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AGENDA 

MEETING: Regular Meeting (virtual) 

TIME: Wednesday, October 21, 2020, 5:00 p.m. 

Zoom Info: Link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/87950952577  
 Dial-in: +1 253 215 8782 
 ID: 879 5095 2577 

 

A. Call to Order and Quorum Call 

B. Approval of Agenda and Minutes (October 7, 2020) 

C. Public Comments  
 Written comments only; e-mailed to planning@cityoftacoma.org. 

 Comments on Discussion Item D-1 are due by 4:00 p.m., on the meeting day. 

 No comment will be accepted on Discussion Item D-2, a recent Public Hearing item.  

D. Discussion Items  

1. Environmental and Climate Action Planning Update 

 Description: Review the scope of work, technical issues and community engagement strategy 
relating to the environmental and climate justice planning that will be taking place 
between September 2020 and September 2021. 

 Action: Feedback 

 Staff Contact: Kristin Lynett, Sustainability Officer (Kristin.lynett@cityoftacoma.org) 

2. 2020 Annual Amendment Package – Debriefing  

 Description: Review testimony received at the public hearing on October 7th and written 
comments received through October 9th, and consider modifications to the 
amendment package as appropriate. 

 Action: Consider voting on individual proposals 

 Staff Contact: Stephen Atkinson (satkinson@cityoftacoma.org) 

E. Upcoming Meetings 

(1) Agenda for November 4, 2020 meeting includes: 

 2020 Annual Amendment (Recommendations) 

 Urban Design Studio (Workshop) 

(2) Agenda for November 18, 2020 meeting includes: 

 Home In Tacoma Project (Workshop) 

F. Communication Items 

(1) Sound Transit’s Tacoma Dome Link Extension Project Online Open House, September 29 
through October 28, 2020 – visit https://tdlink.participate.online/  

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82749150939
mailto:planning@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:Kristin.lynett@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:satkinson@cityoftacoma.org
https://tdlink.participate.online/
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(2) Status Reports by Commissioners – TOD Advisory Group, Housing Equity Task Force 

(3) The Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability Committee is meeting on Wednesday, October 28, 
2020, at 4:30 p.m. Agenda (tentative) includes: Planning Commission Interviews; and Planning 
Commission Annual Report for 2019-2020 and Work Program for 2020-2022. 

G. Adjournment 
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MINUTES (DRAFT) 

 
TIME: Wednesday, October 7, 2020, 5:00 p.m. 

PRESENT (virtually): Anna Petersen (Chair), Jeff McInnis (Vice-Chair), Carolyn Edmonds, Ryan Givens, 
David Horne, Christopher Karnes, Brett Santhuff, Alyssa Torrez 

ABSENT: Andrew Strobel 

A. CALL TO ORDER AND QUORUM CALL 

Chair Petersen called the meeting to order at 5:03 p.m. A quorum was declared. 

B. APPROVAL OF AGENDA AND MINUTES 

The agenda for the meeting was approved. The minutes for the September 2, 2020, meeting were approved 
as submitted. 

C. PUBLIC COMMENTS 

Public comments were not accepted at the meeting. No written comments regarding Discussion Item D1 – 
Urban Design Studio had been submitted as directed in the agenda notice. 

Written comments received on the subject of the Public Hearing would be reviewed in the appropriate 
portion of the meeting.  

D. DISCUSSION ITEMS 

1. Urban Design Studio 

Mesa Sherriff, Planning Services Division, provided an update on the progress of the project, highlighting 
the development of Phases I and II. He reviewed the project deliverables, which had been presented to the 
Commission at previous meetings. Regarding the Design Review as one of the deliverables, Mr. Sherriff 
explained what was covered and what was not under the Design Review. Also presented were the 
communication timeline of the project and the subjects of discussion at each milestone. Moving forward, 
Mr. Sherriff informed the Commission that they would partake in a workshop during their meeting on 
November 4, 2020, to finalize the Design Guidelines and Standards and complete Phase II of the project. 
Following the workshop would be the Commission’s process for public review of the materials and public 
hearing.  

The Commission’s discussion began with Commissioner Karnes’s question regarding the square footage 
classifications in respect to their review process. Mr. Sherriff stated that the criteria were determined based 
on the consultants and staff’s experience and analysis. Also discussed were the role of the Neighborhood 
Councils in the development of the program, the review process for projects under 5,000 square feet, and 
the process in which neighbors and community members could provide input. There was also a request 
from Commission Santhuff for the November 4th workshop materials to be distributed well in advance, as 
well as items of discussion that he would like included.  

The meeting was recessed at 5:31 p.m. and resumed at 5:35 p.m.  

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning
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2. Public Hearing – 2020 Annual Amendment Package 

Chair Petersen called the public hearing to order at 5:35 p.m., and went over the procedures of the hearing. 
Larry Harala, Planning Services Division, reviewed the amendment process along with the schedule of the 
next steps, and provided an overview of the three (3) applications in the amendment package. Lastly, he 
briefed the Commission on the public comments that had been submitted in regards to the applications. 

Chair Petersen called for testimony. The following citizens testified: 

I. HEIDELBERG-DAVIS SITE LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGE 

a. Luis Alonzo – Back in 2016, the City of Tacoma’s Planning department initiated an Institutional 
Campus Zoning Review, which to my knowledge was never completed and the website indicates 
it may be resumed at a later time. According to the website for this particular project, the Institutional 
Campus Zoning Review will assess zoning changes, special use restrictions, additional 
development standards or new administrative procedures, to ensure that the new or any expansion 
of existing major campus institution successfully implemented the goals and policy of the One 
Tacoma Plan. The One Tacoma Plan is the City’s Comprehensive Plan that guides our community 
development over the long term and describes how our community’s vision for the future is to be 
achieved. Today, we find ourselves living through a particularly difficult time, not only financially for 
institutions such as the City of Tacoma and Metro Parks, which are key for this project to succeed, 
but also socially as our community has upended the way we live and interact with private and public 
spaces. This pre-COVID proposal seeks to re-designate Parks and Open Spaces, which has 
served as a nice “reprieve” from our sheltered socially distant environment we are adopting to stay 
safe and healthy. The alternative Major Institutional Campus (MIC), specifically a stadium, is the 
opposite of what we as a community is striving for as we reimagine our lives after this pandemic. 
In addition, assuming this proposal resumes unchanged and no community agreed upon the 
definition of MIC is achieved, my biggest fear is that this stadium project fails and a different project, 
which vaguely aligns with the definition of MIC, doesn’t further align with the community’s interest. 
I believe at this point, it would be beneficial for the Commission to pause this application and direct 
the Planning department to revisit its Institutional Campus zoning review to gather more community 
input into this designation’s definition, in this new time, before allowing any project such as this one 
to move forward. 

b. Charles Mann – Parks should be preserved as park spaces. The citizens of Central Neighborhood 
Council gathered together and decided that the title of the parcel actually has a statement that says 
for baseball only. I haven’t seen the title but I’d like to look at it, and I’d like the Planning 
Commission, Metro Parks and the Planning department to review the parcel title and hopefully that 
will help preserve the Heidelberg-Davis site just for parks and baseball. 

c. Clarity Dickinson – My concern is the fact I don’t see anything mentioned about the skate park on 
this property. It seems to me like community space is being turned over to professional space, 
which is not going to benefit our direct community and our daily life. I would like to know what the 
plan is, in the future, for more community space to be used for residence. Is there a plan to build a 
new skate park? Because that’s something my family use on a regular basis, as well as the baseball 
field. I’ve played there multiple times. So to turn that from community use to professional use is 
damaging to the community. 

d. Karen – I’m also concerned about the skate park as well. I skate at Kandle Park and Puyallup a 
lot. I wasn’t aware of the skate park, but having gone to both those skate parks which are very busy 
and well used, I would not be surprised if that had the same amount of use. I think these spaces 
are really important. I see so many kids learning new skills here, exercising. It creates a really great 
community for you to get to know the people you live around. I think we really need to consider 
keeping these spaces. And I agree that we need to keep these baseball fields and other community 
spaces that people use. If we allocate this land, we need to have a plan to make sure that we keep 
some of these spaces and we stay connected through these physical locations. 
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II. VIEW SENSITIVE OVERLAY DISTRICT – HEIGHT LIMIT CHANGE 

a. Beth Johnson – I am a property owner in one of the impacted areas of the proposed height limit 
change in View Sensitive Overlay Districts. I am opposed to this proposal. There’s no demonstrated 
need to change the code. There’s no reason to change something that’s been in place since 1989 
and governs the use purposes of properties during that time. It’s an unnecessary application of new 
restrictions on private land. The proposal and application started in the Narrowmoor neighborhood 
and expanded. If the Narrowmoor neighborhood would request it and would like it, that would be 
fine. But other neighborhoods should not be impacted. It’s an overreach of the authority and should 
not be approved. The City has other land use needs to attend to, and I would appreciate seeing 
this not approved. 

b. Duncan McAlpine – I live in Browns Point. According to staff, this map was created based off of 
the 1989 View Sensitive area. Where I live was built after 1989, and so looking at this map and 
Node 5, based off of these color coordinates, I have no worries about these heights. In the purple, 
properties are subject to the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions (CC&Rs) and 
some height limitations; so are in the green. But I’m in the orange, and mine was built in 1990-1991 
and I have Browns Point Blvd (orange) and Green Hills Dr. (green). The neighbor in front of me 
has trees over 40-50ft tall. So you can have this limitation for 25ft in these zones but you have no 
limitation for any vegetation. I could plant 5 new cypresses, which could get up to 40ft tall in about 
10 years and totally block a view. I’m paying close to $10,000 in taxes, my view is getting blocked 
and I can’t see anything out there. Ten years ago, it was a great view, seeing the water and 
everything. It is going away. The proposal is focusing on buildings and structures, but nothing about 
vegetation. Anyone could turn around and plant something unless prohibited by the CC&Rs. I have 
CC&Rs but Browns Point Blvd and Green Hills Dr. do not. And they are planting humongous trees 
and I can’t do anything about it. I’m stuck. I’m going to be paying higher taxes every year but not 
going to have a view anymore. So I suggest you reconsider vegetation as part of your ground rule, 
instead of just structures only. To me, it’s irrelevant. Why limit buildings when you can plant a tree 
and a tree can block your view?  

c. Erik Becker – I live on Hawthorn Dr. The gentleman before already addressed the point that I 
wanted to make, but I want to make a recommendation that the inclusion of any plants, shrubs, 
trees can not exceed whatever the basic height limit is that you wind up setting as per the VSD 
height standard in place. I agree with him, there’s no functional difference between a structure that 
somebody can build and a row of shrubs, like I have in front of my house right now that have been 
wildly untended for years and are now growing above the height of my house, which is on a slope 
above the gentleman in front of me. There’s no functional difference in the view-blocking and he’s 
perfectly allowed to do that but not similarly build a shed or a fence that high. So perhaps, include 
that restriction to conform to the same standard of height as the house upon which the property sits 
or within that property. 

d. Tonya Elliott – First, about the Narrowmoor, it feels almost like a Homeowner’s Association (HOA) 
ruling where they’re trying to come up with bylaws to control view sheds, but they’re applying this 
to wider slots of the entire city. There are certain areas, even in my neighborhood, that have HOA 
with building height restrictions. The second thing is vegetation, which will have an impact on the 
City’s tax revenues eventually because parcels are no longer being taxed as view designation. 
Third, about the criteria on how they selected the individual parcels, I happen to be in Node 4, 
where there are 36 parcels that have been selected. In my block, the average age is 72 years old, 
and these are people that are not technology savvy, so I’m actually reaching out to them to help 
advocate for their message. There’s one parcel that’s currently vacant, which I do feel could be 
under that restriction because it’s on a slope that could prohibit other people’s view. The rest of the 
properties are pretty flat. And the fourth, about the criteria, I don’t know how the specs were 
collected using LIDAR data because there’s publicly available data for 12ft LIDAR DEMs, and I can 
follow up with Mr. Harala later on. The main thing is I’m opposed to this. I have a drone that I’ve 
actually flown 25ft over the houses that are in my Node. I looked at the report and the studies where 
you did the view, I also did a view shed using LIDAR data and using 3D modeling, and along with 
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the drone, I’ve been able to show that there are only 2 parcels that would impact anybody’s view 
and should be in consideration. So I think the criteria that you used for the slope and the actual 
view and so forth are not representative of what people have – utilities being blocked, utilities 
blocking view, vegetation blocking view. Also maybe we should shift to push for underground 
utilities. 

e. Brady Albers – I’m moving into the biggest area that’s been impacted – Node 2. The average 
homeowners in this area, I imagine many of the others, are older, while I’m 36, younger family, and 
I know there are some other younger families moving into this area as well. It’s an absolute detractor 
for us. We’re remodeling our house of 1,500 square feet by adding a second story, which would 
basically match the next house to us at 24-25ft within the code right now. So we’re very much 
opposed. And I think it’s going to be a hindrance for the City when it comes to discouragement for 
growth, tax revenue, construction revenue, business, and things of that nature. Our property is also 
unique in that Jackson is the street behind us and those houses sit higher than possibly some of 
the other areas. As you go street by street into the neighborhood closer to the water, the property 
owner behind us owns 2 lots, so our house is staggered in between 2 houses that are behind us. 
So we wouldn’t be blocking. Reducing 25 to 20ft is substantial. It’s difficult to build a 2-story home 
with 20ft. If it was reduced to 23ft, that extra 2-3ft makes all the difference when it comes to being 
able to fit a 2-story structure within that height restriction. 25 to 20ft is pretty dramatic and going to 
be a hindrance to anybody looking to add some living space for their family. 

f. Lori Grassi – I’ve live on Hawthorn Dr. for about 8 years. When I moved here, I had a full view – 
not only straight out to the west, but to the north and to the south. The City has washed their hands 
of helping residents who pay a lot of money for view properties when it comes to trees and 
vegetation blocking. The City gives out coupons to property owners for free trees. They like tree 
canopy and that’s lovely. But you provide zero guidance to property owners as to the appropriate 
trees and the appropriate property. The hedge in front of me is a tree hedge that should never have 
been allowed to be planted. It’s important for the City to start taking some leadership in supporting 
this. The City has an obligation to assist property owners in view areas where you collect taxes for 
view properties. My view is 2/3 less than what it was when I moved in 8 years ago, and my taxes 
have not modeled that same trend. The City washing their hands of this issue is creating a lot of 
anger between neighborhoods and neighbors, instead of facilitating better working relations with 
maintaining views and view properties. Because what we have here is special, and allowing it to 
erode is inappropriate. 

g. Mike Fleming – I’ve live in the Fairview Dr. neighborhood for a number of years. In the area, there 
are predominantly 2-story homes, but they’re daylight basement homes with one story above the 
ground level. What’s happened is when people come in and decide to add another level – 
essentially a 3rd story on their home, that’s caused a lot of consternation about loss of views. I 
would like to point out that in these areas, we have fairly large lots that enable folks to build 
horizontally as opposed to building vertically to gain the living space they feel appropriate for their 
family. I’d also like to point out that the City has done a really good job on outreach. I know Mr. 
Harala’s overview just mentioned that they sent out 9,000 notices. I know that we’ve got initial 
notices, we’ve had community meetings such as the one held at Geiger School in our 
neighborhood, and we’ve received another mailing from the City informing us of the results of the 
meetings and of the nodes that the consultants recommended be included. Lastly, I hope most of 
the comments that you’ve received are in favor as I am.  

III. MINOR PLAN AND CODE AMENDMENTS 

No comments.  

Chair Petersen reiterated that written comments would be accepted until 5:00 p.m., Friday, October 9, 2020, 
and thanked those who testified for their feedback. She closed the public hearing at 6:16 p.m. 
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E. TOPICS OF THE UPCOMING MEETING  

1) Agenda for October 21, 2020 meeting includes:  

• Environmental Action Plan Update 

• 2020 Annual Amendment (Debriefing of Public Hearing) 

F. COMMUNICATION ITEMS 

1) Sound Transit’s Tacoma Dome Link Extension Project Online Open House, September 29 through 
October 28, 2020 – visit https://tdlink.participate.online/ 

• Lihuang Wung, Planning Services Division, encouraged Commissioners and members of the 
public to participate in the open house to provide feedback, emphasizing the importance as 
Sound Transit prepared to move into the Environmental Impact Statement phase of the project. 

2) Status Reports by Commissioners  

• TOD Advisory Group – Commissioner Karnes provided a report on the discussion topics that 
the TOD Advisory Group had at their last meeting, covering parking issues in the Tacoma 
Dome District, Puyallup Avenue Design Project, Anti-racism and social equity (Resolution No. 
40622), and enhanced collaboration with the Transportation Commission.  

• Housing Equity Taskforce – The taskforce had discussed the timeline to finish the housing 
action plan and selected their Co-Chairs (Commissioner Karnes from the Planning Commission 
and Commissioner Julie Tran from the Human Rights Commission). At their meeting on 
October 8, 2020, they would discuss benchmarking against other jurisdictions and engagement 
strategies.  

3) The Infrastructure, Planning, and Sustainability (IPS) Committee Meetings 

• In addition to the meeting on October 14, 2020, listed on the agenda, Brian Boudet, Planning 
Division Manager, informed the Commission that the IPS Committee would conduct interviews 
for the two (2) Planning Commission positions of District 1 and Development Community (terms 
expired in June 2020) at their meeting on October 28, 2020. The Planning Commission’s Work 
Plan would also be presented at the same meeting. 

4) Additionally, Mr. Boudet reported to the Commission of the following: 

• The City Council conducted the public hearing for the Tideflats Interim Regulations renewal on 
September 29, 2020. The debrief and first reading were on the schedule for October 13, 2020. 

• The City Council’s public hearing for the Infill Pilot Program 2.0 was conducted on October 6, 
2020. The first reading was scheduled for October 13, 2020. Comments were generally in 
support of the project.  

G. ADJOURNMENT 

The meeting was adjourned at 6:28 p.m. 

*These minutes are not a direct transcription of the meeting, but rather a brief capture. For full-length audio recording of 
the meeting, please visit: 
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/committees_boards_commissions/planning_commission/agendas_and_minutes/ 

https://tdlink.participate.online/
http://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/committees_boards_commissions/planning_commission/agendas_and_minutes/
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To:   Planning Commission 

From:  Kristin Lynett, Office of Environmental Policy and Sustainability 

Subject: Environmental & Climate Action Planning Update  

Meeting Date: October 21, 2020 

Memo Date: October 9, 2020 

 

Action Requested:  
Feedback. 
 

Discussion: 
At the meeting on October 21, the Planning Commission will receive a briefing from the Office of 
Environmental Policy and Sustainability on planned environmental and climate justice planning that will be 
taking place between September 2020 and September 2021 and will touch on both the technical and 
community engagement elements. Additionally, a sample and simple engagement activity will be completed 
by the Commissioners. The briefing is for information only, but the Commissioners are welcome to provide 
their observations and feedback on possible collaboration between the Planning Commission and the 
Sustainable Tacoma Commission for the update of the Plans starting in 2020.  
 

For reference on environmental and climate progress to date, attached is the 2019 Environmental Action 
Plan Progress Report. To review the EAP, progress reports of previous years, and other relevant 
information, please visit www.cityoftacoma.org/EAP. 
 

Project Summary: 
The City Council’s Climate Emergency Resolution (Resolution No. 40509, adopted on December 10, 2019) 
directed the City to develop an updated Environmental Action Plan by April 2021 that shall:  

 Outline a pathway to reaching carbon reduction goals; 
 Establish feasibility, cost, timeline, targets, scope, strategy, and actions and sustainable funding 

mechanisms; 
 To demonstrate the City Leading By Example, accelerate municipal reduction goals to include 

80% reduction by 2050; 
 Include actions that support the Comprehensive Plan and other relevant planning and policy 

documents; 
 Commit to equity and social justice playing an integral role in all phases; and 
 Address green economy. 

 

Prior Actions: 

 08/21/2019 – Reviewed the 2018 Environmental Action Plan Progress Report 
 

Staff Contact:  

 Kristin Lynett, Sustainability Officer, Kristin.lynett@cityoftacoma.org, 253-591-5571 
 

Attachment:  

 2019 Environmental Action Plan Progress Report 
 
 

c. Peter Huffman, Director 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/EAP
mailto:Kristin.lynett@cityoftacoma.org




 

 

As residents of Tacoma, we take pride in our environment. From a pink 

Mount Rainier at sunset, to orcas spotted in Commencement Bay; and 

from our growing tree canopy, to urban agriculture as a means of 

community resiliency. Our natural spaces are treasured pieces of our 

city’s collective identity. We understand that investing in their protection 

ensures the continued stability, longevity, and resiliency of our economy 

and community as a whole. 

 

In the past year, the City of Tacoma has taken great steps to protect our 

environment and community. In collaboration with Tacoma’s youth, the 

Tacoma City Council unanimously approved the Climate Emergency 

Resolution, a major milestone in addressing the urgent need for action on 

climate change. Under this resolution, the Office of Environmental Policy 

and Sustainability will update Tacoma’s Environmental Action Plan to 

include new sustainability initiatives that improve health, foster 

stewardship, address equity, and strive for a more vibrant Tacoma. 

 

I am proud to present the Year 4 progress report. As you learn more about 

the steps the City, its residents, and businesses have taken, I encourage 

you to reflect on each number and figure presented herein as not just a 

statistic, but a symbol of a community’s power when individuals unite to 

achieve a common goal. 

 

To learn more and join the effort, visit 

www.cityoftacoma.org/sustainability. 

 

Yours in Service,  

 

  

 

Victoria R. Woodards 

Mayor 

Tacoma Environmental Action Plan: 2019 Progress Report  

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/sustainability
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Air and Local Food 

Clean air and safe, nutritious food 

are important to sustaining our local 

community. 

Climate Resiliency 

Climate change is having and will 

continue to have financial and 

social impacts to our built 

infrastructure and natural and 

social systems. 

Materials Management 

In the waste hierarchy we must    

prioritize reducing, then reusing, 

then recycling. Sharing, leasing,  

borrowing, refurbishing and buying 

used and durable goods should be 

the first choices.  

Natural Systems 

Acquiring and managing natural 

areas contributes to climate 

change resilience. Green spaces 

also offer Tacomans access to     

nature and can positively influence 

mental and physical health. 

Buildings and Energy 

Building energy represents about 

40% of emissions for Tacoma’s 

homes and businesses mostly due to 

natural gas used for heating. 

Transportation 

Transportation accounts for 73% of 

GHG emissions in Tacoma. Single-

occupancy passenger vehicles 

contribute significantly to overall 

transportation emissions.  

Six Categories of Sustainability 

The Environmental Action Plan (EAP) is 

a list of meaningful, high-priority 

actions that the City of Tacoma, 

Tacoma Public Utilities (TPU), and our 

community will take between 2016 

and 2020 to meet the environmental 

goals outlined in the Tacoma 2025 

Strategic Plan. 

What is the Environmental Action Plan and Its Intent? 

The EAP was developed in 2015 over 

nine months in a collaborative process 

with staff from multiple City of Tacoma 

departments, representatives of 

partner organizations, and residents of 

Tacoma.  

It replaces the 2008 Climate Action 

Plan and builds on the 2016 Climate 

Change Risk Assessment to present 

near-term sustainability targets and  

actions in six different categories. 

Each year the City releases a progress 

report detailing progress made on 

each target and action. 
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Community Emissions Goals 

When the 2019 value 
exceeds the goal, 
data and icon is 
shown in green. 

When the 2019 value is 
behind the baseline, 

data and icon is 
shown in red. 

This report contains near-term targets for each of the six categories of sustainability. In most 

cases, the baseline was set using 2015 data, and 2020 is the target year. For each target, a 

graphic shows the baseline, goal, and progress so far: 

This report also contains actions that the City and community will take to reach the targets. 

Each action is given a progress rating and a status update:  

Look for stories of success throughout the report to see some of the impactful 

accomplishments made this year in each EAP category. 

The EAP recognizes that climate change poses serious threats 

for life in Tacoma and demands a strong and thorough 

response.  

The targets and actions in the EAP are intended to         

improve the health and resilience of Tacoma by helping to 

reduce our greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions. The City of 

Tacoma set the goal of reducing GHG emissions 40% below 

1990 levels by the year 2020. Tacoma’s historic GHG emissions 

are shown in the graph to the left. 

Reading the 2019 Progress Report 
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TARGETS Natural Systems 
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Action 

Progress 

Rating (1-5) 
2019 Status 

N1 
Reduce stormwater quantity and/or increase quality in each of the 

city's watersheds by developing Management Plans that use best 

practices appropriate to each watershed's natural and built conditions. 

        

The City received $5M in grant funding to improve water quality for 43 

acres in the Flett Creek Watershed, and completed Phase 1 of the area's 

Watershed Management Plan. 

N2 

Implement code that discourages development on lands where such 

development would endanger life, property or infrastructure, or where 

important ecological functions or environmental quality would be 

adversely affected. 

                  
In 2019, steep slope standards and biodiversity corridors were applied to 

Shoreline Zoning Districts to ensure a consistent approach to the regulation 

of geologically hazardous areas and fish and wildlife habitat areas.  

N3 
Develop Urban Forestry Implementation Strategy for strategic and  

equitable planting locations, incentives, public engagement, retention 

strategies and maintenance. Create stable funding for implementation. 

 

The City's Urban Forest Management Plan was developed in 2019, and 

officially adopted by City Council (Resolution 40492). This UFMP 

strengthens themes such as Resource Management, Equity and 

Accessibility, Canopy Health & Growth, Long-Term Funding, Climate 

Resiliency, Enhanced Ecosystem Services & Benefits, and Community 

Engagement & Stewardship. 

N4 
Plan, create incentives for, and support green stormwater retrofit   

projects such as rain gardens and other low-impact designs. 
                  

The City continues to complete green stormwater retrofit projects and new 

Green Stormwater Infrastructure (GSI) projects on an ongoing basis. 2019 

projects include the South Puget Sound Avenue Greenscape project, and 

the Solid Waste Drainage and Traffic Safety Improvement project. The City 

also provides technical assistance for private citizens and developers on GSI. 

N5 
Develop and manage an Open Space program based on watershed 

planning that seeks to own most valuable properties and effectively 

manages and restores habitat, using volunteers as appropriate. 

                  
The City has an established Open Space Program that stewards 

approximately 500 acres in various capacities. All properties are managed 

for tree canopy and stormwater benefit. The City continues to educate, 

recruit and engage the public in open space property stewardship.  

Natural Systems ACTIONS 

3 

4 

4 

4 

5
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Natural Systems ACTIONS 

 

 

5

Urban Forestry Management Plan (UFMP) 

Regional pressures of rapid development and an ever-increasing demand for housing are threatening Tacoma’s already sparse 
urban tree canopy. In 2019, the City’s Urban Forestry team set out to develop a new plan that would help find a balance between 
built and green infrastructure. Since identified as a critical action in the Natural Systems theme of the Environmental Action plan, 
this idea would grow into the Urban Forestry Management Plan (UFMP) which was unanimously passed by the Tacoma City 
Council on December 3, 2019. 

The UFMP outlines a series of 58 actions across City departments and recognizes the importance of working hand-in-hand with 
the community to help Tacoma bloom into a thriving and sustainable city. Now in the implementation phase of the UFMP, Urban 
Forestry is working to steward green infrastructure. A few highlights include creating workflows that help to protect both trees 
and built infrastructure, such as sidewalks, in the case of a conflict; establishing a heritage tree program to recognize the 
importance of and protect Tacoma’s most valuable trees; and designing an urban wood reuse program to retain a tree’s value 
long after its life ends. Visit tacomatreeplan.org to learn more about the Urban Forestry Management Plan.    

5

1 

3 

3 

 
Action 

Progress 

Rating (1-5) 
2019 Status 

N6 
Improve regulations to encourage tree preservation and protection on 

private property and in the City right-of-way. 
             

Adopted by the City Council in 2019, the Urban Forest Management Plan 

provides recommended Code Updates, including clarifying language for 

protection of trees within the public right-of-way. These recommendations 

also include establishing a voluntary heritage tree protection program. 

N7 

Create a public education campaign, targeted outreach effort or 

incentives to inform residents and/or plant sellers about the benefits 

of native and pollinator-friendly species and the hazards of invasive 

species. 

                  

The City's Open Space program uses social media and public stewardship 

events to educate the public about the importance of native species and 

hazards of invasive species. Green Tacoma Day is an annual, City-hosted 

celebration of our community green spaces, engaging hundreds of 

community members on the importance of our native forests. 

N8 
Adopt and implement Landscaping Manual and Integrated Pest 

Management Policy and Plan for all City facilities and train staff. 
 No progress made. 

N9 Retrofit one public facility with Green Stormwater Infrastructure.              
In 2019, the City completed the Solid Waste Management building Green 

Stormwater Infrastructure project. This project added 10,694 sq. ft. (0.24 

acres) of water quality control, treating 71,895 sq. ft. (1.65 acres) of runoff. 
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TARGETS Air and Local Food 

Photo: Tacoma Farmers Market 

Community Resiliency Through Urban Gardening 

Thanks to partnerships that include the City, Tacoma Farmers Market and Proctor Farmers Market, purchases of fresh, affordable 

local produce have become more available to seniors and low-income shoppers. With the help of Harvest Pierce County and 

Tacoma’s Environmental Services Department, the greater Tacoma region is fortunate to have more than 80 community gardens, 

including 20 located in city neighborhoods prioritized by income and diversity. Local food banks maintain a stock of healthy 

options in part from Harvest’s Gleaning Program, which rescued over 46,000 pounds of unharvested produce in 2019. With 

guidance from community-created research facilitated by the Puyallup Watershed Initiative, Tacoma will expand tools for self-

reliance and food sovereignty, including opportunities for growing and selling produce - in line with the community's call for a 

more just and healthy food system.  
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ACTIONS Air and Local Food 

4 

4 

3 

4 

4 

3 

4 

4 

2 

 
Action 

Progress 

Rating (1-5) 2019 Status 

A1 
Continue to collaboratively seek federal and state funding for 

reducing wood smoke pollution. 
                  The City continues to promote the woodstove change out program administered by 

the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency. 43 stoves were scrapped or removed in 2019. 

A2 
Sustain and grow community garden program through 

enhanced garden support and education. 
                  

City support continues for gardens for residents in low-income and low-English 

language proficiency neighborhoods. From 2016-2019, the number of gardens with 

low-English proficiency community members increased from 5 to 14. 

A3 
Create and fund a reporting system and feedback forum for 

the city to hear from those suffering from food insecurity. 
             

City staff continues to engage with community members and organizations about 

food insecurity, particularly the Just and Healthy Food System - Community of 

Interest. Recognizing racial and economic injustice issues, the City has sought to 

develop trust for support of community-led processes to address food insecurity. 

A4 
Support gleaning (harvesting produce left over in fields and 

home and community gardens for donation) in Tacoma 

through funding and outreach. 

     
The Harvest Pierce County gleaning program adjusted it's model in 2018 and made 

significant work in 2019. The amount of food harvested and distributed increased 

from 17,495 pounds in 2018 to 46,290 pounds in 2019. To accomplish this, 210 

gleaning events were held that engaged 574 volunteers. 

A5 
Support urban agriculture and clear legal hurdles so citizens 

can sell produce grown in the city. 
             

City staff reviewed Tacoma Municipal Code, engaged other Cities about urban 

agriculture programs,  and worked with Harvest Pierce County to discuss 

implementing a small-scale urban agriculture pilot program. The City began a cross-

departmental process to continue development of urban agriculture programs. 

A6 
Support innovative projects to encourage more disadvantaged 

citizens to shop at farmer’s markets. 
             

Staff engaged local farmers’ markets about allocating new City funds for the Senior 

Farm Share subsidy programs. Using available funding, Tacoma Farmers' Market 

saw EBT sales and matching incentives increase by 22% in 2019. 

A7 
Pilot 1 - 2 small-scale urban agriculture programs on public 

land. 
     

With support from the City, Harvest Pierce County is in the third year of a successful 

Farmer Training program and is working to train farmers that will be able to move 

onto these sites once regulatory and policy barriers have been reduced. 

A8 
Implement community supported agriculture (CSA) pick-up at 

4 city facilities for employees. 
  

A program scope for a CSA program at four City worksites has been developed in 

2019, for anticipated rollout in spring 2020. 
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TARGETS Buildings and Energy 
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ACTIONS Buildings and Energy 

1 2 3 4 

5

5

4 5

4

5

5

 Action 
Progress 

Rating (1-5) 2019 Status 

B1 
Meet  I-937, the Washington State Energy Independence Act, 

energy conservation targets which require utilities to achieve 

all cost-effective energy conservation measures. 

                        

Tacoma Power exceeded I-937 targets for 2019, acquiring approximately 17 million 

kWh  of energy conservation savings within Tacoma - saving enough power to heat 

and light 1,389 homes. 

B2 
Develop a pilot commercial program focused on reducing 

utility costs through improving building ops. & maintenance. 
                  

A pilot program is underway with seven large Tacoma Power customers. Through 

workshops and building audits, Tacoma Power aimed to help these customers save 

at least 5% in their electricity use during the first two years of the program. In year 1 

alone, 6% average savings was achieved across enrolled facilities. 

B3 
Continue to develop water conservation incentives, rebates 

and education for residential, commercial and industrial 

customers. 

 

Program development continued in 2019. Notable progress included distributing 

showerheads and sink aerators to five multifamily properties for the pilot fixture 

replacement program, and the launch of the residential smart irrigation controller 

rebate program.  

B4 
Hire a green building advocate for the City’s Permit Office to 

identify incentives, remove barriers, and encourage green 

building practices. 

        The City’s Green Building Specialist started their position on August 5, 2019. 

B5 Retain funding for low income energy efficiency programs.                         

The 2018/2019 Conservation Plan included a targeted focus on low income and 

hard to reach residents. Due to the effectiveness of past TPU programs, better 

building codes and the availability of more efficient products, fewer conservation 

opportunities exist today. Funding has been adjusted to align with current 

community needs. 

B6 
Support efforts at the state and local level to incentivize 

conservation in rental properties. 
              

TPU provided input on the 2019 Clean Buildings Bill which aims to lower energy 

costs and pollution from existing commercial buildings larger than 50,000 sf. 

Multifamily buildings with high energy consumption may qualify for State funds to 

reduce energy use. Tacoma Power is assisting the State to ensure successful 

implementation of the law.   
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ACTIONS Buildings and Energy 

5

3

5

5

5

 Action 
Progress 

Rating (1-5) 2019 Status 

B7 

Work with regional partners to increase cost effective energy 

efficiency standards in the State Energy Code. Participate 

actively to revise the State Building Code to Incorporate 

performance that targets net-zero energy by 2030. 

 

The City voted in the 3-year International Code Council's proposed building and 

energy codes to ensure that new national codes strengthen efficiencies. At the 

state level, Tacoma Power is actively providing recommendations to the State 

Building Code Council. 

B8 
Develop community-owned solar projects and support 

distributed generation. 
        

Four, 75 kW Community Solar projects were completed in 2016. TPU continues 

to explore options for new projects. Since 2017, new projects remain 

economically unviable absent new legislative changes. 

B9 

Promote transparency, investment and competition of 

energy and water performance by requiring commercial 

benchmarking and disclosure through EPA's Energy Star 

utility tracking system. Increase awareness of the system and 

provide technical assistance to customers to better track and 

monitor building energy use. 

                  

TPU customers can now track multiple meters attached to one building using 

new software available online. Advanced meter upgrades are in progress, which 

will allow for customer access to more specific data related to building energy 

use. A how-to guide has been created and is live on the TPU website. 

B10 
Upgrade all streetlights to LED where cost effective and use 

best practices when possible to reduce light pollution. 
 

TPU's LED street light project replaced approximately 18,000 streetlights, 

reducing costs, increasing safety, and saving energy. The project finished three 

months ahead of schedule and $2 million under budget. These LED street lights 

will save the City $620,000 per year in electricity costs, and even more in 

maintenance costs.  

B11 
Track and report city buildings’ utility performance and 

Energy Star scores. Develop a Resource Conservation 

Management (RCM) Plan. 

 

City facility management teams are working with the General Government 

Resource Conservation Manager and TPU Facility Conservation and Planning 

Administrator to monitor city facility energy use. Energy modeling and 

performance reporting continues for three City facilities as part of Tacoma 

Power's Commercial Strategic Energy Management program. 



Tacoma Environmental Action Plan: 2019 Progress Report 

 

12 

 Action 
Progress 

Rating (1-5) 2019 Status 

B12 
Meet federal Better Building Challenge goal (5 year, 10% 

reduction) by implementing energy efficiency in city buildings 

where cost effective. 

 

TPU and General Government energy teams continued focus on reducing 

energy use in three campuses; The Greater Tacoma Convention Center, Police/

Fleet Warehouse, and TPU Campus, which is on-target to surpass two-year 

energy reduction goals.  

B13 
Ensure all existing occupied LEED New Construction buildings 

comply with LEED Existing Building Operations and 

Maintenance guidelines. 

       2 

The Center for Urban Waters achieved gold certification in 2018. In 2019, the 

Police Headquarters began using the commercial strategic energy management 

process to implement low-cost energy reductions that will assist in achieving 

LEED EBOM prerequisites. 

B14* 
Launch four new energy conservation initiatives to assist low-

income and hard to reach customers  
                 4 

This goal was met in 2018 with a manufactured home pilot, higher rental rebate 

incentives, targeted energy audits, and a custom projects program. In 2019 

Tacoma Power continued to launch new initiatives including a window 

promotion for rental properties, energy audits for low income customers and a 

low-income agency partnership program. 

ACTIONS Buildings and Energy 

3

TPU’s Innovative Solutions to Reach Low-Income Customers 

TPU developed the deferred loan program, which covers insulation, windows, and ductless heat pumps. This program provides 

families zero interest financing to make their homes more energy efficient. Payments on the loans are deferred until the 

customer sells their home. In addition, TPU forged agreements with Rebuilding Together South Sound and the COT 

Rehabilitation Loan program that leverage existing low-income programs, with plans to expand partnerships with new 

community partners in the future. TPU implemented a successful limited time promotion for rental properties that served 51 

low-income families by installing new efficient windows. Finally, TPU continues to reach customers on utility bill discount rate 

that show higher than average energy use by offering energy audits to help customers identify energy saving opportunities.  

5

*This action was added in 2018, as a more measurable replacement for the previous target: “ Achieve all cost-effective electricity community conservation savings” 

4 



Tacoma Environmental Action Plan: 2019 Progress Report 

 

13 

TARGETS Transportation 

Hybrid Police Fleet Vehicles 

The City of Tacoma continues to invest in hybrid and plug-in electric vehicles that reduce idling. In 2019, the Tacoma Police 

Department (TPD) purchased 32 new Ford Hybrid Interceptor police patrol vehicles, with plans to continue buying hybrids 

with additional funding. Though the initial costs are a bit higher than internal combustion vehicles, the hybrids pay for  

themselves within 16 months, as they require less maintenance and less fuel per miles traveled. Transitioning to hybrid patrol 

vehicles reduces TPD’s fuel consumption by an estimated 40%, saving approximately 875,000 lbs (397 MTCDe) of CO2 annual-

ly. Moving forward, TPD plans to have all internal combustion engine Crown Victoria models off the road, except a 

few retained as pool cars, by 2023. Eventually, the entire patrol fleet will be hybrid vehicles, which will save taxpayer money 

and leave a smaller carbon footprint.  
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ACTIONS Transportation 

5 

3

3

2 

1 

4 

4 

3

 
Action 

Progress 

Rating (1-5) 2019 Status 

T1 
Develop education programs and materials for the public on 

benefits and practicalities of electric vehicles (EVs). 
             TPU developed an EV webpage (mytpu.org/EVs) and hosted EV workshops and 

Ride and Drive events which are offered on an ongoing basis. 

T2 
Establish dedicated and stable funding for active 

transportation education, encouragement, safety programs, 

and infrastructure improvements. 

             

Through the Tacoma Streets Initiative, $2.5 million/year is dedicated to active 

transportation. City Council funded a Vision Zero study directing long-term 

sustainable funding strategies for safety programs & infrastructure 

improvements; part of which will be focused on active transportation.   

T3 
Synchronize and recalibrate the timing of traffic signals on all 

Tacoma arterials. Repair, improve, or upgrade infrastructure as 

needed to maximize signal efficiency. 

       

Two signals were upgraded and retimed in 2019.  After obtaining recent City and 

grant funding, the City completed design on 13 signals in 2019, which will be 

implemented in 2020. In addition, the City obtained consultants for retiming 22 

additional traffic signals. 

T4 
Become a Bicycle Friendly Silver Community by implementing 

the next 5 prioritized Mobility Master Plan roadway projects 

and next 3 trail projects. 

             
Construction began on Phase III of the Pipeline Trail, which will include protected 

bike lanes. More projects began including bike boulevard enhancements on 

Fawcett Ave and bike facilities connecting to the South Tacoma Sounder Station. 

T5 
Support 4 multi-year Safe Routes to School (SRTS) Programs 

and infrastructure improvements. 
                    

A HAWK beacon was installed for First Creek which improved pedestrian 

infrastructure for three elementary schools, and a pedestrian safety curriculum 

was created that is now being taught in elementary PE classes. Approximately 

200 students were taught how to bike via three bike rodeos, and a grant was 

received to create a safe walking video. 

T6 
Create a grant program that supports walking, biking, and 

transit projects in business districts and designated centers. 
   No grant program has been developed. 

T7 
Develop sidewalk, curb ramp and crosswalk inventories to 

prioritize future investments, as part of a Pedestrian Mobility 

Strategy. 

       
Partnering with UW Tacoma, walking audits were completed for five elementary 

schools. These walking audits included an inventory of sidewalk, curb ramp, and 

crosswalk data along with other data points that make a street walkable. 

Additionally, the City continues to inventory curb ramps.  

T8 
Advocate at the state and national levels for policies and 

programs that provide incentives for Tacoma residents to use 

more fuel-efficient and alternative-fuel vehicles. 

       

TPU advocated for HB 1512 (which passed the Washington State Legislature in 

2020) clarifying utilities’ authority to promote and incentivize transportation 

electrification. Tacoma City Council voted unanimously to support the draft Clean 

Fuel Standard rules developed by the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency.  
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Transportation ACTIONS 

5

3 

3 

4

3 

3 

3 

 
Action 

Progress 

Rating (1-5) 2019 Status 

T9 
Advocate for strong Sound Transit and Pierce Transit policies and 

funding, incl. South corridor ST3 projects & Pierce Transit bus rapid 

transit on Rt. 1. 

                    

The City is a key partner in work groups developing the Tacoma Dome Link 

Extension, an ST3 funded project in the South Corridor, and the Pierce Transit 

BRT along Pacific Avenue.  

T10 
Equip operationally appropriate city vehicles with petroleum fuel 

saving and/or anti-idling technology. 
             

The City continues to invest in hybrid and plug-in electric vehicles that reduce 

idling. Fleet purchased 32 new hybrid police patrol vehicles, which will all be 

in service by summer 2020. These vehicles will reduce fuel consumption by an 

estimated 40%, saving approximately 875K lbs CO2 (397 MTCDe) annually. 

Additionally, 7 Nissan Leaf electric vehicles and 2 hybrid loaders were 

purchased in 2019. 

T11 
Convert solid waste trucks from diesel to renewable natural gas 

made from methane captured at the wastewater treatment plant. 
             

33 of the overall fleet of 84 solid waste trucks are now fueled by CNG. 

Renewable CNG from the wastewater treatment plan is anticipated to be 

available in the next couple of years. 

T12 
Develop, implement, and monitor a Fuel Reduction Policy and 

associated education and awareness campaigns for both employee 

commuting and city trips. 

       

A Sustainable Fleet and Fuel Team was created, and met monthly in 2019. The 

group drafted a policy to be reviewed by stakeholders and eventually 

approved by management in 2020. 

T13 
Update City’s Telecommuting Policy and flexible work schedule to 

foster increased use when it meets City business needs. 
             The City’s Finance Department piloted a successful telecommute program for 

staff, which will be used to inform broader City department participation. 

T14 Join West Coast Electric Fleets at the Highway Lane Level in 2016.                     
The City joined West Coast Electric Fleets in 2018. City fleet management 

continues to work with departments to purchase electric passenger vehicles. 

T15 
Develop and incorporate contractor fuel emissions reduction 

standards into bids and contracts. 
  

Emission reductions and sustainable construction practices were incorporated 

into City-wide Sustainable Procurement resources. These include updates for 

evaluating the sustainability of proposal and bid requests. 
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TARGETS Materials Management 

Tacoma’s Multifamily Residents Work to “Recycle Right” 

The City of Tacoma has around 1,731 multifamily buildings; representing nearly 28,000 homes. This number is only 
expected to grow as our city densifies and expands housing. In 2019, the Office of Environmental Policy and 
Sustainability (OEPS) partnered with Solid Waste Management (SWM) to hire a full-time project specialist to develop 
and manage the multifamily recycling and waste reduction program. This program helps multifamily property 
managers and residents “Recycle Right” by providing online and on-site technical and educational support. With the 
expansion of this program, accounts grew from 1,111 to 1,370 in 2019. Outreach materials included new colorful tote 
bags to help residents remember to keep their recyclables loose (not bagged) when they empty into the 
container.Properties that have received these tote bags through the program report less “tagging” resulting from 
contaminated recycling bins, marking a success for materials management! 
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ACTIONS Materials Management 

3 

2 

 

4

3 

3 

4

 

Action 
Progress 

Rating (1-5) 
2019 Status 

M1 
Develop Construction and Demolition Diversion (C&D) program that 

includes education, reporting, regulation and enforcement. 
  

The City's Green Building Specialist created a C&D information tab that was 

added to the City webpage, and a C&D rack card was created for public 

distribution. Additional C&D diversion resources are being created. 

M2 

Support and advocate for strong product stewardship policies at the 

state and national levels, minimizing environmental impacts of      

product and packaging throughout all lifecycle stages, especially      

manufacturing. 

                    

The City helps fund the Northwest Product Stewardship Council and has 

staff on the Steering Committee. Several State legislative bills passed in 

2019, including HB 1652 regarding paint stewardship and disposal. A study 

bill on the management of plastic packaging was passed, and Ecology and 

consultant work is underway. 

M3 
Provide financial incentives to increase diversion of materials at the 

Tacoma Recovery and Transfer Center. 
 

Solid Waste Management purchased a grinder and is actively developing a 

wood diversion program with an estimated start date of late 2020. 

M4 
Conduct and support education and outreach on waste prevention 

(including food) and toxic reduction, with focused outreach to       

communities of color. 

             

While waste prevention remains the most effective strategy to divert 

materials from the landfill, 2019 focused on waste diversion strategies due 

to international recycling changes. The City received input from over 6,100 

community members which resulted in a $2.82 surcharge for residential 

customers. A portion of this surcharge will be used for education and 

outreach on how to "recycle right". 

M5 
Incentivize the use of sink food grinders as a strategy for beneficial 

use of food scraps. Food sent to the wastewater treatment plant is 

used as TAGRO and can be turned into renewable natural gas. 

  

A site visit to the University of Puget Sound Dining services helped to 

identified barriers and incentives for commercial use of disposers. A work 

plan was submitted for the use of sink food grinders in multifamily housing 

to WA Department of Ecology as part of the Food Waste Reduction Act. 

M6 
Provide recycling and composting education and outreach targeted 

at multifamily property managers and tenants. 
             

The City hired a multifamily recycling and waste reduction specialist who 

finalized education and outreach materials, developed communications and 

performance measurement plan, and built relationships with local 

multifamily housing properties and non-profit organizations. 
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Action 

Progress 

Rating (1-5) 
2019 Status 

M7 
Require new buildings to provide adequate space and receptacles 

for recycling and organics storage and collection. 
 

Solid Waste reviews and provides site specific requirements for individual 

residential and multifamily/commercial permit applications regarding solid 

waste and recycling (including organics) collection space to comply with 

adopted state building code. 

M8 
Enhance opportunities to sort and drop-off reusable and recyclable 

materials at the Tacoma Recovery and Transfer Center through 

better signage, enhanced floor sorts, and drop-off area. 

             SWM is actively developing a clean wood waste sort and drop-off 

capability at the Tacoma Recovery and Transfer Center. 

M9 Reduce disposable bag use by shoppers.                         

The Bring Your Own Bag ordinance went into effect in July 2017. Retailer 

surveys were conducted in 2019, the results of which indicated community 

support for the ordinance. 

M10 
Ensure compliance with existing Sustainable Purchasing Policy,       

including increasing staff training. 
  

An inter-departmental group of City staff began development and 

promotion of online Sustainable Procurement resources for use by City 

purchasing and finance staff. 

M11 
Conduct waste characterization audits at 4 City facilities in order to 

develop better strategies for waste minimization and diversion. 
            

As a result of four facility waste audits and the new "Recycle Reset" 

changes in Tacoma, new strategies  have been identified for waste 

diversion in City facilities, which will be implemented in 2020. 

M12 
Increase materials surplus recovery and sale of City-owned goods 

and building demolitions. 
  No progress made. 

M13 
Use low-carbon concrete or asphalt made with a percentage of      

recycled asphalt and/or recycled asphalt shingles in City projects,   

including streets, where feasible and applicable. 

            3 

The use of recycled materials has become an industry standard and 

common in City projects, particularly when it comes to Hot Mix Asphalt 

(HMA) as most producers have some recycled materials in their 

mix. Recycled concrete aggregate is used where feasible on street projects. 

The City's asphalt plant is producing HMA with 15% recycled content and 

will be looking to increase this amount to 20% in 2020.  

ACTIONS Materials Management 
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Tacoma’s Climate Emergency Resolution 

In December 2019, Tacoma became the first Washington city to pass a Climate Emergency Resolution. 

With a unanimous vote, City Council adopted Resolution No. 40509, declaring climate change an 

emergency in Tacoma, and affirming Council’s support of initiatives to mitigate impacts.   

This resolution recognizes the severity of the climate crisis and outlines a pathway to reaching the City’s 

carbon reduction goals by 2050, including updating the City’s Environmental Action Plan (EAP) by April 

2021. Updates to the EAP include a more significant focus on climate and environmental justice 

initiatives, and calls for City staff to receive education and engagement on climate issues. Upon its 

adoption, Mayor Woodards addressed Tacoma’s youth activists, who were instrumental in raising local 

awareness of the global climate threat.  

TARGETS Climate Resiliency 
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Action 

Progress 

Rating (1-5) 2018 Status 

C1 
Incorporate climate resilience actions into equity initiatives and         

programs, and consider future climate risk in emergency planning 

and hazard mitigation plan updates. 

  

This action will be an important part of the City's Climate Adaptation 

Strategy. The Equity Index, developed in the Office of Equity and Human 

Rights (OEHR), will be a useful tool for this work. Emergency Management 

will be a critical partner in this work. 

C2 
Preserve and expand urban forest canopies with climate resilient      

species based on heat island data analysis. 
            3 

Open space continues to use native species to diversify our tree canopy 

over time. Heat island data is not used, as open space properties are 

focused in habitat corridors throughout the City. 

C3 

Prioritize the most vulnerable neighborhoods for capital 

improvement, development, and planning activities to ensure that 

these communities receive the services they need to build resilience 

to climate change and other stressors. 

    2 

In 2019, the City developed an Equity Index Map, which provides data-

driven, neighborhood-based needs assessment and project prioritization. 

Additionally, the City is piloting a Participatory Budgeting project in an East 

Tacoma neighborhood, where neighbors decide how to spend $100,000 to 

improve their neighborhood.  

C4 
Begin a conversation with the business community around climate    

impacts and resilience. 
  

During the EAP update process beginning in 2020, community outreach, 

including business representatives, will be conducted by consultant teams. 

C5 
Engage with and support community organizations that enhance      

community resilience. 
            

Staff represent the City on the Steering Committee of the Puget Sound 

Regional Climate Collaborative and the Puyallup Watershed Initiative. The 

Tree Coupon program has been expanded to encourage a healthy tree 

canopy. 

C6 
Ensure that near-term capital improvement projects consider climate 

change risks. 
             

Metro Parks has incorporated anticipated climate change effects into the 

planning and design of its Owen Beach project. Each municipal project 

needs to be evaluated as to the acceptable level of risk given the value of 

the asset and its expected life expectancy. Most near-term capital projects 

are probably not being reviewed with a climate change lens at this time. 

ACTIONS Climate Resiliency 

4 

3 
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Action 
Progress 

Rating (1-5) 2018 Status 

C7 
Conduct additional studies (including data gathering, research, and     

mapping) to identify infrastructure that will be impacted by sea level 

rise (SLR) and flooding. 

            3 

The Washington Coastal Resilience Project (WCRP) science 

team  developed local sea level rise projections based on the latest global 

greenhouse gas projections and regional land up rise and subsidence. The 

City will work with a consultant on a Tacoma Climate Adaptation Strategy 

in 2020, which will include impacts from sea level rise and flooding. 

C8 Inspect, maintain, and upgrade critical infrastructure.             3 

The City continues to inspect all facilities after any rainfall event that is 

greater than a 10 year event (3 inches in 24 hours); however, regular 

inspections or upgrades of roadway infrastructure is less frequent. 

C9 
Preserve remaining natural areas, and provide more guidance and       

specifications on incorporating climate science in habitat restoration 

plans. 

                 4 

Open Space looks for opportunities to acquire property in a cost effective 

manner. The City permitting department does allow climate adapted 

species on a case by case basis. PDS has updated code to increase the 

protection of biodiversity corridors. 

C10 
Evaluate the development code related to landslide and flooding 

hazards. 
       2 

The Tacoma Municipal Code was amended to incorporate requirements 

to evaluate sea level data and SLR risk and implications, promote 

resilience, and practice social equity. 

C11 
Integrate climate change considerations (e.g., increased sediment,             

increased flow, increased sea level) into current and near-term work 

for Puyallup River flood planning. 

       2 

The City should be able to use the probabilistic SLR data from the WA 

Coastal Resilience Project (WCRP) to inform the effect of the Puyallup 

River on sea level rise and flooding in the tide flats. The new SLR data, 

maps and charts have been published and the WCRP continues.  

ACTIONS Climate Resiliency 
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City of Tacoma 
Planning and Development Services 

 

 

 

To:  Planning Commission 

From: Stephen Atkinson, Planning Services Division  

Subject: 2020 Annual Amendment Package - Debriefing 

Meeting Date: October 21, 2020 

Memo Date: October 14, 2020 

 

Action Requested: 
Consider voting on individual applications. 
 

Discussion: 
The Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on October 7, 2020, concerning the Proposed 2020 
Annual Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code (“2020 Amendment”), 
which includes three applications: (1) Heidelberg-Davis Site – Land Use Designation Change, (2) View 
Sensitive Overlay District – Height Limit Change, and (3) Minor Plan and Code Amendments. The public 
hearing’s record was closed on October 9th, which was the deadline for accepting written comments. 

We have received a considerable amount of comments on the first two applications, and no comment on 
the third. Also, no comment was received on the preliminary Determination of Environmental 
Nonsignificance (DNS) and the Environmental Checklist associated with the 2020 Amendment.  

At the next meeting on October 21st, the Commission will review comments received and consider 
appropriate modifications to certain components of the 2020 Amendment Package accordingly. To facilitate 
the Commission’s review and deliberations, attached is the Public Comments Received and Staff 
Responses and Suggestions Report. 

The Commission will be asked to consider voting on each modification suggested by staff, and 
subsequently consider voting on whether to recommend the 3 applications, as may be modified, to the City 
Council for adoption. These votes on individual modifications and individual applications on October 21st 
will eventually lead to the final vote on the 2020 Amendment Package as a whole at the following meeting 
on November 4th.   

Tentatively, next steps for the 2020 Amendment include the following dates and actions: 

 November 4 – Commission recommendations to the City Council  

 November 17 – City Council study session 

 November 23 – City Council public hearing 

 December 1 – City Council first reading of ordinances 

 December 8 – City Council final reading of ordinances (adoption) 
 

Project Summary: 
The Comprehensive Plan and its elements, as well as development regulations and regulatory procedures 
that implement the Comprehensive Plan, shall be adopted and amended by ordinance of the City Council 
following the procedures identified in Tacoma Municipal Code 13.02.045.  Proposed amendments may be 
considered annually, for which the amendment process shall begin in July of any given year and be 
completed, with appropriate actions taken by the City Council by the end of June of the following year. This 
timeline has been modified due to the COVID-19 crisis. The application deadline for the 2020 Amendment 
was April 1, 2019. The first two applications mentioned above were submitted by non-City entities, while 
the third application was proposed by City departments.  

 



 
Planning Commission 
2020 Annual Amendment Package - Debriefing 
October 14, 2020 
Page 2 of 2 
 
 

 

Prior Actions: 

 10/07/2020 – Public Hearing 

 09/02/2020 – Released the 2020 Amendment for public review and set a public hearing date 

 08/19/2020 – Reviewed the status of 2020 Amendment (concurred with incorporation of the 
Transportation Master Plan Amendments into the Minor Plan/Code Amendments) 

 02/19/2020 – Reviewed Heidelberg-Davis Land Use Designation 

 02/05/2020 – Reviewed Minor Plan and Code Amendments  

 12/04/2019 – Reviewed Transportation Master Plan Amendments (reduced scope of work)  

 07/17/2019 – Approved of scope of work and assessment report for 2020 Amendment  

 06/19/2019 – Conducted Public Scoping Hearing for 2020 Amendment  

 05/29/2019 – Reviewed draft scope of work and draft assessment report for 2020 Amendment  

 

Staff Contacts:  

 Stephen Atkinson, satkinson@cityoftacoma.org  

 Larry Harala, lharala@cityoftacoma.org  

 Lihuang Wung, lwung@cityoftacoma.org  

 

Attachment:  
1. 2020 Amendment – Public Comments Received and Staff Responses and Suggestions Report 

The report includes the following pieces of information: 

 Staff Report on the Heidelberg-Davis Application 

 Staff Report on the VSD Application 

 Oral Testimony Received at the Public Hearing 

 Written Comments Received on the Heidelberg-Davis Application 

 Written Comments Received on the VSD Application 

 Staff Report on the Minor Amendments Application  

 

c. Peter Huffman, Director 

mailto:satkinson@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:lharala@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:lwung@cityoftacoma.org
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Planning and Development Services 
City of Tacoma, Washington 

Peter Huffman, Director 

Heidelberg-Davis Land Use Designation 
Change Request 
Public Comment and Staff Response Report
(For Planning Commission’s Review, 10-21-20) 

This application is a request for a land use designation change on the City of Tacoma 
Future Land Use Map (Figure 2 of the One Tacoma Plan) at the subject site from a “Parks 
and Open Space” to “Major Institutional Campus.” The applicant has expressed a desire 
to at a future time develop the site with a soccer stadium possibly including accessory 
educational and healthcare facilities.  To ensure that the future plans are in compliance 
with the land use designation the applicant is requesting the change now.  

The City of Tacoma City Council directed city administrative staff to issue a formal letter 
of intent at the March 3, 2020 City Council meeting to enter further negotiations with 
the teams and Metro Parks and due to Covid-19 related economic conditions these 
negotiations have been put on hold.  

Project Summary 

Project Title Heidelberg-Davis Land Use Designation Change Request 

Applicant: Metropolitan Park District of Tacoma 

Location and Size of Area: 1902 S Tyler Street (APN 9450000133) - 16.16 acres/703,930 SF 

Current Land Use and Zoning: Designated Parks and Open Space and Zoned R2- Single Family Residential 

Neighborhood Council Area: Central 

Staff Recommendation: Staff is seeking further guidance from the Planning Commission as the Commission 
makes its final recommendation on the proposal. 

Date of Report: 10/14/20 

Proposal Summary: 

A request for a land use designation change at the subject site from the “Parks and 
Open Space” designation to “Major Institutional Campus.”  The applicant expresses 
the long-term interest in developing the site with a professional soccer stadium. 
With potential for future phases which may include mixed-use development.   The 
designation of Major Institutional Campus would be more appropriate given the 
initial phase of development, future phases may trigger the need for a different 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation.  

Agenda 
Item 
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Heidelberg-Davis Land Use Designation Change Request 
October 21, 2020 

1. Area of Applicability

Site Location: 

SITE LOCATION:  
Southwestern corner 
of the intersection of  
S. 19th St. & S. Tyler St. 
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Current Land Use Designations in the Vicinity of the Site: 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

ONE TACOMA 
COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN LAND USE 
DESIGNATION 



4 
Heidelberg-Davis Land Use Designation Change Request 
October 21, 2020 

2. Heidelberg Key Issues Summary

Oppose – Tacoma residents have expressed written concerns about the proposal with general concern about possible 
future development of the site that could be further facilitated by a Land Use Designation Change if the stadium 
proposal does not materialize. General concerns have been expressed about negative impacts to surrounding areas, 
including critical areas at Snake Lake Nature Center, and surrounding residential properties. Area residents have 
expressed concerns about additional traffic and event related impact to adjacent roadways in what is already a busy 
commercial corridor.   

Support – A member of the public who expressed support for the proposal and support for a possible professional 
soccer facility, however also had serious concerns about potential impact of the development relating to the critical 
areas at adjacent Tacoma Nature Center/Snake Lake park site.  

3. Staff Response

Staff does not consider the proposed amendment to be in opposition to the goals and policies of the One Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan; however, this is a request without an associated ready development plan. The plans for a 
professional soccer stadium are preliminary and thus there are remaining unknowns associated with this potential 
development. Preliminary technical analysis of potential traffic, light and sound impacts suggest that mitigations are 
possible to solve major concerns.   

A key point to address moving forward will be the potential loss of open space and programmable ball fields, which 
Metro Parks is working to address. As the City Council moves forward towards a possible agreement on this project 
details will become clearer and the subsequent necessary actions will dictate what further evaluations will be necessary. 
A development agreement, possible site rezoning and even possibly an additional Comprehensive Land Use Designation 
change request may be necessary.  

Further, more precise analysis will need to be conducted at that time, including further SEPA review. Finally, to address 
the concern that if a soccer stadium is not built on this site, what might this requested Comprehensive Land Use 
Designation Reclassification action enable? The site is presently zoned R-2 Single Family Residential and if the stadium 
proposal does not come to fruition, development and use beyond what is allowed under the R-2 Single Family zoning 
would trigger a need for site rezoning, development agreements, and potentially additional Comprehensive Land Use 
designation applications.  

The concerns expressed by area residents and the Central Neighborhood Council are valid, and justified, however, staff 
will note that the City of Tacoma and area residents do have further public mechanisms in place to ensure that an 
unforeseen development with impacts that have not been considered could not by matter of right be developed on this 
site without further public input from the city, area neighborhood council, are residents and property owners. 
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4. Policy Options

Staff has no formal policy options to offer to the Planning Commission. Unfortunately, there is not a mechanism to 
conditionally approve a Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation Change as a mechanism to limit future projects or to 
require a particular path for implementation.  The options for Commission consideration are primarily to recommend 
approval or denial as-is. In addition, the Planning Commission could recommend to Council that staff revisit the issue of 
institutional/civic zoning that was introduced in 2016/2017 but put on hold.  Staff will note that the topic of Institutional 
Zoning has been tentatively placed on the 2022 (or later) work plan docket.  

5. Outreach

Tacoma Public Schools has been consulted early by Metro Parks and one neighborhood meeting has been held for the 
surrounding businesses and neighborhoods which are primarily to the north of the site, a second meeting is planned 
to take place prior to the public hearing. Standard City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services outreach has 
been conducted including mailings and a webpage. Press releases have and will be issued in advance of meetings. On 
November 4, 2019 a neighborhood meeting was held at the Tacoma Metro Parks Headquarters Building, 
approximately 40 area residents attended the meeting. Staff a second neighborhood open house/informational 
meeting in cooperation with the Central Neighborhood Council on March 5, 2020 which was also livestreamed on 
Facebook.  

Tacoma Metro Parks has made presentation to the Tacoma Metro Parks Board, Central Neighborhood Council as well 
been in contact with Tacoma Public Schools. Both the Neighborhood Council and Tacoma Public Schools have been 
notified by the City of Tacoma about the neighborhood meetings. 

On September 28th, 2020 a virtual open house meeting was held. 
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West Slope Neighborhood View Sensitive 
Overlay District  
Public Comment and Staff Response Report 

(For Planning Commission’s Review, 10-21-20) 

This is a private amendment application requesting further refinement to the allowable 
building height in the existing View Sensitive Overlay District areas which presently have 
a 25-foot building height limitation.  The request is to create a second category of View 
Sensitive Overlay District with a 20-foot building height limitation which would be applied 
to areas within the existing View Sensitive Overlay District where existing building 
patterns and height profiles are compatible.      

To develop the proposed View Sensitive Overlay District 20 area boundaries staff has 
used LIDAR, slope analysis and elevation profiling. Feedback from the community has 
been given during scoping and two open house meetings.   

Project Summary 

Application No.: 2020-02 

Applicant: The West Slope Neighborhood Coalition (WSNC) 

Location and Size of Area: 

The general area of applicability includes an approximately 345-acre, 917 
parcel area within the existing View Sensitive Overlay District within the West 
End and Northeast Tacoma areas.  

Current Land Use and Zoning: Land Use Designation: Single Family Residential 
Zoning: R-1 and R-2 Single Family Dwelling & View Sensitive Overlay District 

Neighborhood Council Area: West End, Northeast Tacoma 

Requested Action: Staff seeks guidance from the Planning Commission on final adjustments to 
the proposal.    

Date of Report: 10/14/20 

Project Proposal: 
 The proposal would create a second View Sensitive District Overlay Zone with 
a maximum height of 20’ for areas within the existing View Sensitive District 
where the preponderant existing building heights are 20’ or less.    

Agenda 
Item 
D-2
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View Sensitive Overlay District 20-foot Overlay District Request 

1. Area of Applicability

The proposed area of applicability is an approximately 350-acre area and containing approximately 962 parcels within 
the existing designated View Sensitive Overlay District. Overall, the existing View Sensitive Overlay District is 3,790 acres 
containing 9,360 parcels or roughly 11% of Tacoma’s land area. Staff used LIDAR data during the scoping phase to 
identify areas that had cohesive development patterns and building height profiles that appeared to potentially fit with 
the proposal. The initial study area is split between five separate nodes within the West End and Northeast Tacoma 
areas, all within the existing View Sensitive Overlay District. The original application included only area 1 on the map 
below and during scoping it was determined that other similar areas within the existing VSD should be found and if 
possible incorporated into the proposal.  The areas denoted in purple on the map below labeled Node 1 through 5 are 
the result of that process.  
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2. View Sensitive Key Issues Summary

Through October 9th, 2020 the City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department has received 
approximately 70 written and oral comments.  Approximately 60 comments were in general support for the proposal 
and 10 were in general opposition to the proposal and/or had major concerns about the proposal (typically relating to 
an individual’s own property).  

Oppose - Those who have expressed opposition are citing concerns that further height restriction will inhibit the ability 
to fully develop property.  Three commentors in opposition expressed a concern that the proposal may impact infill 
development potential.   Concerns about imposition of new standards on existing development were expressed by one 
respondent.   Some individuals have expressed tacit support for the proposal, however, but have specific concerns 
regarding their individual properties and feel their property should not be included in the proposal.  

Support – Those in support are expressing support for the proposal primarily relating to preservation of their private 
views based on current development patterns.  Many of those in support are expressing a concern about future 
potential development of the area and development which has occurred in recent years which has had a negative 
impact on existing views.   

Vegetation – The major secondary concern expressed by many respondents is regarding lack of regulation of vegetation 
height, particularly trees, relating to views.  Many commenters have referenced the impact that vegetation has on views 
and are requesting some form of regulation of trees and vegetation height in the existing VSD.  Generally, many 
comments also added that there should be some form of regulation of tree and vegetation height in the View Sensitive 
Overlay District.   

3. Staff Response

Imposing new development standards on existing development –  
Staff will note that this proposal was vetted with the City Attorney’s office during the scoping phase and was reviewed 
with no direction to change or alter it based on legal concerns.  The original VSD which was created in 1989, was itself 
the imposition of new development standards upon existing development and this proposal would very much mirror the 
original, however, would be applied to a much smaller area.   

Any properties that may be fully or partially rendered non-conforming would be allowed to remain in perpetuity and 
even rebuilt in the event of full or partial destruction of the property due to fire, earthquake or natural disaster and be 
subject to the non-conforming section of the code.  In summary these properties could stay as they are, be maintained 
as they are and generally not impacted beyond a restriction that requires any future expansion to comply with the 
updated code.   

Possible loss of density/in-fill development potential -  
Staff will note that this these concerns were addressed in the public hearing staff report. In summary, most of the lots 
within the proposed VS-20 are over 8,000 square feet with a slope of greater than 5%.  This proposal would easily allow 
for duplex/triplex/townhouse level development on most if not all subject properties, if future amendments to the 
zoning code were considered to allow for such uses. Accessory dwelling units are currently allowed in these areas and 
would likely still be feasible broadly if the height amendment were approved.  Staff will note that these lots are zoned R-
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1 primarily and not designated as areas within the City of Tacoma buildable lands report that have been designated for 
major density gain in the future.   

Staff has no comment regarding speculation on future policy actions, staff can only rely on guidance from current 
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation (Single Family Residential) , Zoning (primarily R-1, with a small number of R-2 
properties), and the buildable lands report, which all designate these areas as low density single family residential.   

4. Policy Options

Requested Action: 

Staff is requesting feedback from the Planning Commission on possible options, including alteration or potentially 
elimination of some of the proposed VSD-20 nodes as well as the frequent question regarding vegetation regulation. 

Requested adjustments to the proposed VS-20 boundary – 

Request from Tonya Elliott a resident of Node 4 has been made (written and 10/7/20 oral public hearing comment) to 
remove Node 4 from the proposal, please see LIDAR and slope maps below.  In response to some questions regarding 
LIDAR data was obtained during a 2018 flyover conducted by Tacoma Water and is considered very reliable. Staff can 
provide a more detailed report on the LIDAR data at the next meeting if the Planning Commission would like. 

In work with the consultant developing the criteria, staff does find that inclusion is warranted, however, staff will concur 
that Node 4 has somewhat unique characteristics relative to the other nodes, and the slope profile is less pronounced 
that the other nodes.  Additionally, staff notes that there has not been strong support or opposition from area residents 
in and around node 4 and that the node is relatively small with approximately 36 lots.  
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Neighbors Shane Pettite and Scott Smriga are requesting that 5 properties be removed from inclusion in the VS-20 
proposal and be allowed to remain in the existing standard 25-foot overlay.  The request is regarding properties at 7023 
N 17th St, 7019 N 17th St, 7013 N. 17th St., 7007 N. 17th St., 1702 N. Skyline Dr. Mr. Pettite’s justification is based on 
surrounding properties which are positioned in a way that he feels would not be impacted if the four properties he is 
referencing could be allowed to remain with a 25-foot building height restriction.   There is some support in the LIDAR 
and slope DATA, however, staff will note that it is not so compelling that it was warranted in the original proposal.  Staff 
would look to the Planning Commission for guidance on this request.  

Subject parcels 

Subject parcels 
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5. Public Outreach

On October 21, 2019, a neighborhood meeting was held for the entire area including areas 1000 feet outside of the 
View Sensitive Overlay District within the West End and Brown’s Point areas to inform the broader community of the 
effort. Those meetings were conducted last fall and from a mailing of approximately 9,000 pieces (including notice to 
the area neighborhood councils and social media outreach).  

On February 20, 2020, a second neighborhood meeting was held for area residents within the proposed 
recommended 20-foot overlay area. The meeting was held with the included properties and those within 
approximately 250 feet outside of the boundary. Most of the attendees were strongly in support of the proposal, 
there were some suggestions for inclusion of additional area and staff has worked with the consultant to 
accommodate those suggestions in the proposed maps included in this packet.  

Between two meetings approximately 140 area residents attended the meetings, most people were primarily seeking 
more information on the proposal. Most of the attendees made neutral or supportive statements and a small number 
of people expressed concerns. Staff offered then to come out to do site visits with concerned area residents and that 
has been done in the intervening months. The result of these interactions has helped staff tailor the boundaries to 
coincide with input from potentially impacted area residents. 

On September 30th an online open house was hosted via Zoom.  
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(Oral Testimony Received at Planning Commission Public Hearing, October 7, 2020, 530 p.m.) 

1. HEIDELBERG-DAVIS SITE LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGE

a. Luis Alonzo – Back in 2016, the City of Tacoma’s Planning department initiated an Institutional
Campus Zoning Review, which to my knowledge was never completed and the website indicates
it may be resumed at a later time. According to the website for this particular project, the
Institutional Campus zoning review will assess zoning changes, special use restrictions,
additional development standards or new administrative procedures, to ensure that the new or
any expansion of existing major campus institution successfully implemented the goals and
policy of the One Tacoma Plan. The One Tacoma Plan is the City’s Comprehensive Plan that
guides our community development over the long term and describes how our community’s
vision for the future is to be achieved. Today, we find ourselves living through a particularly
difficult time, not only financially for institutions such as the City of Tacoma and Metro Parks,
which are key for this project to succeed, but also socially as our community has upended the
way we live and interact with private and public spaces. This pre-COVID proposal seeks to re-
designate Parks and Open Spaces, which has served as a nice “reprieve” from our sheltered
socially distant environment we are adopting to stay safe and healthy. The alternative Major
Institutional Campus (MIC), specifically a stadium, is the opposite of what we as a community is
striving for as we reimagine our lives after this pandemic. In addition, assuming this proposal
resumes unchanged and no community agreed upon the definition of MIC is achieved, my
biggest fear is that this stadium project fails and a different project which vaguely aligns with the
definition of MIC doesn’t further align with the community’s interest. I believe at this point, it
would be beneficial for the Commission to pause this application and direct the Planning
department to revisit its Institutional Campus zoning review to gather more community input
into this designation’s definition, in this new time, before allowing any project such as this one
to move forward.

b. Charles Mann – Parks should be preserved as park spaces. The citizens of Central Neighborhood
Council gathered together and decided that the title of the parcel actually has a statement that
says for baseball only. I haven’t seen the title but I’d like to look at it, and I’d like the Planning
Commission, Metro Parks and the Planning department to review the parcel title and hopefully
that will help preserve the Heidelberg-Davis site just for parks and baseball.

c. Clarity Dickinson – My concern is the fact I don’t see anything mentioned about the skate park
on this property. It seems to me like community space is being turned over to professional
space, which is not going to benefit our direct community and our daily life. I would like to know
what the plan is, in the future, for more community space to be used for residence. Is there a
plan to build a new skate park? Because that’s something my family use on a regular basis, as
well as the baseball field. I’ve played there multiple times. So to turn that from community use
to professional use is damaging to the community.
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d. Karen – I’m also concerned about the skate park as well. I skate at Kandle Park and Puyallup a
lot. I wasn’t aware of the skate park, but having gone to both those skate parks which are very
busy and well used, I would not be surprised if that had the same amount of use. I think these
spaces are really important. I see so many kids learning new skills here, exercising. It creates a
really great community for you to get to know the people you live around. I think we really need
to consider keeping these spaces. And I agree that we need to keep these baseball fields and
other community spaces that people use. If we allocate this land, we need to have a plan to
make sure that we keep some of these spaces and we stay connected through these physical
locations.

2. VIEW SENSITIVE OVERLAY DISTRICT – HEIGHT LIMIT CHANGE

a. Beth Johnson – I am a property owner in one of the impacted areas of the proposed height limit
change in View Sensitive Overlay Districts. I am opposed to this proposal. There’s no
demonstrated need to change the code. There’s no reason to change something that’s been in
place since 1989 and governs the use purposes of properties during that time. It’s an
unnecessary application of new restrictions on private land. The proposal and application
started in the Narrowmoor neighborhood and expanded. If the Narrowmoor neighborhood
would request it and would like it, that would be fine. But other neighborhoods should not be
impacted. It’s an overreach of the authority and should not be approved. The City has other land
use needs to attend to, and I would appreciate seeing this not approved.

b. Duncan McAlpine – I live in Browns Point. According to staff, this map was created based off of
the 1989 View Sensitive area. Where I live was built after 1989, and so looking at this map and
Node 5, based off of these color coordinates, I have no worries about these heights. In the
purple, properties are subject to the Declaration of Covenants, Conditions, and Restrictions
(CC&Rs) and some height limitations; so are in the green. But I’m in the orange, and mine was
built in 1990-1991 and I have Browns Point Blvd (orange) and Green Hills Dr (green). The
neighbor in front of me has trees over 40-50ft tall. So you can have this limitation for 25ft in
these zones but you have no limitation for any vegetation. I could plant 5 new cypresses, which
could get up to 40ft tall in about 10 years and totally block a view. I’m paying close to $10,000 in
taxes, my view is getting blocked and I can’t see anything out there. Ten years ago, it was a great
view, seeing the water and everything. It is going away. The proposal is focusing on buildings
and structures, but nothing about vegetation. Anyone could turn around and plant something
unless prohibited by the CC&Rs. I have CC&Rs but Browns Point Blvd and Green Hills Dr do not.
And they are planting humongous tees and I can’t do anything about it. I’m stuck. I’m going to
be paying higher taxes every year but not going to have a view anymore. So I suggest you
reconsider vegetation as part of your ground rule, instead of just structures only. To me, it’s
irrelevant. Why limit buildings when you can plant a tree and a tree can block your view?

c. Erik Becker – I live on Hawthorn Dr. The gentleman before already addressed the point that I
wanted to make, but I want to make a recommendation that the inclusion of any plants, shrubs,
trees can not exceed whatever the basic height limit is that you wind up setting as per the VSD
height standard in place. I agree with him, there’s no functional difference between a structure
that somebody can build and a row of shrubs, like I have in front of my house right now that
have been wildly untended for years and are now growing above the height of my house, which
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is on a slope above the gentleman in front of me. There’s no functional difference in the view-
blocking and he’s perfectly allowed to do that but not similarly build a shed or a fence that high. 
So perhaps, include that restriction to conform to the same standard of height as the house 
upon which the property sits or within that property. 

d. Tonya Elliott – First, about the Narrowmoor, it feels almost like a Homeowner’s Association
(HOA) ruling where they’re trying to come up with bylaws to control view sheds, but they’re
applying this to wider slots of the entire city. There are certain areas, even in my neighborhood,
that have HOA with building height restrictions. The second thing is vegetation, which will have
an impact on the City’s tax revenues eventually because parcels are no longer being taxed as
view designation. Third, about the criteria on how they selected the individual parcels, I happen
to be in Node 4, where there are 36 parcels that have been selected. In my block, the average
age is 72 years old, and these are people that are not technology savvy, so I’m actually reaching
out to them to help advocate for their message. There’s one parcel that’s currently vacant,
which I do feel could be under that restriction because it’s on a slope that could prohibit other
people’s view. The rest of the properties are pretty flat. And the fourth, about the criteria, I
don’t know how the specs were collected using LIDAR data because there’s publicly available
data for 12ft LIDAR DEMs, and I can follow up with Mr. Harala later on. The main thing is I’m
opposed to this. I have a drone that I’ve actually flown 25ft over the houses that are in my Node.
I looked at the report and the studies where you guys did the view, I also did a viewshed using
LIDAR data and using 3D modeling, and along with the drone, I’ve been able to show that there
are only 2 parcels that would impact anybody’s view and should be in consideration. So I think
the criteria that you used for the slope and the actual view and so forth are not representative
of what people have – utilities being blocked, utilities blocking view, vegetation blocking view.
Also maybe we should shift to push for underground utilities.

e. Brady Albers – I’m moving into the biggest area that’s been impacted – Node 2. The average
homeowners in this area, I imagine many of the others, are older, while I’m 36, younger family,
and I know there are some other younger families moving into this area as well. It’s an absolute
detractor for us. We’re remodeling our house of 1500 square feet by adding a second story,
which would basically match the next house to us at 24-25ft within the code right now. So we’re
very much opposed. And I think it’s going to be a hindrance for the City when it comes to
discouragement for growth, tax revenue, construction revenue, business, and things of that
nature. Our property is also unique in that Jackson is the street behind us and those houses sit
higher than possibly some of the other areas. As you go street by street into the neighborhood
closer to the water, the property owner behind us owns 2 lots, so our house is staggered in
between 2 houses that are behind us. So we wouldn’t be blocking. Reducing 25 to 20ft is
substantial. It’s difficult to build a 2-story home with 20ft. If it was reduced to 23ft, that extra 2-
3ft makes all the difference when it comes to being able to fit a 2-story structure within that
height restriction. 25 to 20ft is pretty dramatic and going to be a hindrance to anybody looking
to add some living space for their family.

f. Lori Grassi – I’ve live on Hawthorn Dr. for about 8 years. When I moved here, I had a full view –
not only straight out to the west, but to the north and to the south. The City has washed their
hands of helping residents who pay a lot of money for view properties when it comes to trees
and vegetation blocking. The City gives out coupons to property owners for free trees. They like
tree canopy and that’s lovely. But you provide zero guidance to property owners as to the
appropriate trees and the appropriate property. The hedge in front of me is a tree hedge that
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should never have been allowed to be planted. It’s important for the City to start taking some 
leadership in supporting this. The City has an obligation to assist property owners in view areas 
where you collect taxes for view properties. My view is 2/3 less than what it was when I moved 
in 8 years ago, and my taxes have not modeled that same trend. The City washing their hands of 
this issue is creating a lot of anger between neighborhoods and neighbors, instead of facilitating 
better working relations with maintaining views and view properties. Because what we have 
here is special, and allowing it to erode is inappropriate. 

g. Mike Fleming – I’ve live in the Fairview Dr. neighborhood for a number of years. In the area,
there’re predominantly 2-story homes, but they’re daylight basement homes with one story
above the ground level. What’s happened is when people come in and decide to add another
level – essentially a 3rd story on their home, that’s caused a lot of consternation about loss of
views. I would like to point out that in these areas, we have fairly large lots that enable folks to
build horizontally as opposed to building vertically to gain the living space they feel appropriate
for their family. I’d also like to point out that the City has done a really good job on outreach. I
know Mr. Harala’s overview just mentioned that they sent out 9,000 notices. I know that we’ve
got initial notices, we’ve had community meetings such as the one held at Geiger School in our
neighborhood, and we’ve received another mailing from the City informing us of the results of
the meetings and of the nodes that the consultants recommended be included. Lastly, I hope
most of the comments that you’ve received are in favor as I am.

3. MINOR PLAN AND CODE AMENDMENTS

No comments. 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(Written Testimony Received by City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department 

before October 9, 2020, 11:59 p.m.) 

HEIDELBERG-DAVIS SITE LAND USE DESIGNATION CHANGE 

Name Support Against Page # 

a. Clarity Dickinson X 1 

b. Susan Hayami X 2 

c. Hilly Kravitz X w/concerns 3 

d. Heidi White X 4 

e. John E. Thompson X 5 

f. Karla Toellner X 6 

g. Mike McGuire X 7 

h. Tacoma Central Neighborhood Council X 8-10 

i. William Bailey X 11 

a. Clarity Dickinson
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b.   Susan Hayami 
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c.  Hilly Kravitz 
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d.  Heidi White 
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e.  John E. Thompson
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f.  Karla Toellner 
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g.  Mike McGuire  
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h.  Tacoma Central Neighborhood Council 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 9 of 11 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 10 of 11 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 11 of 11 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

i. William Bailey 
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PUBLIC COMMENTS 
(Written Testimony Received by City of Tacoma Planning and Development Services Department 

before October 9, 2020, 11:59 p.m.) 

VIEW SENSITIVE OVERLAY DISTRICT – HEIGHT LIMIT CHANGE 

 Name Support Oppose Specific 
Concerns 

Node Page 
# 

a. Gina and Bill VonBargen X  X 1 4 

b. Tonya Elliot(1 of 2)   X 4 5-7 

c. Tonya Elliot(2 of 2)    4 8 

d. Amy Becker X  X 2 9-11 

e. Shane and Valerie Pettit (1 of 2) X  X 2 12-13 

f. Shane and Valerie Pettit (2 of 2)    2 14-17 

g. Jessica Huard X   1 18 

h. Noel and Laurie Shillito X   1 19 

i. Jim Janakievski and Linda Ramalheira (1 of 
2) 

X   1 20 

j. Jim Janakievski and Linda Ramalheira (2 of 
2) 

   1 20 

k. Ken Bassett X   5 21 

l. Judy Buck X   1 22 

m. Claudia Ellsworth X   1 23 

n. Margaret Dombrowski X   ? 24 

o. Gary and Suzanne Abel X   1 25 

p. Malcolm and Sheila Reeve X   1 25 

q. Peggy Trout and Robert Hess X   1 26 

r. Susan Rowe X   1 26 
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s. Dana and Charlotte Ash X   1 27 

t. Eric Lane  X  ? 28 

u. Todd Clancy  X  ? 28 

v. Meri Sinnitt X   1 29 

u. Jack and Billee Brown X   1 30 

w. Tom Healy X   1 30 

x. Jill Cohn X  X 1 31 

y. Ryan White X  X ? 32 

z. Redd Mateo X   1 33 

aa. Jean Jones (1 of 2) X   1 34 

bb. Jean Jones (2 of 2)     35 

cc. Michelle Waldron X   1 36 

dd. Robert Hess X   1 37 

ee. Stephanie J. Shinn X   1 38 

ff. Jeanne Apffel X   1 39 

gg. Jess and Nancy Searle X  X 1 40 

hh. John Kilts X   1 41 

ii. Jennifer Kilts X   1 42 

jj. Ronald L. Moore X  X 1 43 

kk. Mrs. Despina and Mr. Leonidas Altsis X  X ? 44-45 

ll. Dale Cope X   1 46 

mm. Joseph A. Quilcili X   1 47-48 

nn. Judith M. Quilcili X   1 49 

oo. Costi Mahshi X   1 50 

pp. Sarah Albers X   ? 51 

qq. Eric and Kristina Younger X   1 52 
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rr. Duncan McAlpine X  X 5 53-55 

ss. Nancy Bickford X   ? 55 

tt. Joel Saulter X   1 56 

uu. Sandy and Rob Smith X   1 57 

vv. Michael Fleming X   1 58 

ww. Beverly G. Grant X   1 59 

xx. Douglas Naini (1 of 2) X   1 60 

yy. Douglas Naini (2 of 2)     61 

zz. James and Sheryl Schock X   1 62 

aaa. Tom and Sharon Rickey X   1 63 

bbb. Chuck and Joan Christensen X   1 64 

ccc. Tom Cline X   1 65 

ddd. Gail Cline X   1 66 

eee. Ted and Anne Baer X   ? 67 

fff. Jeri Wright X   1 68 

ggg. Michael Williams X   1 69 

hhh. Melissa Young-Williams X   1 70 

iii. Carla Skog and Stewart Messman X   1 71 

jjj. Colleen Olin    ? 71 

kkk. Peter and Kristine Taylor X  X 5 72-73 

lll. Jill and Dan Weinman X   1 74 

mmm. Karen Kelly X   1 75-76 

nnn. Jane Evancho (1 of 2) X   1 77 

ooo. Jane Evancho (2 of 2)    1 78-81 

ppp. Scott and Lisa Smriga X  X 2 82-85 
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a.  Gina and Bill VonBargen 
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b.   Tonya Elliot (1 of 2) 

 

Cont…. 
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c.  Tonya Elliot (2 of 2)(received as an image) 
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d.  Amy Becker 

 

Attached photos: 
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e.  Shane and Valerie Pettit (1 of 2) 

 

Cont… 
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f.  Shane and Valerie Pettit (2 of 2)(attachment from email) 

Dear Planning Staff and Members of the Planning Commission, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to provide public comment on the second View Sensitive Overlay 
Zone height reduction. We are residents at 1702 N. Skyline Dr., facing the arterial 17th Street.  We 
have strong concerns regarding our home’s inclusion in this second zone, and we request our 
home’s exclusion for multiple reasons, especially because our home is on the border of the proposal 
and our exclusion will not impact any views.  Please see our reasons in detail below: 

• Our house already has a 25 foot height restriction by being part of the View Sensitive Overlay 
District. 

• We already have plans to expand our house to make room for our family.  We already have a 2nd 
floor, which I believe is over 20 feet already, but it is a loft, so we want to expand the 2nd floor 
horizontally.  Including our home in this proposal would negatively impact my family’s ability to 
use our home by not having enough rooms or bathrooms.  See photo below.

 
• Any increase in our home’s height beyond 20 feet would not take away a view since we are at 

the top of the north-facing slope, so limiting our home to 20 feet would not provide any view 
protection.  See photos above and below. 
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• Our house is on the top, high border of the proposed Node 2.  All of our neighbors south across 
17th street from us, as well as all the houses east of us on 17th street, are not in the proposed 
height reduction zone.   Also, the house caddy-corner to us on 17th, and all the homes we can 
see from our house that are southeast of the 17th & Skyline intersection, are not even part of the 
View Sensitive Overlay District.  The majority of the houses that my home immediately touches 
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by a side or corner are either not in the proposal or not in the View Sensitive Overlay District.  
See image below. 

 

• The proposal outlines that at least approximately 75% of a block should be at or below 20 feet 
to be included.   But of the five houses in the proposal that are north of 17th between Skyline 
and Bridgeview, I believe that 40% are over 20 feet already (my house and my neighbor’s house 
– 7007 N. 17th Street).   Also, both my neighbor and I are strongly opposed to being included in 
the proposal, meaning at least 40% of the houses on our side of the block do not want to be 
included.  The other side of the block is not part of the proposal.  See the image below. 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – VSD Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 17 of 85 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

• The character of my house, which faces the arterial 17th St., is intrinsically tied to that arterial 
rather than the neighborhood immediately north of me that is included in the proposal.  Also, 
the majority of the houses that my home immediately borders are excluded from the proposal, 
so limiting my house to 20 feet will not impact the character of 17th St., especially as my house is 
assumed to already be over 20 feet.  See photo below. 

 

 

 

We strongly request our exclusion from this proposal and thank you for your consideration. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Shane and Valerie Pettit 

1702 N. Skyline Dr., Tacoma, WA 98406 
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g.  Jessica Huard 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – VSD Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 19 of 85 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

h.  Noel and Laurie Shillito 
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i.   Jim Janakievski and Linda Ramalheira (1 of 2) 

 

j.   Jim Janakievski and Linda Ramalheira
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k. Ken Bassett 
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l.  Judy Buck 
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m.  Claudia Ellsworth 
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n.  Margaret Dombrowski 
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o.  Gary and Suzanne Abel 

 

p.  Malcolm and Sheila Reeve 
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q.  Peggy Trout and Robert Hess 

 

r.  Susan Rowe 
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s.  Dana and Charlotte Ash 
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t. Eric Lane(received as an image) 

 

 

u.  Todd Clancy(received as an image) 
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v.  Meri Sinnitt
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u.  Jack and Billee Brown 
 

 
 

w.   Tom Healy 
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x.  Jill Cohn 
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y.  Ryan White 
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z.  Redd Mateo 
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aa.  Jean Jones (1 of 2) 
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bb.  Jean Jones (2 of 2) 
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cc.  Michelle Waldron 
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dd.  Robert Hess 
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ee.  Stephanie J. Shinn 
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ff.  Jeanne Apffel 
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gg.  Jess and Nancy Searle 
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hh.  John Kilts 
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ii.  Jennifer Kilts 
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jj.  Ronald L. Moore 
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kk.  Mrs. Despina and Mr. Leonidas Alatsis 

 

Cont… 
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ll.  Dale Cope 
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mm.  Joseph A. Quilcili 

 

Cont… 



2020 Annual Amendment – VSD Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 48 of 85 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – VSD Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 49 of 85 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

nn.  Judith M. Quilcili 
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oo.  Costi Mahshi 
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pp.  Sarah Albers 
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qq.  Eric and Kristina Younger 
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rr.  Duncan McAlpine 

 

Cont… 
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Cont… 
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ss.  Nancy Bickford 
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tt.  Joel Saulter 
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uu.  Sandy and Rob Smith 
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vv.  Michael Fleming 
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ww.  Beverly G. Grant 
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xx.  Douglas Naini (1 of 2) 
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yy.  Douglas Naini (2 of 2)   
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zz.  James and Sheryl Schock 
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aaa.  Tom and Sharon Rickey 
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bbb.  Chuck and Joan Christensen 
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ccc.  Tom Cline 
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ddd.  Gail Cline 
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eee.  Ted and Anne Baer 
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fff.  Jeri Wright 
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ggg.  Michael Williams 
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hhh.  Melissa Young-Williams 
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iii.  Carla Skog and Stewart Messman 

 

 

 

jjj.  Colleen Olin 
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kkk.  Peter and Kristine Taylor 
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lll.  Jill  and Dan Weinman 
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mmm.  Karen Kelly 

 

Attached document: 
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nnn.  Jane Evancho (1 of 2)
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ooo.  Jane Evancho (2 of 2) 

 

Attached pdf: 



2020 Annual Amendment – VSD Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 79 of 85 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – VSD Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 80 of 85 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – VSD Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 81 of 85 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

 

 

 

 

 



2020 Annual Amendment – VSD Public Comments / Written Testimony Page 82 of 85 

Planning Commission Public Hearing (10-07-20) 

 

ppp.  Scott and Lisa Smriga 

 

Attached file: 
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2020 Annual Amendment  
to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code 

 

2020 Amendments – Minor Plan and Code Amendments Page 1 of 1 
Planning Commission Final Review (October 21, 2020) 

Minor Plan and Code Amendments 
 

A. Summary of Proposal: 

The application includes 35 proposed amendments that address the following: 

(a) Amending the “Introduction + Vision” and the “Transportation Master Plan” chapters of the 
One Tacoma Comprehensive Plan to enhance the coordination with the Puyallup Tribe and 
update and reprioritize transportation projects;  

(b) Amending Chapters 13.01, 13.05, and 13.06 of the Tacoma Municipal Code to correct minor 
errors, address inconsistencies, clarify intents, and improve code implementation;  

(c) Authorizing staff to correct scrivener’s errors and incorrect references throughout Title 13 of 
the Tacoma Municipal Code due to the code reorganization implemented in early 2020; and  

(d) Identifying issues for further studies.   

Proposed amendments are included in Section II-C of the Public Review Document prepared for 
the Planning Commission’s public hearing on October 7, 2020. 

 

B. Planning Commission Post-Hearing Review: 

No comment was received on this application through the Planning Commission’s public hearing 
process.  Staff proposed the following modification to Issue #31 based on the Commission’s request 
made on September 2, 2020: 
 

Issue #31: Nonconforming Rights Re-establishment  

Proposal: Allow reestablishment of nonconforming rights through a Conditional Use Permit process. 

The 
version 
released 
for public 
review: 

13.06.010.L.6 – Abandonment or vacation of nonconforming use.  

When a nonconforming use is vacated or abandoned for 12 consecutive months or for 
18 months during any three-year period, the nonconforming use rights shall be deemed 
extinguished and the use shall, thereafter, be required to be in accordance with the 
regulations of the zoning district in which it is located. Nonconforming rights for the use 
of an existing structure may be re-established through a Conditional Use Permit per the 
requirements in TMC 13.05.010.A, provided (a) the use has not been abandoned for a 
period of more than five years and (b) the proposed re-use of the structure is less 
intensive than the last permitted use at the site as described in subsection (c.) above. 

The 
modified 
version 
suggested 
by staff: 

13.06.010.L.6 – Abandonment or vacation of nonconforming use.  

When a nonconforming use is vacated or abandoned for 12 consecutive months or for 
18 months during any three-year period, the nonconforming use rights shall be deemed 
extinguished and the use shall, thereafter, be required to be in accordance with the 
regulations of the zoning district in which it is located. Nonconforming rights for the use 
of an existing structure may be re-established through a Conditional Use Permit per the 
requirements in TMC 13.05.010.A, provided (a) the use has not been abandoned for a 
period of more than five years and (b) the proposed re-use of the structure is no more 
intensive than the last permitted use at the site as described in subsection (c.) above. 

 
C. Staff Recommendation: 

Staff recommends that the Planning Commission forward to the City Council for consideration for 
adoption the “Minor Plan and Code Amendments” application, as compiled in Section II-C of the 
Public Review Document, with the additional modification as shown above. 
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