (DS). If the City had issued a DS, an Environmental Impact Statement
(EIS) would have been required. An EIS would ensure that the Planning Commission and City Council
have complete information available to them prior to making a decision. Furthermore, the public
would have a chance to comment about the scoping for the EIS including committing on the
alternatives that should be considered and helping to identify the elements of the environment that
need to be studied. Then, the public could look at the EIS to provide more informed comments on the
proposed action including expressing a preference for one of the alternatives.

For minor zoning changes, an MDNS might be appropriate. In this case, however, the City has
proposed to up-zone more than half of the land in the City. The scope of this proposal has more in
common with a periodic update to the Comprehensive Plan than it does as minor zoning change. The
State’s SEPA register indicates that more than 70 EISs were issued by counties and cities during the last
2016 periodic updates. Issuing a DS and preparing an EIS in this situation would not be unusual given
the massive scope of the proposed changes. This proposal and the resulting development is certain to
result in significant adverse impacts, but these impacts are very difficult to evaluate in the absence of a
proposed implementing language. As such, the City should issue a Determination of Significance and
prepare an EIS.

Specific areas of review and mitigation that should occur in an EIS include:

Water: Surface water impacts from the proposal have not been evaluated and the near term
actions document does not indicate how maximum lot coverage or impervious surface standards
will be amended under the proposal. Many infill projects are below thresholds for stormwater
water quality and quality in the City’s stormwater manual, but collectively the scale of infill

3 Attachment B to Staff Report, Pierce County Planning Commission August 27, 2019

2 https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/final_regional_centers_framework_march_22_version.pdf

4



development will likely have significant impacts on the natural environment and on Puget Sound.
Mitigation is needed to ensure that this proposal does not exacerbate surface water pollution in
Puget Sound or disrupt in-stream flows by intercepting rain that would otherwise recharge
groundwater and provide instream flows during the summer months.

Aesthetics: Transition and design context considerations are of significant concern, but the City
hasn’t dra�ed any standards to implement the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments as
part of the Home in Tacoma project. These should be released in conjunction with an EIS so that
the impacts of the low-rise and mid-rise proposals can be evaluated. Allowing 3 story infill
development next to a 3 story detached home may not have significant impacts, but allowing
4-story infill next to an existing 1-story single-family home would likely have significant impacts.
Furthermore, some of the proposed changes appear to involve allowing taller development in the
R-2VSD district, though this zoning category is not specifically addressed in the Comprehensive
Plan. It is assumed that it falls under the R-2 heading. The R-2VSD district is intended to protect
areas with view sensitivity, but the Home in Tacoma project does not address this overlay district
or the potential significant view impacts.

Energy and Natural Resources: Tacoma has policies and incentives to encourage the use of
residential solar energy production (roo�op solar). However, the City does not have zoning
provisions to protect residential solar systems. These systems cost tens of thousands of dollars to
install and are based on an expected return on investment stretching out over years. Allowing 3-
and 4-story infill development will likely have significant shading impacts on adjacent properties.
The City should ensure that safeguards exist to protect solar energy production and ensure that
these impacts are evaluated when new development is proposed. This is especially true when
new infill construction is proposed to the south, east, or west of an existing use containing solar
panels.

Plants: Similar to solar panel impact described above, 3- and 4- story development has the
potential to negatively impact vegetation, especially landscaping in the vicinity of infill
development projects. The City should ensure that infill projects are designed to minimize
shading impacts to adjacent properties.

Recreation: This proposal includes no analysis of how the changes will impact Parks and
Recreation facilities in the City. Areas supporting additional growth will inevitably require
additional parks and recreation facilities. These facilities should be paid for by development, not
existing residents. The City needs to work with Metro Parks to identify new park locations and
improvements in support of the additional planned growth. The impacts of the proposed action
on recreation have not been evaluated.

Transportation: The proposal does not evaluate the impacts of increase in land capacity on the
transportation network if the resulting buildable lands are fully utilized. The transportation
master plan and transportation model should be updated concurrently with these changes to
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identify the needed transportation projects in support of this added land capacity. Transportation
capacity projects and strategies should be identified to ensure that growth is paying to mitigate
these impacts rather than shi�ing the costs of new growth to existing residents.

Utilities: The effluent being released into the Puget Sound from the North End Treatment Plant
is having a detrimental effect on Puget Sound and its wildlife.

The City of Tacoma is in litigation with the Department of Ecology over effluent from the North
End Treatment Plant. This plant is not equipped to meet the new DOE standards and does not
have capacity to accommodate growth under these standards. The City has not provided any
information on the impacts of the Home in Tacoma proposal on the plant in the context of the
proposed DOE standards or evaluated how this effluent would harm puget sound if additional
growth were to occur generating additional wastewater flows to this facility.

The North End Treatment Plant No. 3 is an overburdened sewage treatment plant with ongoing
Clean Water Act violations. According to the City’s own records, the North Plant No. 3 was in
violation of the federal Clean Water in all twelve of the last twelve quarters. Also according to the
City’s records, the North Plant No. 3 has violated the terms of its permit 437 times in the last 11
years, including many violations for excess flow amounts. This plant lacks extra capacity to treat
additional sewer flow. Including approved but not yet constructed development at Point Ruston.
Adding discharges from additional residential development from the Home in Tacoma proposal
to this already overburdened system will make an existing bad problem worse.

The City has admitted in a pending proceeding that the Department of Ecology’s plans to limit the
City’s nitrogen discharges to currently permitted levels or current performance “will have the
effect of a moratoria” on new residential development within the City4. The City should have
prepared an extensive analysis of the North End Treatment Plant looking at the capacity of the
plant to handle any development under either alternative. Moreover, a March 14, 2021 Tacoma
News Tribune article indicated that the improvements required at the North End Treatment Plant
#3 could cost $1,000,000,0005. It is not clear how much of this cost is attributed to the existing
deficiencies of this facility vs. the need to accommodate new growth. Growth should be paying its
share of needed facilities. Tacoma has around 90,000 homes within the city limits. One billion
dollars divided by 90,000 is more than $11,000 in cost per household. There are certainly
commercial customers that would pay a share of this cost, but as it stands, this growth could
result in significant sewer rate increases for City residents. Such increases would defeat the
purpose of the Home in Tacoma proposal. The Planning Commission, City Council, and the public
should have this information before a decision is made.

5 Tacoma News Tribune, https://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/article249903303.html

4 City of Tacoma et al. v. Dept. of Ecology, Thurston County Superior Court, Case No. 20-2-02539-34
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Comments on the Home in Tacoma Proposal:

In theory, the low-rise alternative is not a bad proposal. Due to the lack of information resulting from
the lack of an EIS, however, it is not clear that this change is appropriate in all areas of the City. The
biggest issue with the low scale proposal is the lack of a proposed zoning code to implement the
change. Transitions between existing homes and new infill development are very important.  Every
infill project should be designed to fit the scale of the adjacent development and the adjacent
development is always a little different. A modern 3-story cube with a flat roof is almost never
appropriate next to an older home. Next to a 2-story home it might be appropriate if it steps down in
its design. The City should not pass any amendments that allows the following to occur in areas
currently zoned R-1, R-2, R-2SRD, or HMR-SRD:

Figure 1: These two infill projects on North Prospect Street dwarf an existing home and have made that home look
totally out of place. The front setbacks make the juxtaposition worse as does the significantly larger lot coverage
and massing.
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Figure 2: This mockup shows what a four-story infill structure would look like among 1- to 1.5-story homes. Anything
more than 2.5 to 3 stories (with transitions required for a 3-story structure) next to a 1.5 story home should not be
allowed.

This does not mean that an infill project such as the following would be inappropriate everywhere. A
modern 2.5 story duplex may fit where the adjacent potentially historic properties are of a similar scale
(see Figure 3 below).

Figure 3:  This infill project on North Oakes Street next to 2-2.5 story homes fits its surroundings reasonably well and
includes transitions that were not provided in the new homes in Figures 1 and 2.

The mid-rise 4-story proposal is almost never going to be appropriate next to an existing detached
home without significant architectural transitions and additional side yard setbacks (see Figure 2
above). It may be appropriate in a transition area within and at the edge of an existing center
boundary provided that the design be required to respect the scale of the adjacent homes which will
vary in form on every site.
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Building height exceptions are another potentially problematic aspect of this proposal. The City’s code
currently contains inconsistencies in the definition of building height and certain additional standards
that vaguely allow for certain features to exceed adopted building heights. The current code (TCC
13.06.010(F)(4)(d)) reads:

d. Structures, above height limits. Chimneys, tanks, towers, cupolas, steeples, flagpoles,
smokestacks, silos, elevators, fire or parapet walls, open railings, and/or similar necessary
building appurtenances may exceed the district height limit provided all structural or other
requirements of the City of Tacoma are met and no usable floor space above the district height
limit is added.

In other instances the City has apparently interpreted this to allow for all sorts of improvements above
the required height limits. Roo�op patios and stairwells should not be allowed to project above the
low-rise and mid-rise height limits. This should be made explicit in the City’s code. Figure 3 above
illustrates the right way to design these features in an infill context.

Another item that is missing in both alternatives is a tree canopy standard. Not only does the proposal
omit standards for maximum lot/impervious surface coverage, but it does not establish minimum
standards for tree canopy. The potential of infill projects to create a heat island effect and interfere
with air circulation is great. These impacts should be addressed by establishing minimum tree canopy
standards on infill sites.

Another general comment on the proposal is the use of the term missing middle. “Missing Middle” is a
term that was coined for housing with typical densities in the 12-30 units per acre range. Four-story
apartments are not missing middle housing. As an example, the first four floors of the proposed
Proctor 3 project contain 68 units (on floors 2-4) and are located on a 15,653 square foot lot. The first
four floors of this proposed building equate to a density of 189 units per acre. This is high density
housing, not missing middle housing. The City should ensure through design guidelines and other
standards that there are transitions in density as well as height and form consistent with Tacoma’s
Comprehensive Plan:

Policy DD–9.1 Create transitions in building scale in locations where higher‐density and
intensity development is adjacent to lower scale and intensity zoning. Ensure that new
high‐density and large‐scale infill development adjacent to single dwelling zones incorporates
design elements that so�en transitions in scale and strive to protect light and privacy for
adjacent residents.

Studies of typical densities associated with missing middle building types from UBC, UC Berkeley, and
MRSC confirm that missing middle housing types typically fall within this range and come nowhere
close to 189 units per acre. These studies are attached for your reference.

The final issue we would like to discuss is historic preservation. The City has done a great job in recent
years protecting historic structures in some parts of Tacoma. Proctor is not an area that has warranted
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special attention until now. Unlike the North Slope, we haven’t seen significant redevelopment of
historic homes. Under the proposed Home in Tacoma project, this will change. The City needs to
create safeguards to preserve historic properties and pre-war architectural assets in all parts of
Tacoma, especially in and around Proctor and Old Town. Where infill is allowed, it should be designed
in a compatible vernacular. The Plan should be amended to include robust goals and policies that aim
to protect historic structures and development regulations to implement these goals and policies.

Conclusion:

We recognize that Tacoma must grow and will continue to evolve. While the low-rise alternative may
be an acceptable near term amendment, the proposal lacks detail on implementation and is not ready
to be advanced. The mid-rise proposal appears to be poorly thought out and aims to redevelop entire
city blocks. Mid-rise zoning should be evaluated through a neighborhood subarea planning process
and not as a citywide zoning change. Neither proposal should be recommended for approval at this
time and the mid-rise proposal should be tabled indefinitely.

We ask that the City and Planning Commission not rush this project before it has a complete proposal
and the needed information to support a recommendation. In her seminal work, The Death and Life of
Great American Cities, Jane Jacobs advocates for gradual change as opposed to cataclysmic change.
We would argue that the Home in Tacoma proposal represents a cataclysmic regulatory change being
implemented with a broad brush rather than a finer tool. Using GIS to redraw the lines across the City
using buffering tools in ¼ and ½ mile increments is not advisable. Developing subarea plans and
engaging residents on a neighborhood by neighborhood basis would produce a much more
incremental approach to change, one that would ensure that Tacoma remains more livable than
Seattle.

Sincerely,

Nicholas Bond, AICP
Laura Barker

Attachments:

UC Density Report
MRSC Visualizing Density
UBC Density Report
PSRC Regional Centers Framework
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On many occasions when presenting proposals for higher-
density housing at community workshops or planning 
commissions, architects are faced with an emotional type 
of opposition they fi nd diffi cult to understand. Behind this 
opposition, which may have nothing to do with designs 
actually being proposed, usually lies a misunderstanding 
of terms. In particular, the words “high-density housing” 
conjure up images of closely spaced highrise apartment 
towers, with a consequent lack of daylight, reduced open 
space, and blocked views. Even at medium and lower den-
sities, there is little public awareness of the different poten-
tial confi gurations of buildings and their impact on streets 
and neighborhoods.

One reason for this misunderstanding is easy to see. 
At the planning stage, describing a project in terms of the 
number of dwelling units per acre is about as revealing to 
most people as telling them how much the buildings weigh. 
Without a sense of what “25 dwellings per acre” means 
in real terms, for example, discussion may get bogged 
down in abstractions that are diffi cult to resolve. Worse, 
without a clear sense of what is being proposed, a simple 
fear of change may take over. Any new housing means the 
“wrong” type of people will move in, traffi c will increase, 
property values will decline, etc.

Ultimately, perceptions of residential density are as tied 
to design quality as actual numbers. But even the numbers 
may be complicated to explain. One reason is that levels 
of residential densities cannot be considered in a vacuum; 
they can only be understood with reference to three related 
factors: building typologies, parking confi gurations, and 
construction types. Thus, housing layouts that require 
parking for two cars per dwelling can produce a completely 
different density and typology than those that require 
parking for only one car. Higher density, therefore, doesn’t 
necessarily mean highrise buildings. 

In this article, I would like to provide an illustrated 
guide to some of these issues. My hope is that this examina-
tion of the current building blocks of residential architec-
ture will be of value both to practitioners and citizens as 
they wrestle with choices for how their communities will 
meet future housing needs.

The Density/Building Typology Chart
Architects and planners generally use the term “build-

ing typology” to refer to a range of typical structures. In 
the fi eld of housing, at the lower densities, these include 
such forms as single-family dwellings, semi-detached units 
(duplexes, etc.), row houses, and secondary in-law units. 

Middle densities can generally be achieved with stacked 
walk-up townhouses or fl ats. At the highest densities, 
elevator- and corridor-accessed units are necessary.

Parking arrangements generally form a gradient that 
corresponds to these increases. It progresses from indi-
vidual garages, to common surface lots, to podiums or 
basement garages.

The range of application of different construction types 
is determined by local interpretation of national building 
codes. But there are common variables, and these may 
be used to arrive at a common index of construction cost. 
Generally, as densities increase, building construction 
changes from wood-framed Type V construction (up to 
50 feet) and Type III construction (up to 65 feet), to con-
crete and steel-framed Type I and II construction for 
mid- and highrise buildings. For units located more than 
75 feet above the ground, the introduction of special 
life-safety code requirements has an important impact on 
building design.

Considering the above qualifi cations, the accompanying 
chart attempts to show how increases in residential density 
are related to different building typologies and specifi c 
thresholds that trigger different construction types. The 
chart also attempts to compare the relative cost of each cat-
egory. This particular study focused primarily on higher-
density urban conditions, where smaller dwelling units and 
lower parking ratios were the norm.

In preparing the chart we measured the density of units 
per acre in relation to the net area within the property 
lines, and excluded the public right-of-way. For the pur-
poses of comparison across unit types, certain assumptions 
were also made: all dwellings were in the range of 1,000–
1,200 net sq.ft. in area; a parking ratio of one car per dwell-
ing applied for all off-street parking; and open space of at 
least 100 sq.ft. per dwelling was required either as a yard, a 
balcony, or communal open space.

Based on these assumptions, the chart divides build-
ing types according to certain categories. These include 
stacked vs. unstacked units; units with separate individual 
garages vs. those with communal garage types; wood-frame 
vs. concrete-frame construction; and units below vs. above 
the life-safety limit (75 ft. to the fl oor level of the upper-
most unit).

To fully understand the chart, some additional defi ni-
tions may be required. “Front loaded” means that car 
access is from the street; “rear loaded” means it is from 

Right: Low-density residential typologies. 
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a rear alley or parking court. “Single aspect” means a 
unit has windows that face in only one direction; “double 
aspect” means the unit faces in two directions. Walk-up 
units have stairs only; elevator- and corridor-access units 
give residents the choice of stairs and elevators. Flats are 
dwellings on one level; townhouses have more than one 
level. Lofts are two-story units with a double-height space. 
Garages may come in a variety of different types: single car; 
or tandem (front and back) and side-by-side for two-car 
garages. Secondary units (carriage-house or in-law units) 
are smaller units on a single property, and may be located 
either in the main structure or in a subsidiary building.

Low-Density Residential Development
To show what these various levels of residential density 

mean in physical terms we prepared a series of standard 
block diagrams. The fi rst pair illustrates low-density 
development in the range of 10-15 dwellings per acre, on 
lot sizes that range from 3,000 to 5,000 sq.ft. The building 
types considered here are either single-family houses 
on 50 x 100 ft. parcels or semi-detached houses on 30 x 
100 ft. parcels.

Buildings at this density can be either front loaded, 
with parking from the street with a side drive (sometimes 

shared), or rear loaded from an alley. The presence of 
alleys offers the opportunity to create street frontages that 
do not have frequent curb cuts, and so can provide more 
on-street parking for visitors. Alleys may also be desirable 
to hide all the service activities, cars, trucks, and the other 
detritus of everyday life.

The alley can also provide the setting for secondary “in-
law” units above garage spaces. In this way mixed-income 
housing can be easily created within the same block. Such 
housing also offers a greater level of security because there 
are more “eyes on the street,” and it serves as a way of 
increasing density without affecting the appearance of the 
surrounding streets.

Row Houses
At medium densities of 15-25 dwellings per acre and 

up, one moves into groups of dwellings arranged as row 
houses. These are shown in the middle two pairings of 
block diagrams. Typically, row houses comprise two- or 
three-story dwellings ranging in width from 16 to 25 feet. 
They can be front or rear loaded, but parking is preferable 
at the rear to avoid a street frontage dominated by garage 
doors. Where front loading is unavoidable, tandem park-
ing is preferable for two-car garages.
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Using the row-house typology, various site confi gura-
tions can be used to increase densities without creating an 
overwhelming impact on the street. Two such arrange-
ments were developed by nineteenth-century builders in 
San Francisco: the tandem house and the mid-block alley. 
“Tandem housing” consists of a second row of houses 
located behind the street-facing units and accessed through 
a garage court or portal. This works well on deeper lots, 
because from the street the appearance is the same as for 
ordinary row housing, but at double the density.

Alternatively, using a mid-block alley, a new narrow 
street lined with single-family two- or three-story row 
houses can be inserted between two main streets. This 
allows the same number of units as would be accommo-
dated in a pair of taller buildings facing the main streets.

A popular variant on the tandem-housing model is 
to place six- or eight-plex row house modules around a 
common parking court. This permits a greater number of 
units to be built while minimizing the impact on the street 
frontage by having a single curb cut on the street. Park-
ing can either be accommodated in an internally located 
surface court or in individual garages on either side of a 
drive-in court.

Another type of dwelling, known as a “tuck-under,” 
consists of a two-story house raised half a level above the 
street with a rear-accessed garage half a level down. This 
arrangement avoids the arduous building-code require-
ment of a secondary staircase from a third-fl oor bedroom. 
The dwelling is measured as a two-story unit from the 
street frontage, even though it is three levels high when 
measured from the garage alley.

Densities of 25-30 dwellings per acre are possible with 
the tuck-under arrangement. It can also be used to create 
attractive street frontages, since garages are hidden away at 
the rear, and the ground-fl oor rooms are raised half a level 
above the street, preserving privacy from pedestrians pass-
ing by on the sidewalk.

Moving up the density scale, four-story stacked walk-up 
townhouses over their own garages can be built at a density 
of up to 40 dwellings per acre. Stacked units above two sto-
ries, however, require two means of escape, so stairs need 
to be provided to give access both from the street and from 
rear parking areas.

With units built over their own garages, two vertically 
stacked townhouses can be arranged with a rear-accessed 
garage on the fi rst level, and a four-story building above 
with an interlocking section for the separate units. A 50-ft. 
pairing of stacked 25-ft.-wide units can share a common 
stair from the garage and require only a total of three stairs 
for four units.

Above: Townhouse typologies can create a variety of urban conditions. Examples 

from San Jose, California.

Right: Townhouse residential typologies. 
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with Front Loaded Garages
35-40 DU / AC Density    

20' Wide,   3 Story 
Townhouses

Decks over 
Entry Portal
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A simpler pattern, which achieves the same density but 
replaces townhouses with fl ats, involves arranging three 
stories of stacked walk-up fl ats around a pair of stairs, one 
facing the street, the other giving access to surface parking 
at the rear. Each fl at thus has a double aspect, facing both 
the street and the rear of the site. With a 25-ft.-wide front-
age, there is also enough room for each fl at to be designed 
with side-by-side rooms.

Medium Density to High Density
The last two pairs of images show medium to high-den-

sity residential arrangements. A great number of confi gu-
rations are possible at this end of the density scale, but as 
the chart shows they are more expensive to build, largely 
because of the need to build common structured parking.

As a general rule, above 45 dwellings per acre one gets 
into elevator and corridor access, with communal parking 
garages either below grade or in a separate structure. At a 
density above 75 dwellings per acre one moves further to 
multilevel parking arrangements. These can take the form 
of underground basement parking or internal podium 
parking on several levels — both of which require mechan-
ical ventilation and fi re-separation. Alternatively, indepen-
dent multilevel parking garages may be designed which can 
be naturally ventilated and do not require expensive fi re 
separation, but these may require more space.

The simplest and least expensive arrangement is often 
to build a multistory, concrete-framed garage in the center 
of a block or parcel with a 20-ft. gap around its perimeter 
to permit natural ventilation. Surrounding this garage one 
can build four-story, corridor-accessed, single-aspect units 
in Type V wood-frame construction.

If the surrounding units adjoin the parking garage, the 
garage needs to be mechanically ventilated and have a 
four-hour separation between the autos and surrounding 
residential or commercial/offi ce uses. One alternative is 
to build above a parking podium, with special “liner” units 
wrapping the perimeter and facing the street.

Mid- and highrise construction can achieve densities 
far greater than 75 dwellings per acre. However, life-safety 
requirements require such special building features as pres-
surized stair shafts and places of safe refuge in buildings 
with fl oors above the reach of a fi re-truck ladder (75 feet 
above the street). Midrise buildings built to just below this 
life-safety level are typically eight stories high, with a roof 
level of up to 85 feet.

Mid- and highrise construction always requires one 
or more elevators and two stairs. But building-code 
requirements vary from city to city in terms of how these 
may be provided. For example, in New York, Chicago and 

Above: Examples of medium-density housing in San Jose, California.

Right: Medium- and high-density residential typologies.
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High Rise Towers
16 Stories
Stacked Flats

Parking 
Podium

5 Story 
Stacked Flats

•  16 Story, 160' High
Above Life-Safety Limit
High-Rise Stacked 
Flats over 3 or 4 Level 
Parking Podium
100-200 DU / AC Density
Type 1 Construction

•  5 Story 65' High Stacked Flats
(Elevator Access over Walk-up Units) 
Over 2 Level Basement Parking 
100 DU / AC Density
Type 111 Construction
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•  8 Story, 85' High
Below Life-Safety Limit
Mid-Rise Stacked Flats
Over 2 Level Parking Podium
75-100 DU / AC Density
Type 1 Construction

8 Story Midrise 
Stacked Flats

2 Level 
Parking Podium

•  4 Story Stacked Flats
Elevator & Corridor
Access Around 1 Level
Parking Podium
35-40 DU / AC Density

4 Story 
Stacked Flats

1 Level
Parking Podium

65' High, 5 Story

Walk-up Flats

Basement Parking
Entry
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Vancouver, “scissor stairs” are permitted, where two 
straight-fl ight stairs interlock in a single concrete-framed 
shaft. This enables the stair shaft to be located behind the 
elevators in a compact core, enabling construction of a 
small fl oor plate and a slender tower. Vancouver’s residen-
tial towers have fl oor plates as small as 4,000 sq.ft. in area.

In California, the building code requires a minimum 
30-ft. separation between the two stair shafts, and on any 
fl oor the travel distance between the doors to the stairs 
must be half the maximum diagonal dimension of the fl oor 
plate. The result is a much bigger core and a larger fl oor 
plate. In San Francisco fl oor plates as large as 10,000 sq.ft. 
are currently being proposed for highrise towers in new 
downtown residential districts on Rincon Hill and around 
the Transbay Terminal.

Cost Comparisons
With the help of several contractors, we were able to 

develop a cost-comparison index to show the differences 
between various construction types. The costs are for 
building construction only and exclude the cost of land. 
They are presented here in the form of ratios so that com-
parisons can be made easily between the different types. 
The cost comparisons are shown at the bottom of the resi-
dential density chart.

If the cost of a single-family dwelling is rated as 1.00, 
a semi-detached dwelling is 0.95, because of the savings 
provided by a shared party wall. The cost of a row house is 
further reduced to 0.9 because of party walls and reduced 
frontage. Stacked walk-up units increase in cost to a ratio 
of 1.20 because of additional stairs, while elevator-accessed 
corridor units over a parking podium increase to 1.25 units 
because of increased construction cost of elevators and 
shared circulation areas.

Midrise construction costs range up to 1.60 to 2.00, 
while highrise units increase in cost to up to 2.50 and more.

These comparisons are ratios, and, of course, should be 
considered in relation to many other factors, including 
civil-engineering costs and infrastructure and soil 
conditions. However, they are useful in helping make a 
preliminary assessment of the most appropriate density 
in relation to construction type and local market condi-
tions. Most importantly, location affects land costs, and 
where these are high, higher densities — and therefore 
higher construction expense — can offset the overall 
cost of development, since the latter represents a smaller 
part of total costs.

Case Study
In a study Solomon E.T.C./WRT produced for the 

Greenbelt Alliance in 2003 for the proposed town of 
Coyote Valley south of San Jose, California, we used the 
density chart and diagrams similar to those here to illus-
trate how a variety of arrangements could be combined to 
create a mixed-use, compact, transit-oriented community. 
The last image shows a portion of this vision plan.

As a whole, the result of our work was a grid of streets 
and blocks that offered a multitude of opportunities for 
different types of housing and a range of densities, while at 
the same time creating a continuous urban fabric. The 
diagrams were especially valuable in helping form a con-
sensus with the local community activists, since it was 
possible to give them a clear picture of the nature of hous-
ing and the character of the streets and neighborhoods 
being proposed. The diagrams were also helpful in deter-
mining the best overall density that could meet the 
requirements for 20 percent affordable units throughout 
the 50,000-dwelling-unit town.

Another effective tool for achieving agreement was 
to showing photographs of examples of local residential 
development in San Jose at various densities that people 
were familiar with. Understanding the cost and construc-
tion-type implications was also essential in order to be 
realistic about what could be achieved in terms of afford-
able housing on a “greenfi eld” site.

To advocate overall densities that were too high and 
required the widespread use of stacked concrete-framed 
multistory housing would have been an unrealistic proposi-
tion in the current San Jose market. At the same time, 
to propose densities that were too low would have meant 
the loss of open space, an inability to support transit ser-
vice, and a lost opportunity to create a pedestrian-friendly, 
compact community.

For Coyote Valley we ended up proposing an overall 
average density of 28 dwellings per net acre. These dwell-
ings went together to form neighborhoods that consisted 
of a wide range of building types, and which offered a 
variety of choices for future residents, but which was still 
in character with the surrounding environment of San Jose 
and its suburbs.

The proposed plan for the Coyote Valley development made use of the residential 

typologies described here.

All drawings and photographs accompanying this article are courtesy of Solomon, 

E.T.C., a WRT Company.

Ellis / Explaining Residential Density
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Visualizing Compatible Density
Density is a controversial subject in virtually all American communities.  While some districts and communities are
seeking more density to promote economic revitalization and a host of other progressive goals, density is more often
a thing to be feared.  Many think that density is simply ugly.  More and bigger buildings, more asphalt and concrete,
fewer trees and green space, less sunlight and privacy, and even less air to breath. 

But with a finite amount of land to house us, communities all around the globe have come to understand the need
and benefits of density (saving land and energy use, for starters).  Here in Washington State, the Growth
Management Act dictates that cities plan for anticipated growth, which in many cases, means more density in areas
with the infrastructure to support it.

Zoning codes all regulate density in some form.  Single family districts include lot size minimums.  Multifamily
districts often include a maximum number of dwelling units allowed per acre.  Major political battles often erupt
when density increases are proposed.  Community members may fight against a proposed density number, but
often they don’t know what it looks like.      

Over the past few years, I’ve conducted a slideshow and discussion on density to planning commissions and
committees in multiple cities.  The major conclusion of the analysis and discussion is that perceptions on density
depend on design. As author Julie Campoli noted in her 2007 book Visualizing Density, people tend to overestimate
the density of monotonous, amenity-poor developments and underestimate the density of well designed attractive
projects, thereby reinforcing negative stereotypes. 

This article shows examples of various densities in Washington State communities and closes with a summary of
design elements that help to make density more compatible.

Clarification of Gross versus Net density

First, it’s important to clarify how densities are measured.  Zoning codes either measure density on a gross or net
basis.  Net density just includes the individual lots in the measurements while gross density includes street rights-of-
way and common areas.  As a consequence, net density figures are typically 50-70% higher than gross density
numbers.  Gross density measurements are often best used when looking at large developments that are likely to
have internal roads and open space.  Net densities are often more appropriate for neighborhood infill situations.  The
graphics below, courtesy of GGLO, help to explain the differences. 

http://mrsc.org/


Density Examples

4 dwelling units per acre (gross)
Relatively new single family subdivision in Ellensburg



Notable features: The lack of street trees combined with a prevalence of garages and driveways.

5.3 dwelling units per acre (gross)

Older single family neighborhood in Olympia, WA 

Notable features: Mature vegetation and a diversity of architectural styles.

5.9 dwelling units per acre (gross)

Relatively new single family subdivision within the master planned Snoqualmie Ridge development (Snoqualmie,
WA). 



Note the second row of homes at the top and bottom of image accessed by private lanes. Notable features: The
courtyard access lots behind the street fronting homes add density, but its density that’s largely screened from the
street.

7.7 dwelling units per acre (gross)

 Relatively new small lot homes served by an alley in Lacey, WA (Hawks Prairie). 

Notable features: Consistent setbacks and alleys with driveway space in back.

9.3 dwelling units per acre (gross)

Relatively new mixed-housing type subdivision within the master planned Issaquah Highlands development
(Issaquah, WA). 



Notable features: A combination of front and alley-loaded dwellings and strategically located common open space. 
The numbers refer to duplexes (2) and triplexes (3).  The remaining structures are single family homes.

15 dwelling units per acre (gross)

Relatively new mixed-housing type subdivision – also within the master planned Issaquah Highlands development
(Issaquah, WA). 

Notable features: A variety of housing types, pedestrian-friendly street frontages, alleys and auto-courts, and
common open space with trails.

18 dwelling units per acre (net)



New apartment community in Renton, WA.   

Notable features: A combination of surface and private garage parking and generous open space and recreational
features (including children’s play area, sports court, resident vegetable garden, trails, common recreational building,
and a protected natural area).

27 dwelling units per acre (net)

5th Avenue condominiums in Kirkland, WA

Notable features: Single and double single family lots redeveloped with condominiums. Each building contains
between 3-7 units and front loaded parking at the street level beneath the dwelling units. All are built within a strict
30’ height limit (hence, the flat roofs).

34 dwelling units per acre (net)



Lionsgate Townhouses in Redmond, WA

Notable features: Urban street-oriented townhouse development integrating corner retail spaces, live-work spaces,
internal auto-courts with private garages, and common open space.

36 dwelling units per acre (net)

Detached single family homes (The Boulders at Green Lake, Seattle, WA)



Notable features: Cluster of single family homes integrated into surrounding neighborhood with alley and internal
auto-court access, private garages, a large cedar tree, and a man-made stream running through the site. (photo
credits Johnston Architects)

44 dwelling units per acre (net)

Live work and regular townhouse units in Queen Anne (Seattle, WA).

Notable features: New urban townhouses and live-work units served by underground parking and containing private
patios and centralized shared courtyard space.

59 dwelling units per acre (net)

Nia Apartments and townhouses in White Center (King County, WA)



Notable features: Whole block site transitions from four story buildings with ground level retail to townhomes that
rise only one level above the street at the northwest corner of the site. While the L-shaped mixed-use apartment
building is over 100 dwelling units per net acre, the surface parking area and townhouse building bring the block’s
average density down to 59 units per net acre.

205 dwelling units per acre (net)

Studio apartments over ground level retail in Seattle’s Roosevelt neighborhood

Notable features: This mixed-use project now under construction features 41 studio apartments averaging only 430
square feet. The trend in smaller units in urban areas results in a much higher density count than would be assumed
in looking at this four-story building. It replaces two single family homes and features only eight parking spaces, but
will be within walking distance of a future light rail station.

162 dwelling units per acre (net)

Apartments over ground level retail in Seattle’s First Hill neighborhood



Notable features: Six story mixed-use apartment building in the very urban First Hill neighborhood.

Conclusions: What Makes Density Compatible?
Some quick observations about the examples above and key elements that them appear more or less livable or
attractive:

Good streetscape. Since the most common perception of cities is from our views from the street, the quality of the
streetscape in front of the buildings makes perhaps the biggest impact in humanizing developments and softening
the hard edges of buildings. Street trees are present in all of the examples above, except the very first example in
Ellensburg (it’s notable that new streetscape standards there require planting strips with trees!). The mixed-use
building photos above were all taken during the wintertime. Summertime photos from the same vantage point
would certainly soften the edges of those buildings!

Vehicular access elements. Streetscapes dominated by views of garages tend to create more of a dehumanized
setting. While they may not necessarily make a streetscape feel more dense, the garages certainly degrade the visual
character. The Issaquah Highlands examples above are particularly successful in locating and designing garages and
driveways in a manner that minimizes their visual impact on the streetscape.

Attractive streetscapes go a long way towards making higher density neighborhoods livable. Poor streetscapes that
are auto-dominated and lack softening greenery can make an area feel more crowded.

Building design. A number of features of buildings impact people’s perception of them:

Façade massing. Large buildings that feature good articulation techniques that break down the perceived scale of
the building and add visual interest will appear less dense than a boxy and poorly detailed building.



© 2015 MRSC of Washington. All rights reserved. Privacy & Terms.

Façade materials & detailing. Buildings with materials and detailing that add visual depth and interest to a view will
also be perceived as less dense and more livable.

Variety. While some consistency in built form can be good and help to establish a sense of place, monotonous
designs (particularly those with poor streetscapes, façade massing, materials and detailing) can degrade the visual
character and make the area feel denser than it is. THIS The top images feature good façade articulation and
detailing that add visual interest and reduce the perceived scale of the buildings.

The images below feature good façade articulation and detailing that add visual interest and reduce the perceived
scale of the buildings.

The example below features monotonous setbacks and building forms. While some variety of color and porch roof
forms are included, it still comes across as excessively monotonous.

Last Modified: March 10, 2017

http://mrsc.org/getdoc/18b60b0a-f09d-4b7a-972f-2fcde5149c02/Privacy-and-Terms.aspx
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1. Purpose and Background 
Purpose 
 

Centers are the hallmark of VISION 2040 and the Regional Growth Strategy. They guide regional growth 

allocations, advance local planning, inform transit service planning, and represent priority areas for 

PSRC’s federal transportation funding.  
 

In 2015, the Growth Management Policy Board adopted a scope of work to review the existing centers 

framework.  The regional centers have been integral to regional planning for over 20 years, and this 

update represented an opportunity to reassess the system in place today and opportunities to recognize 

other places that are serving important roles in the region. The Regional Centers Framework outlines a 

revised structure and criteria for regional and countywide centers and direction to update policies and 

procedures to update to the regional centers framework.   
 

This update will: 

• Clearly define the types of central places—both larger and smaller—within the region that are 

the focus of growth, planning, and investment. 

• Establish criteria and planning expectations that ensure centers are developing as thriving and 

connected communities with sufficient market potential to accommodate new jobs and 

residents. 

• Provide for consistent designation of centers at the regional and countywide levels across the 

region. 

• Address requirements for new centers and redesignation of existing regional centers. 
 

Growth in centers has significant regional benefits, including supporting multimodal transportation 

options, compact growth, housing choices near jobs, climate goals, and access to opportunity. As 

important focal points for investment and development, regional centers represent a crucial opportunity 

to support equitable access to affordable housing, services, health, quality transit service, and 

employment, as well as to build on the community assets currently present within centers.  

 

Implementation 

This framework establishes key opportunities for the region to support VISION 2040’s objective of 

encouraging development of compact, livable centers as an opportunity to accommodate a significant 

portion of the region’s growth. Adoption of the framework in itself does not change regional or local 

policies, regulations, or funding mechanisms. Implementation of the framework will take several steps 

that are discussed in Section 12 of the framework: 

• Updating new center designation procedures 

• Developing new administrative procedures for monitoring of existing centers 

• Updating VISION 2040, including guidance on growth expectations for centers 

• Updating countywide planning policies with countywide criteria and designations 

• Measuring performance and outcomes over time 

• Completing additional analysis on social equity strategies for centers 

• Completing additional review and consultation with tribes on the role of tribal lands in the centers 

framework 

• Research funding opportunities for centers 

• Research the number and distribution of centers 
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The framework proposal focuses on the criteria and process to designate and evaluate regional and 

countywide centers. The proposal does not recommend prioritizing funding based on center size or 

type.  The proposal identifies different types and sizes of regional centers to better tailor expectations for 

future growth and development in centers.  

 

Development of the board proposal has focused on providing opportunities for jurisdictions to designate 

new centers and flexibility to maintain existing centers, including at least two growth centers and one 

manufacturing/industrial center in each county. The centers framework should continue to maintain 

appropriate regional distribution and provide for opportunities to designate new centers. 

 

Guiding Principles & Objectives 

In the project scope of work, the Growth Management Policy Board adopted the following guiding 

principles for the project: 

 

o Support the Growth Management Act and VISION 2040.  

o Focus growth consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy. 

o Recognize and support different types and roles of regional and subregional centers. 

o Provide common procedures across the region. 

o Guide strategic use of limited regional investments.   

o Inform future planning updates at regional, countywide, and local levels.  

 

Objectives to guide the project were establish at a joint board session in 2016: 

 

Growth:  Centers attract robust population and employment growth—a significant and growing share of 

the region’s overall growth.  

Mobility: Centers provide diverse mobility choices so that people who live and work in centers have 

alternatives to driving alone.  

Environment: Centers improve environmental sustainability, protecting rural and resource lands, habitat, 

and other critical areas by focusing the majority of growth in urban areas with existing infrastructure.  

Social Equity and Opportunity: Centers offer high access to opportunity, including affordable housing 

choices and access to jobs, to a diverse population.  

Economic Development: Centers help the region maintain a competitive economic edge by offering 

employers locations that are well connected to a regional transportation network, and are attractive and 

accessible to workers.  

Public Health: Centers create safe, clean, livable, complete and healthy communities that promote 

physical, mental, and social well-being. 

 

The Regional Centers Framework Update project included significant outreach and committee and 

board discussions.  The process was informed by staff-level Technical Advisory Group and Stakeholder 

Working Group, joint board sessions, county-level workshops, and ongoing outreach to local 

governments. A staff-level Stakeholder Working Group met from June 2016 through January 2017 and 

identified recommendations and alternatives for PSRC’s boards to consider. Their final report informed 

deliberation by the Growth Management Policy Board in 2017. 
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2. Regional Centers Designation Procedures 
The Designation Procedures for New Centers contains detailed requirements for designation and review 

of regional growth centers and manufacturing/industrial centers. The procedures are adopted by the 

Executive Board. 

 

As part of the implementation of this framework, PSRC will update the Designation Procedures for New 

Centers to incorporate the following procedural changes: 

o When designating new regional centers, the PSRC boards will also consider: 

o Distribution of centers throughout the region, including by county, and whether new 

center locations would be advantageous for overall regional growth objectives. Centers 

should be distributed in locations consistent with the regional vision, and in areas that do 

not place additional development pressure on rural and resource lands. Environmental 

factors may be considered in designating new centers.  

o The overall number of centers in the region, supported by research on the number and 

distribution of centers.   

o Application and review of new regional centers will be limited to major regional growth plan 

updates (VISION 2040 and its successor plans) and approximately every five years, following the 

results of performance monitoring.  As an interim measure, the application period for new 

centers will remain open through the fall of 2019. 

o Employment and/or activity thresholds for new regional centers will be reviewed and potentially 

updated when the regional growth plan is updated to account for overall growth in centers over 

time.  Center designations should remain relatively stable over the long term, but will allow 

centers to change into new types when they have achieved higher levels of activity and other 

criteria. 

 

 

3. Regional Growth Centers Eligibility and Criteria 
Regional growth centers are locations of more compact, pedestrian-oriented development with a mix of 

housing, jobs, retail, services, and other destinations. The region’s plans identify centers as areas that 

should receive a significant share of the region’s population and employment growth compared with 

other parts of the urban area, while providing improved access and mobility—especially for walking, 

biking, and transit. 

 

Eligibility Criteria for New Regional Growth Centers 

The minimum eligibility requirements for new centers ensure consistency in centers designation and 

ensure that new regional growth centers meet the intent of VISION 2040 while allowing for flexibility. The 

Designation Procedures for New Centers will be updated to identify additional supporting 

documentation: 

 

o Local commitment.  Evidence center is a local priority and sponsor city/county has sustained 

commitment over time to local investments in creating a walkable, livable center. 
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o Planning. Completion of a center plan (subarea plan, plan element or functional equivalent that 

provides detailed planning or analysis) that meets regional guidance in advance of designation.  

Environmental review that demonstrates center area is appropriate for dense development. 

• Assessment of housing need, including displacement risk, as well as documentation of 

tools, programs, or commitment to provide housing choices affordable to a full range of 

incomes and strategies to further fair housing  

o Jurisdiction and Location.  New regional growth centers should be located within a city, with few 

exceptions. LINK light rail stations in unincorporated urban areas (including those funded 

through the Sound Transit 3 ballot measure) may be eligible for center designation at any scale, 

provided they are affiliated for annexation or planned for incorporation. Joint planning of 

unincorporated center areas is encouraged. Other unincorporated urban areas may be eligible 

for countywide center status, provided they are affiliated for annexation or planned for 

incorporation. 

o Existing Conditions.  Existing infrastructure and utilities sufficient to support new center growth, a 

mix of both existing housing and employment, justification of size and shape. Recommend 

centers to be nodal with a generally round or square shape and avoid linear or gerrymandered 

shapes that are not readily walkable or connected by transit. Bicycle and pedestrian 

infrastructure, amenities, and a street pattern that supports walkability 

 

 

Designation Criteria for New Regional Growth Centers 

The Regional Centers Framework Update defines two distinct types of regional growth centers with 

tailored minimum criteria as described in this section. The type of regional center does not establish a 

distinction for the purpose of PSRC’s regional funding process. The criteria are expanded to include 

discussion of appropriate size, minimum transit service, market potential, and regional role. Transit 

service is an important factor for growth in centers. Local governments should work with transit providers 

to plan for appropriate transit service levels in centers. The center types will be used to inform future 

growth planning.   

 
 

Regional Growth Centers 

Urban Growth Center  

These centers have an important regional role, with 

dense existing jobs and housing, high-quality 

transit service, and planning for significant growth.  

These centers may represent areas where major 

investments – such as high-capacity transit – offer 

new opportunities for growth. 

Metro Growth Center  

These centers have a primary regional role – they 

have dense existing jobs and housing, high-

quality transit service, and are planning for 

significant growth.  They will continue to serve as 

major transit hubs for the region.  These centers 

also provide regional services, and serve as major 

civic and cultural centers.   

Urban Growth Center Criteria 

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

o Existing density. 18 activity units per acre 

minimum 

o Planned target density. 45 activity units per 

acre minimum 

Metro Growth Center Criteria  

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

o Existing density. 30 activity units per acre 

minimum 

o Planned target density. 85 activity units per 

acre minimum  
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o Mix of uses. Regional growth centers 

should have a goal for a minimum mix of at 

least 15% planned residential and 

employment activity in the center.  

o Size. 200 acres minimum - 640 acres 

maximum (may be larger if served by an 

internal, high capacity transit system) 

o Transit. Existing or planned1 fixed route bus, 

regional bus, Bus Rapid Transit, or other 

frequent and all-day bus service. May 

substitute high-capacity transit mode for 

fixed route bus. Service quality is defined as 

either frequent (< 15-minute headways) and 

all-day (operates at least 16 hours per day 

on weekdays) –or- high capacity 

o Market potential. Evidence of future market 

potential to support planning target 

o Role. Evidence of regional role 

• Clear regional role for center (serves 

as important destination for the 

county) 

• Jurisdiction is planning to 

accommodate significant residential 

and employment growth under 

Regional Growth Strategy 

 

o Mix of uses. Regional growth centers 

should have a goal for a minimum mix of 

at least 15% planned residential and 

employment activity in the center.  

o Size. 320 acres minimum - 640 acres 

maximum (may be larger if served by an 

internal, high capacity transit system) 

o Transit. Existing or planned light rail, 

commuter rail, ferry, or other high capacity 

transit with similar service quality as light 

rail. Service quality is defined as either 

frequent (< 15-minute headways) and all-

day (operates at least 18 hours per day on 

weekdays) –or- high capacity (e.g., ferry, 

commuter rail, regional bus, Bus Rapid 

Transit). Evidence the area serves as major 

transit hub and has high quality/high 

capacity existing or planned service. 

o Market potential. Evidence of future market 

potential to support planning target 

o Role. Evidence of regional role:  

• Clear regional role for center (for 

example, city center of metropolitan 

cities, other large and fast-growing 

centers; important regional 

destination) 

• Jurisdiction is planning to 

accommodate significant residential 

and employment growth under 

Regional Growth Strategy 

 

 

 

 

 

4. Manufacturing/Industrial Centers Eligibility and Criteria 
Manufacturing/industrial centers preserve lands for family-wage jobs in basic industries and trade and 

provide areas where that employment may grow in the future.  Manufacturing/industrial centers form a 

critical regional resource that provides economic diversity, supports national and international trade, 

generates substantial revenue for local governments, and offers higher than average wages.  

 

                                                           
1 “Planned” transit means funded projects or projects identified in the constrained portion of Transportation 2040. The 

Transportation 2040 constrained project list incorporates projects in transit agency long-range plans where funding is reasonably 

expected during the 2040 planning horizon. 
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VISION 2040 calls for the recognition and preservation of existing centers of intensive manufacturing 

and industrial activity and the provision of infrastructure and services necessary to support these areas. 

These centers are important employment locations that serve both current and long-term regional 

economic objectives.  

 

Manufacturing/industrial centers have very different characteristics and mobility needs than regional 

growth centers. For example, transit may not be viable for all types of manufacturing/industrial centers, 

but identifying transportation demand management strategies, including carpool and vanpools, can help 

reduce congestion impacts regardless of transit access. The criteria to designate 

manufacturing/industrial centers focuses on these and other factors to support the long-term industrial 

base of the region. Moving freight and goods to and through MICs is critical, on trucks, as well as other 

modes, such as marine, air and rail. 

 

The Industrial Lands Analysis (2015) identified strategies to ensure an adequate supply of industrial land 

in the region, including protecting priority users of industrial land and limiting commercial and office uses 

that compete with industrial use. The centers designation criteria provide some flexibility for non-

industrial uses in manufacturing/industrial centers, which may include amenities and services for 

employees, some commercial uses, and other types non-industrial uses.    

 

Eligibility Criteria for New Regional Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

Minimum eligibility requirements ensure consistency in centers designation and ensure that new 

regional growth centers meet the intent of VISION 2040 while allowing for flexibility. The Designation 

Procedures for New Centers should be updated to identify additional supporting documentation: 

 

Local commitment. Evidence center is a local priority had city/county has sustained commitment 

over time to local investments in infrastructure and transportation. Demonstrated commitment to 

protecting and preserving industrial uses, strategies and incentives to encourage industrial uses in 

the center, and established partnerships with relevant parties to ensure success of 

manufacturing/industrial center 

Planning. Completion of a center plan (subarea plan, plan element or functional equivalent) that 

meets regional guidance in advance of designation. Where applicable, the plan should be 

developed in consultation with public ports and other affected governmental entities. Environmental 

review that the area is appropriate for development 

Location. Manufacturing/industrial centers should be located within a city with few exceptions.  

Existing Conditions. Adequate infrastructure and utilities to support growth, access to relevant 

transportation infrastructure, documentation of economic impact, and justification of size and 

shape of manufacturing/industrial center 

 

Designation Criteria for New Regional Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

The Regional Centers Framework Update identifies two distinct pathways to designate new 

manufacturing/industrial centers.  Minimum eligibility for regional designation is described in this 

section. The criteria are expanded to include discussion of appropriate employment type, core industrial 

zoning, industrial preservation strategies, and regional role. The center pathways may be used to inform 

future growth planning.   

 

https://www.psrc.org/industrial-lands
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New Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

Industrial Employment Center 

These centers are highly active industrial areas 

with significant existing jobs, core industrial 

activity, evidence of long-term demand, and 

regional role. They have a legacy of industrial 

employment and represent important long-term 

industrial areas, such as deep-water ports and 

major manufacturing. The intent of this 

designation is to, at a minimum, preserve existing 

industrial jobs and land use and to continue to 

grow industrial employment in these centers 

where possible. Jurisdictions and transit agencies 

should aim to serve all MICs with transit.   

 

Industrial Growth Center 

These regional clusters of industrial lands 

have significant value to the region and 

potential for future job growth. These large 

areas of industrial land serve the region with 

international employers, industrial 

infrastructure, concentrations of industrial 

jobs, and evidence of long-term potential. 

The intent of this designation is to continue 

growth of industrial employment and preserve 

the region’s industrial land base for long-term 

growth and retention.  Jurisdictions and 

transit agencies should aim to serve all MICs 

with transit.    

 

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

 

• Existing jobs: 10,000 minimum 

• Planned jobs: 20,000 minimum  

• Minimum 50% industrial employment 

• If MIC is within a transit service district, 

availability of existing or planned frequent, 

local, express, or flexible transit service. If 

MIC is outside a transit service district, 

documented strategies to reduce 

commute impacts through transportation 

demand management strategies 

consistent with the Regional 

Transportation Plan Appendix F (Regional 

TDM Action Plan) 

• Presence of irreplaceable industrial 

infrastructure 2 

• At least 75% of land area zoned for core 

industrial uses 3 

• Industrial retention strategies in place 

• Regional role 

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

 

• Minimum size of 2,000 acres  

• Existing jobs: 4,000 minimum 

• Planned jobs: 10,000 minimum  

• Minimum 50% industrial employment  

• If MIC is within a transit service district, 

availability of existing or planned 

frequent, local, express, or flexible 

transit service. If MIC is outside a 

transit service district, documented 

strategies to reduce commute 

impacts through transportation 

demand management strategies 

consistent with the Regional 

Transportation Plan Appendix F 

(Regional TDM Action Plan) 

• At least 75% of land area zoned for 

core industrial uses 

• Industrial retention strategies in place 

• Regional role 

 

                                                           
2 Industrial-related infrastructure that would be irreplaceable elsewhere, such as working maritime port facilities, air and rail freight 

facilities.  
3 Zoning designations dominated by traditional industrial land uses such as manufacturing, transportation, warehousing and freight 

terminals. Commercial uses within core industrial zones shall be strictly limited. 

 

https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/rtp-appendixf-regionaltdmactionplan.pdf
https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/rtp-appendixf-regionaltdmactionplan.pdf
https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/rtp-appendixf-regionaltdmactionplan.pdf
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5. Regional Center Redesignation Standards 
Regional centers have been a central strategy of the regional plan for decades, although centers have 

been designated through different procedures depending on when they were first designated. An 

objective with the regional centers framework update is to establish a more consistent system between 

new and existing centers. Recognizing both that existing centers were designated through different 

processes and the objective of working toward greater consistency, PSRC will develop administrative 

procedures for review of existing centers. The procedures are anticipated to be drafted in the first half of 

2018, with a review of existing centers to follow in 2018 and 2019 during the VISION 2050 planning 

process. 

 

o Initial redesignation. The first evaluation of existing centers will occur in 2018-2020 as part of the 

VISION 2040 update. All designated regional centers as of 2017 are automatically redesignated, 

provided that they meet the following criteria:  

• Adopted center plan (subarea plan, plan element or functional equivalent) should be 

completed by 2020. Jurisdictions may request an extension from the Growth 

Management Policy Board if substantial progress on subarea planning has been made 

by 2020. Different approaches to subarea planning may be appropriate and input from 

other affect government entities, such as public ports, will be considered, but future 

updates should be equivalent to a subarea plan by 2025. Plans should include goals and 

policies that specifically address the center and should be adopted by the jurisdiction(s) 

with local land use authority for the center. Plan adoption should meet public notice and 

involvement requirements established under the Growth Management Act. 

• Designation of the regional center in the adopted local comprehensive plan and 

countywide planning policies. 

o PSRC staff will work with cities and counties to identify the applicable center types and whether all 

the criteria are already met or could be met. 
 

o Monitoring review of regional growth centers. A first monitoring review period, scheduled for 2025, 

will follow the next major comprehensive plan periodic update (due in 2023 and 2024) and will 

reoccur about every five years thereafter. At the first monitoring review in 2025, existing regional 

growth centers will be expected to fully meet eligibility and designation criteria similar to new 

centers: 

• Local commitment.  Evidence center is a local priority and sponsor city/county has 

sustained commitment over time to local investments in creating a walkable, livable 

center. 

• Planning. An updated center plan (subarea plan, plan element or functional equivalent 

that provides detailed planning or analysis) that addresses regional guidance, and plans 

for a mix of housing and employment, bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure, amenities, 

and a street pattern that supports walkability. 

• Assessment of housing need, including displacement risk, as well as 

documentation of tools, programs, or commitment to provide housing choices 

affordable to a full range of incomes and strategies to further fair housing.  
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• Location. Existing regional growth centers not located within a city should be affiliated 

for annexation or in a location planned for incorporation. Joint planning of the center 

area is encouraged. 

• Capital investments. Capital investments by the local government in the center in the 

current or prior 6-year capital planning cycle, and commitment to infrastructure and 

utilities in the jurisdiction’s capital improvement program sufficient to support center 

growth, pedestrian infrastructure, and public amenities. 

• Center criteria. Consistent with designation criteria for size, planning, transit, market 

potential, and role for new regional growth centers in Section 3. Existing centers will 

remain designated if they do not meet the new center density criteria, provided that the 

center is consistent with other criteria identified in this section.  

• Market study. Regional growth centers that have existing density levels below the level 

required for new regional centers at the time of the review must complete a market study 

to evaluate the potential for and opportunities to best support center growth. The market 

study must consider a planning horizon reasonably beyond the monitoring period 

(2025). The market study should show how the center can meet targeted levels of 

growth within the planning period. The jurisdiction should demonstrate its work to 

address opportunities identified in the market study. 
 

o Monitoring review of manufacturing/industrial centers. A first monitoring review period, scheduled 

for 2025, will follow the next major comprehensive plan periodic update (due in 2023 and 2024) 

and will reoccur about every five years thereafter. At the first monitoring review in 2025, existing 

manufacturing/industrial centers will be expected to fully meet eligibility and designation criteria 

similar to new centers: 

• Local commitment.  Evidence center is a local priority and sponsor city/county has 

sustained commitment over time to local investments in infrastructure and 

transportation. Demonstrated commitment to protecting and preserving industrial uses, 

strategies and incentives to encourage industrial uses in the center, and established 

partnerships with relevant parties to ensure success or the manufacturing/industrial 

center. 

• Planning. Completion of a center plan (subarea plan, plan element or functional 

equivalent) that addresses regional guidance and plans for access to transportation 

infrastructure and economic development. Where applicable, the plan should be 

developed in consultation with public ports and affected governmental entities. 

• Location. If existing manufacturing/industrial centers are not located within a city, joint 

planning and annexation/incorporation are encouraged as feasible.  

• Capital investments. Capital investments by the local government in the center in the 

current or prior 6-year capital planning cycle, and commitment to infrastructure and 

utilities in the jurisdiction’s capital improvement program sufficient to support center 

growth and planned transportation infrastructure. 

• Center criteria. Consistent with designation criteria for new manufacturing/industrial 

centers in Section 4. Existing centers will remain designated if they do not meet the new 

center existing or planned jobs criteria, provided that the center is consistent with other 

criteria identified in this section.  
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• Market study. Manufacturing/industrial centers that have existing employment levels 

below the level required for new centers at the time of the review must complete a 

market study to evaluate the potential for and opportunities to best support center 

growth. The market study must consider a planning horizon reasonably beyond the 

monitoring period (2025). The market study should show how the center can meet 

targeted levels of growth within the planning period. The jurisdiction should demonstrate 

its work to address opportunities identified in the market study. 

o The board will maintain flexibility in evaluating existing centers to consider when centers are very 

close to the existing conditions criteria, to account from economic recessions, progress and 

growth, local investments or the lack of investments, and regional importance of a particular area. 

o Criteria related to physical improvements should be included in center plans, but may need to be 

addressed over the long-term, such as developing a complete walkable street network. 

 

 

6. Countywide Centers 

 
Each county’s countywide planning policies include criteria and processes for countywide centers, 

though the approach currently varies significantly by county. Through the Centers Framework Update, 

designation of countywide centers remains delegated to a countywide process while providing a 

baseline of consistent regional standards for each county to use.  PSRC reviews and certifies 

countywide planning policies, but PSRC’s role does not include review of countywide centers. 

 

Countywide growth centers serve important roles as places for concentrating jobs, housing, shopping, 

and recreational opportunities. These are often smaller downtowns, high-capacity transit station areas, 

or neighborhood centers that are linked by transit, provide a mix of housing and services, and serve as 

focal points for local and county investment. Countywide industrial centers serve as important local 

industrial areas. These areas support living wage jobs and serve a key role in the county’s 

manufacturing/industrial economy. The checklist below represents basic standards expected for 

countywide centers in each county.  Depending on county circumstance and priorities, countywide 

planning policies may include additional criteria (such as planning requirements or mix of uses) or other 

additional standards within this overall framework.  Countywide center designations will be reviewed by 

an established timeframe and process set by the countywide planning body.     

 

 

Countywide Centers 

Countywide Growth Center  Countywide Industrial Center  

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

 

Identified as a countywide center in the 

countywide planning policies  

 

Located within a city or unincorporated urban 

area 

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

 

Identified as a countywide center in the 

countywide planning policies  

 

Located within a city or unincorporated urban 

area 
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Countywide Centers 

Countywide Growth Center  Countywide Industrial Center  

(cont.) 

 

Demonstration that the center is a local planning 

and investment priority: 

o Identified as a countywide center in a local 

comprehensive plan; subarea plan 

recommended 

o Clear evidence that area is a local priority 

for investment, such as planning efforts or 

infrastructure 

 

The center is a location for compact, mixed-use 

development; including: 

o A minimum existing activity unit density of 

10 activity units per acre 

o Planning and zoning for a minimum mix of 

uses of 20 percent residential and 20 

percent employment, unless unique 

circumstances make these percentages 

not possible to achieve. 

o Capacity and planning for additional growth 

 

The center supports multi-modal transportation, 

including:  

o Transit service 

o Pedestrian infrastructure and amenities 

o Street pattern that supports walkability 

o Bicycle infrastructure and amenities 

o Compact, walkable size of one-quarter mile 

squared (160 acres), up to half-mile transit 

walkshed (500 acres) 

 (cont.) 

 

Demonstration that the center is a local 

planning and investment priority: 

o Identified as a countywide center in a 

local comprehensive plan; subarea plan 

recommended 

o Clear evidence that area is a local 

priority for investment, such as planning 

efforts, or infrastructure 

 

The center supports industrial sector 

employment: 

o Minimum 1,000 existing jobs and/or 

500 acres of industrial land  

o Defined transportation demand 

management strategies in place 

o At least 75% of land area zoned for core 

industrial uses 

o Industrial retention strategies in place 

o Capacity and planning for additional 

growth 

o Important county role and 

concentration of industrial land or 

jobs with evidence of long-term 

demand 

 

7. Local Centers and Other Types of Centers  
VISION 2040 calls for central places in all jurisdictions to support a centers-based approach to 

development in the region.  These places range from neighborhood centers to active crossroads in 

communities of all sizes. These centers play an important role in the region and help define our 

community character, provide local gathering places, serve as community hubs, and are often 

appropriate places for additional growth and focal points for services. 

 

The Regional Centers Framework recognizes the importance of these places, but does not envision a 

regional or county designation for all types of local centers. The designation criteria outlined in this 
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document may provide a path to regional or county designation for locations that continue to grow and 

change over time. 

 

Per program eligibility requirements, rural centers that participate in PSRC’s Rural Town Centers and 

Corridors funding competition are located in either a freestanding city or town that is outside the region’s 

contiguous urban growth area or a county’s unincorporated rural area.  These centers are designated 

through a local planning process, not through the Regional Centers Framework process.  

 

8. Military Installations  
Military installations are a vital part of the region, home to thousands of personnel and jobs and a major 

contributor to the region’s economy. While military installations are not subject to local, regional, or state 

plans and regulations, PSRC recognizes the relationship between regional growth patterns and military 

installations, and recognizes the importance of military employment and personnel all aspects of 

regional planning.  
 

Recognition of military installations in the update to VISION 2040 can better acknowledge the role these 

installations play in the regional economy and in regional growth patterns. Designation criteria for 

installations can also help establish common expectations for how the region works with and supports 

military installations. Stakeholders throughout the process have emphasized the need to address base 

transportation access to benefit surrounding communities, as well as the installations. Per federal 

statutes, PSRC transportation funds cannot be spent on military installations, but surrounding 

communities may be eligible to receive funds for projects that connect to installations.  
 

Designation Criteria for Types of Military Installations 

PSRC’s Executive Board will identify Major Military Installations in the update to VISION 2040, subject to 

adoption of the plan by the General Assembly. Major installations are defined as installations with more 

than 5,000 enlisted and service personnel. As of 2017, four installations met the minimum size criteria: 

Joint Base Lewis-McChord in Pierce County, Naval Base Kitsap–Bangor and Naval Base Kitsap–

Bremerton4 in Kitsap County, and Naval Station Everett in Snohomish County.  
 

This recognition in the regional plan advances active collaboration between military installations, 

neighboring jurisdictions, and the region. The region recognizes military installations are major 

employers, associated with congestion, and that regional designation can help work to alleviate impacts.  

Through this recognition, regional expectations include: 

o Ongoing coordination between the military installation, countywide planning forum, and 

neighboring jurisdictions regarding planned growth, regional impacts, and implementation of 

multimodal transportation options 

o Support for multimodal commute planning and mode split goals for installation 

o Completed Joint Land Use Study or similar coordinated planning effort 
 

                                                           
4 For the purpose of regional centers designation, jurisdictions may count military activity towards center thresholds when the 

installation is directly adjacent or surrounded by the center (such as Naval Base Kitsap-Bremerton and the downtown Bremerton 

regional growth center). 



Regional Centers Framework Update 

Adopted March 22, 2018 

 

14 

 

Smaller military installations may continue to be recognized by countywide planning forums as a type of 

countywide center or equivalent. The minimum size criteria for countywide center designation will be as 

specified by RCW 36.70a.530 and identify “federal military installation[s], other than a reserve center, 

that employs one hundred or more full-time personnel.” As of 2017, five installations met the minimum 

criteria: Naval Base Kitsap Keyport, Seattle Coast Guard Station, Naval Base Kitsap Jackson Park, 

Camp Murray, and Naval Base Everett – Smokey Point Support Complex.   

 

9. Planning Requirements 
PSRC’s Plan Review Manual contains guidance and requirements for comprehensive plan certification, 

including center subarea plans. The Regional Center Plans Checklist in the PSRC’s Plan Review Manual 

addresses planning expectations for center subarea plans. PSRC will work with the Regional Staff 

Committee to update the Plan Review Manual to amend requirements and provide best practices, with 

consideration for local variability.  
 

The Regional Growth Center Plan Checklist will be updated to address the following topics: 

o Affordable housing, including housing targets, needs assessment, affordable housing goals, and 

strategies to encourage new housing production with long-term affordability 

o Displacement risk analysis and strategies to prevent or mitigate displacement 

o Transit access, including transit service, transit-dependent populations, and safe and connected 

pedestrian and bicycle networks 

o Equitable community engagement 

o Access to opportunity, including employment and education opportunities and neighborhood 

quality of life 

o Environmental justice impacts 

o Specific transportation planning investments, programs, and resources identified. 

o Availability of public services, like K-12 education, to meet needs of households with children. 
 

The Regional Manufacturing/Industrial Center Plan checklist will be updated to address the following 

topics: 

o Equitable community engagement 

o Access to opportunity, including employment and education opportunities 

o Environmental justice impacts 

o Expectations around core industrial uses, residential encroachment, transitional buffers, and 

commercial and office uses that do not support manufacturing/industrial function 

o Clearly articulated long-term commitment to protect and preserve manufacturing/industrial land 

uses and businesses in the center 

o Specific transportation planning investments, programs, and resources identified 

 

10. Regional Support  
Funding to Support Centers 

Staff will research and identify other potential funding sources or programs to support development in 

centers.  This may include housing in regional growth centers, economic development, other capital 

funds, additional state resources, marketing, and other strategies. PSRC should collaborate with other 

agencies and funders to identify additional funding sources for designated centers. PSRC will also 

explore funding for centers planning and technical assistance. 
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Regional Center Types 

The Regional Centers Framework does not establish a distinction between different types of regional 

centers for the purpose of PSRC’s funding framework.   

 

11. Performance Measures 
In the VISION 2040 update, PSRC will work with local governments and other stakeholders to develop 

performance measures for centers as a whole to evaluate success of the overall framework.  Like 

previous monitoring studies, PSRC will lead the effort, with support and review from local governments. 

Performance measures should focus on a limited number of centers and consider the project outcome 

statements to support growth, mobility, environment, social equity and opportunity, economic 

development, and public health. Metrics may include overall growth goals or mode split goals for 

centers, level of local or regional investment, greenhouse gas emissions reductions, or other measures 

as appropriate, such as housing affordability, mix of uses, and health and equity. 

 

PSRC will continue to conduct ongoing monitoring of performance measures for individual centers. This 

may include progress towards growth targets and mode split goals, tracking implementation actions, or 

tracking other measures consistent with the designation requirements. 

 

o PSRC will publish a centers performance monitoring summary every five years in order to stay on 

top of regional trends in centers development.   

 

o PSRC will review centers for performance as part of the monitoring review and prior to regional 

plan update years, and consider possible changes or reclassification if the local jurisdiction is 

not taking steps to plan and support growth in center to meet targets or goals. 

 

 

12. Implementation  
Procedures and Planning Expectations. The board directs staff to prepare updates to the Designation 

Procedures for New Centers, Regional Center Plans Checklist, and develop administrative procedures 

for existing centers. 

 

Plan Updates. The board directs staff to identify issues for VISION 2040 update5: 

o Identification of military installations a regional geography 

o Preservation of industrial land, both within designated manufacturing/industrial centers and in 

other industrial areas in the region 

o Growth goals for regional centers 

 

Countywide Planning Policies. The board requests updates to the countywide planning policies in each 

county during the next GMA update cycle (by 2023/2024) to implement countywide centers and achieve 

consistency with the regional framework. PSRC staff should work collaboratively with countywide groups 

on technical assistance and implementation of updated criteria. 

 

                                                           
5 The framework may inform an update to the Regional Growth Strategy but does not commit the region to any particular distribution 

of growth or definition of regional geographies. 
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PSRC Work Plan. The board directs staff to develop an implementation work plan and schedule to 

engage with PSRC membership and other stakeholders as appropriate on additional analysis, research, 

and guidance.  The work plan should incorporate the following tasks to support ongoing work on 

regional and countywide centers: 

 

o Performance measures. In consultation with jurisdictions and other stakeholders, develop 

framework to track performance and outcomes over time and identify challenges or barriers over 

time. Performance measures should consider project outcome statements to support growth, 

mobility, environment, social equity and opportunity, economic development, and public health. 

Measures may include assessment of demographic characteristics, housing affordability, 

employment, amenities, and access to opportunity.  

o Update growth planning guidance.  Update the guidance paper on center targets to discuss 

changes to growth expectations for centers and the mix of employment and residential activity 

envisioned in regional growth centers. 

o Market studies. Provide additional guidance on recommended components of market studies for 

centers.  

o Social equity 

• Complete additional analysis and research on displacement and displacement risk in 

centers.  

• Provide additional resources and best practices addressing equitable community 

engagement, including opportunities for local planning staff and policy-makers to learn about 

tools that have been successfully used by cities and counties in the region. 

• Research and recommend a best practice approach to a comprehensive equity impact 

review tool to address social equity through policies and implementation decisions for 

centers throughout the region.  

o Tribal land & centers.  Complete additional review and consultation with tribes on the role of tribal 

lands in the centers framework. 

o Funding opportunities. To achieve the vision of growth in centers, research other funding 

opportunities and opportunities to leverage existing designations. Collaborate with other agencies 

and funders to identify additional funding sources to designated centers. Explore funding, 

including a set-aside, for centers planning and technical assistance. 

o Military installations. Staff will research other potential funding sources or programs to support 

improvement of transportation corridors serving recognized military installations. PSRC, 

countywide groups, and local jurisdictions should continue to work with state and federal partners 

to secure infrastructure resources, provide support for military installations, and address impacts 

on surrounding jurisdictions.  

o Economic measures.  Given their important role in the regional economy, PSRC should consider 

additional research on economic impact measures for manufacturing/industrial centers (e.g. 

revenue generators, export value). 

o Projects supporting centers. Review and develop policy guidance on types of projects that 

support development in centers and corridors connecting centers. 

o Number and distribution of centers. During the VISION 2040 update, research guidelines to 

manage the number and distribution of centers, factoring in minimum density standards, projected 

growth, jurisdictional size, location within the county, competition for market share, and allocation 

of limited regional resources.   



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 9:56 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: SEPA comment 
Attachments: SEPA, April 9, 2021.docx

Hi Wung, just to be totally transparent, let’s include this with the Planning Commission’s packet though it seems to 
pertain to the SEPA.  
 

From: Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:22 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: SEPA comment  
 
Just to keep you both in the loop, this is I think our second direct SEPA comment, I'll comb through the other 
public comments by Monday afternoon and try to pull anything in that is explicitly a SEPA comment. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Larry  
 

From: sally burke <burksal@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:09 PM 
To: Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: SEPA  
  
 



        
 
 
 
        April 9, 2021 
 
 
Mr. Larry Harala 
Planning and Development 
  Services Department 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA  98402 
 
Dear Mr. Harala: 
 
 I am writing to express my grave concerns pertaining to the preliminary mitigated 
determination of environmental non-significance (MDNS) [SEPA File No. LU21-0006] 
that was issued for the Home in Tacoma Project.  I have closely read the 32-page 
decision that was rendered by Peter Huffman, the Responsible Official under the State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  As a SEPA Responsible Official, Mr. Huffman 
should be well-versed in the legal requirements imposed by RCW 42.21C, WAC 197-11, 
and WAC 365-196.   
 
 Unfortunately, on page one of the decision the following language appears:  “The 
City has determined that, overall, implementing these proposals would result in a better 
outcome for the environment as compared to the current housing growth strategy.”  On 
the surface, this conclusory comment may seem benign, but it in fact exhibits a 
fundamental misunderstanding of the essential SEPA requirements that have been in 
place for approximately 50 years.  At base, SEPA involves a process where the lead 
agency is responsible for making a threshold determination of whether a project will 
have probable significant adverse environment impacts.  Moreover, the goal of SEPA is 
to gather comprehensive relevant information about probable significant environmental 
impacts pertaining to a project so that the ultimate decision maker (in this case the City 
Council) can make an informed choice pertaining to a proposal by knowing all the 
salient environmental concerns.  
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  In other words, SEPA is not meant to be a balancing test where benefits of a 
proposal are weighed against negative concerns.  I call your attention to the specific 
language of WAC 197-11-330(5):  “A threshold determination shall not balance whether 
the beneficial aspects of a proposal outweigh its adverse impacts, but rather, shall 
consider whether a proposal has any probable significant adverse environmental 
impacts . . . . ”   The language from page one of your decision appears on its face to 
embrace “balancing” and hence is in direct violation of WAC 197-11-330(5).  In short, 
compliance with SEPA requires that you focus exclusively on identifying all probable 
significant adverse environmental impacts.  It is not sufficient to merely assert that this 
proposal is better than the status quo. 
 
 Next, your environmental analysis seems to be deficient because it appears to 
lump the two proposed housing scenarios together (Evolve Housing Choices and 
Transform Housing Choices).  Clearly, the scale of the impacts will be different in each 
of the scenarios; therefore, a rational decision-maker needs to know the specific 
environmental consequences of each proposed scenario.  Is there a big environmental 
difference between the Evolve Choice and the Transform choice?  Is the difference small?  
Right now I do not know the answer to this question.  It also does not help if you sweep 
this matter under the rug by asserting that any probable significant adverse consequences 
of either proposal can be ameliorated by mitigation requirements.  SEPA was intended to 
provide more transparency, not less. 
 
 I also question the sagacity of the claim that the proposed mitigation measures are 
sufficient under SEPA strictures.  For example, the first mitigation requirement reads as 
follows:  “Work with infrastructure and service stakeholders to conduct a detailed 
analysis of infrastructure capacity relating to the Home in Tacoma Project proposal.”  
This mitigation requirement sounds like what would occur if an EIS were mandated.  
Alas, there is a big difference here.  If an EIS were produced, decision-makers would 
have a much better handle on the question of whether infrastructure requirements can 
keep up with the problems associated with increased density.  As it stands now, this 
project could be approved before this mitigation condition is realized and before we 
have any clear idea about potential infrastructure deficiencies.  And the short letters from 
relevant agencies that handle infrastructure matters which were included in the SEPA 
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materials are hardly sufficient.  If this project is approved under either scenario, the City 
may be letting the horse out of the barn with no way of getting the horse back into the 
barn.  And it does not help that the potential differential impacts between the Evolve 
Scenario and the Transform Scenario are entirely opaque.   
 
  Also, I would be remiss if I did not mention the possibility of impact fees 
ameliorating infrastructure deficiencies.  Of course, additional impact fees will likely 
raise the cost of new housing, which may not be a desirable outcome.  [As an aside, the 
exact amount of the increase would depend on the elasticity of the local demand curves 
for rental housing and for various forms of home ownership.]  Nevertheless, it would be 
nothing short of cavalier to analyze the cost of providing necessary infrastructure 
without similarly evaluating the extent to which impact fees could change this calculus. 
 
 The next mitigation requirement I want to address is the language pertaining to the 
three phases of this proposal.  The problem with addressing environmental impacts at 
three separate stages is that the overall effects associated with cumulative impacts likely 
will not be adequately evaluated.  This problem is especially acute because many 
discrete projects down the road will be deemed to be SEPA exempt.  Moreover, 
developers will argue that any impacts associated with their particular project will be so 
small as to be essentially negligible.  However, the additive effect of small impacts can 
create a large overall impact when a surfeit of “small” projects are approved.  Thus, the 
current mitigation requirement pertaining to phasing is wholly unsatisfactory.  To get at 
cumulative impacts, the analysis of this issue needs to be conducted “upfront” through 
an EIS. 
 
 In this vein, I would mention the holding in The Lands Council v. Washington 

State Parks and Recreation Commission, 176 Wash. App. 787 (2013).  The court ruled 
that an EIS is required before an agency makes an official classification of land, if the 
classification would effectively approve a proposed development as described in a 
conceptual plan, subject only to specific siting decisions.  This holding seems to call into 
question the validity of the City’s MDNS. 
 
 On the whole, when one looks at the tenor of mitigation conditions, one needs to 
realize that the relevant language is utterly precatory in nature.  There are no concrete  
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“deliverables.”  The mitigation language really constitutes only a mild commitment to 
keep talking.  Nothing in this mitigation package guarantees the probable significant 
adverse environmental impacts can be ameliorated. 
 
 I also find that the SEPA checklist lacks the gravitas that one would expect for a 
proposal of this magnitude.  Filling a checklist with salutary conclusory statements (see 
especially Subpart D.4 of the checklist) makes the checklist read like a puff piece (if not 
an encomium), rather than a detached, neutral analysis of relevant environmental issues.  
Furthermore, at times the checklist embraces legerdemain.  Subpart D.1 makes the claim 
that the proposals will improve water quality because fewer people will be homeless; 
hence, a smaller number of persons will defecate without proper toilet facilities.  The 
writer of the SEPA checklist assumes that the proposals will create more cheaper 
dwelling units, which will help homeless people find housing.  But this simple 
assumption gets mugged by reality.  I am not aware of any large city where increasing 
allowable density has produced market-driven housing for the poor.  I mention market-
driven housing because that is the essence of what is being proposed.  Seattle, for 
example, has increased density, but the homeless situation is not getting better there.  
When the price of land increases, gentrification is the result.  If these proposals are 
adopted, Tacoma will likely follow in the footsteps of Seattle.  For my money, if the City 
wants to maintain its position, it needs to explain why its proposals should not be 
entitled, “The Future of an Illusion” (my apologies to Freud).  Or as Mark Twain wryly 
observed, “It ain’t what you don’t know that gets you in trouble.  It’s what you know for 
sure that just ain’t so.”  My point here is that the SEPA checklist needs more analysis 
and fewer paroxysms of unfounded belief. 
 
 Lastly, I think the SEPA checklist should have been expanded somewhat to 
include, among other things, issues pertaining to earthquakes.  I do not know to what 
extent portions of Tacoma have porous soil which could produce liquefaction during a 
severe earthquake event.  While this issue technically might fall under a critical areas 
analysis, I believe that it should be mentioned in SEPA documents.  Additionally, since a 
substantial portion of the city is hilly, I am not sure that it makes sense to allow more 
development on steep slopes.  During an earthquake, the last place that I want to be is in 
a large building on a steep, unstable slope.  Perhaps mitigation measures could assuage 
my concerns, but this issue should not be ignored in the SEPA process. 
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 Given the entirety of my comments above, I urge Mr. Huffman, the Responsible 
Official under SEPA, to do the right thing and withdraw the MDNS.  A Determination of 
Significance (DS) should be issued along with a Scoping Notice.  The production of a 
comprehensive EIS is the only way to analyze thoroughly the probable significant 
adverse environmental impacts.  Of course, even if an EIS points to serious problems, it 
does not necessarily mean that a legislative action will be prohibited by SEPA.  See, e.g., 
Sisley v. San Juan County, 89 Wash. 2d 78 (1977).  A proper EIS just ensures that there 
will be a sufficient record pertaining to salient environmental issues. 
 
 With regard to the format of the EIS, I recommend that four alternatives be 
analyzed:  no action, Evolve Housing Choices, Transform Housing Choices, and a fourth 
proposal which would keep large parts of the city as a single-family residential zone, but 
would allow low-scale residential and mid-scale residential to be applied in some 
sections of the city.  I mention this fourth option because I have heard no discussion with 
regard to why the City wants to extinguish the single-family residential zone altogether.  
In making such a decision which is of enormous consequence, it would only seem 
prudent to analyze a scenario where a substantial part of the single-family residential 
zone stays “as is.”  In failing to analyze such a fourth option, it appears that the City is 
making a choice based on ideology and expediency, which very well may not reflect 
what most Tacomans want.  [I specifically mention the term “ideology” because the 
language which defines low-scale residential structures and mid-scale residential 
structures hardly constitutes low-scale or mid-scale development.]  If the comments 
from the public hearing on April 7, 2021, are any indication, it seems that most 
Tacomans want the process to slow down so that more options can be carefully 
considered.  When all is said and done, the real problem here is that the planning staff 
seems to want to fast track this proposal without a careful consideration of a more 
nuanced approach.  Is there really a need to go from zero to sixty miles an hour in a 
nanosecond?  I think not. 
 
 I recognize that the decision to change the SEPA determination to a DS/Scoping 
Notice rests exclusively with the City, i.e., there is no opportunity to appeal a SEPA 
decision until the underlying matter has wound its way to the Growth Management 
Hearings Board.  Nevertheless, do you really want to be accused of doing slipshod work?  
If any new development regulations are going to be successful, you need “buy in” from 
the public.  Judging from the public testimony on April 7, 2021, you have not 
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met this larger political goal.  A wise governmental entity would slow down, would 
encourage more public outreach, and would add significant meat to the bones of the 
current proposals. 
 
 To conclude, I know full well that if Mr. Huffman, the SEPA Responsible Official, 
does not change his determination that the MDNS is proper, the City may feel 
comfortable in thinking that it can prevail against any legal challenges.  Under a long 
litany of cases pertaining to SEPA, it is obvious that litigation seeking to overturn a 
SEPA decision is not a slam dunk.   But is “standing pat” worth the risk?  Let me quickly 
get into the legal weeds and note that a SEPA threshold determination is reviewed under 
a “clearly erroneous” standard.  See Norway Hill Preservation and Protection 

Association v. King County Council, 87 Wash. 2d 267 (1976). “When applying this 
standard, we do more than merely determine whether substantial evidence supports the 
decision; we are also required to consider the public policy and environmental values of 
SEPA.”  Boehm v. City of Vancouver, 111 Wash. App. 711, 718 (2002), quoting Sisley v. 

San Juan County, 89 Wash. 2d 78, 84 (1977).  Nonetheless, a SEPA determination will 
not be overturned unless the Growth Management Hearings Board or a court “is left 
with a definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been committed,” Norway Hill at 

274. In this instance, however, the City’s SEPA documents strain credulity to such an 
extent that an appellant could prevail under the clearly erroneous standard of review.   
 
 I hope that these comments will serve as a springboard for further discussion; my 
preference is not to become an adversary.  As a first step of good faith, the MDNS needs 
to be rescinded and replaced with the issuance of a Determination of Significance (DS) 
and a Scoping Notice. 
 
 
 Sincerely yours, 
 
  
 Dr. David J. Burke  
 3020 East K Street 
 Tacoma, WA 98404 
 
 Email:  burksal@yahoo.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: stephanie <stephaniec@ucds.org>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:45 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Dear City Council; 
 
Tacoma is a special place!  It is a walkable delightful city.  We do have a few concerns with both Scenario One and 
Scenario Two.  Scenario One is more inline with keeping Tacoma Special. 
 
For both Scenario’s – what happens in the view sensitive areas (building heights are at 25 feet)?  View properties may be 
negatively effected.  Current homeowners will most likely carry the burden. 
 
Parking and traffic safety are also major issues.  Driving safely in the northend is already an issue due to cars parking too 
close to the intersections (due to lack of parking).  
 
Quality Education – we need more elementary and middle schools in the Northend (where will they be located)? 
 
Thank you, 
 
David and Stephanie Cisakowski 
1109 N I st 
Tacoma, Wa 98403 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
 
 

 
LEARNING BY DESIGN 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ellen Cohen <cohenellenr@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:12 PM
To: Planning
Cc: cohenellenr@yahoo.com
Subject: Home In Tacoma

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
This email is to express my support for the housing zoning option comprising the rezoning of single family 
zones to permit low density options, such as accessory dwelling units, duplexes, triplexes, and two story 
townhomes. 
 
At this time I do not support the rezoning for midscale multifamily housing in all areas close to centers or transit
routes for the following reasons: 
 
    The outreach to citizens was not as extensive as it should have been, as noted by several people at the 
Planning Commission     hearing of April 7 who had just heard of the proposal in recent days.  In addition, the 
information provided for those who     were able to make time to read the proposal, it did not spell out clearly 
for the average citizen what the different options     would actually look like or what the requirements for 
developers would be.  There were just vague drawings of what it might     look like.  The time frame from an 
actual proposal to the hearing and comment period was much too short. 
 
    Unlike the proposal for expanding low density options, there has not been any pilot program (like the one for 
ADUs)     introduced to show citizens what the midscale housing would look like in any specific 
neighborhood.  A change of this     magnitude should require a pilot program so that not only citizens, but city 
planning staff and commission members would     see the effects of midscale housing in single family 
neighborhoods and then evaluate those effects and modify the proposal if     deemed necessary to improve it. 
 
    There is no guarantee that midscale housing will be affordable for those in lower income brackets.  A recent 
report regarding 
    housing in Seattle stated that the vacancies in Seattle left by people moving to the South Sound or outlying 
suburbs have been     disproportionately filled by people who could afford higher rents, and that the people who 
have migrated south due to "more     affordable" housing have created higher demand and have made housing 
more expensive for those who already live there (as     reported in The News Tribune of 4/9/21).  As long as 
developers can rent or sell at higher market rates, they will. 
 
    There is no requirement that developers include multi-bedroom apartments for families, rather than the 
current trend of studio     and one bedroom apartments that have been built in the past several years. 
 
    Without a specified percentage of new housing built being mandated for mid and low income people, there is 
no guarantee     that the housing would be affordable since it is clear that developers want to build for the 
highest profit possible. 
 
    Without a clear proposal for design standards along with an enforcement mechanism as part of the proposal, 
there is no     guarantee that the appearance of new development will fit in with existing neighborhoods.  Thus 
far there is only talk, no     action, on design review.  
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    Tacoma does not currently have the infrastructure to support midscale housing in the areas indicated on the 
Home In Tacoma     map.  Without both impact fees on developers (built in to the proposal) and the need for 
developers to pay full property taxes     at the time of development, the funding for needed infrastructure will 
not exist.  Many streets do not have sidewalks, proper     street lighting or adequate storm drainage, for example.
 
    There is no requirement for maintaining open spaces or tree canopy.  
 
    There is no consideration for loss of privacy or sunlight on properties adjoining midscale development. 
 
    Although verbally stated that this will not happen, there is no provision for the prohibition of the demolition 
of existing single     family homes that are structurally sound in order to build multifamily dwellings.  
 
In general, the problem with the midscale housing proposal is the lack of details.  As the saying goes, "the devil 
is in the details."  Before any midscale housing is included in a rezoning proposal, the details must be clear. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments in your final recommendation. 
 
Ellen Cohen 
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To:   Planning   Commission   for   the   City   of   Tacoma   
RE:   Affordable   Housing   Action   Strategy     

  
I   am   writing   on   behalf   of   the   Community   Transportation   Advisory   Group   (CTAG),   an   assembly   
of   public   transit   riders   within   the   Pierce   Transit   service   area   who   meet   monthly   to   provide   
insight   and   feedback   to   the   Pierce   Transit   Board   of   Commissioners   and   agency   staff.   For   the   
purposes   of   this   letter,   I   wish   to   recognize   from   the   outset   that   CTAG   members   are   a   mix   of   
homeowners   and   various-level   renters   -   yet   still   came   to   an   agreement   regarding   this   letter  
and   its   significance.   CTAG   acknowledges   that   Pierce   Transit,   as   an   agency,   has   submitted   its   
own   letter   on   the   topic   of   the   City   of   Tacoma’s    Home   in   Tacoma   Affordable   Housing   Action  
Strategy    (AHAS)   project.   Therefore,   CTAG   asks   that   this   letter   be   accepted   separately,   as   a   
statement   on   the   project   as   it   matters   and   is   perceived   by   informed   and   engaged   public   transit   
riders   in   and   around   the   city.   

After   a   roundtable   discussion   on   the   matter,   and   reviewing   the   project   website,   CTAG   
requested   that   I   submit   the   following   suggestions   as   cross-relevant   to   the   CTAG   mission:   

➢ CTAG   is   acutely   aware   that   infill   redevelopment   and   small-scale   housing   projects   are   
necessary   in   order   for   public   transit   to   be   effective   in   adequately   covering   the   whole   
city   and   beyond;   therefore    housing   plans   must   be   a   density   equalizer,   not   propagate   
continued   consolidation   of   density .   Housing   plans   that   have   been   used   are   not   working   
and   change   is   needed.   To   be   clear:   “housing   density”   does   not   mean   building   more   
slums   and   ghettos   in   the   city.   Specifically,   density   does   mean   that   more   people   can   live   
in   the   areas   of   their   need   and   choosing,   able   to   travel   to   employment   and   hobbies   
more   conveniently,   and   can   do   so   without   traversing   more   freeways   that   breed   costly   
automotive   incidents.   

➢ Another   factor   to   ensure   success   for   public   transit   service   development   is   to   plan   for   
Complete   Streets   around   these   new   infill   projects.   It   has   been   proven   that   transit   works   
best   on   streets   that   support   pedestrian   walking   and   cycling,   which   provide   safe   and   
direct   access   to   transit   stations.   CTAG   asks   for    mandatory   transit-supportive   
development   standards   from   the   City   of   Tacoma ,   as   well   as   traffic   impact   studies   and   
transportation   concurrency   determinations   before   issuing   permits   for   additional   
housing   or   more   units   on   existing   properly-zoned   land.   

➢ Any   changes   in   land   use   from   single-family   to   multi-family   housing   must   increase   the   
demand   for   more   frequent   and   reliable   transit   routes.   This   can   be   done   by    building   
below-market-rate   units .   CTAG   views   this   as   crucial,   as   one   of   the   most   significant   
groups   of   transit   riders   is   supported   by   low-income   worker   families.   CTAG   
acknowledges   that   parking   is   continually   at   a   premium   in   the   city;   public   transit   
services   ease   that   burden   on   families   that   already   have   to   choose   between   food   and   
rent.   

➢ Crucially,   senior   citizen   riders   and   disability   riders   are   often   most   disaffected   by   
disruption   to   transit   services.   If   these   transit   rider   sub-groups   cannot   afford   housing   
near   their   transportation   services,   everyone   loses.   As   a   public   service,   public   transit   
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agencies   must   take   these   riders   into   consideration   when   planning   and   developing   
routes.   CTAG   asks   the   City   to    consider   policies   that   would   intermix   various   housing   
options   that   would   allow   everybody   an   equitable   opportunity   to   live   within   2-3   blocks   
of   transit   lines .   

➢ Lastly,   CTAG   wishes   to   remind   that    public   transit   services   directly   support   climate  
change   goals    (including   carbon   footprint   reduction)   set   by   various   levels   of   
government.   General   population   transportation   constitutes   around   58%   of   Tacoma’s   
emissions   (including   single-occupancy   vehicles   where   the   driver   is   idling   the   vehicle   for   
many   minutes   at   a   time),   so   more   infill   housing   can   have   a   large   impact   on   emissions   
as   when   paired   with   transit.   A   recent   study   from   Berkeley   rated   building   infill   housing   
as   the   single   most   effective   action   that   a   city   can   take   to   fight   the   climate   crisis.   

  

Thank   you   for   the   opportunity   to   submit   this   crucial   feedback   on   a   broadly   affecting   topic.     

  

Sincerely,   

  

Cody   S   Bakken,   CAPM   

Member,   Community   Transportation   Advisory   Group   
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One of Tacoma’s major assets is our predominately pre-WWII working class housing.  People 
who live here today ignore the reactions from others when they learn of our address in 
Tacoma.  We know these compact, first growth structured homes are efficient, not taking up 
too much land whether on 2,500 up to 7,000 sq ft lots, with just enough separation to allow for 
airflow and day light between homes.  They were built shortly after the 1918 pandemic and it’s 
not surprising that some of the lower number of COVID cases are found in these types of 
neighborhoods. 
 
The City has to meet the State’s Growth Management Act preparing for future residents to 
ensure the infrastructure is in place to welcome returning or new arrivals.  
 
However, the proposed revised Infill plan, barely announced 4 months ago added a new 
classification called Mid-Scale which would bring a revolutionary change to Tacoma’s 
neighborhoods.   The focus of comments at PC April 7th meeting primarily were concerned with 
this new Infill type.  I live in the abutting neighborhood to the Proctor MUC, but obviously can 
apply to the other MUC’s.   More thoughts on that shortly. 
 
The Mayor and some Councilpersons tout that over supply of any type of housing will exceed 
demand and drive rental pricing down.  This is a mis-guided strategy: 

 A builders business model is to earn the highest profit margins by obtaining the 
maximum income investment stream. They won’t keep building if the market 
demonstrates their revenue streams will be diminished from a “over supply”.    

 Developers will only build where high profits can be assured like the North End which 
has seen the predominate changes to build up with Proctor of all the MUC,  new 
investor ownership flourishes.  Besides Proctor III, the UPS/Blue/East West will be 
replaced. 

 Of course, those cost burden will not see affordable rent unless guaranteed in Proctor, 
as those working there are predominately in service based jobs which is at or not much 
above minimum wage.    

 
Where is the proof over supply achieves any long lasting Affordable Housing, especially in Low 
Opportunity areas of the City to the South and East?  It’s only a theory with vague details. 
 

 In fact Minneapolis, whom Tacoma Planners reference, was the first to take the “bold 
step” to remove Single Family zoning, it has encountered unintentional consequences.   
Read this analysis by a long time Planning Commissioner and AIA honored architect 
Alissa Luepke Pier, “She shares that the city’s “experiment” has not been fully examined, 
noting a number of unintended consequences.  The noble ambition of “affordable 
housing” is actually exhibiting unintended consequences….. she is most concerned that 
the City Council’s decision could encourage land speculation by global investment firms 
and might well undermine the fabric of the very low-income communities of color its 
unprecedented provisions aim to assist”. 

https://www.planningreport.com/2019/06/17/minneapolis-planning-commissions-alissa-
luepke-pier 

Staff Note: This letter is from Jodi Cook, 
jodi.cook0983@gmail.com, April 9, 2021, 4:59 p.m. 

https://www.planningreport.com/2019/06/17/minneapolis-planning-commissions-alissa-luepke-pier
https://www.planningreport.com/2019/06/17/minneapolis-planning-commissions-alissa-luepke-pier
mailto:jodi.cook0983@gmail.com


 
Of major note, no other city who has removed SF zoning is escalating to a Mid-scale scenario as 
Tacoma is pursuing. The most they have approved are 4 plex with in former SF neighborhoods. 
Tacoma’s would be the first to launch a grand plan of 3 to 4 story in neighborhoods.   
 
This strategy will have Tacoma diving into an abyss, jeopardizing critical policies such as: 

 Critical tree canopy, Tacoma overall is at 20%, the North End at 22% currently far short 
of the 2030 City goal of 30%.  How will that be achieved through the great 
recommendation of just planting small street trees where multi-family apartments are 
built after ripping out existing private tree canopy.   

 Then there are all the issues with hard surfaces, global warming etc.   
 
One “crisis” should not overshadow all other policies, especially when Planning noted these 
changes will take place over a long time, then what is the rush? 
 
The City’s strategy only focuses on densifying primarily the North End, a High Opportunity Area.    
How will that elevate Tacoma’s Low Opportunity Areas?   
  
Affordable and Low-income housing can only be achieved through home ownership. 
The only way to truly guarantee affordable-low-income housing is home ownership.  
Helping those who are cost burden, who live in the areas identified on the Equity Index Map as 
Low Opportunity areas of Tacoma can be significantly improved by helping them buy in to 
eventual home ownership.  Rents will always move with the market and in many examples, 
lower income persons are forced out of their apartments as demonstrated in Tacoma’s 
gentrification of the Hilltop.  Investors/landlords oust residents for refurbishing apartments to 
attract higher revenue earning tenants.   
 
Stabilizing the most important expense through locking in a monthly payment, can not only 
provide peace of mind, but allow children to remain in their school, develop some of those 
lifelong friendships and the knowledge those house payments have an end date.   Seniors can 
remain financially independent of family or the government.   And yes, potentially passing an 
inheritance to help younger family members 
 
Tacoma has a lot of Buildable Land 
Pierce County has a published Buildable Lands report 2014, that identifies Tacoma having 
significant amounts of buildable land.  A map highlights a specific area which is S. Tacoma Ave.  
This corridor connects east and southern areas of Tacoma, who are considered Low-
Opportunity areas per the Equity Index Map.  It is a flat transportation corridor that could allow 
mass transit and bikers to connect easily into Downtown, which is where businesses with higher 
wage opportunities should be encouraged.   Not the low wage service-based jobs based on 
minimum wage found in retail or restaurant establishments in MUC’s.   
 



Why not examine building out this land with housing that supports only finance purchases?  
Not rentals, that leaves people at the mercy often times by outside investors who again are not 
vested in Tacoma and raise rents often causing displacement.   
 
How to accomplish?   
Present a plan to the citizenry of Tacoma to weigh in on the merits to buy City bonds to 
buildout this area.  Our Tacoma Housing Authority has smart bankers on the board and 
demonstrated success in managing housing that is actually affordable.   Combine efforts with 
Habitat for Humanity, allowing future owners to contribute sweat equity to keep costs low.   
Tap into our technical colleges and universities to create safe new and novel architectural 
design standards that could make Tacoma the regions most livable City.  It’s easier to 
incorporate lush open space, playgrounds, walking and bicycling corridors like what was 
achieved in the award winning Salishan Development off E. Portland Avenue.   
 
Give Tacomans a chance to invest in Tacoma.  Because they have a record of supporting City-
wide programs like Tacoma Creates; building of new or renovating schools; street initiatives and 
perhaps the most telling, an initially Metro Parks plan that did not go far enough voters 
rejected and approved later when a larger scale vision was presented.   
 
Major Issues with the scenarios Evolve and Transform. 
 

A) Disingenuous Outreach to 50% of homeowners in Tacoma: 
Mid-scale was first announced to the Planning Commission (PC) mid-December (then called 
Medium-scale), added to the PC agenda January and endorsement of two concepts to be 
shared with the public approved only on February 17.  

 The City can claim meeting with many “stakeholders” and “communities” but they have 
purposefully kept Tacoma’s homeowners in the dark, in order to stay under the radar of 
public opinion.  They tout <900 people participated in the Infill survey, which was a 
“either – or” proposition, no opportunity to question this Infill plan.   

 A postcard was sent to some but not all addresses the end of February.    
 The TNT only published a story this week, with few details outlining the new Mid-Scale 

Infill, because there are not any details  
 The Director of Planning and Development Peter Huffman stated the Mixed-Use 

Center’s would “protect and enhance established neighborhoods”, which does not 
support the new strategy of 3 to 4 apartments within established R2 neighborhoods 
surrounding the Proctor MUC and others.   

 City Planning promised, during establishing MUC strategy in 2007 – 2008 all transitional 
multi-family would occur inside the MUC boundaries.  On three occasions as recently as 
2018 & 2019 I have asked and have confirmed by planning management multi-family 
would remain within Proctor’s MUC.  

 Voters have entrusted City staff and most importantly our City Council and Mayor to 
bring major changes in a forth-right manner to its citizens.  A litmus test of how well 



that’s been achieved are reflected in the numerous shocked comments made at PC 
meeting this week.   

 
I support well designed and constructed low-scale alternative housing types City wide, 
providing they are built to last and a place residents’ can be proud to call their home and 
surrounding neighbors feel they are not negatively impacted by density.  Really good design 
solves many issues of acceptance.  

 The City needs to demonstrate they can manage the infrastructure like sewer/water and 
building inspections to ensure safe and healthy living for all residents.   

 These new types of housing, low or mid-scale must complement the dominate 
architecture on the street, secured through revised Tacoma Building codes, not a 
developer handbook of suggestions.  The appealing low-scale photos are NOT 
guaranteed as developers complain about “barriers” to building anything but a 
rectangle. 

o Many cheap, non-conforming buildings have or are in the process of being built, 
some occurring specifically near N 8th.  If this represents what Home in Tacoma 
considers “complement” design, they are cheap and non-conforming.   

 The impacts of increased density cannot be the predominate burden of existing home 
owners via their escalating property taxes.  Growth should pay its way for increased 
infrastructure including, roads; schools; police; fire etc.   

 
o One impact, increased property taxes will occur once Pierce County appraisals 

react to the market.    
 How many elderly people on fixed incomes will be forced from their 

homes and neighborhoods?    
 I have lived in my modest 3-bedroom home for 26 years and even if I 

could get the latest Redfin projected sale price and wanted to remain 
living in my community, it would only last me 15 years if I had to pay 
Madison 25 or Proctor Stations <1000 sq ft 2 bedroom monthly $3,300 
and of course no guarantees against future rent increases.   

o Per the Equity Index map people aged over 65+ years in the North End represent 
the largest contingent of the population.    

 We are living in our affordable housing and aging in place.  
 City policies encourage developers with 8-year free tax credits is only 

serving to increase our property value, hence taxes.  I don’t want my 
home to increase in value, that will actually force me to leave my 
community. 

o Per Equity Index tool, 76% of the North End residents vote, the highest; with 
Westside 73% and North East 71%.  Accusations that these residents are insular 
elitist, are not borne out with the afore mentioned city-wide initiatives.   

o Other impacts from 35 to 45 ft built out lot apartments are numerous, but one is 
well documented, “numerous studies have shown that people who get more sun 
exposure and vitamin D in their diet have a lower risk of MS.” 

o Remember the billboards announcing this health issue. 



“The Pacific Northwest has one of the highest concentrations of Multiple Sclerosis. 
There is not much that is known about this disease; therefore, an advertising campaign 
was created to inform and produce awareness to the area. The target audience was 20–
30-year old’s who would most likely get diagnosed with MS.”  

 
Show us a proposal that can actually produce Affordable Housing and give cost burden families 
a “leg up” to achieve financial stability through home/condo ownership.  There is plenty of land 
to build in Tacoma the City needs to use its tools to encourage revitalization to the Low 
Opportunity areas.   Significant work has been accomplished by City Planning, more needs to be 
done. 
 
Thanks, Jodi Cook 
3608 N 25th St 
Tacoma, WA 98406 

(1)  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: mj@thetravelcompany.net
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 4:41 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Planning Commissioners: 
I am against this plan to densify Tacoma . While we need more affordable housing, this plan will not get that result.  
Developers are purchasing property ahead of this plan with the intention of tearing down existing structures and 
replacing them with apartment buildings and 4 plex’s in what is currently residential areas and some that were formerly 
view sensitive areas.  
These will be market based housing and will result in overloading infrastructure, poor quality and poorly designed 
buildings that are not in keeping with the design standards in the areas they intend to build.  
This will make the residential areas, that give Tacoma the character and feeling of community, a makeover that will have 
unintended consequences. Blight, garbage, overwhelmed infrastructure and crime will follow. This scenario has been 
born out in Seattle, Portland , San Francisco and parts of Los Angeles to name only a few.  
This “rush” to develop this plan has resulted in little or no notice to the Tacoma citizens at large. There needs to be a 
larger outreach planned, a pilot program and an Environmental Impact Statement prepared.  
Rushing this through will result in expensive lawsuits, Loss of current residents and higher housing costs.  
 
 
Mary Jo Strom Copland  
3217 North 28th Street  
Tacoma, WA 98407  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Corso . <Corso1965@live.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:17 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project Vision Statement Feedback

Dear Chair Petersen and Tacoma Planning Commissioners:  
  
Like you, I believe it is important for the City of Tacoma to have plans for prosperity, stagnation, contraction 
and various types of disasters.  The Home in Tacoma Project (March 3rd, 2021) is a vision statement for the 
scenario where Tacoma continues to enjoy prosperity, likely in fits and starts as it has in the past.  The Home 
in Tacoma Project envisions significant changes to the comprehensive plan, creating many opportunities for 
making Tacoma a better place to live, work and play and for unintended short‐term and long‐term 
consequences.  Please advise city council to: 

 Choose the "Evolve Housing Option" approach, at least initially. 
 Request a full environmental review of the new comprehensive plan. 
 Prioritize the repurposing of surplus land for new, public open spaces. 
 Require at least on off‐street parking space per housing unit. 

Recommend the “Evolve Housing Options” strategy, At Least Initially  
Regarding the two proposed growth rate scenarios, please recommend the "Evolve Housing Options" 
strategy.  Later, after we have the opportunity to evaluate the consequences of the new regulations, we can 
decide to either continue regulating the growth rate or allow market forces to determine the growth rate. 

My foremost request is for the Planning Commission, City Council and the Planning Department to humbly 
assume that everyone is going to make mistakes in this endeavor.  Using the Tacoma First 311 service, please 
advise City Council to establish a process where anyone can send a comment, complaint, recommendation 
and/or complement with supporting files (e.g., photo, video, etc.) directly to Planning with regards to a 
specific construction project in real‐time, so Planning receives timely feedback about how the new rules are 
being applied at construction sites and can immediately take action to address unintended consequences. 

Well‐designed regulations are rarely drafted behind a desk.  Instead, they are the consequence of many 
iterations of drafting, evaluating, modifying, re‐evaluating, and continuing this iterative cycle until it produces 
little new information about intended and unintended consequences.  Please advise city council to require 
Planning to host a “listen session” after the completion of each of the first construction projects authorized 
under the new regulations and invite everyone involved in the project (including those who filed comments, 
complaints, recommendations and/or complements) to discuss what went well, what did not go well, and 
proposals for improving both the process and product.  Hopefully, the “listening sessions” will help Planning 
modify regulations that result in unintended consequences, and give them to opportunity to test the modified 
regulations using the next construction project to see whether the modified regulations produce a better 
outcome.  This iterative approach of designing regulations (i.e., putting them to practice, assessing whether 
they produce the desired outcome, modifying them if necessary, and testing the modified regulations with the 
next construction project) will be the quickest and most practical strategy for designing regulations that work 
in Tacoma while minimizing unintended consequences.  Eventually, these meetings will reveal few, new 
unanticipated consequences with the new regulations, Planning will develop a good understanding of the 
strengths and weakness of the various variations of regulations, the consequences of the interactions when 
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two or more regulations are put into effect at the same time, their usefulness in achieving desired outcomes, 
and everyone involved will have some investment in them.  

  
Recommend Requesting a Full Environmental Review   
Despite clean‐up efforts, Tacoma continues to generate a significant amount of pollution and will likely 
produce more of it as buildings are demolished, built and the population grows.  However, only air pollution 
and its contribution to climate change appears to be of concern to the Planning Commission right now.  Given 
that Tacoma is located on Puget Sound and has freshwater lakes and streams, I am surprised that there 
appears to be little concern about the likely effects of population growth on water quality.  Please advise city 
council to request a full environmental review of the new comprehensive plan.  
  
Toxicology reports indicate that we continue to discharge a variety of pollutants into Puget Sound including 
phosphorous, nitrogen, fecal coliform, phthalates, 6PPD‐Quinone, metals, pesticides, hydrocarbons, etc. from 
our sewer and storm water systems.  Toxic molecules from our pollution accumulate in the cells of plants and 
animals throughout the Puget Sound ecosystem, making them less healthy.  
  
The Southern Resident Orca have been added to the Endangered Species Act List, Puget Sound Chinook and 
Coho has been added to the Threatened Species List and Puget Sound Steelhead have been added to the 
Species‐of‐Concern List.  U.S Representative Derek Kilmer is an active member of the Puget Sound Recovery 
Caucus and is working on the Puget SOS Act which will further regulate the pollutants that the city can legally 
discharge in an effort to improve water quality.  
  
Access to clean water is an equity issue.  While the middle and upper‐classes may enjoy fishing, crabbing, 
clamming, harvesting seaweed, etc. as an occasional recreational activity, many less‐wealthy people engage in 
these activities to supplement their grocery budget.  Some days, the daily catch may be all there is to eat for 
dinner.  Tacomans who rely on fishing and foraging for their calories are at greater risk of the unhealthy 
consequences of consuming our pollution at greater rates.   
  
Recommend Prioritizing the Repurposing of Surplus Land for New, Public, Open Spaces   
Seattle has done a very poor job of planning to increase public, open spaces to accommodate a growing 
population.  When the weather is pleasant, the parks are packed with people who have little space to do 
anything beyond the perimeter of their lawn blankets, and navigating between lawn blankets is an obstacle 
course of arms, legs, shoes, day packs, picnic baskets, etc.  
  
For inspiration, and perhaps some ideas for solving current urban design problems, please revisit the design 
principles of Fredrick Law Olmsted (1822–1903), often described as the first American landscape architect.  He 
was working when small and mid‐size multi‐family buildings were common in the cityscape.  He understood 
the challenges of designing urban landscapes like the one envisioned the Home in Tacoma Project and 
successfully incorporated public open spaces into densely‐populated cityscapes.  Today, these open spaces are 
highly‐valued, city amenities.   
  
Public open spaces serve many functions in an urban setting including equity (i.e., everyone can use the 
space), recreational opportunities (i.e., exercise, picnics, etc.), community‐building (e.g., fields for team sports, 
space for community gardens, etc.), and a restful place to escape the street of urban life on a sunny lawn or in 
the shade of a large tree.  
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Looking ahead, it is likely that the EPA will require Tacoma to significantly reduce the amount of storm water 
that it discharges into local waters in an effort to improve water quality.  Converting surplus land into new, 
public, open spaces will likely create opportunities for the city to plant large trees and build bioswales which 
are two common strategies for better‐managing storm water.  
  
Recommend Requiring at least One Off‐Street Parking Space per Housing Unit   
Equity demands that every multi‐family building have at least one off‐street parking space per housing unit.  
  
Despite the fact that most people in the Puget Sound region have been choosing to underfund our regional 
transportation system, the city continues to unreasonably assume that the number of vehicles in the city will 
grow more slowly than the population.  Given our urban landscape in the Puget Sound Basin and the 
inadequate, regional, public transportation system, most households will continue to own at least one 
vehicle.  Even people who use public transportation during the week often own a vehicle that they use to 
escape the city on weekends and vacations.  
  
Even the more liberal policy of limiting the number of off‐street parking spaces in multi‐family buildings to less 
than one per housing unit is in conflict with its equity goals.  The wealthier residents of multi‐family buildings 
will rent or purchase limited off‐street parking for the convenience and security leaving the remaining 
residents looking for street parking that may be blocks away.  The more liberal policy continues to fail to 
consider that it may be dark, the weather may be foul, there may be babies and groceries to carry, children to 
herd, criminal behavior to contend with, etc.  Clearly, even the more liberal parking policy creates inequity and 
must be modified so that every multi‐family resident experiences similar conveniences and risks.   
 

I lived on Seattle’s Capitol Hill neighborhood for 10 years before moving to Tacoma 20 years ago.  I understand 
the vision proposed in the Home in Tacoma Project and some of the challenges ahead.  Seattle city 
government liberally permitted real estate investors to demolish buildings including older, larger houses and 
multi‐family buildings where the poor and working class could afford to live, displacing many of them.  Given 
all of my new neighbors, who have moved here from Seattle but have kept their jobs in Seattle, it appears that 
Seattle is now displacing its middle class too.  I request that the City of Tacoma set a high bar ‐ not only 
avoiding displacing our current residents and maintaining our quality of life but ‐ for transforming this crisis 
into an opportunity for making Tacoma an even better place to live.  
  
Sincerely,  
John Geoffrey Corso 
701 N J St 
Tacoma 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rod Cory <rscory@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:22 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Response to your Poorly Planned Changes to Tacoma

City Planning Department & Tacoma City Council. 

  

Is housing in Tacoma unaffordable?  Based on the current market, I would argue no.  If you list your home, it sells within 
a week with multiple offers above your market price.  If the market was unaffordable, wouldn’t these homes sit for an 
extended amount of time? 

When I bought my first home, my interest rate was 8%.  I did what I could to make sure that I saved for projects that my 
home needed and avoided spending my money on things I did not need.  I built equity and moved into a larger home. 

I think the number of participants on your April 7th call showed that while some of our community is in support of 
your  A/ B proposal, there appears to be several gaps in your proposal.  Kudos to you for finally involving the community 
and finding the faults of your proposal.  Now you know your frailties, if you make the unwise decision to move forward. 
To declare that your proposal is to build affordable housing is a fallacy, and to eliminate racism is just not true.  What 
your proposal does promote, is investment from outside our community, and the profits will leave our 
neighborhood.  (see the attached article).  When this committee railroaded the DADU and ADU proposal through, you 
eliminated the requirement that part of the unit be owner occupied.  I live near UPS, and many of these DADUs are 
causing parking problems, and really don’t build a sense of community.  It becomes a slum. 

Besides the obvious neighborhood issues, what impacts will building have on our greenspaces, watershed and 
environment?  At this point the city has a garbage issue.  Let’s address that first. 

What about infrastructure including education?  Will the elementary, middle and high schools be able to house and 
PROPERLY educate our children? 

I think it prudent for this committee to come up with a plan C.  We have several underdeveloped parts of Tacoma where 
a newer community will benefit the entire area. Back to the drawing board or face an uphill legal battle. 

  

 Rod Cory 

253‐221‐6350 

https://www.insightnews.com/minneapolis‐residential‐upzoning‐risks‐unintended‐consequences‐alissa‐luepke‐
pier/article_e2ffa2f2‐af56‐11e9‐8bfa‐43e57ad786ad.html 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Shane Crook <SCrook@andoverco.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:34 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Potential Zoning Changes: Low-Scale & Mid-Scale

Greetings: 
 
I live very close to the Proctor Neighborhood (26th & Junett) and I wanted to voice my STRONG DISAPROVAL of 
the potential zoning changes that the City Planning Dept. is proposing.  
 
I am very much against bringing in 3 – 4 story apartment buildings as well as duplexes, triplexes, and accessory 
dwelling units in this classic and iconic north end neighborhood with early 1900’s architecture (my home was 
built in 1924). 
 
The list of negatives to the neighborhood are numerous (quality of life, parking, traffic, safety, noise, transient 
short term renters which would most certainly increase crime, loss of  mature tree canopy etc. etc.) 
The list is long, not to mention, in my opinion, decrease in property values and as a commercial real estate 
professional, this does not appeal to me or my neighbors. 
 
If you want to reach out to me, my contact information is listed below. 
 
 
 
Regards, 
 
Shane Crook | Vice President 
  

 

P: (206) 336‐5330
C: (206) 579‐1149 
E: scrook@andoverco.com 
W: www.andoverco.com 

 

Corporate Real Estate 
900 SW 16th St, Ste 100 | Renton, WA 98057 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jim Darnton <jimdarnton@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 1:26 PM
To: Planning; Hines, John
Subject: Comment for Home In Tacoma Project

 New Social Contract Required For Home in Tacoma Project 
 
A few years ago I moved back to Tacoma.  I previously lived in a house in a single-family residential 
neighborhood in the Midwest before moving to the Madison 25 apartments in the Proctor District.   
 
It's great to be living in Tacoma again!  However, moving into a densely populated community required 
changes in my behaviour.  Previously I often played loud music in my house (it was well insulated, so the noise 
never bothered the neighbors).  Now, I play music on my headphones.  Previously, my  visitors could park in 
my driveway. Now, they have to drive around a bit to find a parking spot.  Previously, I only needed to know 
about a few ordinances about the upkeep of my house (keeping the grass cut, etc.).  Now, I have to comply with 
the requirements of a lease that is dozens of pages long and rules that include things like when I can run my 
clothes washer.  I don't mind all these rules. In fact, I appreciate them. And I appreciate the building's staff that 
gently remind residents of the rules, so that we all can live in relative harmony.   
 
What I have learned from this move is that any densely populated environment requires more rules and 
restrictions in order for the living environment to remain pleasant for everyone.  In essence, there is a limitation 
on certain personal freedoms when population density increases. That essential truth is missing from the Home 
in Tacoma plan. The plan should review all the restrictions that will be placed on residents to make a densely 
populated city work.  We need to consider issues like noise ordinances and parking restrictions (e.g. parking 
zones limited to residents in that zone and the requirement that due to space restrictions RVs may no longer be 
parked on the street). More importantly, we need to reach community consensus on the new rules and determine 
how to encourage compliance with them.  In short, the Tacoma City Council must face the uncomfortable truth 
that all residents will live under a different social contract than in a city where single-family housing is the 
norm.  Without addressing this new social contract and building consensus around it, Tacoma will evolve into 
just another tightly packed city where the wealthy leave for the suburbs, leaving the poor behind in a slow 
progression of urban decay.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Jim Darnton 
email: jimdarnton@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: g davis <grdavis50@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:09 PM
To: Planning; Ushka, Catherine; Ernsberger, Gregory; Wung, Lihuang; Atkinson, Stephen; 

City Manager; Woodards, Victoria
Subject: Home in Tacoma project

To all concerned: 
 
This public comment is sent filled with questions about the attempt to remake the city of Tacoma. 
 
My main concern is why does no one seem to know anything about this?  The Planning Commission 
claims community engagement over the last year yet none of myself or the 10 neighbors on our dead 
end street, all of whom are highly engaged, received any mailers or  
emails concerning any part of this proposal.  Many of the comments at the zoom April 7 meeting 
echoed this concern.  These new sweeping concepts will never be accepted without wholesale public 
support.  Slow it down, engage the residents or you'll end up with  
it on the ballet where it will be crushed by an angry, unconsulted citizenry stuck in pandemic isolation.
 
My next, just as major concern is the scale and lack of specifics of the project.  Why use the whole 
city in the experiment?  Why not initiate pilot projects in neighborhoods willing to try it out?  A short 
time frame is proposed for developing standards for the project, something the City has never been 
great at.  Take a drive around central Tacoma seeing what the City has allowed in new construction 
of late.  Looks remarkably like the "new" Ballard of Seattle where not a craftsman is left, just a sea of 
"modern" 2-4 unit or 3-4 story boxes not resembling your quaint pictures which "developers" will opt 
for every time as the easiest, most efficient to build.  The result in one of the most walkable areas on 
the west coast is streets clogged with insufficient parking, infrastructure not to mention loss of all 
character and livability and higher than ever exclusionary rents, purchase prices. 
 
Myself and most of our neighborhood are concerned about diversity, equity in housing and open to 
new ideas how to solve issues.  None of us are willing to hand over the entire city along with an open 
slate of standards not to mention an erasure of tax liability on investment properties. For future growth 
the entire city road/sidewalk system is crumbling, water and sewer facilities inadequate, schools 
inadequate but you propose a 8-12 year tax hiatus for developers? 
 
There are many more questions but these two need sufficient answers before any support will be 
considered for the "missing middle" concept. 
 
Please slow it down and do a far better job of informing the public. 
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Grace Davis 
1207 E 30th St 
Tacoma, Wa 98404 
grdavis50@yahoo.com 
206 849 5946 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Matt D <mdelaney78@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 12:06 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Hello Planning commission, 
 
After review of the purposed project, I ask that you put this purposed action on hold for the time being. I don’t believe 
that most residents are aware of the plans and not enough has been done to advertise the implications of the purposed 
plan. Though I applaud your efforts to get affordable housing to a population that desperately needs it, and improve 
racial equity at a time when a magnifying glass watches heavily over the city, it is unfair to lifelong residents of Tacoma 
such as myself to impose new standards without adequate time to do our own research(or even truly be notified of the 
plans.) From initial review there was not enough attention paid to critical items like; safety, taxing of infrastructure, 
property value, & school zoning. Please Tacoma, do a better job, include everyone in the process.  
 
Best regards, 
 
Matt DeLaney 
 
 



From:  Felicity Devlin, Tacoma 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners, 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposals for Low-scale 
Infill and Mid-scale Zoning.  I frequently listen to Planning Commission 
meetings and I appreciate the huge amount of volunteer time you dedicate to 
the City as commissioners.   I’ll first briefly comment on Low-scale Infill. 
 
Low-scale Infill:   
I was impressed by the Planning Department’s efforts in crafting the Low-scale infill 
proposal:  The proposal was developed over several years; the public was kept apprised 
of ongoing developments through public presentations; feedback was requested, for 
example via the infill survey; and the public’s concerns appear to have been considered in 
honing the proposal.  
 
Low-scale infill will allow a variety of housing types that I hope will provide a greater 
range of housing choices, and possibly prices, than are currently available in our 
neighborhoods.   
 
The time the City invested in working with the public and the collaborative nature of the 
project have helped convince me that Low-scale zoning could balance the need to 
provide housing choice with the need to preserve neighborhoods. 
 
I do have concerns:  

 The risk of residents’ displacement as areas are redeveloped  
 The potential loss of well-built, historic housing for new construction 
 Ensuring that this new development helps contribute to affordable housing for 

those most in need (below 50% of AMI). 
 
The PD assures us that these concerns will be addressed in the second phase of the zoning 
process.  But I ask that they be addressed before the zoning changes are included in the 
Comprehensive Plan.  Otherwise there’s a risk that these challenges will prove 
impossible to solve or will be put on the back burner.  (This was the case with the MUC 
Rezoning, 2007-09.  The Comprehensive Plan was changed first, with reassurances that 
mitigation to reduce impacts (master planning, increased open space, design standards) 
would follow.  Such mitigation has still to materialize.) 
 
Of particular concern:   

 The success of the program relies heavily on the Planning Department creating 
robust design guidelines for Low-scale infill.  However, we are still waiting for 
design review to be completed for the MUCs.  When will the Planning 
Department get the staff to create and monitor this completely new program? 

 Again, Design Review should be created first, before low-scale infill is allowed in 
neighborhoods. 

 
 



Mid-scale Zoning Proposals:   
I apologize for the length of these comments.  But due to the minimal time provided for 
public discussion and the scale of these proposals, I have a multitude of questions and 
concerns. 
 
The abrupt rollout of the Mid-scale proposal is stunning.  As is the scale of the proposed 
rezoning:  from 25% to 60% of Tacoma’s neighborhoods.  The potential for disruption to 
existing neighborhoods is far greater than what Low-scale infill will bring.  And yet the 
vast majority of the public was unaware of the Mid-scale proposal until very recently.  
All public outreach was focused on Low-scale infill.   
 
It’s particularly disturbing to realize that residents of areas zoned Mid-scale shouldn’t 
merely prepare to receive a few new dwellings on their street; they should anticipate the 
wholesale redevelopment of their neighborhood into a Mid-scale  “transition zone” 
between a high density MUC and low-scale neighborhoods.   
 
Despite the scale of these proposals, I’ve seen no in-depth analysis of the potential 
impacts of Mid-scale zoning.  It seems that the Planning Department is about to unleash a 
vast experiment on Tacoma with little warning to the public and inadequate discussion or 
evaluation of what may result.   
 
My concerns fall into two categories: 
 - The speed with which this proposal is being pushed forward  
 - The proposal’s potential negative impacts and lack of concrete mitigation 
 
 
Mid-scale is being pushed forward too fast, with insufficient 
outreach to the public and insufficient collaboration  
 
Insufficient Public Awareness:   

 The Planning Department states that it has conducted comprehensive outreach.  
However, this outreach concerned only Low-scale infill, not Mid-scale.  Until 
recently, Mid-scale development received only the barest mention in public 
outreach. 

 The survey soliciting public feedback focused on Low-scale housing; it did not 
include any examples of 3 and 4 story apartment buildings.   

 The Home in Tacoma Café’s and presentations to neighborhood councils did not 
include discussion of Mid-scale development. 

 The City cannot extrapolate from residents’ answers to questions on Low-scale 
infill and presume they reflect their opinions about Mid-scale development. 

 While I appreciate the PD’s efforts to publicize Low-scale infill, even that 
outreach hasn’t reached a large section of the Tacoma public.  Developers, 
housing advocates and others whose job it is to pay attention will have had the 
topic on their radar.  The general public in the middle of a pandemic has other 
concerns.  A response of 870 to the infill survey is about ½ of one percent of 
Tacoma’s population.  It is not a random sample and it is not representative. 

 
 



Insufficient opportunities for input: 
 The Low-scale infill proposal gathered public input over many months.  For the 

Mid-scale proposal, residents had just one month after they received the 
notification postcard to get educated and respond to what is proposed.   

 And they first have to be aware of the need to respond.  It’s not realistic or fair to 
expect residents who are contending with a pandemic to have zoning issues top of 
mind. 

 I understand how frustrating it can be to try getting people’s attention.  But the 
postcard sent to notify residents of the Zoning changes lacked any sense of 
urgency.  On seeing the header inviting the reader to “Help shape the future of 
housing in Tacoma,” most recipients would have thought this was something they 
could safely put aside.  Most of my neighbors don’t remember receiving it. 

 There’s also the significant problem of inequitable access to the Internet.  Some 
residents are at a complete disadvantage because they can’t access the public 
information documents or attend the public hearing.   

 
 
Inadequate communication of what’s intended: 

 The information provided in the information packet does not clearly communicate 
what is proposed. Mid-scale zoning is merely described as: “Mid-scale 
multifamily, Live-work, Limited retail/office.”  But Planning Commission 
meetings have made it clear that apartment blocks of up to 4 stories are 
envisioned.  Not spelling out this essential detail lacks transparency. 

 In the “Project Overview,” the graphic showing “Mid-scale Residential Housing 
and Transition to Low-scale Residential” gives the impression that mid-scale 
buildings will be confined to the edge of a neighborhood.  It does not convey what 
is actually being proposed—that is, allowing 3 to 4 story buildings to be built 
throughout that neighborhood.    

 Most significantly, it does not clearly spell out that the ultimate goal is for a mid-
scale neighborhood to become a “transition zone.”  

 
 
The risk of negative impacts; the lack of concrete mitigation 
 
Will Mid-scale Zoning create affordable housing?   

 Charts provided by the City’s consultants indicate that Mid-scale zoning will not 
provide affordable housing for those experiencing the greatest housing needs, 
those making from 0 – 50% AMI.  Missing middle development will serve those 
making over 80% AMI.  And, if mid-scale buildings are allowed in 
neighborhoods across the city, it’s likely that developers will focus on 
neighborhoods where they can reap the greatest ROI by building high-end 
apartments.  

 The MUCs are zoned for mid-scale apartment buildings and are already providing 
housing at 80% AMI.  Proctor has gained around 300 units and hundreds more 
units are coming.  Development is also gearing up in the Hill Top, Stadium and 
6th Ave MUCs.   

 Much additional space is available for similar development in all the MUCs. 



 Tacoma’s Director of Planning recently stated that the City targets development 
to the MUCs in order to “protect and enhance established neighborhoods.” 

 If we want to create affordable housing, why isn’t the City utilizing the MUCs?  
Proctor has proved especially profitable to developers. The City should require 
developers to include affordable units in Proctor multi-family buildings or pay 
into a housing trust fund. 

 
 
How will environmental impacts be mitigated? 

 Houses in Tacoma’s older neighborhoods are densely packed.  A three or four 
story apartment building inserted into such a setting will tower over its neighbors, 
shading out solar panels on roofs, casting shade onto previously sunny gardens, 
and eliminating privacy.  

 Tacoma has the lowest assessed tree canopy in the Puget Sound region.  Large 
development projects will remove trees.  And once a building covers most of a 
lot, tree cover can’t be grown back. 

 The planning document makes the claim that extra open space will be created.  
How is this possible when a Mid-scale structure will actually cover up open space 
that was previously available?  

 Mid-scale neighborhoods will become more congested and must accommodate 
more traffic.  Since, unfortunately, we should anticipate that people will own cars, 
streets will become choked with vehicles.  The PD acknowledges these mid-scale 
zones will also become noisier. 

 The PD acknowledges these problems.  But I would like to see the details on how 
they will be mitigated. 
 

 
Uneven and unpredictable impacts on neighborhoods:   

 The PD surmises that Mid-scale change will come gradually.  But change is 
already rapid in some neighborhoods, such as the URX zone near 6th Ave. 

 Mid-scale zoning will open up new and rewarding development potential.  An 
apartment building that can rise up 3 or 4 stories will gain expensive mountain 
and water views in certain neighborhoods, such as McKinley, Lincoln, Hill Top, 
Proctor.  These neighborhoods could thus be especially vulnerable to large-scale 
redevelopment and displacement.   

 In areas that promise a high ROI, Mid-scale zoning will provide perverse 
incentives for developers to snap up the most affordable properties to redevelop 
into high-end apartment buildings that will provide the highest rents. 

 How will the City retain control over the number and location of mid-scale 
developments?  Will it be up to the free market to decide according to its own 
priorities? 

 As the new development potential increases the value of properties around MUCs, 
some homeowners will be incentivized to sell up and move out. 

 Others will leave as their neighborhood changes around them.  It’s likely the 
existing neighborhood will unravel. 

 It’s jarring to realize that it’s actually the City’s intention for these neighborhoods 
to redevelop into “transitional zones.”  These are established neighborhoods and 
people’s communities we’re talking about, not merely pink circles on a map. 



 
 
How will the PD create effective design guidelines to make Mid-scale 
structures compatible with the existing streetscape? 

 The design policies in the updates for the Comprehensive Plan appear written 
with only Low-scale infill in mind.   

 Policy DD-4.4 promotes Missing Middle housing and states infill will be 
“consistent with the massing and scale of neighboring structures” and will use 
“compatible design language.”   

 Policy DD-4.3 encourages “residential infill development that complements the 
general scale, neighborhood patterns, and natural landscape features of 
neighborhoods.”   

 Policy DD-4.13 seeks to update Tacoma’s zoning standards in order to promote 
the housing supply “while ensuring that infill housing complements neighborhood 
scale and patterns.”   

 The Staff Report, pg. 6, states that Missing Middle housing can achieve a lower 
perceived density because the scale and form will be similar to a single-family 
house. 

 Throughout the documents on the Home in Tacoma website, the promised design 
standards apply only to Low-scale development.  Four story apartment buildings 
cannot reflect the scale of a neighboring bungalow or 1 ½ story craftsman, nor can 
its form be similar to a single-family house. 

 The PD has offered no specific guidelines for how such visual transitions could be 
created.  And I suspect that Mid-scale buildings won’t be required to 
“complement” the existing neighborhood because the vision is for the Mid-scale 
buildings to replace the existing neighborhood to create the transition zone. 

 And if a neighborhood doesn’t fully transition, then the streetscape will be left as 
an incongruous mix of large apartment buildings and small houses. 

 I’m very concerned by the likelihood that streets will transform into a jumble of 
ill-assorted buildings.  Tacoma’s cohesive and visually appealing neighborhoods 
are amongst its most valuable assets. 

 
 
Mid-scale zoning appears to risk the destruction of well-built, “carbon 
neutral” housing stock:  

 Goal DD-13 of the Comp Plan aims to “protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic 
and cultural character.” Policy DD-13.1 Encourages “the protection and 
restoration of high-quality historic buildings.” 

 However, the newly added Policy DD-13.10 only discourages “demolitions and 
supports reuse and conversions of existing viable structures where feasible and 

consistent with the growth vision for the area” (my italics).  This policy provides 
a huge exception to the overall goal of preserving historic buildings.  In Mid-scale 
areas, preserving houses will rarely be deemed “feasible” because they can’t 
easily be converted into 4 story apartment buildings.   

 Several of the Mid-scale zones are around the Neighborhood MUCs, which 
contain some of the oldest housing stock in the City, with many houses over 80 
years old.  Not only are these houses historic, they are also built to a standard of 



durability not met by most modern construction.  They will continue to provide 
housing long into the future without increasing our carbon footprint. 

 We should not be specifically targeting these irreplaceable resources for 
demolition.   New buildings, even when built to the highest environmental 
standards, take decades to pay back the carbon emissions generated from the 
construction and demolition process. 

 
 
Mid-scale zoning is being presented as a blunt instrument.  It requires 
much greater refinement: 

 The Scenarios Map indicates in pink all the areas that are suggested for Mid-scale 
rezoning.  Thus it appears that the default position is that these areas are all 
equally appropriate for rezoning.  If residents fail to comment on their 
neighborhood, will the Planning Commission presume that they have no concerns 
and recommend the neighborhood should be zoned Mid-scale?  

 As the PD is aware, Tacoma’s neighborhoods are very varied and differ greatly in 
their capacity to absorb growth and retain livability.   Some areas are already 
growing rapidly and should not be opened up to yet more development. 

 If Mid-scale zoning is to be contemplated at all, I ask that it be done with a fine-
tuned focus and with reference to the actual, diverse characteristics of the 
neighborhoods concerned rather than to circles drawn on a map.  
 

 Criteria could include: 
 The risk of a neighborhood merely being opened up for high-end 

development 
 Amount of growth the area is already experiencing and future projected 

growth (under current zoning) 
 Ideal growth targets: assessment of maximum density before livability is 

severely degraded 
 Vulnerability to displacement of existing residents 
 Risk of high-quality housing stock being incentivized for demolition 
 Width of streets and ability to accommodate more congestion 
 Current density of a neighborhood 
 Amount of potential open space 
 The number of public amenities in an area and their capacity 
 Adequacy of existing infrastructure, such as sewer and water 
 Adequacy of current transit service and capacity for future growth 
 Ability to accommodate more traffic and provide adequate street parking 

 
 

Conclusion: 
As it stands, I don’t support the Mid-scale Zoning proposal.  The proposal is huge in 
scope.  The proposed mitigation is too vague, the benefits dubious and unpredictable, and 
the possibility of real harm being done to our neighborhoods too great. 
 
I ask that the City greatly extend the project timeline, conduct far more public outreach, 
collaborate with residents, and provide analysis and discussion of the potential impacts of 
Mid-scale zoning before incorporating it in the Comprehensive Plan. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Russ Dial <russdial@protonmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:37 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

To whom it may concern, 

Although I was born and raised in Seattle, we were economically evicted years ago when a developer 
purchased and renovated our apartment building and raised our rent by 50%. Our household was effectively 
priced out of the City of Seattle by 2013, even with two earners, a union job and decent wages. We know 
firsthand that growth needs to be done carefully and with priority towards securing affordability for long-term 
residents. From what we have seen in rising rents, home values, and homelessness, it doesn't seem that has 
been the case in our region thus far. It begs the question, where are people originally from Seattle and 
Tacoma supposed to relocate to next, as housing cost pressures continue to displace families? Upzoning alone 
will not solve the affordability crisis.   

While we recognize there is a need for much more housing in the region and that scarcity is a factor in the 
lack of affordability, we feel that Home in Tacoma needs improvement in concrete and specific programming 
providing benefit to the existing community. Dramatic upzoning could create an even more lucrative 
environment for investors and attract more and more prosperous buyers, thus driving up home values to the 
point where ownership would become cost-prohibitive on the basis of taxes and services, a trend that has 
accelerated rapidly in the six years that we have owned our home here. 

Alternatively, the city could truly lead the region in applying fair, equitable and human-centered solutions to 
this. We don't want to economically displace others, nor do we want to be economically displaced again. We 
believe housing is a human right.  

https://archive.curbed.com/2020/1/30/21115351/upzoning-definition-affordable-housing-gentrification This 
comprehensive article on the pros and cons of upzoning states, “the real debate around upzoning is an 
ideological reckoning over whether housing is a commodity or a right. Solutions that fail to address this 
question cannot solve the housing crisis.”   

We believe Home in Tacoma must directly address the question of whether housing is a commodity or a right. 
From what it seems so far, this proposal treats housing traditionally as a commodity, with plans that primarily 
stand to benefit developers and the coffers of city revenue and fail to provide a range of beneficial options to 
citizens of any income level and housing status.  

Tacoma should learn from things that Seattle could have done differently. The city kept 75% of land mass 
zoned as single family, which was too much to keep up with housing demand. On top of that, the options for 
homeowner-initiated residential infill such as backyard cottages, ADUs & DADUs were majorly restricted for 
decades, (as here in Tacoma) a lost opportunity for many families. If the laws and programs regarding 
residential infill had been more supportive of homeowners, Seattle might have grown in a way that was 
beneficial to single family homeowners, inclusive to residents of mixed income levels and supportive of 
community ties. Eliminating single family zoning across Tacoma alone will not solve the complexity of the 
issue.  

In Multnomah County, OR, a program paid for "granny flats" to be constructed in people's backyards, provided 
that the homeowner agreed to host a homeless family for a certain time period, after which the flat belongs to 
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the homeowner to use as they wish. This type of arrangement would not be of interest to everyone, but the 
general idea of the city or state helping to subsidize residential infill could go a long way to solving multiple 
problems at once while minimizing displacement. With the significant uptick in permit applications for ADUs & 
DADUs since local zoning changes, we believe there would be significant demand for programs such as this.  

We suggest beefing up the anti-displacement provisions of the plan by providing dedicated funding for 
homeowners who wish to create residential infill on existing property but lack the means to renovate. We need 
more details on the borrowed idea from Denver about financing ADUs & DADUs, such as how and for whom 
that would apply here in Tacoma and what the code & permitting requirements would be.  

The City must also promote and invest in other existing solutions such as dedicated funding or donated land 
for community land trusts as follows, for which “the main barrier is lack of funding.” 
https://www.sightline.org/2019/09/25/the-role-of-community-land-trusts-in-cascadias-quest-for-affordable-
housing/   

Where incentives and tax breaks are available to real estate development firms, citizens also deserve such 
benefits to encourage us to get on board with residential infill while rendering our own housing more 
affordable as we remain rooted in our community.  

What in the Home in Tacoma proposal will guarantee that new construction is affordable? We doubt that 
numbers like 10, 20 or even 30 percent of new construction as affordable will suffice to drive down average 
housing costs.  

The housing shortage has been a pressing concern in Western Washington for so long. It has disrupted and 
strained Washington residents’ social and economic lives. We tend to write it off as "market forces", while 
downplaying the human cost of these trends of growth and displacement which have only accelerated in 
recent years. How will Home in Tacoma be different?  
 
Please be specific and emphasize social justice in concrete ways that are beyond lip service about 
anti-racism and redlining. Marketing affordable units to communities of color is not enough. Without 
effective solutions for residents who have been and are being economically left behind, this legacy of 
inequity will be baked into the upzoned cake, with more affordable, historically lower income 
neighborhoods taking the brunt of the development and its consequences. 

In addition, major infrastructure concerns in Tacoma neighborhoods must be addressed. At our home on 
Tacoma’s Eastside, we have personally experienced a loss due to a side sewer incident caused by negligence 
of the city main (tree root blockage) on the part of Environmental Services. City records show that prior to the 
backup/overflow incident, the sewer main had not been maintained for many years. We are not convinced that 
density could be added in this neighborhood without further negative consequences, barring major upgrade 
and renovation of existing water and sewer utility systems.  

Finally, we believe that fourplexes are better categorized as mid-scale, not low-scale residential 
developments.   

After having attended both Zoom meetings and reviewing available materials on Home in Tacoma, we believe 
that the public needs more time to assess a proposal of this magnitude and importance. The lack of 
specificity and the compressed public review period is concerning. We first heard of this proposal in mid-
March. We cannot recommend either the 'evolve' or 'transform' option without further details. We want to see 
more public awareness, discussion, and a democratic process (such as a voter initiative) to make this decision. 
Otherwise, it risks becoming a land/wealth grab during a pandemic, that does not adequately address the 
urgent need to not only increase but also retain viable structures and housing alternatives for all income levels 
in a just and equitable fashion that is not solely driven by market forces.  
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Sincerely, 
 
Russell & Aries Dial 
 
 
Sent with ProtonMail Secure Email. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: karend@harbornet.com
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:01 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Walker, Kristina; McCarthy, Conor; Hunter, Lillian
Subject: Home In Tacoma - citizen comment letter

Dear Tacoma Planning Commissioners and Honorable City Council Members, 
 
We did not get the “Home in Tacoma” postcard that was mailed out, despite looking for it on advice of an 
informed neighbor, and the information on the website is voluminous and difficult to get though. Overall, my 
reaction is that both proposals are too broad brush and reckless in approach, and lacking basic knowledge of 
individual neighborhoods that City staff should be expected to not only have but incorporate into their planning.
 
My neighbors and I live just outside of the Proctor Commercial District, which is bounded by two schools, a 
library and post office, a couple of banks, and a pair of grocery stores. Those structures provide essential 
neighborhood services and a perfect – planned! – transition from commercial to residential. The neighborhood 
is, for now, walkable and pleasant. 
 
Without our knowing, or being given an opportunity to provide input and raise concerns despite our proximity 
to the zoning change, the commercial district including these transition structures was designated a “mixed use 
center” with no transitional areas between new high rise structures and hundred year old homes. Now, this 
mixed use center is proposed, under both choices laid out by city planners in the “Home in Tacoma Project”, to 
have a buffer around it that would make our homes the transition zone instead? 
 
When we bought our houses, Proctor was not the desirable neighborhood it is now. We put our blood, sweat, 
tears, and dollars into our homes and yards. What we have never had is good enough public transportation for 
us to use the service. We drive to the Tacoma Dome Station to take the train or bus north or south; we walk or 
bike downtown – it’s much faster than the inconvenient local bus service. We know of no plans to put an actual 
transit center anywhere in the north end of the City (perhaps that would be a good use of Cushman Station – 
along with a community center and small park?). Meanwhile, please do not call Proctor a “transit center”; it 
does not meet a credible definition. 
 
We respectfully request that the planning commissioners and the city council send the planning department 
back to the drawing board on this one, and meanwhile, fix the mixed use center zoning to acknowledge the 
existing, sensible transition areas in place in our neighborhood. We do not know the other MUC neighborhoods 
as well, but we request on their residents’ behalf that you fix those as well. 
 
When revisiting the “Home in Tacoma”, please start from these principles:  

1. Every citizen of the city of Tacoma deserves to see the quality of life in their neighborhood maintained 
or improved over time. This means equal or better access to green spaces, public transportation, schools, 
safe walking environments, and healthy food. 

2. No current homeowner should live in constant fear that a building three times the height of their home 
will pop up next door, without setbacks, and without parking.  

1. New structures cannot be more than one story higher than their residential neighbors or more 
than two stories higher than their commercial neighbors. No “incentives” can be given to 
increase heights. 
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2. New structures cannot encroach on the sidewalks and property boundaries; ample space must 
provide a healthy vegetated buffer or rain garden. 

3. New structures must be sited to preserve and protect mature, healthy trees. New trees must be 
credibly large, healthy, and mature to provide shade for summer walkers. Planning staff should 
consult with Tacoma’s urban forester. 

4. Each new residential unit must have a designated parking space in the structure unless it is 
demonstrated that there is adequate space on the street immediately adjacent to the parcel 
boundary. 

3. Planning for new housing in Tacoma cannot successfully be done in isolation from provisions for basic 
urban services like schools, parks, stormwater, and wastewater.  

1. The Planning Department should consult closely with Tacoma Public Schools to see which 
feeder areas are best suited to take an influx of students in the planning horizon. 

2. Planning staff should identify potential locations for pocket parks throughout the city including 
locations of little-used parking lots and other areas that can be de-paved and turned into 
community assets. 

3. The Public Works Department must reduce the service area boundaries for the North End 
Treatment Plant in order to accommodate any additional (especially, large multi-family) sewer 
connections; this plant is already at its design capacity as it awaits all of the Point Ruston, 
Stadium, 6th Avenue and other developments throughout its current service area. 

4. Each Tacoma neighborhood should have a plan that reflects these principles, and City staff must invest 
more time in affected neighborhoods – consider doorbelling and leaving pamphlets stating, “The zoning 
on your home is proposed to be changed under the City’s new plan. We came by to speak with you 
about these plans. Please contact ‘staff person’ at ‘phone number’ and we will be happy to answer your 
questions and hear your ideas for alternative approaches.” 

5. This project needs a full Environmental Impact Statement and analysis, beyond the SEPA checklist. 
6. Please establish a Hearings Examiner in Tacoma as is common in most sizeable cities. This would 

provide a reasonable, cost-effective venue for citizens to express their concerns about projects – in 
contrast to the current system where costly lawsuits at Pierce County Superior Court provide the only 
means to hear valid complaints. 

Thank you for your thoughtful consideration of these comments. We look forward to reviewing a new Home in 
Tacoma proposal accompanied by a new Tacoma Sewer Plan. 
 
Sincerely, 
Karen Dinicola 
3615 N 26th Street 
Tacoma WA 98407 
  



Vanessa & Mark Dolbee       April 9, 2021 

Tacoma resident since 2008 

 

Subject: Home in Tacoma Public Comments 

 

Dear Planning Commission:  

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Home in Tacoma project.  Below are my comments:  

Affordable Housing 

1. True affordable housing can only be achieved by regulatory measures that reduce the cost of 
housing via restrictions in rent or sale price to an identified Area Median Income.  I encourage 
Tacoma to participate in these programs to advance true affordable housing at all income levels, 
particularly targeting 30% of AMI or less where we see the biggest need.  

2. Missing middle housing is not affordable housing.  This is market rate housing developed in a 
different form then a single-family home.  A variety of housing types does not guarantee 
affordability or attainability for first time home buyers or our work force.  Any home sold on the 
free market will sell for what the market will bear.  

3. The proposal to “up zone” all single family zones will not create equity or diversity in 
communities.  There are no laws today that prohibit families of any race or background from 
purchasing a single family home, townhome, or condo.  The historic regulations that stemmed 
from the GI Bill that created the disproportionate distribution of wealth and race in our 
communities was based on discriminatory lending practices not zoning.  In turn, changing zoning 
cannot and will not undue these past inequities.   

4. Up zoning all neighborhoods in this community to incentivize redevelopment (which is what will 
happen) will result in more affordable communities being impacted more by investment 
property purchases and new developments then higher cost communities.  Those few homes 
that are small in size and therefore more attainable for first time home buyers in high 
opportunity areas will be more competitive to purchase, resulting in families competing to buy 
these homes against large home builders and investment property owners with cash on hand.   

5. True market rate attainable housing is the City’s existing housing stock, particularly older smaller 
homes.  The economics of this proposal will undoubtably target these properties for re-
development with new market rate townhomes or duplexes.  Which, if sold on the free market 
will sell for more then the existing small single family home. Retention of the City’s existing 
housing stock is a key factor to preserving attainable and work force housing in our community.  

Suggested Solutions:  

1. Create missing middle zones that permit both midrise and townhome style housing.  Apply these 
zones in areas that make since based on specific factors noted below. This would increase 
housing units to accommodate growth and diversify housing types in a strategic manner.  

2. These zones should be placed in targeted areas and not a blanket application city wide.   
3. The target areas should be focused on the following factors:  



a. Access to high capacity transit (not just one bus stop) 
b. Access to services 

c. Walkability 

d. Considerations should be given for the existing affordable housing stock ensuring these 
homes are retained moving forward.   

e. And most importantly an economics analysis that identifies where these zones will not 
result in displacement and gentrification of our communities.   

Design and Community Considerations 

Assuming we can apply zoning appropriately to meet the goals of accommodating growth and 
affordability. The following factors need to be considered with infill development: 

1. Tree preservation  
2. Neighborhood compatibility in design, bulk, and scale 
3. Pedestrian connectivity through a robust sidewalk system that is designed and developed in an 

urban form with curbs, gutter, and sidewalks.  This is important to ensure that vehicles do not 
park on the City sidewalks.   

4. Access to open space and parks.  As we increase our population and infill our neighborhoods the 
importance of open space and parks increases.  Meaningful green space and open spaces should 
be required for all developments.  

5. Alley access should be required for vehicle parking, ensuring preservation of walkable 
communities.    

Tree Preservation 

As our communities grow, we need to protect the City’s existing urban canopy.  Studies show that trees 
can help mitigate negative environmental factors like heat islands, which have negative health impacts, 
by shading & cooling neighborhoods. Other studies (Hoffman et al, 2020) have shown that this 
disproportionately affects neighborhoods of color or low-income areas, neighborhoods which typically 
have less tree cover and were stigmatized by ‘Red-lining’. In many instances canopy cover density 
perfectly mirrors those boundaries.  To ensure equitable health outcomes for our community an 
emphasis on tree preservation needs to start now.   

Thank you again for the opportunity to comment on this proposal.  

Sincerely, 

 

Vanessa & Mark Dolbee 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Diana Hanno <dianahanno@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 6:39 PM
To: Woodards, Victoria; Thoms, Robert; Hunter, Lillian; Blocker, Keith; 

kirstina.walker@cityoftacoma.org; Planning; downey1954@live.com
Subject: Housing Rezoning Proposal

To Whom it May Concern,  
   My husband and I are residents of Northeast Tacoma on NorthShore Golf Course. My husband purchased the house 
over 24 years ago. It's a peaceful neighborhood, which would most definitely change for the worst should the council 
decide to implement zoning changes.  We are against the changes that you want to implement to our Community.  All of 
us here in this Neighborhood work hard to keep up on our homes, and creating a multi-family housing situation would be 
detrimental to the sanctity of our neighborhood.  We already have a house that is a multi-family residence down the street 
from us and it has created a trashy look with at least 6 to 8 cars parked there..  The land lady who bought the home lives 
is an absentee owner who charges $4000 a month for everyone who lives in that home. 
 
Listed are some of the reasons why you shouldn't change: 
1. What would happen to the value of our homes and property taxes. 
2. Inadequate bus route service 
3. The traffic and noise would increase.  
4. The infrastructure is incapable of handling the increase in population and traffic.  We already 
    are experiencing traffic problems in the area.   
5. Lack of land to build on. 
 
According to your map, you don't indicate several present multi family living communities. 
 
1. Quail Park at Browns Point - Retirement Community 
2. Norpoint Village - Retirement Community 
3- Norpoint Landing Apartments 
4. The Fairways Apartments- Surrounds the Northshore Golf Course  
5. Tuscany at NorthShore - HOA  
6. Heritage Park - Condominiums- Also a Gated Community 
 
We understand the issues concerning affordable housing; however, we should not be held accountable or responsible for 
the mismanagement of public funds for Pierce County Housing.    
 
Alan & Diana Downey 



 
 
April 9, 2021 
 
To: City of Tacoma Planning Commission 
747 Market St. Room 349 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
Subject: Forest Community of Interest at the Puyallup Watershed Initiative Comments on Home in 
Tacoma 
 
Members of the Planning Commission and PDS Staff,  
 
I represent the Forests Community of Interest at the Puyallup Watershed Initiative, which is a 
collaborative body that shares a mission of keeping forestlands forested, and ensuring equitable access 
to the benefits of trees across the Watershed. I am writing you today to share our thoughts and 
recommendations for a holistic approach to infill that will work towards ensuring all residents of Tacoma 
access to the myriad benefits of trees.  
 
The Home in Tacoma effort is needed, and regardless of scenario, it is necessary to enact these changes 
to increase the “missing middle” housing access in Tacoma and begin to tackle Tacoma’s mounting 
affordability crisis. Often, concern about trees is cited as a reason to oppose infill or increasing density in 
urban areas. I want to make it clear that we are a YES to infill housing, and emphasize that we shouldn’t 
have to choose between trees and housing – we can have both, and indeed, need both for a healthy, 
livable urban environment.  
 
In their letter to the planning commission, the City’s Environmental Services department shared a 
concern that the proposed changes might lead to mature tree loss and conversion of plantable areas to 
impervious surfaces. We share this concern, as under current city codes and policies, there is extreme 
potential to lose trees due to any type of development or land use change -- the city does not currently 
have tree preservation codes or even strong incentives for tree preservation. To prevent significant tree 
loss, the City needs to fast track enacting better tree protections and incentives along with this effort. 
Mature, established trees provide vastly more health and stormwater benefits than young trees – 
cutting down a mature tree and planting new tree somewhere else on the lot is not a sufficient 
replacement. 
 

Trees are not a “bonus” in urban areas. There is a strong and growing body of research that shows that 
access to trees and green spaces has direct physical and mental health impacts. Our concern about tree 
loss is rooted in concern about exacerbating existing patterns of tree access – in the City’s own equity 
index, areas of Tacoma that are “lowest opportunity” areas also have the lowest tree canopy cover. A 
recent Urban Heat Island study showed these same areas as being substantially hotter than wealthier 
areas of the city on an extreme heat day. This disinvestment in trees has roots in environmental racism 
and redlining, and we risk exacerbating these patterns if the majority of the higher density infill 
development (like 4-plexes) goes into these areas of the city with no tree codes or incentives.  

https://www.pwi.org/index.cfm?fuseaction=Page.ViewPage&PageID=522
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Letters%20Preliminary%20SEPA%20LU210006%20(2).pdf
http://depts.washington.edu/hhwb/Thm_Risk.html
http://depts.washington.edu/hhwb/Thm_StressPhysiology.html
https://ss-usa.s3.amazonaws.com/c/308468772/media/18215df90cb0d1ad010922147355010/Phase%201%20Research%20Summary%20-%20Tacoma%20Urban%20Forest%20Management%20Plan%2011-12-19.pdf


 
 
Strategies and policies for protecting and growing Tacoma’s existing tree canopy are outlined in the 
City’s 2019 Urban Forest Management Plan1, and the 2015 Environmental Action Plan (N6- “Improve 
regulations to encourage tree preservation and protection on private property and in the City right-of-
way”).  
 
There are also opportunities to alleviate concerns around tree removal and conversion of pervious 
surfaces through the current Home in Tacoma process. Portland provides an example of a jurisdiction 
that incorporated some tree preservation measures within a “missing middle” infill program. One of the 
largest impacts to tree retention was decreasing and eliminating parking requirements for certain types 
of infill, as requiring parking spaces decreases the available space for trees in the right of way. The city 
should consider waiving parking requirements so as to preserve as many existing trees as possible, as 
well as the planting strips where new trees should go, and particularly if they would result in the direct 
preservation of an existing mature or significant tree. Similarly, another strategy suggested during this 
process in Portland to preserve trees within infill developments is to increase flexibility by allowing 
adjustments in lot-line setbacks in exchange for real tree preservation.  
 
Ideally, tree preservation should not be a barrier for someone building an DADU in their backyard to put 
on the rental market. Similarly, infill should not be an excuse for a well-resourced developer to remove 
multiple mature trees and convert a lot to mostly impervious surface without mitigation. We think that 
tackling Tacoma’s outdated tree code with policies outlined in the Urban Forest Management Plan that 
put preservation of significant trees at the forefront in the very near future is imperative, and within this 
process, building in a set of incentives for tree preservation can provide that “yes AND” – yes to infill, 
and yes to trees.  
 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Lexi Brewer (lbrewer@pwi.org) 
Manager, Forests Community of Interest 
Puyallup Watershed Initiative 
1208 S 10th St 
Tacoma, WA 98405 

 
1 Phase 2 of the Urban Forest Management plan outlines short- and mid-term strategies, such as “Update TMC 
with a Heritage Tree Ordinance,” “Develop standard operating procedures and permitting processes for urban 
forest management by 2022 that are aligned with TMC,” and “Implement the Trees and Sidewalks Operations Plan 
(Plan Phase 3, coming 2021) to eliminate improper tree removals and reduce future hardscape conflicts.” 
https://ss-
usa.s3.amazonaws.com/c/308468772/media/30025e8e44288d21005853766553642/Tacoma%2C%20WA%20Urba
n%20Forest%20Master%20Plan%20-%202019.pdf 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/One.aspx?portalId=169&pageId=179775
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Sustainability/Tacoma_EAP.pdf
https://www.portland.gov/sites/default/files/2020-08/exhibit_a_rip_findings_adopted1.pdf
https://ss-usa.s3.amazonaws.com/c/308468772/media/30025e8e44288d21005853766553642/Tacoma%2C%20WA%20Urban%20Forest%20Master%20Plan%20-%202019.pdf
https://ss-usa.s3.amazonaws.com/c/308468772/media/30025e8e44288d21005853766553642/Tacoma%2C%20WA%20Urban%20Forest%20Master%20Plan%20-%202019.pdf
https://ss-usa.s3.amazonaws.com/c/308468772/media/30025e8e44288d21005853766553642/Tacoma%2C%20WA%20Urban%20Forest%20Master%20Plan%20-%202019.pdf


1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Alyson Frederick <alysun_5@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:38 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Future of Housing in Tacoma Feedback

Hi, 
 
I am sending my feedback on the future of housing in Tacoma via email, as I was unable to attend the Zoom 
yesterday. While I am all for more affordable and diverse housing, and despise urban sprawl, my concern with 
the new proposal is infrastructure, environment and traffic.  I reside in North End Tacoma and am a home 
owner. With the new housing down at Pt. Ruston, from my perspective traffic has already increased 
significantly on N Orchard, along with Pearl and 46th St. As much as placing multi‐unit housing near bus lines 
and parks, the weather here is not conducive to pedestrian traffic year‐round, and residents most likely will 
still rely heavily on their personal vehicles. Potholes and hazardous road conditions already exist in the North 
End of Tacoma, and I believe there should be an intense focus on those repairs and resurfacing before there is 
even a chance of new housing expansion in the area.  Getting in and out of North End Tacoma is becoming 
more of a bare as well, with either 30th St hill that takes a beating every day from commuters, along with 
Ruston Way and Schuster Parkway. The other roadways will see a heavy increase in traffic as well and with 
construction on the 5 fwy never ending, I only foresee it getting worse. Let alone an aging sewer system and 
power grid that will need to take on a lot more use, as the building sizes increase and number of residents 
along with that.  
 
Environmental impacts are another huge concern, as with larger housing, comes a larger footprint. I fear that 
more trees that are so important to our native wildlife for shelter, food, nesting, perching will be cut down to 
make room for these new housing plans. Of course, the oxygen they produce is all important as well. I believe 
there should be environmental enforcements in place to keep trees that are on property or increase native 
habitat surrounding. There is so much at play, just in the realm of environmental impacts the larger dwellings 
could affect. 
 
Noise and light pollution will increase with more tenants and larger dwellings. 
 
My takeaway, is a request to please heavily focus on infrastructure, environmental impact and traffic metrics 
before proceeding with the plan of multi‐unit residential housing in Tacoma.  
 
Thank you for your time and have a great day! � 
 
Alyson 



Tacoma Planning Commission 
Tacoma Municipal Bldg. 
747 Market Street 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
Sent to: planning@cityoftacoma.org  
 
April 7, 2021 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members, 
 
Thank for opportunity to comment on Home in Tacoma.  I appreciate the time and thought that 
has gone into developing the current proposals.   
 

1. I support the goal of diversifying housing types throughout single family neighborhoods 
and believe when done correctly, this can enhance existing neighborhoods and create 
stronger communities.  However, the current large package of proposed changes is 
somewhat difficult to understand and I am concerned it may not achieve the desired 
outcomes.  While I support the stated goals, several may be conflicting e.g., higher 
densities and preservation of tree canopy; allowing 3-4 stories throughout large areas of 
the city and statements about preserving existing housing stock.  

 
2. Option 1 (Evolve Tacoma) is preferred over Option 2 (Transform Tacoma) at this time 

and will allow Tacoma to change, make adjustments to learn what works and what 
doesn’t and allowing more diversified neighborhoods.   With a solid package of design 
standards and targeted incentives, this Option could achieve the desired goal of 
diversifying housing types and offering more affordable housing to a wider range of 
people.  Option 2, (3-4 story structures with reduced setbacks, parking, and bulk 
standards and which may include retail and small businesses) would require extensive 
changes to city infrastructure and creates far too much uncertainly for current residents, 
homeowners and investors throughout the city at this time.   

 
3. The city should only adopt this package with the full complement of design standards 

and incentives since the ‘devil is in the details’ and it is impossible to fully understand 
impacts to infrastructure, costs to city, or short and long term implications without 
these details as part of the package.  Since many of the proposed goals and policies 
conflict with each other, is difficult to ascertain which goal will prevail.  Only with the 
detailed design package, regulations and incentives can the proposal be fully 
understood.   These packages should be put together with financiers, developers and 
architects and ecologists to ensure the package actually achieves the sought after goals. 
 

4. Revisions needed to option 1: 
a. Mid-scale residential should be removed from the package except when 

located in a true ‘transit-rich’ environment such as along high capacity transit 
corridors (e.g., LINK and bus rapid transit routes) or adjacent to centers served 

mailto:planning@cityoftacoma.org


by high capacity transit which can actually support reductions in parking.  In no 
circumstance should mid-scale residential be located along any street classified 
as residential (e.g., S. Adams, S. Washington, East F, East I)  

b. With adoption of a full package (policies, designations, design standards and 
incentives), the city should also require an in-depth biennial review of all the 
developments that occur under the plan to ensure the goals are being met and 
negative impacts are addressed; revisions may be necessary. 

 
5. The City has had a 30 year plan to develop a variety of Mixed Use Centers to 

accommodate anticipated growth.  Of the 13 centers, only a handful (Tacoma Mall, 
Downtown, Proctor, Stadium) have experienced some new development and only in the 
past 5-6 years.  The City should carefully analyze the regulations, infrastructure and 
incentives in these areas to identify why more growth has not occurred in all centers.  
The city should analyze why growth is not occurring in all centers and focus 
infrastructure investments and incentives in these areas as a priority since this is 
where the greatest number of housing units can be realized in the shortest amount of 
time. 

 
6. Address current housing conflicts to this plan.  Consider regulating other items that 

influence housing conditions, demand and affordability.  
a. Vacation rentals are big business.  Tacoma should consider limits to the number 

of vacation rentals along with permits and fees that can be driven back into 
housing assistance. A quick search of AirBNB shows an excess of 300+ units 
available in Tacoma on any given date. Adding more rentals does not necessarily 
bring down the price of housing if we continue to allow uncontrolled access to 
vacation and nightly rentals, and Puget Sound is a popular vacation destination. 

b. Tacoma needs better codes, practices and policies regarding rentals.  Too many 
people live in substandard housing.  Tacoma should create a program that 
requires landlords to provide decent rental housing with clean air, energy 
efficiency and safe access.  Rentals should be required to pass city inspection 
every 3 years to ensure rentals in Tacoma provide decent housing for all. 

 

Thank you again for bringing the conversation forward about how we can best provide housing for all 
Tacoma residents, today and for future generations.   

Sincerely, 

Kimberly Freeman 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kristy Fry <kristyfry31@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 8:27 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Mid scale housing proposal 

First, I'm very much in support of increasing housing density in Tacoma. But, we HAVE to fix infrastructure 
first. I live on Tacoma's Eastside in the Dometop neighborhood where there is a SIGNIFICANT issue due to the 
lack of storm water infrastructure. If we don't correct the storm water issue on Strawberry Hill and Dometop, we
run BIG environmental risks if we upzone further. The increased density and infill would make an already 
precarious situation worse. 
 
The Eastside has a LONG history of being undeserved this is most apparent when walking around on a rainy 
day. Especially on East L Street and Valley View Terrace where there are no sidewalks and storm water runs 
straight down the hill to the Puyallup River. We can do better than this.  
 
I also feel it's important to target derelict properties for redevelopment, walking around, you'll find dozens, 
including the former Gault Middle School, let's get these properties cleaned up and redeveloped, let's get our 
infrastructure ready for infill, then we can talk about housing density.  
 
Kristy Fry  
 
Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device 
Get Outlook for Android 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Melinda Gordon <melinda.m.gordon@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment on Home In Tacoma

Hello, 
 
Thank you for taking my comment. I am writing to say I am opposed to the rezoning plans presented as part of 
the Home In Tacoma project and my concerns include but are not limited to the following: 

1. Density does not equal affordability and I think it is irresponsible to be representing this proposal as an 
effort to create affordable housing. The types of housing that have been created in Proctor etc. have done 
nothing to combat homelessness or displacement and this plan seems to encourage more of the same. 

2. There is not enough protection against demolition. This plan actually seems to encourage demolition by 
replacing single family homes with large apartment complexes in order to create the missing middle. My 
entire neighborhood and surrounding areas are proposed to be replaced by the missing middle in 
scenario 2.  Talking points of this "not happening overnight" are of no comfort to me. My husband and I 
thought we were purchasing our forever home and at no point in our lives do we want our family home 
to be completely hemmed in like the Victorian near N 8th and Prospect. I'm concerned that not even the 
historic district will be protected from this plan. 

3. Design standards cannot be made to wait until this initiative has already gotten started. There are too 
many examples in the city of recent development being completely out of scale and style of existing 
neighborhoods and the lack of protection for existing single family homes in terms of proper setbacks 
and shadowing is horrifying. 

4. Too sweeping of a plan. I agree with testimony in the recent zoom meeting about how there needs to be 
a pilot program for this before imposing such a sweeping change on the city. 

5. There has not been enough public engagement. The pace of this change has been too quick for normal 
circumstances, let alone in the midst of a global pandemic while families are scrambling and cannot pay 
as much attention to zoning matters as they might want to. 

6. Infrastructure plans, impact fees, environmental impacts and parking plans need to be further developed. 
Schools are already overcrowded and the city seems to be having a hard enough time supporting the 
current density. 

7. I strongly believe that this type of change should require a vote from the people.  

Thank you. 
 
Melinda Gordon 
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From: Judith Greene <jhgreene67@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:29 PM
To: Planning; Thoms, Robert
Cc: Walker, Kristina; McCarthy, Conor; Hunter, Lillian
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project – citizen letter

April 9, 2021 
Home In Tacoma Project – citizen letter 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and City Council Members, 
 
I did not get the postcard the city mailed out and the information on the website is difficult for me and my neighbors to 
get through. I am in my 80s and I think that what you are proposing to do sounds terrible. You say that too much of the 
city is single family, but every house that goes on the market is snapped up. Tacoma is always going to need single family 
homes, and this proposal is going to make sure there are fewer and fewer of them. 
 
Both proposals will get rid of too many good houses, like my daughter’s family’s home, and good neighborhoods that 
attract people here. The city should focus on improving neighborhoods that are not currently as desirable. Where you 
add multi family, be sure you’re also adding parks and open spaces for the children, and make sure there is enough 
parking available. 
Both of the proposed maps with pink and yellow buffer areas throughout the city are too much of a broad brush 
approach. Instead, how about identifying specific blocks and parcels where apartment buildings make sense? They 
should be near similar properties so Tacoma’s many neighborhoods will maintain their distinct feeling with transitions in 
between them. Multi family is fine if it’s not dwarfing the buildings next door.  
 
Please also preserve mature trees, we’ve lost too many and we need to plant more. Don’t reduce building setbacks to 
where the only vegetation is scrawny, unkempt trees and weeds. Tacoma is becoming an urban heat island and climate 
change is going to make healthy shade trees and evergreen bushes even more important for my grandchildren and their 
kids.  
 
Thank you for considering these comments. Covid is a terrible time to make big sweeping changes like this project. We 
really don’t know how things are going to be when the pandemic ends, and what prior trends are going to continue, 
particularly the growth. Please focus on building truly affordable housing where possible, with walkable streets to 
schools and parks and grocery stores. Identify more sites for homeless shelters like the one behind the church at 6th and 
Orchard. The big developers don’t need the City’s help to pad their bottom line. All of Tacoma’s neighborhoods deserve 
to be better served by the planning department. 
 
Sincerely, 
Judith H. Greene 
8201 6th Ave #331 
Tacoma WA 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Karen Haas <karenstoryteller@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:36 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on Home in Tacoma

Dear Tacoma Planning Commission, 
 
While we are well aware of the need for increased housing in Tacoma, we do have some concerns. 
 
-Infrastructure. This needs to be one of the main items addressed BEFORE adding housing.  Transportation, roads, police, stormwater, etc are 
all stretched to the max with existing residents.  We shudder to think of the chaos that will result from adding people before infrastructure needs 
are addressed. 
 
Related to that: 
-Developers MUST be held accountable in paying their fair share of said infrastructure improvements.  Current residents cannot be held 
accountable or taxes will soar to a rate that many of us will be forced to move. 
 
-We live in a neighborhood with mostly small houses on small lots.  We’ve looked around and have realized: we cannot afford rent in 
Tacoma.  But we have been able to afford our house.  This concerns us - in changing the small dwelling, lower income neighborhoods to mostly 
apartments, the cost of housing will actually rise for many of us. 
 
Many of us in the aforementioned small houses are concerned: should we bother making any improvements to our houses, or should we just 
be planning on having our houses demolished when we move?  We’re not planning on moving in the foreseeable future, but this is a major 
consideration.  We’ve heard it said, “existing structures will not be demolished.”  How, then, will more apartments be shoehorned in?   
 
Developers are already chomping at the proverbial bit. While we heard “change will be slow”, we’ve seen otherwise in too many other 
communities.  We’re already getting numerous “we’ll buy your house as is!” offers, which is clearly “we just want your land”.  There needs to be 
some sort of clear, enforceable structure or guidelines in place to make sure this does not turn into a free-for-all for developers, destroying 
communities as they raze sturdy homes, erect flimsy unaffordable multi-family slums, and tax existing residents out of the neighborhood. 
 
Thank you for taking all the many comments you have received into consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Karen & Patrick Haas 
3349 S Cushman, Tacoma, WA   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hayley Henry <hayley.henry@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2021 11:05 AM
To: Planning
Subject: In Opposition of Affordable Home in Tacoma/rezoning proposal

To Whom it May Concern,   
  
I am writing in opposition of the City of Tacoma Planning Commissions new Home in Tacoma affordable 
housing/rezoning proposal.   
I strongly opposed the 2019 Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulation proposal in my neighborhood of 
Strawberry Hill and I strongly oppose your ongoing project which is a rebrand of the last proposal.   
  
Let me refresh your memory on the outcome of the 2019 Future Land Use Implementation Summary of 
Planning Commission Review and Recommendations for the E L St & E 29th.   

"The Planning Commission recommends maintaining the existing zoning and re‐designating these 
properties in the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan as Multi‐Family (Low Density) rather 
than Multi‐Family (High Density), consistent with the current zoning. Furthermore, the Commission 
recommends a reconsideration of the View Sensitive Overlay District and the application of the District 
Citywide”.   
  
“The recommendations  are supported by the following considerations:”  

 Public Testimony  
 The existing zoning is supports missing middle housing  
 High density zoning is supported in the McKinley Neighborhood Center  
 Potential View Impacts  
 Establishing appropriate zoning transitions  
 Lack of adequate supporting services and infrastructure  
 Lack of connectivity to surrounding business districts  

  
Document is listed on:   
2019 Amendment PC Recommendations (6‐19‐19) size reduced.pdf (cityoftacoma.org)   
  

  

What has changed since 2019 when rezoning was not recommended in the Strawberry Hill neighborhood? Have you 
followed through with the recommendations to provide equitable distribution and protection to homeowners city wide 
with the application of the View Sensitive Districts?  

I recently received a notice (received on 3/9/2021) that the Tacoma Planning Commission is looking to rezone Tacoma 
for the 2nd time since 2019. Specific to my immediate concerns is the transition of my neighborhood (Strawberry Hill) to
the new proposed zoning designations of "Low‐Scale Residential" and "Mid‐Scale Residential" (or in Scenario 2, 
entirely "Mid-Scale Residential"). Frankly, these do not seem far removed from the existing zoning designations 
of "Multi-Family Low Density" and "Multi-Family High Density", respectively. In fact, this seems more of a 
rebranding and a proposal that even more aggressively impacts the Strawberry Hill neighborhood than what was 
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proposed in 2019 (2019 Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments)- which our local 
community was strongly and vocally against.  I find it such a disappointment that another attempt to rezone the 
neighborhood and rebrand/rename the last plan utterly disregards the voices of the community who banded together, 
had a voice, and strongly voted against this. As a leader of this community, I'm asking you to listen and honor the 
voices of the people who live in the community that would be directly impacted by the proposed plan.  
    
As a homeowner in this area, I strongly disagree with scenario 2. Specifically, imposing a vaguely defined new "Mid‐Scale
Residential” zoning to the entire area of Strawberry Hill (impact area in the map is roughly south of East 28th St to 
McKinley Road, east of East I St to East M St). Scenario 2 imposes a redefined zoning that effectively makes 
the entire area what would currently be considered “Multi-Family High Density”. Such a push was recently 
(~July 2019) met with strong feedback from our local community that this was a negative and unwelcomed 
change to our neighborhood. This is a historic Tacoma neighborhood (despite not being acknowledged as 
“historic” by Tacoma zoning standards) and is filled with residential family homes built in the early 1900s. 
Scenario 2 presents a drastic change to the neighborhood and risks the neighborhood’s character, at the 
detriment of existing and future homeowners of the neighborhood. If the intent of this new zoning designation is 
to provide “a transition between Centers and Corridors and low-scale neighborhoods” – Scenario 2 directly 
conflicts with this intent in this neighborhood. It simply says all housing in the neighborhood can be 3 to 4 
stories ("Mid-Scale Residential”), even if this is directly next to a small single-family home. Any zoning 
changes should adhere to the concept of a smooth transition between small residential homes and high 
scale/high density housing. Scenario 2 offers no form of smooth transition in Strawberry Hill whatsoever.     
 
Let's keep the character and integrity of our neighborhoods while Tacoma grows.  
 
Thank you,  
Hayley Henry  
 
Sent from Outlook 



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Laura Himes <himes2011@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:44 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comments

Hello Planning Commissioners, 

I attended the public meeting on April 7, read the Home in Tacoma storymap, and played with the ARCGIS Map 
layers.   While I appreciate the goals of the Home in Tacoma Project, I do not believe these zoning changes will result in 
the end goal of affordable housing.  If the end goal is affordable housing, the words “we can encourage developers to offer 
affordable units in larger projects” is not really reassuring. It reminds me of Lucy and Charlie Brown with the football – 
are you foolish enough to think that developers care about affordable housing especially when there are literally no sticks 
at all to enforce if they take your incentives, build some monstrosity, and bait and switch?!  

I fully disagree with the transform housing scenario.  I would be potentially amenable to the evolve housing scenario if 
appropriate procedures and guardrails existed and the zoning was not just a blank check for developers.   

It is my understanding that the Mixed-Use Centers have been unsuccessful in creating affordable housing and yet they 
have received tax incentives.  The current proposal is more of the same failed, market-oriented, pro-development practices 
that will only create more luxury apartments and drive gentrification across the city.  Seattle followed this same approach 
that has resulted in a glut of expensive housing units but little added at the much needed low end. My brother and sister 
both live in Seattle and have observed this.   

I agree with the Historic Tacoma letter dated April 5, 2021 and their assessment of the situation at hand.  The devil is in 
the details and the Home in Tacoma Project has provided virtually none of the details of what happens if these zoning 
changes happen. All the issues in the Historic Tacoma letter need to be addressed. 

Additionally I wonder where the 2019 tree canopy cover plan went in all this or is the tree canopy only in our parks.   I am 
not seeing how this matches with “The City recognizes that the wide ranging benefits of trees and parks are not spread 
evenly across our community, with those living in lower-opportunity neighborhoods having the least canopy 
coverage.”  How the Home in Tacoma project coexists with the 2019 tree canopy cover plan needs to be addressed.  

I look forward to your response. 

V/R 

Laura Himes 

Delong Neighborhood Resident  
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City of Tacoma        April 8, 2021 
747 Market Street  
Tacoma, WA 
 
Attn. Larry Harala 
 
 
Re:  Home in Tacoma Project Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use 

Regulatory Code; SEPA File Number: LU21-0006 
 
 
SEPA Review Coordinator, 
 
 
I would like to express my concerns regarding the SEPA checklist prepared for the Home 
in Tacoma Project. The public notifications process for this document and the public 
comment period for this critical subject has been less then obvious and somewhat hidden 
within the Comp Plan Revision discussion.. I request an extension of the review period 
and readvertisement of the document in order to gain additional public comments and 
give the SEPA process the status it deserves. Please add this letter to the public record for 
this SEPA filing along with my previous letter regarding the Comp Plan revisions. It was 
unclear as to whether one letter was enough to be included in both activities and a request 
for clarification was not returned in time for this letter. 
 
The SEPA process and the associated public comment period has been rushed and 
clouded by overlapping review documents and meetings for the Comp. Plan revisions and 
code updates.  The SEPA process would have been better served as a separate review 
process in order to inform, educate and gain backing for a topic of this complexity and far 
reaching impact to its residents.  The decision to combine the review of the Home in 
Tacoma Project as one process will have a direct impact on public comments received for 
the SEPA document and is a disservice to the community. 
 
An issue of this magnitude, the up zoning of an entire city’s residential district, should 
have received more attention than a simple SEPA checklist. The document appears to be 
nothing more than self-justification of the city actions and intentions with standard 
answers and little supporting substance. This project needs an EIS. 
 
 
 
Some of the Issues of Concern: 
 
 

 Notification of the residents of the city for a proposal of this scale has not met 
basic minimums one expects of our leadership.  Many of the residents are still 
unaware of the scope of the changes and the lack of detail presented, this along 
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with a sales pitch approach for the proposal has not aided in a better 
understanding or a more comprehensive discussion of the issues. At the NENC 
meeting on April 5th the SEPA process or deadline for comments was not 
mentioned. 

 The SEPA Checklist form of review is not up for the challenge, when we are 
reviewing a change this broad in scope and impact. A full EIS should be 
undertaken, along a separate notification process and review.  

 The comment period should also have be separate and clearly stated to allow the 
maximum number of residents opportunity to comments without the confusion of 
multiple documents and a less then apparent SEPA review process that was 
underway. Since the City of Tacoma has overlapped the SEPA process, The 
Comp. Plan Review process and the potential code changes under a single 
outreach period, all comments received should be considered  part of the public 
record for the review of all three documents including the SEPA.   

 The Cities attempt to minimize the impacts of the proposed changes without 
supporting documentation is questionable and shows an apparent lack of oversight 
on these issues.  

 The list of stakeholder contains no citizen groups, noted omissions are the 
neighborhood councils which should at a minimum have been part of the review 
process and would have given the best access to residents at a local level. 

 Lack of an appeal process or oversight was noted with concern. 
 

Category specific comments 
 

 The Missing Middle is a theory regarding aids for aging suburban communities of 
sprawl, not a statement or a supporting fact and should have noted as such. The 
Theory does not support the cities actions as written or implied.  It’s a good 
theory, but has been miss-used in this process. 

 Changing the terms and titles will cause confusion and should be avoided. Low-
scale or Mid-scale has no standing definition in law or use within the professions 
that work with planning and design. 

 Only one concept for future planning for the city was given, requiring an up or 
down vote. This does not allow for public discussion or input. “Do you want it all 
now or later” is not a free choice of alternatives. 

 Supplemental Sheets item 1 -3: Tacoma currently still has storm drains that flow 
to Puget Sound, how will this increase in population and structures not cause 
impacts to the infrastructure and environment.  How will the new development 
correct this issue? How will more cars on street not have impacts? How will the 
loss of open space, not have an impact on wild life? Kicking the can down the 
road rather than addressing these and other issues will not correct the problems 

 Supplemental Sheets item 4: The SEPA Checklist neglects to mention the impacts 
to National and State Historic Districts and/ or properties that are eligible for the 
National register under the 106 process. This issue should have been addressed 
appropriately to describe the impacts and mitigating measures. Historic properties 
are not limited to those currently on the city register. The current checklist 
appears to only cover the two districts that are listed on the locally registry, The 
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other historic districts and structures appear to have been ignores.  Each district 
should be reviewed and their impacts addressed in the report. Under the current 
Comp Plan proposal only locally recognized districts will be protected? The 
SEPA review should review the impact on all district and perhaps change the  
Comp Plan to reflex protections from negative impacts of all Historic District, 
local, state and National. 

 Mitigation: No Community groups are listed as stakeholders list, only Tribal and 
governmental agencies. There appears to have been no attempt to contract 
community groups and organization to provide assistance in preparing this report. 
Neither the City Landmarks Commission nor State Dept. of Arch. & Historic 
Preservation is listed as contributing to the review of this document, even though 
DAHP has a SEPA team to address preservation issues. I do not feel the City of 
Tacoma met their obligations to its residents by its actions in preparing an 
incomplete document and further details and analysis is needed to complete the 
SEPA process. 

 
The SEPA process should be extended to allow for a better notification process, more 
public input and to address issues that were not covered within the current document such 
as the projects impact on the city services, the environmental impacts and Cultural sites, 
Historic District and properties. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention to this letter. I apologize for any typos that may 
have occurred in my rush to get these thoughts in for your consideration in the short time 
frame allowed. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Jeff Ryan, Architect. 
3017 N. 13th Street 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
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April 5, 2021 

Planning Commission  
Tacoma Municipal Building, Rm. 16 
747 Market Street 
Tacoma, WA 98402 

Dear Chair Petersen and Commissioners: 

Historic Tacoma recognizes Tacoma’s desperate need for more low-income and 
homeless housing and support those efforts actually addressing it. However, we have 
serious reservations about the Home in Tacoma changes as currently proposed and 
the way the city is justifying it. The proposal documents are laced with unsupported 
claims to address this grave housing crisis, affordability and equity. These same 
questionable rationales were cited to justify the 2007 creation of Mixed-Use Centers 
that have been demonstrably unsuccessful. Since 2010, a mere 109 affordable units 
have been created, and none of the large apartment buildings built or proposed in the 
Proctor and Stadium MUCs have contained a single affordable, much less low-income 
unit, yet all received tax incentives. Nowhere is this failure acknowledged, much less 
addressed. The current proposal is more of the same failed, market-oriented, pro-
development practices that will only create more luxury apartments and drive 
gentrification across the city. Seattle followed this same approach that has resulted in 
a glut of expensive housing units but little added at the much needed low end. 
Tacoma must do better.  

The Home in Tacoma proposal is confused and lacks sufficient detail for a reasonable 
judgement. First, it is a proposal to switch from zone-based land use regulation to 
form-based regulation. We agree that form-based regulation has many benefits, if it is 
done well with a strong set of detailed design standards and public review process to 
provide consistency and ensure compatibility with the unique character of Tacoma’s 
neighborhoods. However, Home in Tacoma provides nothing about the design 
standards for each building type, how they would be developed and assessed or how 
the design review process would be implemented to ensure public input and 
transparency. In the absence of clearly defined policies regarding the development of 
design standards, their continued assessment and modification, public review process 
and enforcement, we only have city employees’ weak claims that some undefined 
process with set design parameters, scale and character of Low-scale and Mid-scale 
Residential property types will “fit” into largely one to two story neighborhoods. 
There is some acknowledgement toward “fit harmoniously with,” “compatibility 
with,” and “responsive to” existing neighborhoods, but nowhere are any of these 
vague references defined and elaborated in policies. Nor do any policies  



 

 
 

address how “neighborhood patterns” will be defined, by whom and with what neighborhood input.  

At the very least, Policy DD 1-4 should be amended to require development of a city-wide, design review 
process that supports individual neighborhood identity, scale and historic appearance, that encourages 
public and especially neighborhood input, and that promotes high-quality design and building materials. 
Additionally it should require identifying the boundaries of unique residential neighborhoods, their 
design characteristics and development pattern from which to develop neighborhood-specific design 
standards. It should abjure any quick administrative-only review based on one-size-fits-all, cookie-cutter 
standards developed without neighborhood input.  

Nowhere do any policies address how new Low-scale or Mid-scale development will be dispersed 
through neighborhoods to ensure neighborhood blocks are not overwhelmed by gentrifying property 
values and developer pressure to sell. Nowhere do any policies address how the city will direct new 
development to areas currently with low density or greatest need. That all appears left to market forces 
that will seek always to maximize extracting profit. 

Historic Tacoma is especially concerned that the Mid-scale Residential proposal will endanger huge 
swaths of Tacoma’s historic and cultural resources. Most bus routes and transportation corridors in 
Tacoma follow its early streetcar routes, along which its earliest development occurred. Reference is 
made to “avoid creating incentives for demolition or within historic districts” but with no indication of 
how that will be done. Therefore, Tacoma’s demolition review process must be expanded immediately 
to include all buildings in all Low-scale and Mid-scale areas as it is now in all MUCs. Policies are needed 
to ensure that the city undertakes concerted and well-funded efforts to identify historic resources and 
pro-actively list individual landmarks and create small historic districts where appropriate.  

Oddly Tacoma’s historic districts are not even referenced as “sensitive areas” in the proposal although 
there are vague references to protecting them. The best way to protect historic districts to allow only 
Low-scale Residential development within them. Also MUC boundaries need to be reassessed and 
redrawn so that, for example, the historic E. Wright Avenue area of McKinley Hill or the six contiguous 
blocks of the Stadium-Seminary National Register Historic District are excluded from development 
pressure.  

Home in Tacoma repeatedly refers to “smooth transitions” from MUCs to correct a fatal flaw in the 
current MUCs. In the original MUC proposal citizens were assured that a “transition zone” would be 
within the MUC where it belongs by limiting height bonuses to within 200 ft. of an MUC’s core. But that 
transition zone was eliminated at the last minute by City Council without citizen input on July 14, 2009, 
thus causing the current outrage in Proctor. Instead Home in Tacoma simply proposes making the entire 
city one huge “transition zone”.  

To its shame Tacoma has the least tree canopy and the least access to open space of any municipality in 
the Puget Sound Region. Nowhere does the current proposal address this growing crisis, yet it refers 
repeatedly to “shared” open spaces and yards but makes no provision for creating more. In fact it 
exacerbates the problem by allowing surplus land ONLY to be used for “mixed-use housing” (Policy H-
4.2) with no thought for creating desperately needed open space, especially in areas like the Proctor 
MUC that was already designated as lacking open space before its four new large apartment buildings 
were developed. The proposal refers only to “street trees” as if small replacement saplings in parking 
strips adequately compensate for the loss of mature trees on parcels. McKinley and Lincoln 



 

neighborhoods are seeing increased loss of tree canopy as absentee landlords and developers scrape 
parcels to maximize profit extraction. This proposal needs a policy that strongly protects mature trees 
on parcels and in city right of way. 

In short, Historic Tacoma believes that the Home in Tacoma is being rushed through without adequate 
study or real citizen input. What has been provided is simply inadequate to allow citizens to make an 
informed judgement of the actual consequences of what is proposed. Moreover, pushing this proposal 
through based on a poorly designed “push” survey and during a COVID lockdown has substantially 
limited the opportunities for Tacoma’s citizens to provide earnest input in this process. We request that 
additional analysis and policies be developed along the line we have suggested prior to asking citizens to 
accept a vague proposal that will have profound and long lasting impact on Tacoma’s neighborhoods.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

Kathleen Brooker, Board President 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rob Huff <rob@whiterabbits.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 10:41 AM
To: Planning
Subject: RE: Housing

I am submitting my comments on the Home in Tacoma Project proposals. In short, I am in favor of changes to 
Tacoma’s zoning structures to support more housing within the city limits - especially to address the “missing 
middle” housing. Too much of our city is currently zoned for single-family housing only. 
 
There is currently a severe shortage of housing in Tacoma, and that has led to drastic acceleration of housing 
costs and spurred many who would prefer to live within the city to move to suburbs outside the city just to be 
able to afford somewhere to live. Our communities are more vibrant with density and varieties of housing. 
 
I will close with the comment that I would hope that these changes will be accompanied by real transportation 
infrastructure that scales for a city with more density, meaning real public transportation with much more 
frequent buses and rail on established routes that provide predictability and access. 
 
Rob 
 
 
 
-- 
Rob Huff ---------- Tacoma, WA 
Author of Washington Disasters (Globe Pequot, 2006), Birding Washington (Falcon Publishing, 2004) and 
Insider's Guide to the Olympic Peninsula (Globe Pequot, 2001) 
www.whiterabbits.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dennis W Hug <dhug@UW.EDU>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 1:19 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing in Tacoma

My Question is to what extent will the City look at Traffic an How it will impact local communities just so you 
can make affordable housing? This is a subject that never gets talked about an that is Traffic impact!! Are the 
builders for this city wish of affordable housing be responsible for that??  



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Ken Karman <kkarman63@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 3, 2021 10:05 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Traffic is impossible

The new zoning would highly impact my neighborhood near Wapato Park.  Sometimes the traffic backs up almost to 
Sheridan just to get to the freeway.  Our neighborhood is getting more and more difficult just to exit from 75th and 
South M. They have rebuilt Birney Elementary School and in the process with new parking have narrowed Sheridan 
Street for traffic and it just seems like we are already over congested in our area.  We walk our neighborhood everyday 
and enjoy the fact that we don’t have to walk by multi family homes that typically bring in hoards of parking, trash and 
clutter.  I had to laugh at the article saying that it is evident by all the homeless on the streets as for the need for 
housing.  Most of the people on the streets are on drugs and that is the reason they are there, they don’t qualify for 
housing when they use drugs, at least they shouldn’t.  We have lived in our house since 1972 real close to Birney and I 
have already been in one accident because of congestion and inability to get out of our street.  If this starts impacting 
our neighborhood we will leave Tacoma with good riddance. 
 
Road maintenance is way behind in the city of Tacoma and not keeping up with traffic much less if you add more traffic.  
School impact would be horrible, not to mention the poor design for traffic control around Birney.  Buses come from all 
over Pierce County and outside because of the special Ed programs.  This place is a zoo when school is open.  I have seen 
traffic impact studies and for some reason they always favor the developer with little consideration for the community 
surrounding the development.  I see your problems in needing more housing but lets get the roads fixed and look at 
traffic problems before you even start to approve more development.  You will find that the city is highly deficient in 
those areas.   
 
Also, transit does not help much as most of these people will drive anyway unless they work downtown or have to go to 
Seattle.  Even then they have to make it to I‐5, clogging the roads. 
   
 
Ken Karman 
Resident for 50 years. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kelly <vygermail@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:21 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma

Who believes that building multifamily units and apartment complexes every few blocks in 
Tacoma is going to help or make any difference at all in the number of people living in boxes or 
tents on the streets right now?  Stand up and raise your hand because I'd like to hear how these 
dirt poor people are suddenly going to get jobs, open bank accounts and start paying 
rent?  The homeless are living on sidewalks because they just didn't have better housing 
options?  Seriously? 
 
Oh and developers won't even have to worry about the parking needs of all these new buildings 
either? Wow, what a deal!  Fast forward and when every neighborhood will be stuffed 
with apartment complexes, townhomes and there will be a rental in every 
existing home's backyard - where do you think these new people will be 
parking?  How many miles will you be hauling groceries in the pouring 
rain to your front door in the future?  In the middle of a pandemic crisis 
(and there will be more) Tacoma will choose to pack more humans per 
every square inch of land, make zero lot lines, getting rid of yards. There 
is already a mad rush to build apartment complexes, townhomes - how 
about wait and see if every one of these new buildings are going to be 
filled to capacity and all the tent dwellers are gone BEFORE throwing out 
zoning?  Explain again how this proposal is going to make Tacoma a better place to live 
or maybe this just about making Tacoma a cheaper place to live?  
 
Does it matter that Tacoma already has old infrastructure, no parking, and not 
enough hospitals, police or fire protection? Apparently not.  But if you are 
for this proposal - do stand up and state your name for the record please.   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Halley Knigge <halleyrebecca@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:10 PM
To: Woodards, Victoria; Walker, Kristina; McCarthy, Conor; Hunter, Lillian; Beale, Chris; 

Ushka, Catherine; Blocker, Keith; Thoms, Robert; Hines, John; Planning
Subject: Submitting my enthusiastic support for Home in Tacoma

Good afternoon, fine city council and planning commission - 
 
I'm writing today to express my enthusiastic support for the Home in Tacoma project, and my deep 
appreciation for the team working on bringing it to life.  
 
I grew up and spent most of my life in the Proctor neighborhood, and have loved to see the neighborhood 
continue to develop and thrive with increased density.  
 
I love this project. We are on a high-speed train to a climate disaster, and we know that one of the best ways 
cities can combat the climate crisis is through urban infill and creating compact, walkable cities. We cannot 
afford not to do this. We owe it to our children and grandchildren.  
 
This is our opportunity to come together as a city to reimagine a vibrant and inclusive community that is 
welcoming and supportive to all of our neighbors. And good for the planet to boot!  
 
Please support this critically important project - I get chills imagining the Tacoma frankensuburb of 2040 we 
are in danger of creating without it. 
 
Thank you, 
Halley Knigge 
 
--  
Halley Knigge (Griffin) 
Writer | Editor | Spokesperson 
linkedin.com/in/halleyknigge/ 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Blake Koehn <blake.koehn@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 1:42 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma public comments

Hello all, 
 
Please consider the paragraph below my submitted public comment for the Planning process regarding 
residential area code changes.  Thank you. 
 
Please heavily consider the impacts to car traffic and current street capacity when upscaling zoning.  While I am 
very supportive of the initiative to meaningfully increase housing density in our city, I have concerns 
surrounding the ability of current infrastructure, including roads and public utilities, to keep up with increased 
population.  Please be sure to only upscale zoning for properties within one block of public transit lines to 
mitigate effects of increased traffic.  I fully support "scenario one" to evolve housing choices as this seems the 
most realistic option.   
 
Regards, 
Blake Koehn 
3608 N 33rd St 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Annie Kolb-Nelson <annieknels@me.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 6:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments

Dear Planning Committee: 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Home in Tacoma Proposal under review by the City of Tacoma. 
 
I still have a lot of questions and concerns about the proposal, but overall support the underlying objective to 
make housing more affordable and accessible in Tacoma. I support Scenario 1 that would phase in mid-scale to 
key areas, while maintaining design standards and affordability. 
 
After attending the meeting on April 7, I was reassured by what I heard, but please make efforts to back the 
promises with tangible action. As a North Tacoma (Proctor area) resident for many years, I hope the 
commission seriously considers the following concerns in adopting a proposal: 
 

 Scalable development in line with current neighborhoods, especially in terms of height and design, and 
making an effort to blend in with the current neighborhood. 

 Addressing infrastructure gaps, namely the poor conditions of roads and sidewalks, and transit access, to 
support planned growth. 

 Giving near neighbors a say in what’s sited next to or near their homes. 
 Keeping affordability at the forefront, and no giveaways to wealthy developers. 
 Promoting the goal of home ownership as opposed to apartment rental, especially in Proctor (and I mean 

making opportunities for ownership accessible and affordable to BIPOC communities who were 
historically shut out this area) 

 Seriously considering expanding the mid-scale Scenario 1 to include the Westgate area around Orchard 
between N. 26th and N. 20th. I get that Proctor is “charming”, but the Westgate area also offers 
tremendous access to shops, restaurants and transit, and with some adjustments could really be a great 
option for people seeking walkability and access to transit and services. 

 
 
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Annie Kolb-Nelson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hunter, Lillian
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:50 PM
To: James Kuhlman
Cc: Planning; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina; Hunter, Lillian
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma program

Hello Mr. and Mrs. Kuhlman: 
 
Thank you for your outreach and your very well articulated questions.  I concur with your position of “agree 
with and understand the motivation of the planners for social equity, we have some unanswered 
questions”.  The endeavor has also raised concerns with a number of council members who are concerned about 
the “anything goes - carte Blanche” nature of the Home In Tacoma proposals.  We know that infrastructure as it 
is is challenged.  Parking continues to be a critical issue - people simply are not giving up their automobiles and 
likely won’t until our transit system expands. The vagueness of any design recommendations or standards is 
also problematic. 
 
In short, there are too many unanswered questions for the proposals to be satisfactory.  The public outreach has 
been lacking and people are feeling the entire endeavor to be rushed.  
 
Again, thank you for your outreach and the thoughtfulness with which you have asked your 
questions.  Expanding housing is certainly a priority, but it cannot come at wholesale disregard for the impacts 
to the existing communities and infrastructure. 
 
Certainly - more to come. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lillian 

Sent from my iPad 
 
 

On Apr 7, 2021, at 1:09 PM, James Kuhlman <kuhlman39@gmail.com> wrote: 

 
Response to Zoning/Home in Tacoma 

  

We listened last night to the North End Neighborhood Council meeting where the new 
zoning changes and rationale were discussed.  While we agree with and understand the 
motivation of the planners for social equity, we have some unanswered questions and 
concerns that are of equal concern that we have heard no one address – and we have 
asked. 
  

1.    How are you determining what the ultimate density of people, housing, etc this 
area can sustain and NOT compromise the current quality of life?  <what is the 
standard you are using>.   Where is Tacoma aiming to be on this scale?   And if 



2

some neighborhoods will bear the brunt of high density, which ones are they and 
what is the rationale?   How will people living in these areas be notified of this 
change?   Which neighborhoods will be unaffected by these changes?   We think 
sub-area plans would help us understand the impacts better. 
  
2.    We understand from the presentation that quality environment is a 
consideration.  All we see on the maps is where high and medium density 
housing will go.  No one addresses what new open spaces are being set aside in 
Tacoma for the increase.  Is there some formula being used that for every “x” 
number of people living within a certain area, “x” amount of green space needs to 
be available?    We see this last question as related to the issue in 
#1.  Conversely, if you have no plan to increase new open spaces in Tacoma/do 
not think it affects quality environment, let us know. 
  
3.    Can our current infrastructure support these additions?   <Sewer, power, 
streets, additional parking spaces/offset to emissions due to higher density, 
waste removal, internet capacity, metro parks>.   What has been done to expand 
these things ahead of the housing increase?   Who has the city worked with and 
how have they responded?   How is this financed both now and going forward? 

  
4.    How are you making sure new multi-family additions blend in with the rest of 
the neighborhood(s) in which they are being built?   Specifically, we are talking 
about insuring that multi-family buildings (non duplexes, triplexes,etc) are not 
harming single family dwellings sitting next to them, such as the project on N 8th 
and Prospect? 
  

We understand change is inevitable, but becoming a vast concrete urban area is not our 
idea of a liveable community for the City of Destiny.   If you address these issues, we 
think the public will be more open to what you are proposing.   If you can’t yet address 
these issues directly, give us a date by which you can and suspend all changes to the 
plan until these questions and requests can be answered. 

 

Thank you! 

Teri and Jim 



Lihuang Wung 
 
From: James Kuhlman <kuhlman39@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 3:54 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>; Hunter, Lillian <lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; McCarthy, Conor 
<Conor.McCarthy@cityoftacoma.org>; Walker, Kristina <Kristina.Walker@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma program 
 
Response to Home in Tacoma Program (#2) 
April 8, 2021 
  
This is a follow up letter to the one my wife and I sent yesterday regarding the Home in Tacoma 
program.  After attending the North End Neighborhood Council meeting on Monday and now the Planning 
Commission meeting last night, we have the following comments. 
  
As we pointed out in our first letter, the infrastructure cannot accommodate this magnitude of 
change.  Sewers will need to be replaced due to age and lack of capacity.  Electrical service and water systems 
will be inadequate in numerous areas.  Additionally, to make these changes compatible with keeping the city’s 
neighborhoods livable, public facilities will need to grow as well.  Examples of those needing to expand are 
libraries, firefighting, police, etc. 
Perhaps most importantly, we see no provisions for additional green space!   
  
We believe that Scenario 2 will simply, quickly, become a giant land grab by developers.  As a retired architect, 
I can tell you that affordable housing is not at the top of a developer’s priority list.  Nor is preserving historic 
structures.  There will be many buildings demolished. 
  
We heard last night that this will be a gradual implementation.  We heard that blocking sunlight will not be 
allowed and there will be no significant loss of privacy.  I believe that if the planners and other city personnel 
believe that can be a reality they are very naïve indeed.  I would like to understand the mechanism that will be 
implemented that can enforce that kind of careful, deliberate design criteria. 
  
I’m attaching two photographs to illustrate some of our concerns.  One is two new buildings at 8th and 
Prospect that were allowed under the current zoning and permitting procedures.  They dwarf and completely 
block the sunlight to the historic home sandwiched between them.  How was this allowed?  How would it be 
stopped with a more relaxed zoning code that will encourage even larger buildings in this situation? 
  
The second photograph is of a house at 1010 N Yakima Ave, in a historic district.  It sold four years ago and has 
sat vacant since.  Earlier this month the garage was demolished and the house is now boarded up.  Notice it is 
next door to an existing multifamily building and is located on a large lot. Is it possible that the owner(s) are 
waiting for a zoning change?  My guess is that the next step is a permit application for demolition followed by 
development of a multistory building that uses the entire lot.  Another piece of history gone. 
  
We appreciate the goals for this program and are not necessarily opposed to them.  But it’s our belief that 
there are many other goals and factors that need to be included to maintain the standards of urban livability 
that residents of Tacoma enjoy. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Jim and Teri 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: DEBRA LARA <debsue52@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:59 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Regarding Mid-scale Zoning in the Proctor neighborhood

Dear Planners,  
   
I was surprised to hear (do not recall having any notice) of the Mid-scale proposal for our neighborhood.  I 
understand that we need more housing in the City of Tacoma, but feel that we are getting more than our fair 
share without consideration of the environmental impact and historic preservation.  Please pause further 
development at least on the Mid-scale range until more appropriate designs and impact can be found.  
   
Thank you,  
   
Debra Lara  
 

 

myesig.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tom Lowe <loweper@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 1:34 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

My name is Tom Lowe. I live in N. Tacoma.  
 
During a Pandemic Lockdown is not the time to push through sweeping changes to the Zoning Code.  
 
However, it seems you already have a pilot program running in the neighborhood between N. 6th to N. 8th from Trafton 
to Anderson. You have allowed developers to demolish at least 5 historic homes in this neighborhood and to build 3 ‐ 
Fourplexes, one 3 story mid‐scale and have begun construction on 2 ‐ four story mid‐scale buildings. When finished, I 
believe this part of Tacoma will look like phase 2 of your plan. Low‐Scale and Mid‐Scale mixed with existing single family 
residences and other low scale type dwellings. We no longer have to imagine what your vision is, it will be on full display 
by the end of the year! I also want to point out, as a shining example of the new set back codes, there is now a Victorian 
home that is in complete shadow between two of the fourplexes. It’s really gross what was allowed to happen there.  
 
City Planning keeps telling us there will be building codes to help keep the historic integrity of the neighborhoods. As 
proof that you are not holding developers feet to fire on this issue, these newly built structures do not match any 
historic quality. The new A‐Frame infill Fourplexes are eye soars that tower over the neighborhood. The materials used 
for these structures are cheap, the designs match that of a ski resort and in a decades time (or less) they will begin to 
show their age.  
 
The Four‐Story Mid‐Scale buildings will further push this neighborhood and its surrounding neighbors out of their 
historic quality. I can only imagine these buildings will have roof‐top dog parks or entertainment areas, as they do all 
over Ballard, providing great views for the tenants but destroying the sense of privacy for surrounding properties.  
 
Housing is a big issue and requires public input from all corners of the city as it will effect generations of Tacoma 
residents. I ask that the commission provide the public with adequate public notice, a delayed presentation to the City 
Commission until all citizens are given the opportunity to participate in a public forum (not just zoom), complete 
environmental studies, a full vetting of the transit support for these new areas, a comprehensive infrastructure plan for 
the proposed increased density and proof of a stringent system of preservation for the historic quality of our 
community.  
 
 
Thank you,  
 
 
Tom Lowe 
323‐791‐7705 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 11:03 PM
To: Lynett, Kristin; Planning
Cc: Jarot, Beth
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma Comp Plan Amendments

Thanks Kristi! Wung and I will include this in the Planning Commission’s public comments package. We appreciate it! 
 

From: Lynett, Kristin <kristin.lynett@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 4:56 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Jarot, Beth <BJarot@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comp Plan Amendments 
 
Thanks for all your hard work on this Elliott! 
 
Home In Tacoma Comp Plan Changes.pdf (cityoftacoma.org) 
 
page 46 of Comp Plan‐ Building housing that is healthy, clean and efficient, sustainable and resilient to 
address the climate emergency, urban forestry goals, and protect the health of the Puget Sound"  
 
Policy H–1.7 Consider Implement land use incentives (e.g. density or development bonuses, lot size 
reductions, transfer of development rights, height or bulk bonuses , fee waivers, accelerated permitting, 
parking requirement reductions, and tax incentives, surplus land sales) in appropriate locations to facilitate 
the development of new healthy, clean, and efficient housing units. 
 
Policy H–3.7 Provide incentives (e.g. density or development bonuses, lot size reductions, transfer of 
development rights, height or bulk bonuses, fee waivers, accelerated permitting, parking requirement 
reductions, and tax incentives, s) to promote the development of healthy, clean, and efficient mixed‐income 
housing citywide. 
 
Policy H–5.4 Promote energy efficiency, low carbon, green building practices, materials, and design to 
produce healthy, efficientr, resilient, durable, and adaptable homes. 
 
I didn't see any policy about minimizing stormwater pollution through low impact development best 
practices.  
 
And finally, I don't know if this is in the near term decision package, but I think that 3 story mid‐rise is 
appropriate but get the 4th floor for density incentives for affordable and green.  
 
‐Kristi 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: mahaglund@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 7:46 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

First I would like to thank the Planning Commission for taking all the comments on the meeting last night.  It was quite 
long but well worth it.    
 
I would like to state that I am for equity and home ownership but I am totally against both of the proposed plans that are 
on the table - for a number of reasons . 
 
1. This entire process seems to be very rushed and I am not sure why.  We are in the middle of a pandemic and people 
are having a hard time getting information for a variety of reasons.  I heard numerous times on the call last night that 
people had just found out about the plan this week.  We need to make sure that all neighborhoods are informed and have 
time to digest and respond to such sweeping changes.  The outreach seems to have been by postcard but not all 
postcards seems to have been delivered timely 
 
2.  There needs to be a full environmental impact study done to determine in depth issues and consequences from such 
changes. 
 
3.  Infrastructure and the impact from lack there of needs to be addressed.  The planning commission admitted after the 
testimonial period that this issues needs further study and the only input initially received was from a few city stakeholders
 
4. To go along with this, we need information on parking, traffic, schools, retail to support this growth. 
 
5.  Design standards need to be solidified before this is passed.  That is a must for this large of a project. 
 
6.  What jobs will be available to support the infill of new residents 
 
7.What is in place to make sure current residential owners do not foot the bill for all of this through increasing property 
taxes while home values could potentially decline? 
 
8. What is in place  to protect historic homes from being demolished to be replaced by a multi-family building.  Why are we 
even considering allowing 3-4 story apartment buildings in neighborhoods.  That completely disrupts the charm of the 
historic neighborhoods and invades privacy of people who have purchased a single family residence for a reason. 
 
9. Why are we eliminating single family housing all together.  That is completely wrong. 
 
10.  I do not see this addressing affordable housing at all.  Is that really one of the reasons for this? In fact, I do not see 
this addressing the issue of home ownership at all.  I see it building rental properties, but not helping families or people 
who actually want to own their own home and build equity at all. 
 
11. This sweeping change is large enough that it should not be decided by a few people.  This should be put up for a vote 
to the people  with all the information presented well in advance for all to review. 
 
11. Why is the planning commission and the city council trying to push this through so quickly.  Why not take the time to 
do this right, do a pilot, listen to the residents and do this the right way.   
 
The speed with which this is trying to get done, the lack of full information to the residents of the city and the fact that a 
few council members get to make this decision makes me wonder whose pocket is getting lined if this goes through.  Why 
not do this the right way and make sure there is no question that every thing was done properly and with full disclosure.   
 
Thank you for your time.  



Dear Tacoma Planning Commission and Members of the Tacoma City Council: 

My name is Nick Malo and I live in Eastside Tacoma on the northeast corner of McKinley Hill, known locally as Strawberry Hill. I am 
writing to strongly urge you to reconsider the proposed rezoning of the Strawberry/McKinley Hill neighborhoods and to express my 
concerns on the broader execution of the rezoning changes throughout Tacoma. The concerns I will outline below will not only detail 
the inappropriateness of the currently proposed rezoning to this area, but will also highlight critical deficiencies in the 
implementation of such amendments. 

First, I’d like to tell you a bit about myself and circumstances as it relates to these proposed changes. I grew up in Tacoma and have 
always loved my hometown. So much so in fact, that after years of saving, my partner and I bought our first home in the Strawberry 
Hill neighborhood in May 2018. We were immediately drawn to the quaint neighborhood, the diverse mix of new and old 
neighborhood families, the early 1900 architecture styles throughout, and the immaculate panoramic views of Downtown Tacoma, 
Puget Sound, and surrounding mountain ranges. 

Cognizant that our prospective home’s property value was directly tied to its unobstructed views, we consulted an attorney and 
were informed that the surrounding properties were a combination of Single & Multi-Family Low Density zoning districts, which 
have a maximum building height of 35 feet. Having done our due diligence, we felt confident in our understanding of our 
circumstance. We decided to move forward with the biggest investment we’ve made in of our lives – purchasing our first home and 
realizing a longstanding dream of being a homeowner.  

Unfortunately, for the 2nd time in 2 years we are faced with rezoning proposals that don’t consider the neighborhood’s character 
and history. Proposals that aren’t congruent to the neighborhood’s residential housing pattern nor consider the density that is 
already provided in this area. Density that has yet to see investment in the infrastructure and services needed to support it, let alone 
further density. 

The currently proposed rezoning of Strawberry Hill/McKinley Hill will overhaul these neighborhoods at the expense of current 

and future residents – and at the irreplaceable cost of a unique piece of Tacoma’s history. Both scenarios would primarily rezone 
Strawberry Hill and the broader McKinley Hill neighborhood to “Mid-Scale Residential”. However, Scenario 2 would turn all of 
Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill into “Mid-Scale Residential”. See “Appendix A: Current Zoning vs. 2021 Proposed Rezoning” and 
“Appendix B: Proposed Rezoning” for further details and maps of both rezoning scenarios. See “Appendix C: Current Zoning” for maps 
of current zoning in Strawberry Hill and Tacoma. 

Effectively, the proposal would allow most or all of the area to be redeveloped into large rental buildings. This drastically changes 
the dynamic of our neighborhood – a neighborhood that already provides missing middle family homes, but is not structured for this 
level of density. It doesn’t reflect the existing development patterns and represents a significant departure from its’ current 
character. It would mean historical homes would be demolished. Allowing development of large buildings to unspecified height 
limits, would privatize views currently accessible to the public. It would block those views for the rest of the neighborhood and as a 
result, would have a significant financial impact to properties’ values and their owners; property owners who consciously invested in 
a small residential neighborhood – not a high density, massive building community.  

Worse, despite the steep cost to our homes and neighborhood, the proposal wouldn’t necessarily require that redeveloped 
properties even offer affordable housing. In fact, it specifically states that mandatory affordable housing requirements are not 
financially feasible in low to moderate cost areas like our neighborhood (even with introducing Tacoma’s property tax exemptions) 
and that this is only feasible in high cost areas.1 See “Appendix D: Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan (Potential for Inclusionary 
Requirements)”. Given our neighborhood’s substantial scenic views and low costs, redevelopments would more than likely become 
high-end, luxury housing. This isn’t just conjecture. The Planning Commission expressed the same when they lowered height limits in 
existing “View-Sensitive District” areas throughout north Tacoma in 2021, stating, “Staff will state there is strong anecdotal evidence 
based on development patterns throughout our region that water view properties are far less affordable.”2 In effect, our 
neighborhood would have to BECOME a high cost area for requiring affordable housing to even be financially feasible. This doesn’t 
reflect the reality of current income levels in our area and only serves to displace existing residents. 

                                                            
1 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20A
ction%20Plan.pdf 
2 2020 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code: 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2020%20Amendment/2020%20Amendment%20Assessment%20Determination%20-
%20PC%20Presentation%20(7-17-19).pdf 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2020%20Amendment/2020%20Amendment%20Assessment%20Determination%20-%20PC%20Presentation%20(7-17-19).pdf
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2020%20Amendment/2020%20Amendment%20Assessment%20Determination%20-%20PC%20Presentation%20(7-17-19).pdf


In addition, the proposal would extend Tacoma’s property tax exemptions to both new designations. Unless there are explicit 
requirements for affordable housing units, I am concerned that these tax exemptions will become widespread property 
development subsidies that don’t create affordability – and don’t provide tax funding to support the added density. 

I also have serious concerns with the broader zoning implementation of the new “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning. The relatively 
static criteria used to determine where the new “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning would be implemented, disproportionately 
concentrates high density zoning in south Tacoma districts, particularly in Eastside Tacoma. Areas that are the most affordable in 
Tacoma, already have the most population density, AND have the most high-density housing zoning. The proposal briefly notes the 
disparities between Tacoma’s neighborhoods; how these disparities originated in bias and created vastly different socioeconomic 
opportunities. However, there isn’t any discussion on the differences between Tacoma neighborhoods, how these differences have 
been considered in the proposed rezoning, nor how the proposed rezoning addresses these differences. I am concerned that unless 
this reality is specifically and strategically considered, the result could actually be the opposite of the proposal’s stated intent. 

Growth plans and zoning changes should account for these disparities in socioeconomics, racial and ethnic diversity, and overall, 
access to opportunity between Tacoma neighborhoods. Disparities that have left areas and populations of Tacoma under-invested 
and under-represented. It should account for this with a concerted effort to analyze areas most affected and identify what is 
missing, then ensure both zoning changes and investment are aligned with addressing these area’s unique needs. It should place 
particular emphasis on public outreach and engagement in areas whose communities have historically been under-represented and 
face more obstacles to participating – and have success metrics to ensure that outreach was actually successful. 

Any proposed rezoning for increased density should reflect, preserve, and enhance neighborhood characteristics as they have 
organically developed, rather than forcibly recomposing neighborhoods to something they never remotely resembled. It should be 
based on where investment in infrastructure and public services have actually been allocated to support further density, not just 
where high density zoning has been designated in policy alone. The former should come before the latter. Without which, density is 
added but not supported, creating worse disparities than what already exists.  

However, I don’t see these important inputs specifically factored into the proposal and implementation plan. I see high-level policies 
to do so, but not concrete actions or plans of action. 

 

The following provides more details on my concerns and why I feel the rezoning proposal is inappropriate in Strawberry/McKinley 

Hill – but also my issues with the broader approach that is being taken with these zoning changes: 

Increasing Strawberry Hill’s Density was Proposed and Rejected in 2019 

This is not the first time the Tacoma Planning Commission has proposed densifying Strawberry Hill and the surrounding 
neighborhoods. Just two years ago (2019), the Planning Commission proposed to rezone our neighborhood to “Multi-Family High 
Density” to allow for buildings up 60 feet in height. See “Appendix E: 2019 Proposed Rezoning Results”. The Planning Commission 
and City Council rejected this rezoning for the following reasons:3 4 
 

a. The Planning Commission recommends maintaining the existing zoning and re-designating these properties in the Future 
Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan as Multi-family (Low Density) rather than Multi-family (high density), consistent 
with the current zoning. Furthermore, the Commission recommends a reconsideration of the View Sensitive Overlay District 
and the application of that District Citywide. 

b. The recommendation was supported by the following considerations: 
 Public testimony; 
 The existing zoning supports missing middle housing; 
 High density zoning is supported in the McKinley Neighborhood Center; 
 Potential view impacts; 
 Establishing appropriate zoning transitions; 
 Lack of adequate supporting services and infrastructure; 

                                                            
3 2019 Amendment Planning Commission Recommendations (6/19/19): 
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/2019%20Amendment%20PC%20Recommendations%20(6-19-
19)%20size%20reduced.pdf 
4 2019 Amendment (Ordinance 28608; Adopted 9/24/19): 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/planning_services/2019_amendment 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/2019%20Amendment%20PC%20Recommendations%20(6-19-19)%20size%20reduced.pdf
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/2019%20Amendment%20PC%20Recommendations%20(6-19-19)%20size%20reduced.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/planning_services/2019_amendment


 Lack of connectivity to surrounding business districts. 

These points are just as true today as they were in 2019. Yet the Planning Commission’s proposal disregards and contradicts their 
own notes and recommendations, and doesn’t take into consideration prior comments. Tacoma’s “One Tacoma Comprehensive 
Plan” and many Tacoma land use resources, note that implementation of land use designations through zoning and development 
standards should provide predictability and consistency of application. Proposing rezoning the same neighborhoods with similar high 
density zoning twice in 2 years is neither predictable nor consistent. 

 

Existing Zoning Already Supports Missing Middle Housing and High Density Zoning 

As the Planning Commission noted back in 2019, the Strawberry Hill neighborhood’s existing zoning already supports missing middle 
housing and high density zoning is supported in west McKinley’s high density multi-family zoning, and in the adjacent McKinley 
Neighborhood Center and Lower Portland Ave Crossroad Center located on both the west and east sides of the neighborhood. See 
“Appendix C: Current Zoning”. Strawberry Hill offers a blend of historic architectural homes and redeveloped low density multi-
family homes that complement the general scale, character, neighborhood pattern, and natural landscape features of the 
neighborhood. The existing zoning permits higher density housing while also preserving the neighborhood’s character, history, and 
public views. 

While the Planning Commission’s rezoning proposal is a citywide increase in housing density zoning, it’s effects to housing density 
vary significantly by area. Particularly in south Tacoma neighborhood districts. According to the Planning Commission’s own data, 
the Eastside (and South End) district’s existing zoning already allows the highest housing unit density compared to other districts in 
Tacoma.5 See “Appendix F: Maximum Housing Unit Density by Zoning Area”. In fact, the Eastside has the highest percentage of multi-
family residential zoning of any neighborhood district in Tacoma.6 Further, 4 out Tacoma’s 17 higher density Mixed Use Centers are 
contained in the Eastside Neighborhood District. See “Appendix C: Current Zoning – Mixed Use Centers”. Changing zoning to increase 
density in the Eastside, is to increase an already disproportionate concentration of high density zoning. 

Furthermore, the Eastside is one of the most affordable areas in Tacoma compared to other neighborhoods. The Eastside has the 2nd 
the lowest residential property values7 and the cheapest rent8 in Tacoma. According to the Tacoma Equity Index, the Strawberry Hill 
neighborhood in particular has some of the lowest home values in Tacoma. See “Appendix I: Tacoma Equity Index 2019 – Home 
Value”. It doesn’t make sense to further concentrate the bulk of high density rental housing in Tacoma’s most affordable 
neighborhoods that already support the most density. The Equity Index analysis9 conducted by the City of Tacoma outlines: 

 Areas of high opportunity in Tacoma are clustered near the coastline (West End, North End, New Tacoma, and North East 
Tacoma)  

 Similarly, concentrations of low and very low opportunity can be found in the southern portion of the city (South Tacoma, 
South End, and Eastside).  

The Eastside and other south Tacoma neighborhood districts have the lowest access to opportunity and city resources haven’t been 
directed to these areas to address this. The Eastside has the 2nd highest population of any neighborhood district in Tacoma and 
south Tacoma districts (Eastside, South End, and South Tacoma) are home to 48.7% of Tacoma’s population. Meanwhile, north 
Tacoma districts (North End, West End, and Northeast Tacoma) make up 35.0% of Tacoma’s population.8 According to Pierce County 
property data, Tacoma has 23,733 acres of land that currently provide housing. The aforementioned south Tacoma districts provide 
30.6% of that land, while north Tacoma districts comprise 53.3%.10 To put this in perspective, there are 14.1 Tacoma citizens per 
acre in south Tacoma districts and 5.8 in north Tacoma districts. In other words, south Tacoma districts have 142.6% more 
population density per acre than north Tacoma districts. This is largely a product of a lack of choice in affordable housing between 
districts. Lack of proportionate housing density between Tacoma neighborhoods furthers the existing divide – and make south 
Tacoma districts the only choice for the less affluent. This has resulted in population density that has strained the existing 

                                                            
5 Maximum Allowed Housing Unit Density by Zoning Area: 
https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=4a28d22fa3bd4a3d85528b4949d69c46 
6 2019 Amendment Staff Report – Future Land Use Designations By Neighborhood Council: 
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/FLUM/Staff%20Report.pdf 
7 Zillow: https://www.zillow.com/research/data/ 
8 RENTCafé: https://www.rentcafe.com/average-rent-market-trends/us/wa/pierce-county/tacoma/ 
9 City of Tacoma – Equity Index Analysis: https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=ec0a9caa645e44059b1680a1902959eb 
10 Pierce County Assessor-Treasurer’s Appraisal & Tax Property Data: https://www.co.pierce.wa.us/736/Data-Downloads  

https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=4a28d22fa3bd4a3d85528b4949d69c46
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/FLUM/Staff%20Report.pdf
https://www.zillow.com/research/data/
https://www.rentcafe.com/average-rent-market-trends/us/wa/pierce-county/tacoma/
https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=ec0a9caa645e44059b1680a1902959eb
https://www.co.pierce.wa.us/736/Data-Downloads


infrastructure and public services in these neighborhoods, which are already lacking. Further concentration of population density 
only compounds the issue.  

If the issue is insufficient affordable housing supply, shouldn’t changes that increase density place particular emphasis in the least 
affordable neighborhoods with the least density? Areas in which existing zoning policies and housing costs have made these areas 
financially inaccessible to much of the Tacoma population. Areas in which high costs actually make mandatory affordable housing 
requirements financially feasible. See “Appendix D: Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan (Potential for Inclusionary 
Requirements)”.  

 

Significant Adverse View & Property Value Impacts 

Strawberry and McKinley Hill are one of the highest points in the city of Tacoma and feature some of the best views in the city. It 
provides panoramic views overlooking Downtown Tacoma and stretching across the Olympic Mountain Range, Commencement Bay, 
and the Cascade Mountain Range. In fact, the first image on the City of Tacoma’s Wikipedia page is a picture of the Tacoma skyline 
taken from McKinley Hill.11 See “Appendix G: Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill Views”. Today, these views are accessible to the public 
as well as existing residents. However, for neighborhood homeowners, these views are also directly tied to our homes’ market 

values. 

In spite of all this, Strawberry/McKinley Hill is the only view corridor in the city of Tacoma impacted with such density while the 
North End and West End continue to have protected single family neighborhoods in high traffic areas like 30th hill, or along Schuster 
Parkway. Unlike these areas, our neighborhood also does not have view protected zoning called the “View Sensitive Overlay 
District”. In fact, no neighborhood outside of the North End, West End, and Northeast Tacoma does. See “Appendix G: View Sensitive 
District Overlay History (1989, 2019, & 2021)”. 

Introducing the proposed “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning to Strawberry Hill would allow for much larger buildings to be developed 
and obstruct existing views. The views and affordability of homes in Strawberry Hill make this more than likely. The Planning 
Commission themselves have stated, “In-fill/ re-development in areas with water view have seen older homes demolished and 
replaced with new construction. That new construction is frequently built to maximum allowable footprints and building heights.”12 
This directly conflicts with the Washington State Growth Management Act’s (GMA) stated goals, “encourage preservation of existing 
housing stock”.13 

This comes at a significant expense to current homeowner’s property values. High elevation properties with water/city/scenic views 
can increase property values between 30% and 80%. Losing such a % of a property’s value is a loss most cannot afford. Such a loss 
materially affects individual’s finances – such as their ability to retire, refinance, access credit, or simply sell their home (and without 
a loss on their investment). It is important that such an investment is protected – both for existing and future residential property 
owners. 

 

High Density Redevelopment of Strawberry Hill Ends a Historic Tacoma Neighborhood 

Strawberry Hill and the surrounding McKinley Hill neighborhoods are historic areas. A defining feature of our neighborhood is 
McKinley Park. Developed in 1901, it is one of Tacoma’s first parks. Like our broader McKinley Hill neighborhood, it was named as a 
memorial to the country’s 25th president shortly after President McKinley was assassinated in 1901. They are some of the oldest 
neighborhoods in Tacoma, dating back to the late 1800s. Some plats dating as far back as at least 1857 – 5 years after Tacoma’s first 
non-Native American settlement (1852) and 18 years before Tacoma was incorporated as a city (1875). They retain historic 
architectural homes built in the early 1900s when the area was first developed. Some of which are still home to families that have 
lived here for generations. 

                                                            
11 City of Tacoma Wikipedia Page: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tacoma,_Washington 
12 Planning Commission Agenda Packet (09-02-20) & 1989 Tacoma View Sensitive Area Study: 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020/PC%20Agenda%2
0Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf 
13 Planning Goals (RCW 36.70A.020): https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.020 

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tacoma,_Washington
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020/PC%20Agenda%20Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020/PC%20Agenda%20Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.020


According to a study conducted in 2018 by the University of Washington’s Livable City Year (LCY) program (and in partnership with 
the City of Tacoma), 44% of homes in the area were built prior to 1920 and 77% were built prior to 1929.14 The same study found 
that 62% of homes in the area retain the physical integrity linking them to their original appearance, exceeding the National Register 
of Historic Places (NRHP) 60% threshold required for designation as a National Register Historic District. Meaning the area qualifies 
for National Register nomination right now. The study concluded with a strong advocacy that this area be registered as historic 
district. 

Preserving such history isn’t just sentimental. There are tangible economic benefits to the public. A 2006 study conducted by the 
Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation found that historic rehabilitation activities between 2000 
and 2004 generated $83.5 million in annual spending in Washington.15 Spending that resulted in $220 million in annual sales, 
supported 2,320 jobs providing $87 million in annual labor income, and generated $8.9 million in annual Washington State tax 
revenues through state sales and Business and Occupation (B&O) taxes – each year. 

Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan states that we should “preserve and enhance the character of city’s neighborhoods”. Rezoning these 
areas to higher density not only doesn’t preserve and enhance our neighborhood’s character, it also allows for the elimination of 
historic homes. Much of that history has already been lost due to inequitable historic preservation zoning policies. Such history is 
not replaceable and what remains should be preserved. The Washington State GMA’s laws on its’ goals align with this view, “Identify 
and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and structures, that have historical or archaeological significance.”.16 

 

Inequitable Property Protections and Zoning Policies Between Tacoma Neighborhoods  

As described, Strawberry Hill is an example of a historic neighborhood with unique views that can only be found at the highest 
points in Tacoma. Despite its’ uniqueness, it doesn’t have property protections that have been afforded to other neighborhoods 
with similar characteristics. However, this inequity isn’t isolated to Strawberry Hill. Existing zoning policies and the Planning 
Commission’s current proposal reflect a pattern. 

Tacoma’s “View Sensitive Overlay District” zoning limits building heights to 25 feet. Today, this is applied to three areas of Tacoma: 
(1) North End, (2) West End, and (3) Northeast Tacoma. It was created after a study was conducted in 1989 to preserve residential 
views in hillside areas of Tacoma that have views of the Puget Sound and surrounding mountain ranges. The 1989 study notes, 
“These views produce a variety of significant and tangible benefits for both residents and visitors to the City. They have both an 

aesthetic and economic value.”17 According to more recent city documents, “The View Sensitive Overlay District has been 
established to balance the interests of new development or remodel to existing development with the interests of the surrounding 

property owners who wish to preserve the character of the neighborhood including public and private views.”18 While the 1989 
study noted the scenic views in Strawberry Hill/McKinley Hill, it was determined that this zoning should only be extended to the 
North End, West End, and Northeast Tacoma, where it remains today. See “Appendix G: 1989 View Sensitive Area Study”. 

The Planning Commission acknowledged this inequity during 2019 amendment meetings and recommended a reconsideration of the 
view sensitive zoning citywide. However, despite specifically noting the Strawberry Hill/McKinley Hill neighborhoods as options that 
should be considered for view sensitive zoning as part of the 2020 zoning amendment process, the Planning Commission determined 
that this was not recommended due to impact on staff resources.19 They instead rezoned areas already in the View Sensitive 

Overlay zoning to lower building height limits from 25 feet to 20 feet, effective 1/1/21. They cited that the rezoning aligned with 
stated Tacoma Comprehensive Plan goals and policies around preserving scenic views, character, and natural landscape of these 
neighborhoods. See “Appendix G: 2021 “Citywide” View Sensitive District Overlay Amendments”. If the use of McKinley Hill’s views 

                                                            
14 University of Washington’s Livable City Year 2018 – Working Towards Equity and Inclusion through Historic District Development. Prepared 

for City of Tacoma: https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-s3-cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/136/2019/01/12000256/LCY_Historic-District.pdf 
15 Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 2006 – The Economic Benefits of Historic Preservation in Washington 

State: https://www.dahp.wa.gov/sites/default/files/EconomicDevStudySummaryReport.pdf 
16 Planning Goals (RCW 36.70A.020): https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.020 
17 Planning Commission Agenda Packet (09-02-20) & 1989 Tacoma View Sensitive Area Study: 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020/PC%20Agenda%2
0Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf 
18 Ordinance No. 28724 (Effective 1/1/21): https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2020%20Amendment/Amended%20Ord%2028724%20-
%20VSD%20Height%20(adopted%2012-8-20).pdf 
19 2020 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code: 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2020%20Amendment/2020%20Amendment%20Assessment%20Determination%20-
%20PC%20Presentation%20(7-17-19).pdf 
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https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-s3-cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/136/2019/01/12000256/LCY_Historic-District.pdf
https://www.dahp.wa.gov/sites/default/files/EconomicDevStudySummaryReport.pdf
https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.020
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on the City of Tacoma’s own Wikipedia page doesn’t constitute scenic public views worthy of preservation, then I’m not sure what 
does. 

Tacoma also has a “Historic Special Review Overlay District” zoning to protect areas that reflect significant aspects of Tacoma’s early 
history, architecture, and culture. It was first created in the 1970s and currently applies to 8 areas in Tacoma. Two occur in 
Downtown Tacoma, one in the West End, and five along connected blocks in the North End. See “Appendix C:  Current Zoning – 
Historic Districts”. The previously mentioned UW study specifically notes that McKinley Hill (and areas of the South End) share much 
of the same historical lineage as the structures found in already recognized districts of Downtown Tacoma and North Tacoma; and 
that lack of representation on the historical register creates an equity gap.  

The areas that are provided property protective zoning also happen to be Tacoma’s most affluent areas by any metric (e.g., median 
income, home value, rental costs, etc.). You’ll also note the similarities between the areas afforded these property protections and 
those that are not within the maps of Tacoma’s “History of Redlining” and “Equity Index” cited by the Planning Commission in this 
very proposal. See “Appendix H: Tacoma’s History of Redlining” and “Appendix I: Tacoma Equity Index Maps”. I fail to understand 
why areas having the same characteristics as these north Tacoma areas, aren’t eligible for similar zoning policies. Frankly, it appears 
that property protective zoning policies only matter in areas of wealth, the remaining are less worthy of any form of preservation. 

Rezoning Strawberry/McKinley Hill to higher density allows for the elimination of historic homes and public views, while homes with 
similar features in other parts of city are protected in the Planning Commission’s proposal, historical preservation zoning, and view 
sensitive zoning. The Planning Commission calls out that historic inequities that have created vast disparities between Tacoma 
neighborhoods. That such inequities have resulted in distinct differences in opportunity based on location. Yet offer a citywide plan 
that doesn’t consider the distinctions between Tacoma neighborhoods these inequities created, nor how their proposal expects to 
address these inequities. 

 

Inappropriate Zoning Transitions 

Scenario 2 presents a drastic change to the neighborhood and risks the neighborhood’s character, at the detriment of existing and 
future homeowners of the neighborhood. If the intent of this new zoning designation is to provide “a transition between Centers 
and Corridors and low-scale neighborhoods” – Scenario 2 directly conflicts with this intent in this neighborhood. It simply says all 
housing in the neighborhood can be 3 to 4 stories (with exceptions for more), even if this is directly next to a small single-family 
home. 

 

Lack of Adequate Supporting Services, Infrastructure, and Connectivity to Surrounding Business Districts 

The qualities of our neighborhood aren’t congruent with criteria for the new “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning designation. According 
to the proposal’s update for “Mid-Scale Residential”, this designation is: 

 “generally located in close proximity to Centers, Corridors and transit and provide walkable, urban housing choices” 
 “Standards for mid-scale housing support… a strong pedestrian orientation” 
 “Qualities associated with mid-scale residential areas include: 

a. walkability,  
b. transportation choices,  
c. moderate noise and activity levels,  
d. complete streets with alleys.” 

The “One Tacoma Plan Book – Urban Form”20 Policy UF-1.3 states, “Promote the development of compact, complete and connected 
neighborhoods where residents have easy, convenient access to many of the places and services they use daily including grocery 

stores, restaurants, schools and parks, that support a variety of transportation options, and which are characterized by a vibrant 
mix of commercial and residential uses within an easy walk of home.” The Strawberry Hill neighborhood meets next to none of 
these qualities.  

Strawberry Hill is a quiet neighborhood containing small residential streets, low traffic volumes, and is primarily comprised of low-
scale single/multi-family dwellings. While Strawberry Hill is located next to two Centers and Corridors, this hasn’t created 
accessibility to the city’s resources nor supportive infrastructure. Access roads to the neighborhood are narrow and poorly 

                                                            
20 One Tacoma Plan Book – Urban Form: https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/OneTacomaPlan/1-2UrbanForm.pdf 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/OneTacomaPlan/1-2UrbanForm.pdf


maintained (you will note that no snow plow was able access our neighborhood during both the 2019 and 2021 snow storms). It isn’t 
pedestrian oriented as it has limited sidewalks that are in disrepair. This issue is compounded by its’ steep terrain, sitting atop a hill 
with an elevation that varies between 200 – 300 feet above sea level according to the U.S Geological Survey’s National Map.21  

Further, there are few walkable amenities and it isn’t transit-served. Walkscore.com rates the neighborhood’s “Walk Score” as 
36/100, considering it, “Car Dependent – Most errands require a car”. Here are a few data points from Google Maps regarding the 
proximity to some of the features mentioned: 

 Taking public transit to Downtown Tacoma at 9am on a typical Monday morning requires a 28 minute commute that 
includes a 12 minute downhill/uphill walk to the nearest bus station. 

 The closest grocery story (38th St Safeway) would require a 52 minute walk or a 30 minute bus ride, containing 2 transfers 
and a 13 minute walk. 

 The closest restaurant (Top of Tacoma Bar & Café) would require a 14 minute walk. 
 
For most practical purposes, a car is the most reasonable option.  However, many of the current houses require use of the limited 
on-street parking space. Yet despite the current need to use on-street parking, the proposed rezoning would actually lower the 
minimum required off-street parking to “1 or fewer stalls per unit” from the current 1.50 while allowing for increased population 
density in the same area.   
 
In addition, E 28th St holds a main access point to I-5. The E 28th St I-5 access point already struggles to funnel morning commuters 
from the surrounding Eastside neighborhoods and typically suffers heavy congestion up through E L St during morning commute 
hours. Yet all of the directly surrounding areas to this access point are currently comprised of small residential neighborhood streets 
and make up relatively low traffic volume. Therein lies the problem, the local streets all consolidate into one access point to I-5 that 
consists of a narrow one lane road and is currently only sustainable due to those relatively low traffic volumes. Without addressing 
this current bottleneck, a proposal that introduces increased density into this same concentrated area will only further advance this 
problem. 

These aren’t just my observations. Of the 3 criteria used to designate the higher density “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning, the most 
impactful is the proximity to Tacoma’s Mixed Use Centers. Mixed Use Centers are defined as, “The mixed-use centers are designed to 
be areas that provide a range of housing choices, employment opportunities, transit-supportive development, pedestrian and bicycle 
facilities and a mix of shops, services and public spaces” 

However, not all of Tacoma’s Mixed Use Centers are the same nor reflect their designation. Here are the Planning Commission’s 
latest notes on the McKinley Neighborhood Center and Lower Portland Ave Crossroad Center:22 

McKinley: 

 Its major anchors are the Top of Tacoma Bar and Café and the Tacoma Christian Church. The bar and the church draw from 
a wide area within the city, but there are few businesses to support the local neighborhood. 

 the center is likely too small and isolated to be able to attract neighborhood oriented anchor businesses. 
 Although centrally located, with close proximity to the Sounder Station and Dome District, McKinley is located on a hill, and 

is separated from the rest of the city by I-5 and SR-7. This makes the area relatively isolated will limited access or visibility. 
 There is a limited existing employment base with few anchors, moderate trade area demographics, and insufficient rent 

and value levels to support intensive new investment. 

Lower Portland Ave: 

 This Center is highly impacted by traffic and has few amenities or other facilities. 
 The district is surrounded by steep slopes, making east-west vehicle connectivity difficult. 
 The only bus to service the area is Route #41, connecting downtown to the Upper Portland Ave MUC. 
 the streetscape remains an uninviting pedestrian experience 

We need adequate funding mechanisms to in public utilities and infrastructure in lower income areas where this has been long 
deferred. We need this before further density. 

                                                            
21 USGS National Map - Elevation Point Query Service: https://nationalmap.gov/epqs/ 
22 Tacoma Mixed Use Centers: https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/MUC/MUC%20New%20Page%202017/Tacoma%20Mixed-
Use%20Centers%20(10-1-15).pdf 
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Inadequate Public Outreach 

The rezoning proposal rezones all residential housing zoning aside throughout Tacoma and as such, effects all ~210,000 Tacoma 
citizens. Yet the bulk of related documents were made publicly available in early to mid-March, the public information session was 
held 3/18/2021, and public input is due 4/9/2021. Meanwhile, the “Home In Tacoma” project references hundreds of pages of 
documents, maps, websites, and key information spread selectively throughout. By itself, less than one month to learn about the 
project and provide informed input is a constrained timeline for such a large scale and impactful change. However, I am particularly 
concerned on the timelines when the public was notified and therefore, able to participate. 

I personally only received a notice in the mail on 3/11/2021. After similar issues with the 2019 amendment process that affected our 
neighborhood, we reached out to our neighbors to ensure they were aware of the proposed changes. Of the ~20 neighbors we 
spoke with directly, only 2 were aware of the proposal. Even if everyone had received notice on the same day as myself, it would 
have left them 4 days to coordinate their schedule to attend the Eastside Neighborhood Council on 3/15/2021 and 7 days for the 
public information session on 3/18/2021. This is consistent with my experience with the 2019 amendment process – there simply 
isn’t adequate notice and time to effectively participate in the process. 

Meanwhile, the Tacoma Planning Commission meets twice with the North End Neighborhood Council (1/4/21 & 4/5/21) before the 
public hearing. ~2 and half months before the project recommendation was released, meeting with the Eastside Neighborhood 
Council (3/15/21), and the broader public information session (3/18/21) – and after; two days before the public hearing. 
Furthermore, some Tacoma neighborhood councils have not been met with at all. 

Prior to this, there was apparently public hearing on 2/19/20 seeking input on the project’s scope. Based on this input, the Planning 
Commission modified and finalized the scope of work for the “Home In Tacoma” project. I was never notified of this and as such, 
was entirely unaware. However, it is clear that I am not the only one. Only 80 Tacoma citizens were able to participate and provide 
comments in this phase.23 In other words, 0.04% of the Tacoma population was able to participate in the scoping of a project that 

would result in the current proposal’s rezoning of the majority of the city’s land and homes. 

Beyond this, there was apparently a “Home in Tacoma Housing Choice Survey” was administered from November 2020 through 
January 2021 as an outreach tool for this proposal’s recommendations. The survey results note that this, “was promoted via City 
social media, internal communications, an expository infill development story map, community conversations with City Council, the 
Housing Equity Taskforce, the Planning Commission, and 20+ stakeholder community groups.”24 Outside of promotion on social 
media, these mechanisms all require preemptive action from Tacoma citizens to participate in a project they may not have been 
aware of. This outreach strategy doesn’t yield effective participation – and the results reflect this. Only 870 people began the survey 

and only 74% (644) completed it. Meaning the survey reflects the input of 0.3% of the Tacoma population. Furthermore, the 
survey results were only available to the public on 3/4/21. This an unfortunate missed opportunity as this would have been a great 
way for Tacoma residents to participate and help influence the current proposal. 

The public engagement approach of this project and prior initiatives reflects a consistent pattern of insufficient public outreach. The 
Planning Commission notes, “The recommendations were informed by extensive stakeholder engagement and technical analysis”25 
– none of the above reflects this. 724 people out of ~210,000 Tacoma citizens were able to participate in forming the Planning 

Commission’s recommendation. This is hardly extensive nor anywhere near a statistically relevant sample of Tacoma citizen’s input.  

The current proposal and many city planning resources not only emphasize the importance of public engagement, but in particularly 
emphasize the importance of engaging historically under-represented communities. The Planning Commission states in the 
“Communications and Engagement Strategy” section of this proposal, “Initiate a broad, diverse and data-informed public 
engagement process with an emphasis on engaging under-represented communities to identify options for analysis”. This would also 
align with Comprehensive Plan’s “Engagement, Administration + Implementation” book’s Policy AD-2.1 and commentary, “particular 
efforts must be made to improve communication with traditionally under-represented and under-served groups, including low 

                                                            
23 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – FINAL Scope and Assessment Report (September 2, 2020): 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Att1%20-
%20Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Scoping%20Report%2009-02-20.pdf 
24 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Choice Survey Results (March 4, 2021): 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/HIT%20surve
y%20analysis_draft_210308.pdf 
25 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Project Overview (March 3, 2021): 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%
20Tacoma%20Project%20Overview%2003-05-21.pdf 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Att1%20-%20Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Scoping%20Report%2009-02-20.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Att1%20-%20Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Scoping%20Report%2009-02-20.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/HIT%20survey%20analysis_draft_210308.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/HIT%20survey%20analysis_draft_210308.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Project%20Overview%2003-05-21.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Project%20Overview%2003-05-21.pdf


income communities and communities of color”.26 However, the project’s small timeline between notification and deadline, meeting 
and events schedule, and results of public commentary don’t show any sort of emphasis to actually engage under-represented 
communities. Rather, it feels as if this is just well-intended policy, but not meaningful and strategized action.  

The first neighborhood council meeting was for the North End and took place at the beginning of January while the only south 
Tacoma neighborhood council meeting out of 3 districts was for the Eastside Neighborhood Council meeting, which took place in 
mid-March. Yet the bulk of Tacoma’s housing density increase with the “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning change applies to these south 
Tacoma districts.  

This is not an approach that emphasizes addressing the history of under-representation nor the realities of the heightened barriers 
to participation that diverse and lower economic communities face (e.g., language, physical access, childcare, work hours, etc.). The 
results of this approach speak for themselves. See “Appendix J: 2021 vs. 2019 Rezoning Public Comment Maps”. As this project 
continues, and in future projects, I would highly recommend the use of key performance indicators to ensure accountability of 
Tacoma’s stated equitable engagement policies and to identify when approaches to outreach need to change, sooner rather than 
later. 

 

Critical Information is Vague, Undetermined, and at Times, Misleading 

Overall, the 2021 rezoning proposals presented by the Planning Commission are vague. It contains descriptions and good intentions, 
but lacks much needed specifics. Many important details are unclear, subjective and open to interpretation, have not yet been 
determined, or are entirely missing. Particularly troublesome is the lack of specifics over the proposed two new land use 
designations. See “Appendix A: Current Zoning vs. 2021 Proposed Rezoning”. 

It describes “smooth transition standards” between scale, but doesn’t provide any guidance on what those standards are, nor policy 
on how they will be determined. It notes changes to permissible sizes of building, lots, setbacks, etc. but doesn’t state what exactly 
those changes are. Further, the proposal has numerous exceptions to these changes. Exceptions such as density bonuses, increased 
building heights, reduced lot sizes, reductions in parking, flexibility in housing type and site specifications, etc. – but no specifics on 
what the limits to these exceptions are. What does “smooth transition” mean without any specifics? 

Further, some information provided is misleading. The proposal mentions providing “a smooth transition from low-scale residential 
areas by methods including matching low-scale building height maximums where mid-scale residential abuts or is across the street 
from low-scale areas”. However, Scenario 2 transforms the entirety of Strawberry/McKinley Hill into “Mid-Scale Residential”. Thus, 
there will be barely any low-scale building height maximums to match this mid-scale designation against – yet the existing homes all 
reflect the characteristics of low-scale homes. This feels disingenuous. 

In addition, there’s a footnote buried on the public comment map stating, “If a parcel is partly in the Mid-Scale Residential, it most 
likely would be included in that category.” The result being that the map presents some parcels as “Low-Scale Residential”, that in 
reality would actually be considered “Mid-Scale Residential”. Some of these parcels aren’t even small. Such imprecision is blatantly 

misleading. 

Overall, how can citizens of Tacoma and the Tacoma City Council make an informed decision without clear, specific information in 
the terms and conditions of these proposed changes? Nonetheless, the Planning Commission’s current plan is to submit their 
proposal to City Council for approval before including key details – and only after approval include details such as specifics on 
building height limits, reduced lot sizes, setbacks, transitions between Low-Scale and Mid-Scale, etc. 

This feels like the ask is to write a blank check, and the cost will be determined later. I feel this information is critical to making an 

informed decision. Further, that Tacoma citizens and the City Council should have that information upfront, before making such 

an impactful decision. 

 

Disproportionate Concentration of High Density in South Tacoma Districts  

The proposal is stated as creating affordable housing, increasing the choice of housing types, and addressing inequitable access to 
opportunity throughout Tacoma neighborhoods. Yet the rezoning isn’t strategically targeted to actually address these causes 
equitably throughout Tacoma. Instead, the guidelines for the rezoning areas are relatively simple. The proposal at minimum targets 

                                                            
26 One Tacoma Plan Book – Engagement, Administration + Implementation: https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/OneTacomaPlan/1-
11EngagementAdministrationImplementation.pdf 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/OneTacomaPlan/1-11EngagementAdministrationImplementation.pdf
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/OneTacomaPlan/1-11EngagementAdministrationImplementation.pdf


adding the highest density in areas (1) currently zoned as Multi-Family Low Density, (2) within 1/8 mile of designated Centers, and 
(3) within 150 feet of designated Corridors. These areas primarily reside in Tacoma’s least affluent neighborhoods, which already 
have more high density zoning than other neighborhoods. In effect, the proposal calls for increasing the already disproportionate 
ratio of high-to-low density housing in south Tacoma neighborhood districts. 

While the proposal allows for more density citywide, the upzoning simply mirrors existing zoning – but expands and concentrates 
density where density has already been concentrated. As the Planning Commission notes, Tacoma’s housing pattern originated in 
race and economic class bias. While blatant redlining policies no longer exist, subsequent policies have allowed the structure that 
those policies established to continue. Today, the least affordable neighborhoods have the most property protections, the least 
density, the highest property values, the most expensive rent, and highest median income. Meanwhile, neighborhoods like the 
Eastside have already been structured for higher density than north Tacoma neighborhoods and have some of the lowest property 
values, rental costs, lowest income, and overall, access to opportunity.  

Simply basing a proposal off of this divided structure perpetuates the problem. Per Tacoma’s Housing Action Plan, “The city’s 
highest opportunity areas are the most challenging to access for low and moderate income households. Generally, opportunity is 
highest in the north areas of the city and lowest in the south and central areas of the city. Areas of high opportunity have higher 
median home values.”27 The Equity Index analysis28 conducted by the City of Tacoma notes the following key findings: 

 Comprehensive opportunity is higher in areas where there is a view of or access to the Puget Sound and opportunity is lower 
in the southern portion of the city. 

 Highways 16 and I-5 act as physical barriers separating higher opportunity areas from lower opportunity areas. 

 Tacoma is most diverse in the southern part of the city, particularly in Councilmanic Districts 4 and 5. 
 Road quality is an issue of concern across Tacoma. 
 Areas that could benefit from improved accessibility include the industrial corridor in South Tacoma, the Eastside, and New 

Tacoma. 
 Areas that could benefit from increased livability include the downtown area, areas where public housing is sited, and the 

western portion of the Eastside. 
 Areas that could benefit from investment in education include Councilmanic Districts 4, 5, and the southern portion of 

Councilmanic District 3. 
 Areas that could benefit from economic improvements include the central and southern portions of Councilmanic District 1, 

the downtown corridor, and large portions of Councilmanic Districts 4 and 6. 

We need a plan that specifically considers these issues and factors them into implementation plans. We need a plan that 
thoughtfully and strategically provides access to areas of opportunity that have been exclusive. We need affordable rental housing 
equitably throughout Tacoma, not disproportionately concentrated in certain areas. We need inclusionary zoning requirements 
throughout Tacoma, but particularly in high cost areas that have been an economic barrier for many, yet are financially feasible for 
allocating mandatory affordable housing.  

The private rental market alone has not and will not be sufficient for existing citizens in need, and risks further displacement. 
According to the City of Tacoma’s Housing Action Plan, Tacoma renters are of higher income now while lower income households 
have declined; it also notes that, “This is likely due to a combination of low income households being priced out of the market and 
renter income increasing”.29 The Housing Action Plan’s Existing Condition report provides more context to this, “Since 2016, rents 
have increased by 22 percent, or between $250 to $275 per month… With rising rents, the household income required to afford the 
average rental unit increased by $11,000 annually.”30 We need to recognize that rent will always increase in the private market, and 
at the current rate, faster than income. While part of the solution is increasing the supply of rental units, we also need a strategic 
multifaceted approach. 

                                                            
27 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20A
ction%20Plan.pdf 
28 City of Tacoma – Equity Index Analysis: https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=ec0a9caa645e44059b1680a1902959eb 
29 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20A
ction%20Plan.pdf 
30 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan Existing Conditions: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20A
ction%20Plan%20-%20Existing%20Conditions.pdf 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf
https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=ec0a9caa645e44059b1680a1902959eb
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan%20-%20Existing%20Conditions.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan%20-%20Existing%20Conditions.pdf


We need to ensure there is a proportionate supply of residential homes in Tacoma’s most affordable areas so that homeownership, 
and the financial stability that it brings, is accessible to those who can’t afford homes in high cost areas. Purchasing a home is a 
means to secure a fixed living expense in a mortgage, transition living expenses from simply a cost to an investment that builds 
equity, and create a nest egg for retirement. If we over-index on high density rental communities as the means to affordable housing 
and don’t factor the supply of homes affordable for ownership, we increase the barrier to entry for property ownership and create a 
self-fulfilling prophesy where current renters don’t have a financially feasible choice but to rent or leave. In essence, we compromise 
one of the most practical ways for individuals of moderate means and income to obtain financial security; owning one’s own home. 
We need to preserve a supply of Tacoma’s most affordable homes so that Tacoma’s less affluent also have a viable path to 
homeownership – a path that simply isn’t feasible for many in high cost north Tacoma neighborhoods. 

 

I have long appreciated the value in Tacoma and held steadfast belief in its ongoing success. It is critical that Tacoma addresses 
population growth and affordable housing through well thought out, strategic changes to zoning and investment. That such changes 
balance driving affordability through increased rental housing units, as well as through preserving affordable homeownership 
options. Ensuring diverse and balanced housing options is critical to making housing in Tacoma affordable for the long-term. 

I also understand that Tacoma’s continued growth comes with ramifications requiring complex decisions to ensure that growth is 
sustainable and equitable to all current and future Tacoma residents. I am reaching out today, not in opposition to this fundamental 
understanding, but in opposition to its currently planned execution. While I feel the newly proposed land use designations need 
more specificity and strategy, I also believe their intent and purpose make sense. The “Low-Scale Residential” designation in 
particular, makes a lot of sense in lieu of solely single-family homes. It adds flexibility that increases housing, while ensuring new 
developments align with existing home’s scale. I also feel the “Mid-Scale Residential” is a critical addition to Tacoma’s land use 
designations. Previously, the difference between “Multi-Family Low Density” and “Multi-Family High Density” was a dramatic 
transition with far too much variance in building types.  

However, the “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning still represents a large change. First, I think the “Mid-Scale Residential” should not be 
an outright replacement of “Multi-Family Low Density”. Second, implementing the “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning in Tacoma should 
be iterative and site-specific. Third, there should be limits to how many areas and parcels should be zoned for renting versus primary 
home ownership within the same neighborhood district; this ensures there is proportionate balance. There are far too many 
differences and disparities between Tacoma neighborhoods to implement this zoning with fixed criteria citywide. It is critical that 
instituting this designation considers each neighborhood’s existing characteristics before implementation to ensure that it aligns 
with these characteristics, and that the necessary infrastructure is in place to support it. There are many areas that this makes 
perfect sense, areas that can support the density increase without undue impact to neighborhoods and existing residents.  

Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill are not one of those areas. I would strongly urge you to reconsider the proposed rezoning. In 
addition, I would request that you provide the same view-sensitive and historic property protections to Strawberry Hill and McKinley 
Hill that are available in other areas of Tacoma with similar characteristics. 

Sincerely, 

Nick Malo 

  



Appendix 

Appendix A: Current Zoning vs. 2021 Proposed Rezoning 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/LandUseDesignationTable.pdf 
 https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/Zoning%20Reference%20Guide%202016.pdf 
 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%

20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Comp%20Plan%20Changes.pdf 

  

Current Zoning 2021 Proposed Rezoning

Zoning Multi-Family Low Density (R-4L) Mid-Scale Residential

Maximum Building Height 

(ft.) 35
Unknown 

(Only information is "3 to 4 stories ", with 

exceptions for increased stories.)

Unknown

Minimum Lot Size 

(sq. ft.)

6,000 
(plus 1,500 sq. ft. for each unit in excess 

of four)
Unknown Unknown

Minimum Front Setback 

(ft.) 20
Unknown 

(Only information is "Reduce setbacks ".)
Unknown

Required Off-Street Parking Spaces

1.5

<= 1 

(Only information is "1 or fewer stalls per 

unit. Waive parking for deeply 

affordable (<50% AMI) and special needs 

housing with clientele who do not need 

cars .")

(>= 0.5)

Eligibile for Tacoma's Multi-Family 

Property Tax Exemption
Not Applicable Yes

Target Development Density 

(dwelling units per net acre)
14 - 36 15 - 45 1 - 9

Zoning Single Family Residential (R-2) Low-Scale Residential

Maximum Building Height 

(ft.)
35 Unknown Unknown

Minimum Lot Size 

(sq. ft.)
5,000 2,500 (2500)

Minimum Front Setback 

(ft.)
20

Unknown

(Only information is "Consider setback 

reductions (for example, the current front 

setback is 20 feet) )"

Unknown

Required Off-Street Parking Spaces 2.0 1.0 (1.0)

Eligibile for Tacoma's Multi-Family 

Property Tax Exemption
Not Applicable Yes

Target Development Density 

(dwelling units per net acre)
6 - 12 10 - 25 4 - 13

Change

Current Zoning vs. 2021 Proposed Rezoning

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/LandUseDesignationTable.pdf
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/Zoning%20Reference%20Guide%202016.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Comp%20Plan%20Changes.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Comp%20Plan%20Changes.pdf


Appendix B: Proposed Rezoning 

1. Scenario 1 “Evolve Housing Choice” – Strawberry Hill 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a 
  

https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a


2. Scenario 1 “Evolve Housing Choice” 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac
tions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf 

3. Scenario 2 “Transform Housing Choice” – Strawberry Hill 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf


 

 

Sources: 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a 

  

https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a


4. Scenario 2 “Transform Housing Choice” 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac
tions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf 

  

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf


Appendix C: Current Zoning 

1. Current Zoning – Strawberry Hill 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/ 

  

https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/


2. Current Zoning 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/ 

  

https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/


3. Current Zoning – Single Family and Multi-Family Low Density 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac
tions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf 

  

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf


4. Current Zoning – Multi-Family High Density 

Multi-Family High Density – R4: Red 

Multi-Family High Density – R5: Purple 
 
Sources: 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/ 

  

https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/


5. Current Zoning – Mixed Use Centers 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac
tions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Comp%20Plan%20Changes.pdf 

  

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Comp%20Plan%20Changes.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Comp%20Plan%20Changes.pdf


6. Current Zoning – Historic Districts 

 

Sources: 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/HistoricIs/ 

  

https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/HistoricIs/


Appendix D: Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan (Potential for Inclusionary Requirements) 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac
tions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf  

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf


Appendix E: 2019 Proposed Rezoning Results 

 

Sources: 

 https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/2019%20Amendment%20PC%20Recommendations%20(6-19-
19)%20size%20reduced.pdf 

  

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/2019%20Amendment%20PC%20Recommendations%20(6-19-19)%20size%20reduced.pdf
https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/2019%20Amendment%20PC%20Recommendations%20(6-19-19)%20size%20reduced.pdf


Appendix F: Maximum Housing Unit Density by Zoning Area 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Description: Housing capacity is based on the allowed housing density by acre per zoning district, discounting right of way, critical 
areas, setbacks and market factors. 
 
Sources: 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=4a28d22fa3bd4a3d85528b4949d69c46 

  

https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=4a28d22fa3bd4a3d85528b4949d69c46


Appendix G: View Sensitive District Overlay History (1989, 2019, & 2021) 

1. 1989 View Sensitive Area Study 

 

  



2. 2019 View Sensitive District Overlay 

 

 

  



3. 2021 “Citywide” View Sensitive District Overlay Amendments 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020
/PC%20Agenda%20Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf 

  

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020/PC%20Agenda%20Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020/PC%20Agenda%20Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf


4. Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill Views 

 

 

  



 

 

 

  



Appendix H: Tacoma’s History of Redlining  

These areas were defined in 1929 to provide 
lenders with a reason to refuse to give home 
loans to interested parties. The explicitly 
racist practice was based on assumptions that 
people of color and foreign-born whites were 
bad financial risks. The Mapping Inequality 
project documents how redlining worked in 
Tacoma and across the nation. 

Enduring impacts 

These racists practices limited people of color 
from building family wealth through 
homeownership and access to education and 
employment. As a result, Tacoma residents of 
color today have lower incomes and are less 
likely to be homeowners. 

Redlining and restrictive covenants are gone, 
but our neighborhoods still reflect the 
patterns they reinforced. Areas not redlined 
have some of the highest prices in the city. 
Conversely, those that were redlined and 
lacked private investment are worth less. 

Tacoma is one of the most racially diverse 
cities in Washington State—nearly 40 percent 
of our residents are people of color. Yet 
Tacoma residents of color are more likely today to live in areas with fewer opportunities, while high opportunity areas are 
disproportionately white. These patterns of wealth, opportunity and race correlate with Tacoma’s historic exclusions of non-white 
families from high opportunity neighborhoods. 

Areas by Grade 

Grade Legend Description Commentary 

A  
“Best” 

Green Areas were described as a "hot spot"... where good mortgage 
lenders with available funds are willing to make their maximum 
loans. 

“Inhabitants – Infiltration of [non-
white families]: No Threat” 

B  
“Still 
Desirable” 
 

Blue Areas were "still good" but not as "hot" as A Areas. "They are 
neighborhoods where good mortgage lenders will have a 
tendency to hold commitments 10-15% under the [lending] 
limit." 

“Favorable Influences: 
Homogeneous population and 
development.” 

C  
“Definitely 
Declining” 

Yellow Area were characterized by "obsolescence [and] infiltration of 
lower grade population." "Good mortgage lenders are more 
conservative in Third grade." 

“There is, however, a distinct threat 
of Negroes and native born Italians.” 
 

D  
“Hazardous” 

Red Areas were "characterized by detrimental influences in a 
pronounced degree, underdesirable population or an infiltration 
of it." They recommended lenders "refuse to make loans in 
these areas [or] only on a conservative basis." 

“There are several Negro families 
(three known) who own property 
and live in this area. This constitutes 
a sufficient hazard to justify a 4th 
grade rating.” 

Sources: 

 https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/63476315c3f54736b846e477126959f1 
 https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=13/47.225/-122.477&city=tacoma-wa&area=D6&adview=full 

  

https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/63476315c3f54736b846e477126959f1
https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=13/47.225/-122.477&city=tacoma-wa&area=D6&adview=full


Appendix I: Tacoma Equity Index Maps 

1. Tacoma Equity Index 2019 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

   



2. Tacoma Equity Index 2019 – Income  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



3. Tacoma Equity Index 2019 – Home Value 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

  



4. Tacoma Equity Index 2019 – Race  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://tacomaequitymap.caimaps.info/ 
 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=364b6e640f1c410f921f0c957f24f0bf 
 https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/63476315c3f54736b846e477126959f1 
 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/NCS/NCD/ 

  

https://tacomaequitymap.caimaps.info/
https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=364b6e640f1c410f921f0c957f24f0bf
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/63476315c3f54736b846e477126959f1
https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/NCS/NCD/


Appendix J: Public Outreach & Engagement 

1. Timeline, Milestones, & Engagement Strategies 

   

 

  



2. 2021 vs. 2019 Rezoning Public Comment Maps 

2021 Rezoning Public Comment Map – 4/7/2021                2019 Rezoning Public Comment Map 

2021 Rezoning Public Comment Map – 3/21/2021   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Presentations%2
02020/Presentations%20(09-02-20).pdf 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a 
 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/FLUM/ 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Presentations%202020/Presentations%20(09-02-20).pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Presentations%202020/Presentations%20(09-02-20).pdf
https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a
https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/FLUM/
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Wung, Lihuang

From: gnome <gnome253@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:27 PM
To: Planning
Subject: SLOW YOUR ROLL on ZONING

Please consider residents’ concerns over the change in zoning. If the plan is so good, what is the harm in slowing down 
and getting buy‐in? Feeling like something is being done “to us” creates distrust and resentment. Educate us on how this 
plan benefits the residents. 

Our homes are the largest assets we own, a sweeping change to the zoning laws under our noses is disastrous. My 
neighbors have not heard about this, I did not receive a postcard. Surveying 800 people is not enough. There was more 
outreach regarding the change to recycling than I’ve seen for this proposal‐‐one of the biggest changes Tacoma has 
made, probably ever. Notify people, allow residents to debate the issue. We need more time.  

It sounds like the council is trying to provide affordable housing and to reduce inequalities in home ownership. Simply 
changing zoning does neither. We don’t live in a closed system—if prices in Tacoma are slightly less than other areas, 
outside demand will cause housing to continue to be “unaffordable”. Address affordability with other measures, not 
zoning. The zoning changes sound like they will create an infusion of rental housing—who benefits from this? The 
builders who can already afford to build. The landlords get richer, while there is no equalization to the inequality you 
claim zoning will help. What about first‐time home buyer incentives? There is more to discuss here. We need more time. 

There is a glut of buildable lots in Tacoma‐I’ve looked at the buildable land report. Why can’t we figure out how to reach 
density with those lots first? Are there regulations on those empty lots that prohibit development? Does the 
development not pencil out? We haven’t even reached density and there is more to research here.  

The best‐case scenario is to identify areas that benefit from greater density—urban areas near the mall and downtown, 
for example. There are other areas that benefit from a choice to live with more space, breathing room from your 
neighbors, a garden, and a place to park.  

Planning the infrastructure for this type of zoning change is imperative. Where will people park? This is a real issue. I 
think about the Fremont area in Seattle. It is claustrophobic. Cars line both sides of the street, they are parked on the 
easements, and up to the stop signs. Residents circle and circle looking for a parking spot. You have to leave the 
sidewalk to take a walk. It is awful. I want to leave immediately. It makes me feel like I’m back in college. When people 
can afford it, they move away from that kind of inconvenient living. It is stressful.   

We should accommodate both urban and suburban situations, as all types of residents—homeowners, renters, urban 
loving, and suburban loving are all necessary for the long‐term success of Tacoma.  

I always tell people that Tacoma is a hidden gem. There’s a reason—a small town feel with big city amenities. Let’s not 
lose what is special about Tacoma with a sweeping change in the dark of night.  

This is big. Let the residents decide.  

Marilyn 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kristina <kristina@made-law.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:48 PM
To: Hines, John; McCarthy, Conor; Planning; Thoms, Robert; 

llilian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org
Cc: Woodards, Victoria
Subject: Home in Tacoma comment letter  pertaining to Tacoma commission meeting

 
Dear Mayor Woodards, Tacoma Planning Commissioners and Honorable City Council Members, 
 
My neighbors and I live just outside of the Proctor Commercial District, which is bounded by two schools, a library and 
post office, a couple of banks, a pair of grocery stores and a number of small businesses in the commercial district. 
Those structures provide essential neighborhood services and a perfectly – planned – transition from commercial to 
residential. The neighborhood is, for now, walkable and pleasant. 
 
Without the community knowing, or being given an opportunity to provide input and raise concerns, the commercial 
district including these transition structures was designated a “mixed use center” with no transitional areas between 
new high rise structures and hundred year old homes. Now, this mixed‐use center is proposed, under both choices laid 
out by city planners in the “Home in Tacoma Project”, to have a buffer around it that would make our homes the 
transition zone instead.  This is very problematic and the neighbors in the surrounding areas have been gathering for 
months (outdoors) to try to have input into development issues and this process.   Our voices could not be heard 
without hiring a lawyer because the development process was geared towards not providing the neighbors with an 
opportunity to appeal the City’s decision without filing suit.  There was no administrative process provided for us to have 
input into this decision.  The community perspective is that this has resulted in an inequitable process in which it is clear 
the City is trying to push an agenda without allowing for the input of the community.   We hope that this new “Home in 
Tacoma Project” is treated differently.   
 
The consensus of the people living in our neighborhood is to respectfully request that the planning commissioners and 
the city council reconsider its “Home in Tacoma” proposal and this time, listen to the concerns of the people who live in 
the neighborhood, without having to initiate yet another legal action.    
 
Issues we would like to have addressed are to fix the mixed‐use center zoning to acknowledge the existing, sensible 
transition areas in place in our neighborhood. As we acknowledge we do not know the other MUC neighborhoods as 
well, but we request on their residents’ behalf that you fix those as well. 
 
I personally, own a house and a commercial building in Proctor.  When we bought our house, Proctor was not the 
desirable neighborhood it is now. We placed considerable resources into renovating our home while preserving the 
historic integrity of the neighborhood because it was clear that individuals valued this in our community.  We also 
recently renovated our building to reflect the character of the district.  It is the perspective of the community around us 
that there are continuing challenges within the district, outside of these immediate issues, which have directly been 
created by the City ignoring the wishes of its citizenry over those of big developers who come in from the outside whose 
sole goal is to make money and not necessarily improve the community.  We believe this is a travesty.  
 
Another such travesty is the labeling of the Proctor District a “transit center” when it clearly does not meet a credible 
definition.  We have never had adequate public transportation.  We drive to the Tacoma Dome Station to take the train 
or bus north or south; we walk or bike downtown – it’s much faster than the inconvenient local bus service. We know of 
no plans to put an actual transit center anywhere in the north end of the City.  
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Our neighborhood hopes that this time a decision is made to listen to our concerns and push the reset button on “Home 
in Tacoma”, please start from these principles:  

1. Every citizen of the city of Tacoma deserves to see the quality of life in their neighborhood maintained or 
improved over time. This means equal or better access to green spaces, public transportation, schools, and 
healthy food. 

2. No current homeowner should live in constant fear that a building three times the height of their home will pop 
up next door, without setbacks, and without parking.  A reasonable solution is for new structures to be not more 
than than one story higher than their residential neighbors.  

3. Each new residential unit must have a designated parking space in the structure unless it is demonstrated that 
there is adequate space on the street immediately adjacent to the parcel boundary. 

4. Planning for new housing in Tacoma cannot successfully be done in isolation from provisions for basic urban 
services like schools, parks, stormwater, and wastewater.  

5. The Public Works Department must reduce the service area boundaries for the North End Treatment Plant in 
order to accommodate any additional (especially, large multi‐family) sewer connections; this plant is already at 
its design capacity as it awaits all of the Point Ruston, Stadium, 6th Avenue and other developments throughout 
its current service area. 

Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to reviewing a new “Home in 
Tacoma” proposal accompanied by a new Tacoma Sewer Plan. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristina Maritczak 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bruce & Marcie McCANDLISS <yofive@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 4:43 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Thoms, Robert; Woodards, Victoria; Nowman, Nicole; Alan Jackson; Vicki Sarhanis; 

elliot.barnett@cityoftacoma.org; Diane Swoveland; Bill Swoveland; Tomi Weese; Greg 
Murdock; Ken Strickland; Vernia Strickland; Christina Reimer; Molly Wyenberg; Tricia 
Hocking; Wyenberg, Don; Pam Kikillus; Rob Kikillus

Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Concerning the Home in Tacoma Project:  
   
Unfortunately we will not be able to dial into the ZOOM meeting April 7, at 5:30 
(https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82197923401 ) but in reviewing the material available from your website 
( Housing Growth Scenarios Map ) and meeting notice we received, we have some questions 
regarding the zoning plan.  
   
1.  Is it the intent of the Planning Committee to rezone single family urban areas to allow ADU's or 
second homes on lots?  
2.  If this is allowed, what does the data show about the value of existing homes in the area?  
3.  If property values decrease how will the City of Tacoma make up the deficit?   
4.  We live in NE Tacoma and belong to a HOA.  The HOA CC&R's state that homes are to be single 
family homes.  Will the rezone mean the HOA's CC&R's are out of date and have to be re-written to 
comply with the new zoning rules?  Will the City of Tacoma pay the legal fees to have the CC&R's 
rewritten?  
5.  A data point that homeowners took into consideration when purchasing homes in our area was 
having a HOA with CC&R's.  CC&R's are the rules and regulations we bought into when moving into 
the neighborhood.  What does the City of Tacoma say to the homeowners if their neighborhood is 
rezoned to allow duplexes, multiplexes, ADU's or small mobile homes?  Do they say "Oh sorry you 
made that decision to live where you do but the rules are now different and you may have to move."  
6.  Why does the City of Tacoma believe they need to solve the housing crisis by making their 
constituents weigh the options of moving after living in their neighborhood for 20 plus years?  
7.  NE Tacoma is apart from main stream Tacoma.  Entrance and egress points are limited, 
infrastructure is limited and public transportation is limited.  More money would be required to improve 
the limitations here than in other areas of Tacoma.  Is the plan to increase property tax rates to raise 
the required money to make the improvements?  
8.  Does it make sense to rezone a neighborhood that for the most part contains lots with a small 
footprint but have homes with a large footprint on the lot?  
   
We look forward to hearing your response.   
   
Bruce and Marcie McCandliss  
3611 44th St Ct NE  
Tacoma, WA 98422   



To:         City of Tacoma Planning – Home in Tacoma Project    
From:     David W McCord 
Date:      April 9,2021 
 
 
 
Although I am highly opposed to both of your proposals, I do want to commend your team for staying 
on the Zoom meeting until almost 9:00 PM Wednesday evening.  You also did a great job of limiting time 
for the participants and keeping the mases on track. 
 
I felt that you received a fair cross section of opinions that were (mostly) thoughtfully constructed.   
 
I have commented before for the record but feel the need to make a few more observations. 
 
 
Why does the city feel it has a mandate to grow? 
 
 Growth for the sake of growth is not necessarily beneficial to existing citizens.  The city’s role is to serve 
its existing residents, not appeal to those who desire to.   Attraction of new residents by offering 
“affordable housing” does not benefit the city’s existing population in any way. You seem to believe that 
following what other “progressive” cities are doing is the proper path for our city. That blueprint is 
viewed with great skepticism by many and has no track record of positive impact that I am aware of.  
 
 
Affordable Housing? 
 
Most people commented that none of this agenda creates affordable housing.   Simply stated, a 
developer must make return on their investment. To do so the structure must generate market rates via 
rental rates or sales price. This will make them “unaffordable” to many.  I cannot blame a developer who 
has an opportunity handed to him/her by the city.  They will outbid any private person who would like 
to build a single dwelling home. Clearly the city desires this outcome.  
 
If the city demands that some portions be set aside for “affordable” housing with rents/prices limited, 
the revenue short fall will be absorbed by the consumers of the other units or subsides paid for by the 
taxpayers. The whole concept of “Affordable Housing” is contrary to our existing economics principles. 
That of course changes if the city is ready to declare that it has fully embraced socialist ideals and that 
the government that will control home prices and then burden taxpayers/homeowners who ultimately 
would pay for those subsidies.  That is a very dangerous path. 
 
 
Despite what many believe, we do not have an inherent right to live where and how we want to live. It 
must be earned. If you cannot afford to live where you want, you cannot live there.  It is that simple. 
 
 
 How did proving affordable housing become the city’s mandate?  The people who support affordable 
housing are those who benefit from it.   
 
 



Two entities will benefit from this proposal. The first are developers (if it remains profitable).   
The second are those who see chance to get something that others pay for.   
 
The people who are against these proposals are the ones who will ultimately pay for it and get zero 
improvement (or even detriment) to their current quality of life.  
 
As a side note, I do not see sidewalk tent cities being reduced by more affordable housing.  That is a 
different issue altogether 
 
 
This city is thriving as it is currently zoned.  
 
This city housing has become expensive.  This is a reflection on its current desirability. Houses are not 
unaffordable as they sell for these current prices.  Does this create a barrier for many people who wish 
to live here? Yes. Is that wrong or bad. No. I purchased my home because of the makeup of the 
neighborhood and the entire city. It was not given to me. I earned the right to choose where I could 
afford to live.  
 
 I have no issue with high density housing if it happens organically.  Where we have apartments 
currently located works.  Adding more people will not enhance my neighborhood in any way.  It has 
been vibrant as is for many decades without any interference from the city.  
  
Tacoma is a success story. I know many Portland/Seattle refugees who have fled those cities because of 
what they have become. They are not good role models.  I lived in Portland when it was in my opinion 
the best city in America to live in. That title is long gone.  The Tacoma I moved to in 2001 reminded me 
of the Portland I had moved to in the 1978. Please do not ruin a good thing. 
 
The secret to Tacoma’s success is its awesome neighborhoods and its nearly perfect size.  Why would 
the city support an initiative that’s primary goal is to negatively impact both those things? 
 
Infrastructure 
 
We simply do not have adequate infrastructure as it is.  Adding people will not help. Again, if you believe 
that developers will “pick up the tab”, you are mistaken. The consumer/tax paper will. For those who 
feel the North End folks are privileged should drive some of the streets in my neighborhood. Parking is 
already limited as well. Adding more cars will not help on either of these fronts.  
 
 
Stop with the racism card 
 
The African American gentleman from the Westside said it best. He worked hard to buy my home where 
he wanted to live and to leave where he was living.  Many in other districts were very proud of their 
diverse single-family zoned neighborhoods.  I find it highly offensive (and quite foolish) to be told I am 
racist because I own a single-family home.  Have blacks as a group (I find classifying people distasteful, 
but everyone in the media and government insists that we do) effectively been shut out of housing?  
Yes. Is it racial? I am sure in the past it certainly was. Is it today? Only to the extent that blacks as a 
group have not advanced economically. We can debate the reasons for that some other time.  



Minorities with financial wherewithal live in every neighborhood in the city.  Cash is king. When it comes 
to money, people tend to be color blind. 
 
 
Home in Tacoma Project is being forced down the citizens throats a Mach speed. 
 
This initiative started only a year ago.  Covid has effectively stopped business as usual since then, yet 
you still are marching on.  Nearly everyone on the call felt this has been very poorly communicated to 
not only the citizens at large, but also the leaders in the districts.  The committee has worked extremely 
hard on this, but please take the time to do it right. I must reiterate there has been no long-term 
assessment of how eliminating single-family home zones has positively impacted a community. 
 
Should this plan become a reality, I agree that a pilot plan should be executed first. Logically it would be 
in a currently single-family zoned area where the highest-ranking committee member lives.   
 
Let the citizens determine Tacoma’s destiny. 
 
 
Putting a plan in place with this many far-reaching impacts without a vote of the citizenry is 
unconscionable. There are 5 districts in the city. Each has property, all of which is zoned.  The owners of 
each parcel can vote on what zone their parcel should be. 
 
Single -family 
Low-scale Residential 
Mid-scale residential 
 
If most currently single-family zoned parcels in a district want to remain that way, they will. If the 
majority prefer low-scale or mid-scale residential, then that will be the zoning for what was formally 
single family. 
 
You will note I would prefer only property owners’ vote.  That is as it should be. They are the people 
who have the right to determine what happens to their property.  If held by a corporation, the Board of 
Directors would determine the vote.  
 
Although much less fair, I would accept everyone in the district having a vote vs the city council 
unilaterally determining the zoning. 
 
For those who feel this is NIMBY, I would suggest if no one wanted it in their backyard, then clearly it is 
not desired across the city.   
 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
 
David W McCord 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Stacy McCracken <stacyjmcc@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:02 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Dear Planning Committee, 

Thank you for the zoom presentation on April 7th.  I appreciate the Home in Tacoma project being presented as a 
supplement to the on‐line information.  

The HIT project will bring change to the entire city and has been hard to grasp from the little postcard I received and the 
information provided on‐line.  With COVID I understand outreach has been difficult.  According to the 2019 Census there 
are 83,688 households in Tacoma.  Of them 50% are owner occupied.  870 of the HIT surveys were returned, 275 people 
attended the April 7th meeting up from the 50 – 80 attendees noted on the website from previous meetings.  A very 
small portion of the owner‐occupied households have participated.  I feel the outreach has not reached the majority 
citizens of Tacoma.  Before Phase 2 is finalized I would like to see more outreach and education.   

The approved SEPA determination was briefly mentioned in the April 7th meeting.  I would like to see a full 
environmental impact study before the HIT changes are approved.  As a life long citizen of Tacoma, I see our resources 
are stretched.  Changes are not going to happen over night but I would like to see our city council, school district, 
transportation and city services have solid information for budgeting and planning.  

Inclusion zoning was mentioned as being unsustainable for developers and thusly abandoned in the HIT 
project.  Developers are in business to make money.  At a minimum, developers should have to pay impact fees which 
could be set using a full environmental impact study.  Inclusion zoning has worked in Minneapolis.  The developers are 
still building.  Also, in Minneapolis the city government owns rent controlled housing.  This has been the city’s greatest 
success in providing affordable housing.  I did not see this mentioned as an option.  

A 2015 study by Texas A&M and a Stanford study published in the Journal of Political Economy, using a decade of data 
from 15 cities found only in low‐income areas, affordable housing had a positive effect on property values through pride 
of ownership and the neighborhoods’ diversity increased.  In mid/high income areas there was a negative effect on 
property values and diversification.  The loss of property value is a valid concern.  As a homeowner I find this 
information troubling for my neighborhood if HIT is approved, yet encouraging for underutilized areas of Tacoma.  

Using the findings stated above I believe the HIT projectmight be better utilized in underserved neighborhoods first, to 
encourage ownership and bring improvements to the areas through impact fees. Above all historical buildings and 
current homeowners should be protected so as not to displace the elderly and to preserve the already established 
community base.  

In summary, I believe affordable housing needs to be addressed.  I do not believe rolling out a blanket, city wide 
upheaval of zoning is the best way to provide housing and preserve the community and services of Tacoma.  

Sincerely, 

Stacy McCracken 

2119 N. Highland Street; Tacoma, WA 98406 
stacyjmcc@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: TODD MELCHER <melcher261@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 2021 5:13 PM
To: Planning
Subject: HOME IN TACOMA COMMENTS

In an attempt to understand the desire of the city to provide affordable housing I have come up with a few statements. 
1. It is my experience that as housing density increases, so do the social problems associated with it.  I know from 

first hand experience, we will experience an increase in crime as the density increases.  An increase in social 
problems are related to a lack of social space. 

2. On site and off street parking must be provided with any residential housing just as it should be required for all 
single family homes.  This keeps the new developments’ parking from encroaching onto other owners’ property 
and in turn helps keep the peace. 

3. As density increases so will crowding at  our areas schools.  Has the Pierce County School District been brought 
into any of these discussions?  I saw no reference of their needs or input.  Their needs will increase based on the 
choices you make. 

4. I assume that taxes should decline, as there will be more residential housing to absorb the cumulative tax 
burden. 

5. I definitely support a more welcoming walking design on the major streets and feeders.  Sidewalks are a must for 
all of Tacoma for safety and accessibility. 

6. In your effort to reduce urban sprawl you must balance it against urban blight.   
Respectfully, 
Todd Melcher 

             401 s.70th street 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bronnie Miller <bronniemiller63@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 6:08 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezoning

I am sending this note to say I strongly oppose the city of Tacoma plan to rezone I am a senior citizen who has 
enjoyed living on Strawberry Hill since 1992. It is so beautiful and quiet here everyday seems like a vacation. 
The new zoning would completely destroy the character of this area not to mention 
.. the increased noise and traffic that would naturally occur. I have lived in cities that have replaced the old with 
the new and they are never as nice or the same. When the history is gone it is gone and can never return. I could 
keep listing reasons as to why rezoning is a bad idea but you probably would' not want to read them all and I 
imagine you have heard them from other citizens. My husband of  57 years passed away from Covid in 
December; I hope to live in this house for the remainder of my life; after that it should be lived in by another 
single family. I close my note by asking that the proposed rezoning of Tacoma neighborhoods not occur. Please 
keep Tacoma the beautiful city it is. Just because the developers call something affordable doesn't necessarily 
mean that  it is; also, the problem pf homelessness must ultimately be solved by their work and desire not at the 
expense of the citizenry.  Thank you for reading my note. 
Sincerely, 
Bronnie Miller 
1015 East 30 St. 
Tacoma,WA 98404 
253-272-5747 
 
 
and desire not at the expense of our working and contributing citizenry  Thank you for reading my note. 
Sincerely, 
Bronnie Miller 
1015 East 30.` 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marissa Mulligan <mulliganmarissa31@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 9:10 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comments -- Proctor Mid-Scale

Dear Planners: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposals outlined in the "Home in Tacoma" code and rule 
changes. 
 
I want to begin by clarifying that I'm overall supportive of the concepts of increasing housing supply and 
affordability, including code changes in single family areas that would expand housing types and choices. More 
and more people throughout the Puget Sound region are being priced out of the housing market, and that's just 
not right. 
Well-planned growth done through an equity lens is especially valuable in enhancing our communities through 
economic and racial diversity. 
 
That said, growth needs to be smartly and thoughtfully planned.  
 
While the proposal certainly puts forth a number of wonderful ideas and concepts, but they are merely that -- 
ideas and concepts, and many are divorced from the reality of how they could actually affect the people who 
live and work in the targeted neighborhoods. 
 
A big concern is the proposal to make mid-scale housing permittable in such a large swath of the North End. 
First of all, the infrastructure is currently not in place to support such a proposal: 

 Many streets already lack sidewalks, curbs, and streetlights. Go for a walk or a jog in the proposed area 
around dusk and you'll quickly see what I mean. 

 Sidewalks that do exist are in poor condition and not passable for people who need walkers or wheel 
chairs. Many streets still lack ADA ramps. 

 Streets are in appalling condition, riddled with potholes and divets from years of patched repairs; 
swerving drivers trying to avoid them are a danger to pedestrians and cyclists.  

 Substantial cuts in Pierce County bus service have made people even more car-dependent. 
 Street parking is already at capacity in many neighborhoods, and traffic backups at intersections are 

blocks long during rush hours or on weekends. 
 Auto theft and vandalism is rampant for North End street-parkers. Read Nextdoor.  

These issues must be resolved before any proposal to increase density can be seriously considered. 
 
Secondly, new dwellings need to be compatible with the existing structures. Nicely designed town homes, 
duplexes, triplexes or cottages could be charming and fit in just fine in the North End and be an asset to the 
neighborhood. A three or four story ugly Seattle-style box-building towering over someone's house and 
blocking their windows and sunlight, however, is just blight. Not to mention the infrastructure isn't in place to 
support that kind of development (see above). 
 
Also, some of these experiments have already been tried in Seattle -- visit Fremont or Ballard and talk to the 
residents there. Increasing density didn't make the area more affordable, and in fact, homelessness in those areas 
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has positively exploded. The buildings were also ugly and devoid of charm. But the developers who built the 
properties got rich, and the neighbors paid the price. Please do not repeat Seattle's mistakes in Proctor. 
 
Finally, the pandemic has ushered in a lot of changes that weren't considered when the city's proposal was 
developed. Could the proposal be amended to include potentially rezoning some commercial properties to 
residential? A number of businesses and office buildings that are currently vacant now that so many people are 
teleworking, and they will probably remain so for some time. The K-Mart and Safeway on 6th Avenue seem 
like two great opportunities to convert commercial properties to housing, and these areas are definitely close to 
shops, businesses, trails, parks and transit. Same with some downtown area buildings. Developing housing in 
these areas certainly seems consistent with the city's goals. 
 
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. Looking forward to seeing how my concerns, and the concerns of 
others in my neighborhood, will be addressed. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marissa Mulligan 
Proctor Area resident since 1997 
 
 
 



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Ellen <enorton7@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 11, 2021 9:57 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Public Comment

I missed the deadline for making public comment on the interactive maps regarding proposed land use changes. 
I am very much in support of this project and believe creating more density and more housing options in Tacoma’s 
neighborhoods is a good thing. 
However, I don’t see where historic preservation is addressed or where history and “character” are being considered. 
In my neighborhood for example, there is a building that will surely be torn down and replaced. It is one of hundreds 
across the city that I’m sure are “on the chopping block”, that have historical relevance to the city and add character and 
variety to the neighborhood. 
Also, historic preservation in this town has it been inequitable. Wealthy, predominantly white neighborhoods and 
buildings have been designated as historic and gotten on national registers with restrictions placed on how remodeling 
and renovation can occur. While equally historic neighborhoods and buildings owned by BIPOC and immigrant 
communities have not and have much more to lose as we rezone. 
Our system for applying for historic designation relies on an owner being able, financially and physically, and having 
access to the process.  
There needs to be a way to address historical preservation in the areas set for rezoning in a more holistic and equitable 
manner.  
Some houses and buildings, regardless of their proximity to a bus line, should not be rezoned. 
The rezoning proposal just swipes a swath of color down a street or around an intersection without consideration for the 
individual buildings. What restrictions are there to be considered before something is torn down? 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
Ellen Norton  
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 9:14 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Barnett, Elliott; Harala, Larry
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16

I would like to expand on my first point on density. 
The phase II plan for an area like (north west of Highway 16) allows 240 home to have up to 4 story buildings.  There is 
no designation on what would be a proper density we start with 240 family  houses (about 4 units per acre, go to phase 
II mid‐scale is 14‐36 units).Looking at the extreme end, we   now have a maximum 2,160  family units in the same 
footprint relying on street parking.   We need a gradual approach, set residential areas to expand in an orderly 
fashion.   Start with a density percentage say 30% increase from up 240 to say 312 units.  Then revisit with public input 
and change the limit as applicable.  Current plan is limited only by developer’s ability to buy and flip exist housing. 
 
 
 

From: Mark perrow  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:37 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Thanks for responding 
My concern is the plan seems to put a priority on housing but not on a strong master plan to preserve neighborhoods. 
In our neighborhood, phase II would affect around 240 homes as “Mid‐scale residential” changing the area to high 
density. (Pierce County is 4 units per acre, mid‐scale is 14‐36 units).  The units would rely primarily on street parking so 
one acre could put 50‐70 cars on the streets. (note this area is not within walking to a grocery store ‐ over 1 mile away 
and no transit routes).  The plan has no limit on how many units would be converted or how much retail.  Is your 
intention to convert all 240 homes to higher density, set a maximum for each type of unit replacing a single family 
resident in an area, set a limit for maximum number of units in a neighborhood or just let developers do what maximizes 
profits.  What is your end vision for a residential neighborhood? Which existing city do you want Tacoma residential 
areas to be changed to? 
 
Nothing is stated whether the neighborhood (which families saved money to purchase a home) can have any input 
on  what the higher density unit looks like, or the quality.  I assume a person in the planning office will decide depending 
on his/her taste, political views or friends. I can see a lot of people being very stressed and maybe having to move if they 
feel their quality of life is impacted.  It would be easy to destroy entire neighborhoods over time with developers being 
the winner.  The plan prioritizes developers and people looking for housing.   Existing home owners seem be very low on 
the list. 
 
Also, during my walk today I looked at phase I by  N 11th and Highway 16   “mid‐scale residential” allowing 4 stories 
buildings.  It was interesting that all the lots involved should all provide great views of the sound and destroy the view 
of  other residents.  Was this intended?  From a builders point, it would be a windfall,  I highly doubt any of these units 
would be affordable to medium level income families.    
 

From: Planning  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 5:36 PM 
To: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com> 
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Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Mr. Perrow, 
 
I am including Elliott here, so he can provide some answers as soon as he can. 
 
LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 
Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
 

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:00 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Will I get answer to the additional questions on the email chain below. Additionally, I have a number of other questions.
 

1. looking at phase I & phase II a very large portion of our neighborhood could be 3 to 4 story high density 
apartments.   Has an environmental impact statement been done? 

2. Your department is making a very large change to the City of Tacoma.  I think this change should be on the ballot 
for all the voters to approve how do we get it moved to the ballot.      

3. What is the projected tax loss from property taxes exemptions over 12 years on these properties? 
 

From: Planning  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:36 PM 
To: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Mr. Perrow, 
 
Yes, this thread of e‐mail communications has been entered into the record. Thank you.   
 
LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 
Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
 

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:09 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: FW: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Lihuang Wung 
Thank you for your response.  
I had a number of other questions I passed back to Elliot Barnett.  I would like these questions to be part of planning 
commissions record. 
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From you published information, the designation of “Mid‐Scale residential” does not appear to fit the area of N 11th by 
highway 16. 
 

From: Mark perrow  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:47 AM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
You have designated the area around N 11th and highway 16 as  “Mid‐scale Residential” looking at your overview of 
what this means.   I have a number of questions. 
Statement:   INTENT: Support mid‐scale multifamily housing in areas close to shopping and transit. 
Question:  this area is NOT close to shopping  and has no bus route or transit point in this area. 
Statement: Housing types: listed above Mid‐scale multifamily Live‐work Limited retail/office 
Question: “retail/office” traffic would be accessed only by driving through residential neighborhoods where children are 
playing. How does creating retail/office in the middle of residential neighborhood work.    With a retail development will 
they have to do an environmental impact statement? 
Statement: • Building height, width and depth mid‐scale between houses and Centers • Transition standards to abutting 
low‐scale areas 
Question:  Any structure would abut directly with a single family resident with no transition. So a current resident could 
have a  possible  two to three story building with retail shops  within a couple of feet of their property? 
Question:  Does you plan intend to override existing height variants/ covenants of 25 feet? 
Question:  How would these properties be changed?  By real estate sale with the resident or does the city intent to use 
eminent domain 
 
Looking at location, access and general layout of the area.   The land seem to be a better designation of  “Low‐Scale 
Residential” Duplex Triplex Townhouses.   From your statements it does not fit into  a “Mid‐scale Residential”. 
 
 
 

From: Barnett, Elliott  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:37 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>; Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Dear Mr. Perrow, 
Thank you for your comments. They are exactly the types of issues and questions that the Planning 
Commission was hoping to receive regarding the proposals.  
 
I will offer a few responses ‐ besides the View Sensitive District (which caps building heights generally at 25 
feet), the City does not currently or would not as part of this proposal regulate to protect views, or 
compensate property owners for the loss of views. We do understand that views are highly prized and 
recognize that is one of the issues that must be balanced as part of housing discussions.  
 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma ‐ Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591‐5389 
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Cell: (253) 312‐4909 

From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:42 PM 
To: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16  
  
Mr. Perrow, 
  
Thank you for the questions and comments. I am including Elliott here and asking him to respond to your questions as 
soon as he is able to (he’s got an overwhelming number of comments to review). Meanwhile, I am including your e‐mail 
in the record for the Planning Commission’s public hearing on April 7, 2021. 
  
LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 
Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
  

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:07 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
  
On your map you show Mid scale residential around north 11th  and  highway 16.    This does not make sense. 

1. The area has a  building height zoning, since the area has views.    So, will developing the land require payment 
to the properties who will lose the view?   Or will you then be removing the zoning laws and paying the home 
owners? 

2. The area is also directly next to highway 16.   Are you looking at building on the side of the bank?   Highway 16 
has a noise problem and is one of the reasons for the green space.  Not sure who would want to live above a 4 
lane highway with the noise? 

3. This area does not have a bus route close by.    
  
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jim Pickering <rgrpickering@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 12:54 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Taooma

Thank you to the planning staff and the commissioners for your work. 
I listened to all three-plus hours of the public hearing last night and applaud you for your patience. 
Some comments: 
1.  Some people don't seem to understand that availability and affordability are two separate but 
intertwined issues.  We must make clear the need for a strong and separate program to address affordability 
since rezoning alone will not address that problem. 
2.  Other people calling for an environmental impact study of this entire plan don't seem to grasp the scope and 
impossibility of such an undertaking.  The environmental impact of doing nothing is clear: continued urban and 
suburban sprawl leading to more lost land and greater reliance on automobiles. 
3.  I appreciate the incremental nature and extended timeline for change under these plans and understand that 
many necessary details await phase 2. Because any actual changes and progress are years down the line, we 
need to begin the process now.  Any delay only balloons the time wasted and compounds the problems Home in 
Tacoma hopes to mitigate.  
4. Either plan is better than the status quo, but I would aim high and endorse Scenario 2, recognizing that any 
large scale rebuilding of the city will take many decades. 
Thank you. 
Jim Pickering 
6806 N. 11th St. 
Tacoma, 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jordan Rash <rash.jordan@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:11 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Support for Home in Tacoma project

To whom it may concern: 
 
As a property owner and resident of Tacoma, I wish to offer my full‐throated support for the Home in Tacoma project. 
We desperately need to build more housing in Tacoma, and we’re not getting there fast enough with the current zoning 
system.  
 
Home in Tacoma will help create the “missing middle” housing supply that serves our community. Additionally, building 
in Tacoma, where these new units can be served by infrastructure, reduces our impacts on the environment. Housing in 
rural or suburban areas is more detrimental to clean air and water, to fish and wildlife habitat, to recreational 
opportunities, and poses greater risks to people and property as these communities grapple with the effects of climate 
change (e.g., water scarcity, wildland fire). We must build more housing in Tacoma to mitigate these impacts. 
 
Please support this proposal so that everyone who wants one may find a home in Tacoma.  
 
Jordan Rash 
3309 N Defiance St 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
(253) 304‐9333 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Don <drennegarbe@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:20 PM
To: Planning
Cc: crennegarbe1@comcast.net
Subject: Zoning Changes

 
This message is in response to the Planning Commission’s proposed changes to residential zoning in the City of 
Tacoma (Home in Tacoma).  
 
We definitely support the need for affordable housing for the future growth and development of Tacoma.  
 
However, we have some serious concerns about the proposed new Mid-scale zoning proposal, especially in 
relation to the Proctor District.  
 
You are well aware of the unique qualities of this district and the many older single family homes that are 
integral to its character and housing value.  
 
Your proposal creates the potential to dramatically change this character and in the process change the 
uniqueness of this neighborhood.  
 
Recent large, multi unit apartments in the core of the Proctor have increased the availability of housing, but they 
certainly haven’t increased the availability of “affordable” housing.  
 
The proposed multi story complex across from the Proctor Post Office provides an example of a housing 
development that may take into account the need for high rent apartments but certainly dramatically affects the 
single family residents it will be built next to.  It also will dramatically stress the overall infrastructure needs of 
the surrounding community.  
 
At this point it seems that the Planning Commission needs to take a hard look at how the changes proposed will 
positively achieve your desired outcomes.  
 
More detailed oversight regarding the potential impact of such changes should definitely be incorporated into 
the proposed changes.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Don and Candyce Engquist Rennegarbe  
3714 N 28th Street 
Tacoma, Wa 98407 
(253) 592-8887 
 
Sent from Xfinity Connect App 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Patricia Roundy <roundype@plu.edu>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:00 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Patricia Roundy
Subject: Updated Comments Regarding the Home in Tacoma Project

Hello! 
 
Here are my revised comments! Thanks for disregarding my rough draft accidentally sent earlier this morning. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments regarding the Home in Tacoma project. I have read the 
overview, perused the City of Tacoma website, and also reviewed the City of Tacoma Residential Infill Pilot 
Program 2.0, updated December 2020. In addition, I listened to the first hour of the April 7 public hearing. Mr. 
Barnett, staff, and members of the Planning Commission are to be congratulated, and I extend my appreciation. 
I support Scenario 1: Evolve Housing Choices. I do not support Scenario 2: Transform Housing Choices. I 
strongly support efforts to offer affordable housing in Tacoma. In my judgment, Scenario 1 is bold and will 
indeed transform housing options in Tacoma. Scenario 2 is aspirational. Let's implement Scenario 1 well. Even 
Scenario 1 will be a stretch, but I see it as much more feasible. 
 
1.  The timeline. I listened to Mr. Barnett's presentation on the timeline. I am an alert citizen who reads The 
News Tribune and tries to stay abreast of local news. I missed everything you did in 2020 because of the 
pandemic. Like everyone else, I focused on staying safe, staying home, and focusing on the present. When the 
postcard came earlier this year about the March Zoom meeting, I noted it, but did not have a sense of its 
importance. Given the pandemic and the need to focus clearly on the present, your 2021 time table feels rushed. 
Again, I support affordable housing, try to stay alert and I still missed your work until quite recently. Affordable 
housing needs in Tacoma are truly urgent. To gain additional buy-in, you might consider allowing more time 
for the implementation phase. I have many questions about the implementation stage. 
 
2.  Please explain your thinking about infrastructure, parking, and transit. At present Tacoma doesn't have the 
robust transit system of Minneapolis, for example. Many of us really limit the amount we drive but can't rely on 
frequent buses with good connections. What about parking? At present, a car is needed to get around town. 
(Prior to the pandemic, I took two buses and rode light rail to get to Seattle each week to visit family. I will ride 
again when it is safe. My point is that I ride buses, but the schedules are too infrequent to make busing 
convenient for most people with the greatest problem being making connections.) My husband and I drive on a 
very limited basis. We're retired and want to make good environmental choices in our lives. The amount of 
parking which you allocate for new units is not realistic for today. How will the growing number of electric cars 
be charged? During the implantation phase, these types of questions need to be addressed.  
 
3. Be sure to highlight the ways in which the City has managed/will manage developers. How will the City 
control development to provide affordable housing? The Proctor buildings are very high rent and don't address 
the affordable housing situation at all. How is it that the Proctor developers can charge such high rents when the 
City has a clear desire to help with affordable housing? Be sure to highlight new construction that is affordable. 
 
4.  What is the City doing with condemned houses? Wouldn't those lots be good places to build more affordable 
housing? 
 
5.  Under what circumstances will existing residences be demolished? 
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Again, I truly applaud the work tremendous amount of work being done for the betterment of residents of 
Tacoma. I hope that my comments have been helpful! I again express my appreciation for you work.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Patricia Roundy 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:25 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Public Comments - HITP
Attachments: Home in Tacoma Project - Public comments - JJR 2021-04-07.pdf

Please include the comments, I already responded. Thx! 
 

From: Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:36 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Public Comments ‐ HITP 
 
Please add my comments to the public response for the proposed project. These comments are also to be part of the 
SEPA review process response. Unfortunate I have run out of time to review this issue any further at this point. I am not 
in favor of implementing the proposed theory within our community and the results have not been favorable from other 
communities around the world that have tried this experiment. Higher housing costs, lower affordability rates and 
displacement of existing residents, the poor, the disadvantage with no clear increase in affordable housing, that’s not a 
good record to follow. Profit driven housing theory only helps the wealthy and the developers who deal in this kind of 
work. 
 
Thanks, 
Jeff 
 
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
  
v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 
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City of Tacoma 
747 Market Street  
Tacoma, WA 
 
Attn. Elliot Barnett 
 
 
Re: Public Comments - Home in Tacoma Project – AHAS Planning Actions 2020-2021 
 
 
Members of the City Council, Planning Commission and Planning Staff 
 
 
The process by which this topic has been put fourth for public comment has been rushed 
and the public outreach process to gain support from the community has not met the 
City’s obligation to inform, educate and gain backing for a topic of this complexity and 
far reaching impact to its residents.  It is unfortunate that the City has presented but one 
option for review and unfortunately based on a theory that has been has been found to 
have impacted the most venerable, increased housing costs and displaced existing 
residents in the cities where it has been used. Based on the level of detail provided in the, 
reports, summaries, answers to questions, and the lack of positive examples of the 
successful use of this theory to meet the state goals, I am forced to support the only 
option left and ask you to reject the proposal presented by the staff. I ask that you to stand 
on the right side of history and do the same. I do not take this choice lightly and feel this 
is the harder choice to be taken, but having been given just an up or down vote at a 
moment’s notice, it is the only choice offered. As a resident of the City of Tacoma I ask 
you to please reject the current plan as well.  
 
An issue this broad and expansive is hard to critique in a short letter format, I have tried 
to narrow down my discussion to a few key points for clarity and expediency, but it 
would be helpful if we had the time to discuss each issue in more detail, if the 
opportunity were to arise.   To avoid any misunderstanding I am writing in opposition to 
the changes suggested to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning and Code revisions and in 
regard to the inadequacies of the SEPA process and the notification process as a whole. 
These comments are to be considered a joint response to all three of the above documents 
and review periods. While I would prefer a middle ground approach if offered, to discuss 
other planning options and to review the process that has led us to this place, but that was 
not offered as an alternative at this time. 
 
Issues of Concern 
 

 The city has to date not provided supporting data to back their use of this theory 
on urban planning or supporting information on for how this form of land use has 
led to positive changes within other communities. The suggested changes are not 
new and have been used in other cities in the US and around the world, but they 
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are still based on an unproven theory that lacks a track record showing benefits 
worth the risk the lives of Tacoma’s residents.  The approach suggested is very 
similar to that used in other cities over the  last fifteen years, first proposed by 
Richard Florida, a  relatively short time frame to test a urban planning theory. The 
results of this theory are just starting to be documented and the results are not 
promising.  A recent MIT report of Chicago’s effort by Yonah Freemark has 
shown that this kind of broad up zoning and density has led to higher housing 
prices, lower affordability rates and has displaced existing residents, primarily the 
poor, the disadvantage, the elderly and people of color.  The result is a city that is 
wealthier, whiter and less diverse. While this is but one study from an 
independent source, the results do not meet the stated goals found in the proposed 
revisions to the Comp Plan. Studies for Sidney and London have shown similar 
results, when market driven housing policies are put in place to increase density 
the result pushes the poor out of the city and the housing prices climb.  Multiple 
requests were made over the last three weeks for supporting examples for the 
cities policy, yet only the names of city using this kind of zoning practice were 
given with no results? Supporting documentation in the form of case studies needs 
to be a part of any future proposals. Don’t be on the wrong side of history, the use 
of a proven methods will achieve the results envisions, following the lead of 
others without substance will result in gentrification and higher housing prices. 

 
 Notification of the residents of the city for a proposal of this scale has not met 

basic minimums one expects of its leadership.  Many of the residents are still 
unaware of the scope of the changes and the lack of detail presented, this along 
with a sales pitch approach for the proposal has not aided in a better 
understanding or a more comprehensive discussion of the issues. To date the city 
has only received a 0.1% response to their survey (870 responses) and they have 
made no effort to clarify the percentage of resident’s who answered the survey 
verses non-residents or those with a financial interest in the outcome of this 
debate.  Many in the city did not receive a post card or understood what they 
received in the mail, those without internet service could not see the documents or 
attend one of the limited meetings provided and those that were able to attend had 
few opportunities for comment or questions. The NENC meeting on the April the 
5th in which the city presenter give a presentation on this policy from his car in 
California over a bad connection has to top the list of poor approaches to last 
minute outreach and showed a disrespect to the residents in attendance and their 
thoughts.. 

 The misuse of the Missing Middle Theory. This theory was originally put for as 
aid to solving the pressing problems of aging suburban areas of sprawl. To find a 
sense of place in a sea of housing.  The proposal was to create a core a center for 
these areas, a community that would give them a shared identity and to find a 
renewed focus for their transition into a more livable and walkable community.  
The theory was based on the development of traditional cities in the US. The 
misuse comes when this theory is applied to a city that was developed in a 
traditional way; we already have core area, a downtown. Our development 
patterns radiate from the downtown out into neighborhoods. That is why the 
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majority of the large scale apartments were building in and around downtown and 
less so as we move away for the core. Now it would be one thing to say we need 
satellite areas for denser development in Tacoma near large commercial areas not 
unlike 26th and Pearl or 72nd and Pacific but we should be looking at 4 to 6 areas 
out near the edge of the city.  To say that every little former corner store location 
is a new center or that street picked randomly are now main streets for 
redevelopment is wrong and does not fall within the scope of this theory or any 
valid theory of urban design.  The missing middle theory as it was originally 
presented is very orderly in its approach unlike the proposed plan for Tacoma 
which appears to be entirely random, market driven, with not set plan. This 
missing middle theory has been high jacked by developers and investors to 
support their goals to make a return on their investment not housing and not 
affordable housing. 

 The proposed change will pit individual home owners against developers with no 
clear assistance from their own city. This has been the unfortunate norm within 
our community for a number of years particularly around commercial districts, 
but the new plan pushes this kind of confrontation out into almost every 
neighborhood. The proposed plan put forth by the city is another give away to 
investors and developers at the expanse of the residents, in the hopes of a 
achieving an ever shifting goal.  The days of “trust us we are working in your best 
interest” don’t fly, the city squandered that level of trust years ago.  We need to be 
able to judge the merit of a plan based on the details up front. The city should not 
shift its responsibility to serve and support the residents of this city in order to 
make it easier for builder’s developer to make profit. 

 No evaluation of past performance was provided in the planning document as a 
base line on how Tacoma compares to other cities of its size when it comes to 
affordability or housing needs?  How have we performed over the last twenty 
years following past approaches put in place by our city? Have we met our goals 
and objectives, has population or density increased and what has our effort done 
to curb sprawl in the County over time? We asked for the supporting information 
and none was provided by the city. Basic information such as the average lot size, 
density by neighborhoods or vacancy rates in Tacoma was not available or 
apparently not tracked by the city? The average lot size in California the state 
with second smallest average is 7,200 sf.  Washington is below the National 
average at 11,761 sf. per residential lot. Seattle has an average lot size of 5,492 sf. 
Comparisons are good way to judge actions and reactions to changing policy, how 
do we judge density within our city without knowing the basis data points to make 
educated judgements? Where is our report card on past work and how do we rank 
among other cities on the west coast?  This data needs to be tracked and presented 
before we are asked to support higher density as the answer to our problems. 

 Changing terms in the code rather than making positive decisions to guide our 
city should be avoided.   The term “Single Family Residence” or “Dwelling” is a 
legally recognized term and well defined by many sources.  “Small Scale 
Residential” does not share this quality and will increase unneeded confusion with 
no clear benefit.  Other words like “Character” and “Preserve” are also well 
defined while their replacements are not helpful. It is unclear why these terms 
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need to be changed to strengthen the code. The proposed revisions only muddy 
the policy statements leaving them open to a broader interpretation. Demonizing 
terms to forward an agenda will not improving the lives of the residents and 
should be avoided. 

 The SEPA Check list form of review is not up for the challenge, when we are 
reviewing a change this broad in scope and impact. A full EIS should be 
undertaken, along a separate notification process and review. The comments 
period should also be separate and clearly stated to allow the residents of the city 
to comments without the confusion of multiple documents and a less then 
apparent SEPA review process underway. Since the City of Tacoma has 
overlapped the SEPA process, The Comp. Plan Review process and the potential 
code changes under a single outreach period, all comments received needs to be a 
part of the public record for the review of all three documents.  The Cities attempt 
to minimize the impacts of the proposed changes without supporting 
documentation is questionable and shows why a city should not be allowed to 
prepare their own SEPA reports let alone review it as well.  This should have been 
independently reviewed thru a blind review process.  The checklist is nothing 
more the self-justification of their proposed actions, rendering the SEPA 
statement meaningless. To imply higher densities have no impact on an 
environment is highly suspect at best. 

 While this is a lesser issue for discussion, the inclusion of graphics like the 1937 
Residential Security Map, prepared by the Home Owners Loan Corporation 
(HOLC), a federal agency, should include the supporting documentation that 
original accompanied the map, as the University of Richmond has done on their 
website, Mapping Inequality. Paraphrasing the in injustice of the map does not aid 
in its understanding. These maps created by the HOLC clearly show a bias 
towards people of color and directly targets and singled out African Americans 
unjustly. The map also presents a chance to show the history of biases towards the 
poor, the working class, recent immigrants and those less fortunate during the 
height of the great depression. The map also shows a bias towards working class 
city’s like Tacoma in the 1930’s by the banking and real-estate industry. A city 
under strain to meet the needs of its residents during the great depression.  Please 
present the full map, include the district descriptions and demographic 
information to show the complete picture of the blemish placed on the city and its 
residents and the specific target placed on people of color in the 1930’s. 
 

The proposal put forth by the City of Tacoma has been rushed and time was not given to 
the community to absorb the proposed changes, ask question and get answer let alone 
gain approval. The City has failed to inform and education the residents, or reassure the 
communities that this proposal will not negatively impact their neighborhoods or improve 
their quality of life. If the city is asking for the residence to sacrifice some of their 
freedoms or wishes for the common good and support a greater population, the city needs 
to do a better job in their approach by giving the communities greater say in how these 
policies will work in each neighborhood and not impose a one size fits all policy across 
the city.  If through past actions the City of Tacoma promoted exclusionary zoning 
practices, perhaps the best place to start is with the areas developed after the 1950’s when 
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these policies were put in place, such as the R1 and View Sensitive districts as well as 
with greater Pierce County, these areas appear to once again be immune from the changes 
proposed for the rest of the city.   Downtown Tacoma is also not carrying it share of the 
needed housing in the city and that to needs to be remedied before increasing the density 
within our neighborhoods. At one time Tacoma had over 50,000 residents living in the 
downtown core how many does it house today? 
 
Please consider your options wisely and reject this plan to up-zone our community.  Give 
the resident a voice in this decision, this should not be left to the planning commission 
selected by the council and councilmembers to implement, if need be put it up for a 
public vote.  Don’t be on the wrong side of history. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention to this letter. I apologize for any typos that may 
have occurred in my rush to get these thoughts in for your consideration in the short time 
frame allowed. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Jeff Ryan, Architect. 
3017 N. 13th Street 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 10:18 PM
To: Susan Ryan; Planning
Cc: Pauli, Elizabeth; Woodards, Victoria; Thoms, Robert; John Hines
Subject: RE: SEPA Public Comment  - Home in Tacoma 

Dear Ms. Ryan, 
Thank you for providing comments, we will include them in the Planning Commission’s public comments.  

In regards to your inquiry about the SEPA process, I apologize you didn’t receive my response – I tried several times and 
attempted to troubleshoot any way that I could, but I kept getting email error messages. The fact that this was the 
comment period for both the policy actions and the SEPA was included in all the notices and on the project webpage.  

Thank you, 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 

From: Susan Ryan <sryan@harbornet.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:29 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Pauli, Elizabeth <elizabeth.pauli@cityoftacoma.org>; Woodards, Victoria <victoria.woodards@cityoftacoma.org>; 
Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>; John Hines <john@hinesfortacoma.org> 
Subject: SEPA Public Comment ‐ Home in Tacoma  

Dear Planning Department and Planning Commission:  

I understand public comments for Home in Tacoma SEPA are due today, 4/9/2021 along with Zoning Changes 
and Codes.  Three different topics.  

I do not support the insufficient SEPA check list answers nor the Code Changes. 

I am asking that the city please extend the comment period to allow for proper notification and clarity. Earlier in 
the week I reached out to the chair of my local Neighborhood Council to inquire about the NC’s being notified 
of SEPA Public Comments.  My chair said  “I’m not sure there is a SEPA”. “I have not seen anything on it”.   

I had also e-mailed the person in the planning dept. that sends out notifications,  BDoan@cityoftacoma.org  to 
those on the cities mailing list. I asked about notification as I typically receive SEPA  notifications from the 
City.  I have not heard back about my inquiry.  

It is not possible for citizens to make informed comments if the process to comment is not clear to 
them.  Presenting a SEPA check list under the Non-project category should not be an excuse for vague 
insufficient answers. This technically may be legal however the process and lack of clarity gives the impression 
that the city was trying to conceal this important step in the public process.   

The city has identified a project and that project has two phases. It is impossible for a project this brand 
sweeping to not have any environmentally impact.   

Susan Ryan  
Tacoma, WA
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-----Original Message----- 
From: Christy Scerra <cscerra@harbornet.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 10:22 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Rezoning Tacoma 
 

 
Hello City of Tacoma planning group.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion on the proposed planning changes to the city.  
 
I think both plans go too far. I grew up in South Tacoma. My neighborhood was full of lower income and rental 
properties. I don’t understand how pricing lower income families out of their homes makes our city a better place? How 
do you force out a family that has a garden with plenty of parking and force the low income people whom built Tacoma 
now have to live in a tiny overpriced apartment with zero green space and no place to park their car. Only the low 
income have to pay this price? This is crap! You allow plenty of homes to be built with the garage as the most prominent 
feature of the house! You can’t even walk up the the front door of these homes without walking down the driveway! 
Why segregate income levels with homes built “car first” while forcing lower income families into homes without 
parking? That’s if the lower income families can even afford this “low income housing.”  
 
Every new living space in this city needs parking! 
 
We need to celebrate diversity, gardens, and the green way of living by not destroying perfectly livable homes.  
 
*Full in the vacant spaces.  
*Build up along the open land in the city. Make incentives for strip malls and big boxes to renovate into Point Ruston 
mixed use.  
*Require the set backs to be the same as the existing neighborhood. If I can’t build a new porch less than 15-feet from 
the sidewalk, nobody should be allowed to build beyond that same footprint.  
*Parking for every new unit built.  
*Zero tax breaks for new development.  
*Builders should be paying for the infrastructure upgrades, not taxpayers. Soak them for the costs, not us.  
*Infrastructure should be first. Not an afterthought.  
*Transit is a joke. You don’t have enough parking for the commuters right now. The Sounders trains don’t have enough 
schedule flexibility.  
*Every new build should include a percentage of affordable housing so affordable housing can be integrated throughout 
the city. The Winthrop is a failure. Why recreate a failure? 
*Tearing down existing homes is an environmental disaster.  
*Space for gardening should be a priority.  
*Tacoma doesn’t need to be Seattle’s bedroom community. We need to support our own community and create our 
own commerce instead of housing people that never spend or invest here.  
 
Government control of land has made homes less affordable. The push for affordable housing doesn’t work. Look at 
Seattle. Portland. San Francisco.  
 
Reduce. Reuse. Recycle. Renovate.  
 
Space for gardens makes people happy. So does a parking spot.  
 
Thank you for everything you do and thank you for your time.  
 
Christy Scerra  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Alice and Chris Skilton <skilton@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Written comments on rezoning

Planning Commission, 
 
The discussion about rezoning (rebranded Transform or Evolve) is purportedly driven by 
an irresistible imperative to densify Tacoma.  The city's boundaries are static and 
population growth must be accommodated!  This is the only equation presented.  All 
accomplished at the expense of the charm, character, and allure of many Tacoma 
neighborhoods.  Comparing the City of Fircrest to Tacoma, shines a bright light on the 
planning commission strategy. In Fircrest, which also is confined within static borders, we 
don't see a rush to repurpose areas wholesale. 
 
 Dometop/McKinley Hill (East Tacoma) is not an upscale neighborhood. Although it is one 
of the most diverse, welcoming and relatively affordable in the city, its character is to be 
sacrificed, ultimately to developers.  
 
Many of our neighbors on McKinley hill have previously lived in multifamily situations, 
“projects”, just a wall away from the next family. Some came here after a stint in the 
military with the the dream of a modest affordable house of their own; others are refugees 
from countries that do not value individual freedom or choice, and even our modest 
neighborhood is a dream come true for themselves and their children. This densification 
scheme is a slap in the face for them – a betrayal of all those that invested in moving here 
with the expectation of single family zoning, a stable place to raise a family and maybe a 
little garden, a dog, a secure garage. How ironic that just as the city is launching its 
“McKinley History Project”, the planning commission is on a mission to destroy the 
integrity of our existing neighborhoods!  Do current residents even have a say in this?  Or 
is it a done deal already? 
 
The old boundary between Commercial and Single Family Residential was workable, 
tolerable and a good balance between a business district along a main thoroughfare and 
the neighborhood that supported it. For the most part, the boundary is a half block from 
and parallel to McKinley. Under the Transform or Evolve plans, that boundary moves out 
several blocks, swallowing virtually all of the single family zones, leaving only a few small 
islands untouched. Those plans also replace the low impacts of Commercial zoning with 
the height, social, parking and infrastructure impacts of high density residential areas. 
 
We are dismayed and truly disheartened over these proposed changes. 
 
Christopher and Alice Skilton 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rebecca Stewart-Johnson <rjstewart83@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:32 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments for "Home in Tacoma" planning

I do not support this.  I have friends who live in Seattle and I have witnessed what they have had happen to their neighborhoods 
over the last decade and the city has changed for the worse -- ticky tacky developments that only the well heeled can afford or 
super luxury buildings. Diversity is lost. Family neighborhoods are lost. The African American population in Seattle is now 
down 20% as the Central district was gentrified. The promoters always use the slogan of more affordable housing but ask what 
they mean by that. Affordable to the well heeled. Developers are moving in for the kill. We need more parks and green spaces 
and trees. And I don't want to lose the old character of Tacoma for an expensive architectural strip mall look like the 
development at Pt. Ruston or what happened in Proctor with the towers. 

 
The North Slope neighborhood is a great example of how single family and various sizes of multi family housing can work well 
together. But without assurances regarding actual housing affordability, city-wide demolition protection, and enforceable design 
standards, this proposal needs more time and more public involvement.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Rebecca Stewart-Johnson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: ron stone <ronaldgstone@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:24 PM
To: Planning; ronaldgstone@gmail.com
Subject: Land use N 11 St along State Route 16

To the planners: 
    I am Ronald Stone, 7130 N 13th St, Tacoma, WA 98406. 
    I send this note to support points made by my neighbor, Mark Perrow 
about land use N 11 St along State Route 16. 
    While I understand the need for Tacoma to make changes in the existing 
land use plans and support the current initiative in general, the points 
Mark makes are important for you to consider before finalizing the plan. I 
live at the corner of N 13th St and Heatherwood St W. The intersection is 
uncontrolled and the street is very narrow. There is not room for cars to 
park on both sides of the street and have two-way traffic simultaneously 
pass. Curbing and sidewalks are not consistently in place. N 11th St does 
not run directly along the freeway where Heatherwood meets it. Instead 
houses back up to the bank, and between their back fences and the drop-
off is a trail, which I walk frequently. There simply is no room for a 
structure of any kind  to be placed in back of the existing houses. I urge 
you to correct your maps so that these areas can be removed from your 
plan for mid-scale residential zoning. 
Also, as Mark also points out, there is no public transit 
or shopping anywhere near this area, so residents depend on cars (or 
bicycles) to get around. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Megan Capes <capesmegan@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:17 PM
To: Planning
Cc: City Manager; Wille, Tadd; Woodards, Victoria; Thoms, Robert; Hines, John; Blocker, 

Keith; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; Walker, Kristina; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor
Subject: TDSA Support for Transform Housing Plan

Good afternoon y'all, 
 
I hope that this email finds each one of y'all safe and well. I'm writing as the co-chair of Tacoma Democratic 
Socialists of America (TDSA). TDSA is in support of the Transformative Housing scenario because we 
believe that Tacoma needs a bold, proactive strategy that makes long-term, positive changes that our 
community so desperately needs.  
 
We launched a letter campaign earlier yesterday for our members and community members to advocate in 
support. Within the last 24 hours over 45 letters have been sent to you, which we expect to continue to 
accumulate as the Friday public comment period deadline comes closer. Community members across Tacoma 
care about creating progressive, rapid changes to our housing zoning policy that centers racial equity, the 
climate, and attempts to mitigate the harmful effects of growth. As we stated in our Action Network 
introduction, we are and have been in crisis. 
 
Our city faces a well documented housing crisis. Rents have continued to increase, housing prices continue to 
inflate, and displacement and gentrification continue, even in the course of a deadly pandemic. Tacomans pay 
far too much for their housing and get far too little in return. Rent is too much of a burden for too many 
Tacomans, and though evictions and rents are currently paused, without a great deal of new housing, the city 
will face a massive, impending, and preventable crisis. 
 
Housing in Tacoma was produced with deeply malign, racist intent. Tacoma’s land was stolen from the 
Puyallup tribe and Tacoma’s governing class systematically excluded, persecuted, and plundered people of 
color. Redlining limited the neighborhoods in which people of color could own homes and reside, hampering 
their ability to build intergenerational wealth and limiting their access to the benefits of the city. These 
formative injustices persist to this day as people of color face a much more severe housing cost burden and have
less access to the city’s livability, economic, and educational opportunities than white residents. 
 
Housing costs fuel gentrification and displacement in the neighborhoods of people of color. Tenants also 
face the brunt of these changes, at the whim of ever changing market conditions and the greed of their 
landlords. Housing costs are also responsible for the crisis of homelessness in Tacoma and Pierce county. 
Missing middle housing is not a panacea, but is one of several methods to address these interlocking crises 
facing Tacoma. 
 
Housing too offers a solution to Tacoma’s climate crisis. Transportation constitutes around 58% of Tacoma’s 
emissions (buildings themselves are 40%), so more infill housing can have a large impact on emissions, 
especially if it is paired with transit. A recent study from Berkeley rated building infill housing as the single 
most effective action that a city can take to fight the climate crisis. Home in Tacoma plans development along 
current and future bus corridors, cutting back the emissions from transportation.  
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The plan also has a series of green building provisions. So this represents an important opportunity to 
address the series of interlocking crises of climate, affordability, and white supremacy. There is a great 
deal in this plan that we support, including: 

 Reducing rents and increasing housing affordability for rent and housing cost-burdened Tacomans. 
 Inclusionary zoning requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are 

evenly shared with the most vulnerable and help keep everyone in the city. 
 More density along transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more 

sustainable, less emissions and more healthy city. 

We also see some improvements and recommendations carried forward with the plan to ensure rapid, 
transformation change for our community, including: 

1. Stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning regime 
2. More thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so 
3. Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a veto point for 

housing production 
4. Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 
5. Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing 
6. Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only weaken the 

ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible 
7. Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income (AMI). 

 
Again, please push forward with Scenario 2. Ignore the special interests holding profit and property 
values over, and instead shift instead to strengthen the plan the care for all of our community and 
actively tackles the crises that we face. 
 
For any questions or would like to line up a meeting with our organizers, reach out to chair@tacomadsa.org. 
 
Thank you for your work in caring for our community and its needs.  
 
In solidarity, 
 
Megan Capes (she/her/hers) 
Tacoma DSA co-chair 
chair@tacomadsa.org 



everyone
deserves a decent place to live.

March 30, 2021

Re: Home in Tacoma Public Comment

Chair Petersen and members of the Planning Commission,

Tacoma/Pierce County Habitat for Humanity supports the City of Tacoma’s efforts to address
our housing and Affordable housing supply issues through, broadly, the comprehensive
Affordable Housing Action Strategy and specifically via the Home in Tacoma project. We support
elements of both proposals to increase market rate and Affordable housing development
opportunities in the City.

To address our housing shortage, we must utilize strategies to increase the opportunity for
housing development in our community, and make it easier to construct housing of all types for
households of all income levels.

Under the City’s current zoning approximately 75% of Tacoma’s residential areas are limited to
single-family detached houses. This greatly limits the supply of housing. The Home in Tacoma
proposals would update zoning in our residential areas to permit a wider variety of housing of
appropriate density.  This would create the development opportunity for “missing middle” type
of housing that will be needed to meet our housing production targets.

The proposals show care and thought in selecting the areas of the City to be rezoned.  It focuses
the modestly higher densities near designated centers and corridors, and then appropriately
transitions the density into the areas that would remain lower density zones. Utilizing streets to
separate the different allowable densities would avoid having a notably larger structure next to
a notably smaller one, separated by only a boundary line or an alley.

We favor a strategy to create the greatest amount of opportunity to increase the supply of
housing. The modest increases in density, smartly located, will better support the transit,
commercial, and retail services the City needs.

It’s also important to note a secondary strategy to incentivize the development of Affordable
housing in newly zoned residential areas.

Tacoma/Pierce County Habitat for Humanity | 4824 S. Tacoma Way, Tacoma, WA 98409
www.tpc-habitat.org | (253) 627-5626



everyone
deserves a decent place to live.

We encourage the City to expand the areas available for developers use of the 12-year
multifamily property tax exemption program (MFTE). To do so, the City would need to expand
its residential targeted areas (“RTA”) along corridors and residential transition areas newly
zoned as a part of the Home in Tacoma project. Expanding the RTAs beyond their current
mixed-use center areas would allow the City to offer the 12 year MFTE in areas of the City that
developers are currently unable to access the incentive.

In considering this expansion, it is important to note that since 2019 the City has approved
twenty-one 12-year MFTE projects and only 5 of those twenty-one projects have had more than
34 units. We should take this clear signal that the residential housing market is interested in
utilizing the 12-year program and provide more opportunity for the program to be used to
provide critically needed Affordable housing.

Tacoma’s housing market and the City’s housing policies will determine in large measure the
type of community Tacoma is or will be. The proposals will determine who can live in Tacoma,
whether their children will be able to stay when they are grown, and whether Tacoma will have
the locally centered workforce it needs for its own prosperity. Housing will determine the
well-being of nearly every other civic interest: education, child development, public health,
transportation, land use, growth management, economic development, climate conservation,
and racial justice.

Thank you for your work on this issue.

Jason Gauthier
Director of Operations & Government Affairs

Tacoma/Pierce County Habitat for Humanity | 4824 S. Tacoma Way, Tacoma, WA 98409
www.tpc-habitat.org | (253) 627-5626



 
April 9, 2021 
 
The Planning Commission 
747 Market Street 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
Home in Tacoma Project—Comprehensive Plan Amendment and SEPA Review 
 
Dear Chair Petersen and Fellow Commissioners, 
                                                                                                                                                                                         
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department applauds the City’s comprehensive plan amendment to 
provide more affordable housing choices for all.  
 
Housing determines health. Safe, affordable, healthy and stable housing affects one’s ability to attain 
full health potential. Further, housing location has a direct link to access to opportunities. Relaxing 
single-family zoning to allow missing-middle housing is overdue in our city facing gentrification and 
threats of displacement.  
 
Proposed Changes to the Comprehensive Plan 
General Comments 
Housing growth scenarios  
The Health Department supports Scenario 2. Buffers in this scenario assume that people living in 
designated centers or along corridors can walk to transit and shopping. Either an eighth- or a quarter-
mile distance is very walkable to most people. Increasing density within buffers can encourage physical 
activity, support social connection, and benefit transit ridership.  
 
It's important to ensure that the timely provision of public facilities and services is in place to support 
the implementation of the proposed changes. To support walkability, we would like to see investments 
to improve safe-route-to-destinations (transit and shopping, besides schools) within the buffers. We 
encourage the City to phase implementation to ensure that necessary capital improvements are ready 
on a neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis to support each phase of development. 
 
Potential phasing of implementation  
In considering a phased approach to implementation, we ask the City to give priority to “opportunity-
rich neighborhoods” where complete services/amenities and reliable transit service are available. A 
social experiment done in the 1990’s concluded that zip codes can determine health. Offering the 
prospect for the underserved populations to live in affluent and safer places with abundant 
opportunities, including convenient access to better schools, pedestrian-friendly streets, safe parks and 
healthy foods and retail, can improve their health, well-being and life expectancy. This phasing strategy 
should be implemented in conjunction with service concurrency and customized anti-displacement 
strategies appropriate for the neighborhood.  
 
If well implemented, this comprehensive plan amendment can become a pathway to create integrated 
and mixed-income neighborhoods by offering more affordable housing in opportunity-rich areas. This 
give the City a chance to demonstrate a win-win for both incumbent incumbents to experience socially-
acceptable gentrification without displacement and newcomers to enjoy a better quality of life. 
 

https://www.foxnews.com/health/your-zip-code-can-determine-your-health-study-says


 
 

Infrastructural capacity and concurrency 
Development infill across the city can reduce the environmental footprint, maximize service efficiency, 
and curb climate change. However, it’s important to ensure that infrastructural capacity is available and 
the level of service (LOS) is concurrent with growth. We strongly recommend conducting a feasibility 
study to identify the maximum development cap that can be supported by the current urban 
infrastructure LOS, and the improvements needed to sustain these scenarios. The City should coordinate 
with Pierce Transit to ensure service concurrency before parking requirements can be relaxed. Phased 
implementation offers the opportunity to coordinate capital improvement projects across public 
agencies. 
 
Preservation of Historic and Cultural Assets 
There’s an opportunity to save, restore and reuse historic buildings for affordable housing. Explore 
Transfer of Development Rights to preserve those buildings, provided that owners agree to restore the 
properties for safe and healthy affordable housing.  

 
Proposed New Residential Land Use Designations 
Low-scale Residential: Consider permitting fourplex (stacking a side-by-side duplex) as-of-right in the 
proposed Low-density Residential areas. Regulated via form-based codes, fourplexes can be nested well 
within Low-scale Residential neighborhoods. 
 
Mid-scale Residential: This amendment appears to replace Multi-Family (Low Density) zoning with Mid-
scale Residential city-wide. We recommend excluding those multi-family areas that fall outside the 
buffers of Scenario 2 from Mid-scale, and re-designated them as Low-scale Residential. Mid-scale 
residential should be limited along high capacity or reliable transit corridors and in mixed-use centers. 
Simply carrying forward from the current zoning to the proposed designation may neither align with the 
proximity criteria nor the intent of this amendment. This is crucial considering the reduction of parking 
requirements.  
 
Tracking and monitoring progress and impacts 
We recommend that the City monitors the implementation of this ambitious amendment to ensure: 
• Jobs-housing balance and fit/match between housing price-range and wage level, and AMI 

requirements are met. 
• No adverse cumulative impact of growth over time on urban infrastructure LOS. 
• The impact of density (height and FAR) bonus is compatible with the mass and bulk of the 

surrounding neighborhoods. 
• Units developed under the multifamily tax exemption provision remain “affordable” during the 

exemption period.  
 

Time to introduce form-based codes 
We strongly recommend the development of form-based codes in Phase 2 of the Home in Tacoma 
Project. This regulatory tool is the best way to regulate missing-middle housing, according to Daniel 
Parolek who coined the term “missing-middle housing” widely used today. Rather than design 
standards, form-based codes provide developers and the public the much-needed predictability on the 
building form and scale in relation to the public realm. There are numerous health benefits of adopting 
form-based codes, including improving walkability and creating a sense of place. There’s no better time 
for Tacoma to showcase the application of form-based codes to build attractive, welcoming, and 
pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods that support missing-middle housing. Engage the community when 
developing the codes to reflect the community vision on the form, feel and scale of the neighborhoods.  

https://missingmiddlehousing.com/about/how-to-regulate.


 
 

 
To facilitate future introduction of form-based codes in your next phase of work, replace the word 
“zoning” with “regulatory codes” throughout your proposed comprehensive plan amendment (such as 
in Policy UF-9.8, UF-10.5, H-1.5, etc.). 
 
Anti-displacement strategy 
Racism is a public health crisis. Research evidence shows that the differences in one’s opportunity and 
freedom to “control over destiny” would lead to health disparities. The Health Department welcomes 
the inclusion of anti-displacement and anti-systemic racism strategies in this amendment. These 
strategies can give the historically underserved and people of color the opportunities to find stable and 
affordable housing and build wealth, thus improving health and reducing health disparities.  
 
While mitigating displacement impacts is important, the Health Department would like the City to take a 
more proactive approach to prevent displacement even before gentrification takes place. There are 
many forms of displacement. Social and cultural displacements can take place without one being 
physically-displaced. To prevent displacement upstream, it requires stronger neighborhood planning 
and community development strategies which aim to constantly build inclusive and resilient 
neighborhoods with a strong sense of place, ownership and community. We urge the City to sincerely 
consider investing in meaningful neighborhood planning practices by educating and empowering all 
community members to engage in community planning and community building. While not housing-
related, limiting the size (GFA) of retail establishments along corridors can protect incumbent businesses 
from displacement.  
 
Specific Comments 
We propose the following detailed amendments to the Proposed Comprehensive Plan Changes: 
• Policy DD-4.13: Add “and consider the use of form-based codes” after “development standards”. 
• Goal DD-13: Consider introducing a new policy on “Consider the use of transfer of development 

rights to preserve historic assets, particular those that can contribute towards the affordable 
housing inventory.”  

• Chapter Five on Housing, New section on Home in Tacoma (P.45): Bullet 2, sub-bullet 1: Replace 
“design standards” with “form-based code or its hybrid”. 

• Policy H-2.6: Add “prevent and” before “mitigate”. 
• Policy H-2.9: Add “prevent and” before “reduce”.  

o Clarify the “resident preference policy” stated in strategy 3. Would this include tenant’s first 
right to purchase?  

o Consider the following strategies to prevent and mitigate displacement: 
▪ Maintain a “no net loss” policy towards affordable housing units. 
▪ Preserve low-income housing through rehabilitation. 
▪ Consider a fund to support relocation of displaced residents and subsidize low-income 

residents at risk of displacement. 
▪ Provide technical assistance and funding sources for low-income homeowners to 

rehabilitate and modify existing structures. 
▪ Explore and facilitate the development of community land trusts. 

 
• Goal H-3:  

o Create a new policy on “Phase implementation of missing-middle housing and infill 
developments in opportunity-rich areas with reliable transit service first”. 



 
 

o Policy H-3.6: Add “and maintain” after “preserve”; and add “to meet healthy housing 
standards” before the bracket. 

• Goal H-4:  
o Create a new policy on “Track and monitor the average rents and price points of housing 

units targeted for moderately low, low and very low-income households”. 
• Health, Safety + Efficiency:     

o Goal H-5: Add “healthy, safe,” before “resource efficient”. 
o Policy H-5.9: Replace the word “incentive” with “incentivize”.         
o Consider adding two new policies: 

▪ Adopt the National Healthy Housing Standard to ensure safety, health and habitability 
of housing. 

▪ Establish a rental housing safety program to ensure affordable rental units are safe and 
healthy.                                                                                                                                                                                

• Rectifying Historic Inequities: Toward a more equitable and antiracist Tacoma  
o Create a new strategy: “Identify past and current policies that segregate communities and 

replace with race-centric strategies to undo the past mistakes”.  
• Policy H-6.2: Add “and monitor” after “implement”. 
 

Preliminary Mitigated Determination of Environmental Non-significance 
General Comments 
While it’s reasonable to assess environmental impacts when future project-specific developments are 
proposed, the City should design a tracking tool to proactively monitor the cumulative impact of 
developments over time.  
 
We recommend implementing Home in Tacoma by phases. Roll out the first phase in neighborhoods 
where opportunities are rich, with the reasons stated above. This would also help ensure service 
concurrency. Lessons and impacts from the initial phase of implementation can inform additional 
mitigation strategies before implementing subsequent phases. 
 
Specific Comments: Supplemental Sheet for Non-project Actions 
Question 1—Proposed additional mitigation measures  

• Work with community partners to identify strategies to connect those experiencing or on the verge 
of experiencing homelessness with safe and affordable accommodations. 

• Assess development risks near contaminated sites in considering future development proposals. 
• Require low impact development stormwater treatment before infiltration and monitor post-

treatment to protect the aquifer with South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District.  
• Due to the history of non-attainment for fine particulates affecting air quality in the Tacoma-Pierce 

County area, we recommend:   
o Exclude wood burning devices in new missing-middle housing.   
o Replace existing wood burning devices with a non-wood heating option when existing single 

family dwellings are re-purposed for missing-middle housing.   
o Discourage the use of outdoor recreational fire pits.   
o Consider the use of solar panels to reduce burden on electrical grid.   
o Provide incentives to homes who rely primarily on wood heat to switch to a non-wood 

burning alternative.   
o Provide electric charging stations in neighborhoods to encourage use of electric vehicles.  

 

https://nchh.org/tools-and-data/housing-code-tools/national-healthy-housing-standard/


 
 

Question 3—Proposed additional mitigation measures 
Climate change leads to hotter and drier summers and increased risks of wildfires. The City should take 
this opportunity to ensure that new housing is energy efficient and climate resilient.  
• Under Future Requirements: 

o Consider including one of the following as a condition of approval, such as green building 
certification, vegetated roofs, solar energy panels, and other LID stormwater management.  

o Identify funding for tree planting in areas of low canopy cover.  
o Require HVAC systems to be built to accommodate MERV 13, or equivalent, filtration. This 

provides protection from PM 2.5 found in woodsmoke and wildfire smoke, thus reducing 
the transmission of airborne viruses.  

o Adopt the National Healthy Homes Standard, in whole or in part, to support energy 
conservation.  

• Under Future Incentives: 
o Consider height or FAR bonus for multi-family developments that provide indoor common 

area, recreation space, planting or protecting urban trees, or open space dedicated for 
public use.  

o Incentivize biophilic design to improve health and mitigate climate impacts.  
o Incentivize heat pumps to ensure that residents can remain cool, safe, and healthy during 

heat events. Work with local utility companies to provide rebates or incentives to manage 
initial increases in utility bills.   

 
Question 4—Proposed additional mitigation measures 

• Under Historic and Cultural Assets:  
o Consider the use of Transfer of Development Rights to protect historic buildings dedicated 

for safe and healthy affordable housing.  
 
Question 6—Proposed additional mitigation measures 

• Develop a feasibility study to identify the maximum development cap that can be supported by 
current level of urban infrastructure services, and future capital investment needs to sustain growth. 

• Monitor cumulative impacts on urban infrastructure capacity as Home in Tacoma is implemented by 
phases over time.  

 
Thank you for giving Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department the opportunity to partner with you to 
make our City healthier and more equitable. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Amy Pow, MCIP 
Principal Planner, Healthy Community Planning 
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TO: City of Tacoma 
       Planning Department 
 
From: Joseph Tieger 
 3412 N. 30th Street 
 Tacoma, WA  
 253-212-2148 
 
Home In Tacoma 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Modify and repropose the current “Evolve Housing Choices” scenario and significantly reduce 
/refine the “Transform Housing Choices” scenario.  
 
The rezoning should proceed incrementally, adding more dense housing in parts of the City 
with lower density to encourage the development of businesses and services that support 
walkable neighborhoods but need a larger population to be successful. 
 
No part of Tacoma should be rezoned without an analysis of the capacity of the infrastructure 
serving the area and a time table, cost estimate, end revenue source identified to rectify any 
deficiencies. This should include school capacity, fire and police department staffing & 
equipment, library, parks, and transit. Playing catch-up is not good planning. 
 
 
Over Reaching Plan 
 
Using every bus route as the core of the rezoning places almost the entirety of the present R1 
zoning into the multifamily zone. The scale of the rezoning and the lack of any detail in the plan 
has created a very high level of concern and suspicion among the residents. Having participated 
in good faith in the Multiple Use Center planning and having seen the result, many citizens 
place little confidence in the City and the Planning Department to develop codes, plans, designs 
that will reflect their concerns. 
 
In order to achieve more of the goals of this massive realignment of Tacoma’s housing the City 
should: 
 
Evolve Housing Choices 
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Limit the proposed rezoning to the major transportation corridors These are high investment, 
transit facilities that can only justify their cost by achieving high ridership ex. light rail and bus 
routes operating at 50% of capacity at rush hour. 
 
This would also serve several other purposes: 
 
1. Focus the new homes on transit with higher levels of service.  
 
2. Provide an opportunity for the city to develop design criteria and the citizens to see how 
effective these criteria are. 
 
3. Limiting the initial demand on other City services. 
 
4. Reducing the displacement of present residents. 
 
5. Allow the City government and the residents to evaluate the effectiveness of the myriad new 
policies and regulations allowing for changes before expanding the multifamily zoning. 
 
The Transform Housing Choices scenario should be refined to: 
 
1. Very clearly define the scope, scale, and design criteria of this form. 
 
2. Delineate the absolute maximum size, with any enhancements, of any structure.  The 
inclusion of enhancements has defeated the height limitations for larger apartment buildings 
and created greater impact on the community than predicted. 
 
3. Map the limits of this rezoning and include height limits within the descending from the 
tallest height permitted in the adjacent MUC to the permitted height in the adjacent R1, 
townhouse, duplex zone.  
 
Comments: 
 
Housing Equity Taskforce’s (HET) Home In Tacoma Project housing policy 
recommendations. 
 
OBSERVATION 5  
 
 Poorly designed or out-of-scale infill could build opposition to further infill 
 
This statement is perhaps the most important statement in the document. The City’s efforts 
to promote additional housing have not reflected or protected the interests of existing 
residents. Nor have they significantly added to the amount of low to moderate income housing 
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even as the existing policies have allowed developers to externalize the costs of project impacts 
on the community.  
 
The City has allowed token “enhancements” to produce buildings of far greater height and 
mass than residents had accepted in the public review process. In doing so the City has lost the 
trust of the residents and this lack of trust is reflected in the reluctance of the residents to trust 
the City government to implement the HIT zoning changes in ways that will both accomplish the 
stated goals and do so in ways that address their concerns. 
 
The City has paid lip service to requiring design elements to make buildings more compatible 
with the character of the community. Despite persistent requests from the public, there is no 
mandatory design or early public review process. 
 
UPDATING HOUSING POLICIES 
 
“and smaller multifamily buildings” 
 
What are the limitations on “smaller multifamily buildings? 
Will the buildings be set back or up to property lines and sidewalks? Tiny property line spaces 
between buildings crate deep shade and do not allow for maintenance of buildings, collect 
debris and harbor rodents. 
 
Not just building code requirements but design features that support cohesive neighborhood 
character. Will this rezoning allow ticky-tacky stucco blocks with no design detail next to 
century-old homes? 
 
Is it the intent of this rezoning to encourage the complete conversion of blocks of single-family 
residences into multifamily buildings? 
 
“The City can also take actions to ensure that housing growth meets multiple community goals, 
target unmet need for affordable housing, and put in place anti-displacement measures and 
other tools to ensure that all groups can benefit from housing growth. 
 
The plan should describe, in detail, what the City is going do to prevent the displacement of 
present residents. For example, the City could freeze the value of the land underlying single 
family homes so the new zoning, which does not benefit the single- family homeowner, does 
not increase the taxes of residents that are retired, disabled or otherwise on a fixed income. 
 
Build sustainable and resilient housing to address the climate emergency, urban forestry goals, 
and protect the health of the Puget Sound 
 
This statement would be more believable if the City stated that as the projects increase the 
area of impermeable surfaces -roofs, paving etc. and decreases vegetative cover, increasing 
runoff the project proponents would be responsible for containing and treating the runoff from 
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their property. The runoff from urban roofs, roads and sidewalks, has numerous well 
documented negative chemical and physical effects on water quality and temperature. 
 
Tacoma has not met its urban forestry goals and the removal of trees and garden space that 
will be the inevitable consequence of this rezoning will exacerbate this. This will decrease the 
beneficial effects of forest cover in helping to reduce the temperature of the urban 
environment and decrease the absorption of carbon from the atmosphere.  
 
A wishful statement about protecting the health of the Puget Sound is meaningless babble 
unless there are site specific requirements that mitigate the foreseeable impacts.  
 
Proposed New Residential Land Use Designations 
 
“• Design standards for specific housing types” 
 
These design standards must be part of the land use designation. Given the total lack of such 
design standards in present City code there is nothing that the present residents can rely on.  
 
It is difficult to find examples of where existing City building code has created any buildings of 
design that are compatible with adjacent structures, of architectural interest or distinction. All 
recent construction is, at best, mediocre design, indistinguishable from similar, low-cost, 
maximizes square footage construction elsewhere.  
 
Getting housing growth right 
 
“The recommendations call for balance between housing growth and design, livability, historic 
preservation, urban forestry, public infrastructure and services, and other community goals. 
The recommendations include infill design principles so that new housing complements 
neighborhood scale and patterns, and provides transitions from higher-scale to lower-scale 
areas. Proposals include actions to reduce demolitions of viable structures, to ensure that 
housing growth is supported by infrastructure and services, and steps to assist people of color 
and others facing economic barriers to access housing and build family wealth.” 
 
The recommendations, when eventually converted into specific code, are unlikely to meet the 
lofty goals they describe. The City conflates the building code and its specific requirement for 
such things as the number of windows and doors per unit with the ideas contained in the 
concept of “design” meaning the appearance of the building and, ideally the setting in which 
the building exists.  
 
The City has also been reluctant to take any action that increases, however marginally, the 
costs of construction in the interests of either design or the provision of amenities benefiting 
the community that would offset the impact of hundreds of new residents. 
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Housing growth, i.e., population growth, does require “infrastructure and services.” 
Unfortunately, the City can not adequately support its existing infrastructure or provide 
adequate services for its existing residents.  The Home in Tacoma project is disconnected from, 
and does not describe, how the City proposes to pay for, among other things, an increase in 
school capacity, police and fire protections, road safety improvements, park and recreation 
facilities.  
 
The HIT project should describe funding mechanisms to support the increased density. The City 
has, unlike every other jurisdiction, not required impact fees to support services choosing 
instead to shift these costs from the developers to the taxpayers. Other communities also 
require builders to provide other amenities / mitigation including traffic control devices, 
sidewalks, community open/meeting space facilities within the project footprint.  
 
For example, from the Tacoma News Tribune, November 16, 2020,  
 
“Courts give Puyallup another victory against warehouse developer to collect impact fees” 
“The city charges developers an impact fee to help pay for open space and parks. City Attorney 
Joe Beck said the formula is based on square footage of a building, the projected number of 
employees and visitors, and other factors.” 
 
https://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/community/puyallup-herald/ph-
news/article247160291.html 
 
Home in Tacoma Project Planning for housing actions: 2020 to 2021 STAFF REPORT: February 
17, 2021 
 
Scope of Work 
 
Refine policy guidance for and requirements affordability incentives 
 
There is NO NEED to provide an incentive for a developer to construct multifamily housing.  
 
Multifamily housing is income generating housing and forms the basis of investments 
Incentives, also known as subsidies, flow from the taxpayer to the investor creating not less but 

more social inequities. 
 
If the City believes that incentives are necessary to encourage below market units then these 

below market units should remain below market in perpetuity.  
 
6. Establish a City anti-displacement strategy  
 
Is this strategy to be based solely on the income of residents? Income alone does not provide a 
adequate view of the financial status of an individual. Costs, including medical, property taxes, 
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mortgage and insurance payments, student loans, child care, support for elderly relatives and 
other obligations all affect the ability of someone to remain in their home.  
 
Will the City considering freezing the property tax on the land under existing R1 housing so the 
rezoning will not unfairly increase the taxes on the present residents until the property is sold? 
 
In the alternative the City should publicly acknowledge that this strategy will not consider the 
financial condition of present homeowners and that it will contribute to the displacement of 
present residents unable to pay the increasing property taxes resulting from the rezoning. 
  
7. Strengthen policy direction to promote reuse of existing structures  
 
Is this policy to be directed to only residential structures and only for residential uses?  
 
10. Create green, sustainable and resilient housing 
 
Creating housing that would meet this goal has been and will continue to be resisted by the 
development community for a few, constantly and loudly voiced reasons, from which the City 
always retreats.  
 
First, the development community resists any changes even changes affecting the health and 
safety of occupants, example – fire sprinklers in homes.  
Second, requiring these features would increase construction costs and may not be reflected in 
rents. 
 
 The City could require that all of the multifamily housing not use fossil fuels. It could also 
require that the builder offset the carbon footprint of the project with a contribution to a 
forestry project in the local area.  
 
However, even though these requirements would help the City achieve green, resilient and 
sustainable housing they increase costs and rents so the City will not take the necessary actions 
to support achieving this goal. 



 

 

City of Tacoma 
Transportation Commission 

 
 
 
 

 
 
March 17, 2021 
 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
747 Market Street, Rm. 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
Subject: Home in Tacoma 
 
Dear Planning Commission, 
 
The City of Tacoma Transportation Commission appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the 
Home in Tacoma Project that seeks to increase housing supply, choice, and affordability in Tacoma.  On 
December 20, 2021, the Commission received a presentation on the Home in Tacoma Project and discussed 
the importance of achieving the City’s housing and transportation goals.  
 
The commission supports the outlined housing growth vision to create neighborhoods that are inclusive, 
welcoming to our diverse community, resilient, thriving, distinctive and walkable, and include robust 
community amenities and a range of housing choices and costs. While promoting housing supply, 
affordability and choice are the primary goals of this project; we recognize mobility as a critical component 
in this plan's overall implementation. As such, we are encouraged by the thoughtful and intentional housing 
growth proposals concentrated within Centers and Corridors, served by active transportation choices. 
Consistent with the Transportation Master Plan (TMP), this project makes commitments in protecting the 
community, providing mobility for all, and striving for fiscal/environmental/social sustainability. 
 
Under review of the Home in Tacoma Project, we would like to offer the Planning Commission the 
following recommendations in support of the goals and policies of the Transportation Master Plan: 
 

● Ensure that policies and design standards are consistent with Vision Zero and specifically support 
the more vulnerable users that are not in cars.   

● Work cooperatively with local transit agencies (i.e., Sound Transit and Pierce Transit) to 
strengthen and coordinate housing growth with public transit and active transportation planning 
and implementation activities. 

● Prioritize 20-minute neighborhoods that connect residential areas to local retailing, business, and 
community services, so residents can access more of the services they need close to home by 
walking, biking, and use of assistive devices. 

● Encourage development, which completes the connected network of sidewalks, trails, bike lanes, 
bike boulevards, shared lane markings, and protected bike lanes throughout the city that serves all 
bicycle user groups. 

● Incentivize developments that promote walkability and that provide amenities such as weather 
protection, seating, and improve pedestrian connectivity. 



 

 

● Enact parking policies that balance efficient land use patterns with neighborhood livability and 
economic vitality, and stimulate active transportation choices. 

● Implement impact fees as a tool to allow for the development to directly address the increased 
demand for services created by their growth, and alleviate current funding constraints. 

 
In addition, the Transportation Commission is supportive of the policy recommendations outlined by the 
Housing Equity Taskforce (HET) promoting equity and antiracism goals. To supplement these strategies, 
we would recommend encouraging and supporting alternative homeownership models (e.g., community 
land trusts), and “right to return” policies. 
  
The Transportation Commission’s comments are rooted in the goals and policies set forth in the 
Transportation Master Plan and feel that these comments will help strengthen the goals of the Home in 
Tacoma Project. These comments reflect the values and interests of residents throughout the City. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to a better Tacoma. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Gerrit Nyland     Dr. Jane Moore 
Transportation Commission Co-Chair  Transportation Commission Co-Chair 
 
 
cc:  Infrastructure, Planning & Sustainability Council Committee 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: dvercillo@outlook.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:28 PM
To: : Barnett; Barnett, Elliott
Cc: Planning
Subject: HIT Proposal Comment and Questions

Hi Elliott, 
  
My name is Dennis Vercillo and I called you the other day and thought maybe email would be better to reach you. I live 
off of N11th and Harmon St 98406.  This proposal as I understand it would fundamentally change the zoning rules in 
Tacoma. I would also caution that making these wholesale changes to zoning rules without more due diligence and input 
from citizens can have unwanted consequences. I'm requesting that more time be given for due diligence and input. 
  
Questions I would appreciate answered: 
  
Does Tacoma have the infrastructure to support the new plan? I was unable to locate studies and impact with 
mitigation on the following: 

 Water supply 
 Sewer capacity 
 Environmental impact including carbon footprint which our Governor is trying to reduce and green space 

other than our parks. 
 Ability of Fire department to support this type of additional residential housing: such as mid‐scale, along 

with more cars parked on side of streets. 
 Police department 
 Hospital capacity 
 School capacity especially where zoning is changing to mid‐scale or higher 
 Transportation – do we have road structure or correct busing lines to support this type of fundamental 

change. 
 Metro Parks ‐ I have firsthand knowledge that there is a shortage of field rental/use for sports such as 

football, baseball and soccer. 

 Electrical grid able to handle this type of change 

 
I have read the Preliminary Environmental Determination and think some responses make assumptions with no 
data behind them. Could you please provide documentation on how the below assumptions were made? 
 
Example from question 3 in the Preliminary Environmental Determination:  3. How would the proposal be likely to 
deplete energy or natural resources? The Home in Tacoma Project is a non‐project action and as such would not 
directly impact energy or natural resources. The policy proposals, when implemented, would represent an overall 
conservation of energy and natural resources. Future phases would enable increased density of development in an 
already developed area, as well as encouraging reuse of existing structures. These factors can help reduce the cost 
in materials and natural resources that would be consumed in sprawling development patterns. It is anticipated 
that less roadway, pipeline, utility lines etc. will be necessary to accommodate infill housing development versus 
sprawling suburban development.  
 
my question to above ‐ there is no type of documentation or data to support how much sprawling suburban 
development is left in Tacoma or how this plan would prevent it. Assumption being made if Tacoma implements 
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HIT there will be reduced or no sprawling suburban development and I do not see any type of documentation 
supporting this assumption.  Another assumption talks about conservation of energy and use of existing structures. 
Most developers will be buying property to tear down existing structures and building new structures (ie duplex, 
triplex, fourplex and multifamily ‐ think of Proctor district in Tacoma with the mid rises). These new units will use 
more natural resources including electricity and gas.   
 
Why would my area N11th and Harmon be approved for mid‐scale residential in phase 2? 

 I have been unable to locate documentation on how this area qualifies due to bus line or ¼ mile from shopping. 
 The only difference from mid‐scale residential and low scale residential is mid‐scale you can have a 3 to 4 story 

multifamily, also with mid‐scale you can have small lot houses. 
 This area is deemed as view sensitive with a 25 or 20ft height restriction, how would this restriction 

enable building of a 3 to 4 story multifamily? If not possible, this then only leaves the difference of small 
lot houses, which I could not find a definition of what is a small lot house. 

 Mid‐scale residential also speaks about smaller building setbacks and more site coverage yet does not speak 
about the details.  This ambiguity is difficult to judge impact and could affect homes with a current view.  

 The area on N11th scheduled for mid‐scale should remain in the low scale residential designation. 

 
Would zoning rules change from the 25 or 20ft view sensitive area? 
  
When does phase 2 begin? 
  
What about property tax – will low scale and mid‐scale have a different property tax rate? 
 
What studies were used to show the effect on current single family residential neighborhood dynamics? As I read the 
proposal, no neighborhood would be zoned as what is currently known as single family. 
 
What studies were used to demonstrate that in an area zoned as view sensitive, that this type of proposed zoning 
change actually created affordable housing? 
  
In closing, these are a few of the questions I have and I appreciate the willingness to look at the housing affordability 
issue.  We have a chance to get this right and think we need to slow the process down, get more community 
participation/buyoff and make sure we have done our due diligence.  I think housing is an issue but we need to make 
sure Tacoma can support this type of wholesale change to our zoning rules and that more time is given for community 
engagement. I think engaging our community neighborhood boards early and often would help in this process.  
 
Look forward to your response. 
  
Dennis Vercillo 
Tacoma WA 98406 
dvercillo@outlook.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mindy Roberts <mindy@wecprotects.org>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:35 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment - Home in Tacoma

City Planners – 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Home in Tacoma. As a resident of Tacoma, I realize we are at a critical 
decision point that will benefit – or negatively impact – future residents of Tacoma and our neighbors across the Puget 
Sound region. For over 50 years, Washington Environmental Council has advocated for clean air, clean water, and clean 
energy for all. While we primarily focus on state‐wide issues, we engage in local issues when they are regionally 
significant. Home in Tacoma, and its related policies, have regional significance. 
 
Whichever approaches are considered, we urge you to base them on two fundamentals: 
 

 Racial equity must be core. Formerly red‐lined areas and current communities of color in Tacoma experience 
disproportionate environmental and public health impacts, which means these geographies need more 
attention than other parts of our shared City, including housing policy. Those impacts range from greater 
prevalence of nearby toxic waste sites to hotter peak summer air temperatures – both of which impact and are 
impacted by housing policy. Gentrification is displacing people of color who have built and supported Tacoma 
for decades, and that’s simply not fair. Tacoma has an opportunity to right past wrongs with equitable 
strategies, and we urge you to do even more to work directly with communities of color as this evolves. 

 Wastewater needs must be factored in. Simply stated, more people means more sewage. Unfortunately, 
Tacoma’s wastewater infrastructure today is not keeping up with added demands so adding more housing 
without bringing this up to par will not work. First, the North End Treatment Plant is discharging more flow than 
is legally allowed. Second, wastewater pipes regularly break and discharge untreated sewage into 
Commencement Bay. Finally, combined with other cities, Tacoma’s current sewage is harming South Puget 
Sound; multiple conservation organizations, including WEC, and Tribes have called for upgrading to modern 
infrastructure to accommodate future residents. While Tacoma is currently attempting to stop these protections 
from moving forward at the Department of Ecology, instead Tacoma should be engaging in how to meet the 
future needs of people in Tacoma as well as communities “downstream” in Commencement Bay and South 
Puget Sound. Therefore, any housing policy must include modern wastewater because Tacoma cannot operate 
under “business as usual.” The SEPA determination must adequately addressed this critical wastewater 
infrastructure. 

 
Thank you for your consideration. These will be complicated and difficult decisions for Tacoma, from residents to the 
City Council. Please ensure that selected paths act on racial equity and invest in modern wastewater systems. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mindy Roberts 
 
Mindy Roberts • Puget Sound Director 
cell 206.485.0103 • mindy@wecprotects.org 
Pronouns: she/her (why pronouns matter) 
 
Washington Environmental Council • wecprotects.org 
1402 Third Avenue | Suite 1400 | Seattle, WA 98101 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Wes <wes@readaccess.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:36 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FLUM comments

Understand the need to create housing, however needs to be done correctly, the following needs correcting: 
  

1.      The scale of the plan is too much too soon, a slower more careful approach is necessary. 
a.      The demand issue is across western Washington, Tacoma should not try to fix entire problem alone in 

such a short time. 
2.      The cost bearing of these proposals is backwards, developers should bear cost, not current property owners, 

stop the tax free options to developers. 
a.      If the market is so hot it doesn’t need tax incentives. 

3.      Infrastructure changes should be levied on developers, not current property owners, our taxes are already too 
high.  Developers need to have in their plan and budget paying for changes to water, gas, sewer, sidewalks, etc. 

4.      Parking should be directly correlated to all units, no missing parking which creates congestion for neighborhood, 
again burdening others. 

a.      Traffic Impact Analysis and SEPA, must be done. 
5.      Micro‐units do not serve and are out of place in several locations, less than 600sqft is inappropriate at most 

locations. 
6.      Let the individual neighborhoods decide if they want multi units or ADUs, not the city writ large. 

a.      Any multi‐unit or ADUs should have additional setbacks aside from basic single family, this should also 
include additional parking space, etc. 

  
‐Wes, homeowner, N 36th St. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kim Vascik <tvascik@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:20 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

 I am not in favor as HIT is written, it is very vague. Were residents involved in this process? How about residents from all 
neighborhood council areas? This was not presented to WENC until last week. It was reported that letters to the 
community were sent. Honestly, I haven’t talked to a soul who received one, including myself. Home in Tacoma is a 
HARD hit on residents, and a hit for developers. Do you think developers are going to build affordable housing? And 
what is affordable housing in Tacoma??? Will HIT will decrease the rental rate?  Lower housing  market prices and first 
time home owners will benefit? 
 Who benefits are the builders,real estate agents, developers and the city of Tacoma who has huge deficit and needs 
revenue.  
  Concerns with HIT 
1) we want to see a full environmental impact statement completed not the Simple SEPA statement.  
2) Parking minimal at best for multi family residents. Seattle is a parking mess. Residents park blocks away. 
3) How will you accommodate sewer, waste water, utilities,  Also, fire and garbage trucks accessibility on crowded 
streets. From what I understand both services do not support this. 
4) How does this keep rents low, home prices affordable, and help first time buyers? 
5) Tacoma wants infill, have you provided jobs? Good jobs? Recruitment of companies? 
Shamefully we lost Russell Investments a 151 billion worth of  assets. State Farm with its 800 employees.  
6) how will this affect our taxes? When will it affect? Can this be in writing for residents to fully understand.  
7) This increases use of our green spaces/parks. Our parks aren’t mowed fully and trash isn’t picked, this will only get 
worse.  
8) Property theft is on the rise and simply not enforcement by our already over burdened lack of police services. How 
will this be addressed? 
 
NIMBY‐ yes I have to include this.  
I live in the West End, Harmon Street, North of Hwy 16th the only block affected 1)Tacoma wants to keep people in their 
houses, when triplexes are zoned we will leave. 
2)0 that is Zero transit in my neighborhood.  
3) Triplexes will not make rent affordable, but decrease desirability of out view sensitive area. 
4) It will not make my neighborhood to scale but overcrowded, building what compliments our neighborhood is 15 
single family homes not 46, on our small block.  
  I ask that you delay this process for another year and educate the public with more information. Especially since Elliot 
Barnet mentioned  the final will be a piece of both proposals.  
Kim Vascik 
Vice Chair West End Neighborhood Council 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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From: Hunter, Lillian
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 6:03 PM
To: Jane Evancho
Cc: Planning; Hines, John
Subject: RE: West Slope Neighborhood Coalition Comments RE:Home In Tacoma

Dear Mrs. Evancho: 
 
Thank you for your outreach and thank you for including the documents from West Slope Neighborhood Council.  The 
expertise and observations are very much appreciated.  I also have concerns about the proposals.  I believe they are too 
vague with regard to impacts and designs.  Your letter certainly supports my concerns but includes valuable "legalese" 
that I don't have in my wheelhouse.  Thanks to you and the NC for daylighting those particular elements. 
 
I do support our housing efforts and realize the need.  However, torpedoing established neighborhoods without thought 
and consideration to those impacts is not the way to do it. 
 
Certainly more to come.  Thank you again ‐ much appreciated. 
 
Lillian 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Jane Evancho <jane_evancho@wamail.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:27 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org>; Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>; Blocker, Keith 
<Keith.Blocker@cityoftacoma.org>; Ushka, Catherine <cushka@cityoftacoma.org>; Beale, Chris 
<chris.beale@cityoftacoma.org>; Hunter, Lillian <lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; McCarthy, Conor 
<Conor.McCarthy@cityoftacoma.org>; Walker, Kristina <Kristina.Walker@cityoftacoma.org>; City Manager 
<CityManager@cityoftacoma.org>; Mike and Nancy Fleming <mnfleming@netzero.net> 
Subject: West Slope Neighborhood Coalition Comments RE:Home In Tacoma 
 
Attached please find documents regarding our organization's comments on this proposal. 
 
 
 
‐‐  
This email has been checked for viruses by AVG. 
https://www.avg.com 
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From: Vadne White <vadnepwhite@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:34 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma feedback

Thank you!  This is a huge body of work, and I appreciate the effort that went into pulling it together.  I would normally 
write in a more eloquent manner, I am rushed to get this to you before the deadline (addressed below).   

While I support more housing, I do not support these options. When I say I support it, I mean I live it.  I rent part of my 
home to first responders who need mid‐term housing while on assignment in Tacoma.  We are considering an ADU so 
we can be part of the solution.  We are not elitists looking to keep people out of our neighborhood.  But it needs to be 
done in the right way. 

       View Sensitivity:  currently Tacomans in many neighborhoods (North End, West End, McKinley, etc) own 
properties that have views which are protected by current zoning.  I can find nothing in the information about 
protecting the investments in view sensitive areas.  For a good example of what Tacomans are being asked to 
accept, look at The Commencement in Ruston, and make note of how even if it were only 3‐4 stories, it blocks 
the views of houses that have been there for a century.  Without a specific plan to address view sensitive areas, 
you will not have my (and I dare say, my neighbors’) support for either plan. 
       Too much to analyze in a short period of time:  I read on your website that you made efforts to get the 
information about the effort out to Tacomans.  I am hearing that many neighborhood groups were not 
informed, and that the survey (what survey?) was answered by only 800‐ish people.  Additionally, I understand 
the consolidated information was made available with a public turn‐around of only one week.  That is not 
enough time, and not enough people have been educated on what is proposed.  The responsible thing to do is 
to pump the brakes and re‐solicit for more public opinion with the plans, and be open to revision based on the 
feedback. 
       Specificity:  We are being asked to accept a broad plan, but the devil is in the details.  I suggest you re‐frame 
your approach to ask us to accept a broad plan with the condition that the neighborhoods have oversight on the 
implementation of the plan in their area.  Meaning:  if a developer buys‐out 4 lots and proposes to build a 
prison‐looking apartment building that blocks all the views on a street, the neighborhood has the right to 
require the developer to modify the plan to suit the area.  If the developers plan is sound, it will pass. 
       Transit, walkability, etc:  I see a discrepancy in the claim that these changes are being proposed in areas 
close to transit, shopping, etc.  That simply is not the case.  As an example, there is no transit on “the 
waterfront”, yet you are proposing 3‐ 4 story buildings up the hill from it.  There are only 1 or 2 busses that 
come into the neighborhood far up the hill and south of the waterfront of the proposed new Mid‐Scale area.  It’s 
walkable for the young and healthy only.   The East‐Side has very few resources in walking distance.  Be careful 
not to make broad claims you are not following.  Each neighborhood needs to be addressed specifically.  I 
cannot support the proposals until the neighborhoods are addressed specifically and appropriately. 
       Parking:  if there is not transit (there is not), people will come in cars, and the plan does not address this.  A 
better job needs to be done to address the parking and traffic problems this will create. 
       Developers getting rich:  there is no reason to designate the area above N Waterview St as Mid‐Scale 
residential other than to allow developers to buy out the current owners, tear down their houses, and build 4 
story apartment homes like those ugly buildings in Proctor.  To say that is to provide much needed housing is a 
stretch.  Those current houses could be incentivised to add ADUs, rent a floor out, etc.  This plan makes money 
for developers.  Period.  I emphatically denounce the proposals due to this issue.   
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       Environmental impacts:  Anyone saying there will be no environmental impacts is irresponsibly forming an 
opinion based on other factors, not environmental ones.  Bald eagles currently fly around the N Waterview St 
area, and potentially are nesting, yet it is proposed to bulldoze all the green and allow 4 story concrete building 
to be erected.  You absolutely must perform a responsible environmental impact study localized to each 
proposed building site before you allow any building.  We have spent millions of dollars on a superfund clean‐up, 
and are seeing some good results.  Don’t pour concrete on everything and ruin it. 

       Vote:  I feel strongly that NOTHING this large should be forced on the people of Tacoma without a proper 
vote.  If it’s a good plan and has support it will pass.  That is the right way. 

Thank you for your time, and I am happy to consult on my neighborhood, my rental floor, or any other 
questions you might have. 

Vadne White 

253-224-8758 
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From: Dona Wiesel <donawiesel5@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:55 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Hello, 
 
I am a newer homeowner in the Lincoln District of Tacoma and have concerns about the zoning changes. I hope 
everything is being considered very carefully and with lots of environmental impacts studies. I would like lots 
of transparency from the project and input asked of our neighborhoods before massive changes are made.  
We live in a house that's over a hundred years old surrounded by many other houses that are the same. The 
neighborhood is nice the way it is and Phase 2 could cause extreme changes.  
We live next to one of the only remaining rental houses on the street, with many adults living in it, and the 
amount of noise and cars that they have brought to their end of the street is not ideal.  
I know you hope having multifamily houses near rapid transit will decrease the need for parking but we need to 
be realistic. Americans are very attached to their cars and until we rely less on our own vehicles, the need for 
parking is going to be very extreme. In my own example of my renting neighbors, they alone have added 
upwards of 5 cars to the street parking.  
Will the infrastructure, schools, and policing be able to keep up with the increased housing you plan to add? Do 
you have jobs to support all these new households? The biggest employers in the region are all governmental 
and you will probably need to attract new companies. Traffic will need to be addressed as well. 
I am just worried this is a project that should have been in the works ages ago, and slowly phased in. Now it 
feels like a cash grab rush job without careful thought. Please just set careful considerations/rules to the new 
zonings and hold people to it. Please be mindful of the environment and existing neighborhoods. Thank you for 
your time.  
 
Sincerely,  
Dona Wiesel 
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From: Steve Williams <prospect2125@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 5:06 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment on Housing Policy

Good Morning,  
Thank you for the Pubic Hearing last evening.  I have a few comments on the collection of policies. 
 
First, I believe a full EIS is required as the policies will have major environmental as well as economic and social 
consequences, if nor initially, then certainly over time, as you well know.  If they don't then why bother with the whole 
thing. 
 
Second, I think that several of the consequences revolve around parking and cars.  The plans have either stated or 
unstated assumptions about cars, parking, walking and mobility.  They should be included in the EIS. 
 
Third, I think the focus on residential zoning is a bit narrow.  Seems to me that other land uses are critical and should be 
part of this major effort, as they are critical to the City and its residents. 
 
Fourth, I think that major assumptions are made by anyone looking at or concerned with the policies are about ownership 
vs. rental.  If one believes that home ownership is good for the City, and I do, then it should be included in any discussion 
of zoning, density, etc.  I think that making such assumptions explicit would assist in discussions.  For example, seems to 
me that many folks equate density, height, etc with rentals.  That really means that they think single family is THE 
ownership option.   
The city needs both ownership and rentals and should, seems to me, have explicit goals in these areas. 
 
Thanks. 
Steve Williams  
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From: Helen Wilson <helenwilson59@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:56 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Feedback:  Proposed code changes

 
To whom it concerns: 
 
I could not find a clear map of the proposed housing changes.  The one online is too pixilated at high resolution.  I think 
they would change my neighborhood (524 E Division Lane, 98404) from single family dwellings to some multi family 
buildings.  I have no problem with higher density.  In the city we all need to squeeze a little to make room!  Here, 
however, are my preferences: 
1:  zoning that Encourages stepped back stories to prevent the “canyon effect” in higher buildings 
2:  Retail space on ground floors Of such buildings. 
3: Sufficient open space preservation.  In particular, an oddly shaped Parcel of land across from my house that belongs 
to the city.  It has become a gathering place for our neighborhood and an adopted spot.   
4:  I applaud the housing that encourages transit use rather than vehicle use.  Just be sure transit keeps up with the 
burgeoning population! 
5:  The McKinley district is a food desert.  Would be nice to have a real supermarket within walking distance, as there 
was here in 1994. 
6:  We could use some traffic calming at the intersection of McKinley and E Division.  Limited visibility makes this 
crossing perilous for pedestrians. 
7:  Are you coordinating with Tacoma’s urban forestry goals concerning tree canopy percentage? 
 
Thanks for your consideration, 
 
Helen J. Wilson 
253 331 8528 
Sent from my iPhone 
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From: LaDauna Wilson <ladaunaw@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:03 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Hines, John; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina; Jim Wilson
Subject: Please note: We are opposed to the Home In Tacoma Project: AHAS Planning Actions 

as it stands as of April 9, 2021

Importance: High

 Dear Chair Petersen and Commissioners: 

We recognize Tacoma’s need to implement solutions for low‐income and homeless housing but feel the actions that are currently 
being considered are moving far too quickly. They lack detailed research on the environmental and infrastructure needs,  as well as 
input from the people who reside in the neighborhoods where the zoning changes are being proposed. We understand a postcard 
was distributed announcing this plan. In a query with our neighbors, NO ONE recalls seeing such a document. It is only through word 
of mouth and information on our community Nextdoor social network did we learn about this project.   

We strongly oppose moving forward with this plan in its present form!  

A few items and concerns we’d like to point out: 

1. Where is the full environmental impact statement?  
2. The current infrastructure was set up and put in place for single family homes and does not allow for expansion for the 

number of people and homes that this proposal supports. We experienced the glut of traffic to our neighborhood with only 
one bridge across the Narrows, and also as the second one was being built. We do not wish to return to that scenario.  

3. How will schools, libraries and other public utilities and resources be funded and expanded to meet the needs of an influx 
of residents? Tax cuts to developers will not bridge the gap. 

4. The bus lines in our areas are limited. Yes, they go to transportation hubs, downtown Tacoma and Seattle. What if your job 
is more remote? Our son had a job in Spanaway a few years ago. It took 1‐1/2 to 2 hours, each way, for him to get to the 
job site. This isn’t acceptable.  

5. We live in an area with view property. How will those views that we pay additional taxes for be protected? 
6. What is the definition of “low rent” housing? Who sets this and will the new developments actually be available for low 

income residents? This was part of the proposal in Proctor but is not what happened. Is this plan creating additional rental 
unit and not homes for purchase? How does this build and support our community? 

 You need to slow down this process, move back deadline dates so all parties – residents, city planners and developers understand 
ALL OF THE DETAILS and the IMPACTS that it has on our community.  

We moved to North Tacoma more than 32 years ago to be able to raise our family in a quiet, safe community. Let’s stop the rush to 
push a vague proposal through that will have profound and long lasting impact on Tacoma’s neighborhoods. 

Sincerely, 

LaDauna and Jim Wilson 
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