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AGENDA 
MEETING: Regular Meeting (virtual) 

DATE/TIME: Wednesday, April 21, 2021, 5:00 p.m.  

Zoom Info: Link: https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82214899904 
 Dial-in: +1 253 215 8782 
 ID: 822 1489 9904 

A. Call to Order 
• Quorum Call 
• Land Acknowledgement 

B. Approval of Agenda and Minutes 
• Agenda of April 21, 2021 

C. Public Comments  
• Comments are not accepted for the Discussion Item, which is the subject of a recent public hearing.  

D. Disclosure of Contacts 

E. Discussion Items  
1. Home In Tacoma Project 

• Description: Debrief the public hearing on 4/7/21, review comments received through 
4/9/21, review staff’s responses to comments, and consider appropriate 
modifications to the proposed amendments. 

• Action: Comment and Direction 
• Staff Contact: Elliott Barnett (ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org) 

F. Upcoming Meetings (Tentative Agendas) 
(1) May 5, 2021: 

• Home In Tacoma Project (Recommendation) 
• 2022 Amendment – Review of Applications 

(2) May 19, 2021: 
• Impact Fees Program Update 
• 2022 Amendment – Assessment of Applications 

G. Communication Items 
(1) Status Reports by Commissioners – TOD Advisory Group, Housing Equity Task Force. 

(2) IPS Agenda – The Infrastructure, Planning and Sustainability Committee’s next meeting is 
scheduled for Wednesday, April 28, 2021, at 4:30 p.m.; agenda (tentative) includes: Six-Year 
Transportation Improvement Program; and Streets Initiative Update.  
(Webinar Link: www.zoom.us/j/86227234162, Passcode: 614650)   

H. Adjournment 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning
https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82214899904
mailto:ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org
http://www.zoom.us/j/86227234162
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To:   Planning Commission 
From:  Elliott Barnett, Planning Services Division 

Subject: Home In Tacoma Project 
Date: April 16, 2021 
For the Meeting of: April 21, 2021 
 

Action Requested: Debrief on the public hearing on 4/7/21, review comments received through 
4/9/21, review staff’s responses to comments, and consider appropriate 
modifications to the proposed amendments.  

 
 

Discussion 
On April 7, 2021 the Planning Commission conducted a public hearing on the Commission’s 
preliminary Home In Tacoma Project recommendations package and accepted written and map 
comments through Friday, April 9, 2021.  
 
The Commission received the following comments: 

• About 75 people testified at the Public Hearing  
• About 500 written comments 
• About 300 map comments 

 
The number and substance of the public comments reflect the significance of these proposals, 
and demonstrate a broad range of viewpoints. The Commission’s next action is to prepare 
recommendations for the City Council, informed by that input. To do so will require a number of 
decisions to be made.  
 
Staff have organized the comments analysis into six themes, which we hope will facilitate a 
productive discussion and clarify next steps. In reviewing these comments, staff request that the 
Commission consider potential modifications to the following six components of the Home In 
Tacoma Project proposals.  
 

1. Proposed housing growth vision  
2. Project timing and engagement 
3. Proposed new residential land use designations 
4. Geography of proposed new residential land use designations 
5. What actions are needed to accommodate housing growth? 
6. Affordability and displacement strategies 

 
Staff will prepare a range of policy options structured around each of those topics, and seek 
Commission direction. 
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Prior Commission, Taskforce and Council Actions 
• Planning Commission Public Hearing (04/07/21) 
• City Council Study Session (03/23/21) 
• Planning Commission release of public review draft, set Public Hearing (02/17/21) 
• Planning Commission 80% draft (02/03/21) 
• Planning Commission land use scenarios discussion (01/06/21) 
• Planning Commission debrief (12/16/20) 
• Planning Commission workshop (11/18/20) 
• City Council Study Session (11/10/20) 
• Housing Equity Taskforce meetings (09/10/20, 10/08/20, 11/05/20, 12/03/20, 01/07/21, 03/18/21) 
• Planning Commission Project Launch (09/02/20) 
• Planning Commission Finalize Project Scope of Work (05/06/20) 
• Planning Commission Public Hearing (02/19/20) 
• Planning Commission authorized release of draft Scope and Assessment Report (01/15/20) 
• Planning Commission sets Housing Equity Taskforce scope and participants (12/18/19) 
• Planning Commission/Human Rights Commission–Housing Taskforce meeting (12/04/19) 
• Human Rights Commission initial discussion of AHAS Planning actions (11/21/19) 
• Planning Commission initial discussion of AHAS Planning actions (10/2/19) 
• Council adoption of AHAS Housing Element updates (09/24/19) 
• City Council acceptance of the AHAS (September 2018)  

 
Next steps  

• Planning Commission Recommendations to City Council (05/05/21) 

 
Staff Contact  
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner, (253) 312-4909, ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 

 
Attachments 

1. Comments and Responses Report 
2. Root Policy Research memo 
3. Written Comments  
4. Housing Growth Scenario Map Comments 

 
 
c. Peter Huffman, Director 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/
mailto:ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org


Public Hearing Comments and Staff Responses 
Planning Commission – Home In Tacoma Project PUBLIC HEARING Comments Summary 

The following is staff’s summary of key themes of public comment received on the preliminary recommendations package. We recognize that there are many facets to 
this project, and we have no intention of over-simplifying or restating the comments, which are included in full in this package. Rather, the intent is to capture key 
themes in order to facilitate further discussion. We note of the names of commenters for a few key topics, and otherwise provide a general indication of the number of 
commenters. 

April 15, 2021 

Key Comment Commenters Response 

Home In Tacoma Project 
This is a summary of the issues raised through the public hearing comments. 

1. Proposed housing growth vision shifting away from exclusive single-family housing rules and
promoting affordability

Expressions of support or mostly support for the 
Home In Tacoma Project proposals 

AHAS TAG, Albino, Carl Anderson, Laura Anderson, 
RR Anderson, Arianashira, Ashman, Associated 
Ministries, Austin, Ayuso, Barnkow, Bell, Bjornson, 
Blackmore, Blaser, Borth, Bowman, Boyd, Lili 
Brown, Reggie Brown, Tara Brown, Brownsfield, 
Caldwell, Carlin, Chintis, Chung, Bronwyn Clarke, 
Cohen, Comis, Community Transportation 
Advisory Group, Coopershear, Corso, Dasch Molly 
Davis, Denesen, Department of Commerce, 
Tacoma housing organizations, Joel Detweiler, 
Todd Detweiler, Dye, Elling, Erickson, Evans, 
Fazekas-Boone, Ben Ferguson, Chris Ferguson, 
Foley, Puyallup Watershed Initiative, Fanzel, 
Freeman, Gardner, Golding, Govella, Hagens, 
Hanberg, Harp, Heinzman, Herman, Hill/Curtis, 
Hipp, Hirschhorn, Huff, Jacobs, Johnson, Frank 
Jones, Jung, Holly Kelly,  Knigge, Koehn, Kolb-
Nelson, LaFave, Laird, Lawver, Leman, Enrique 
Leon, Kristen Leon, Lewington, Lopez, Lynch,  
Marci, Ryan Meacham, Meath, Ken Miller, Sarah 
Miller, Misemer, Morganroth, Mugford, Santo, 

Support noted. 

ATTACHMENT 1
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Key Comment Commenters Response 

Norton, Overby, Panter, Kim Patterson, Peregrine, 
Pickering, Pretti, Ramm-Granberg, Rash, Redling, 
Rixon, Mallory Roberts, Mia Roberts, Rosenbaum, 
Roundy, Serad, Sightline Institute, Smith, Sousa, 
South End Neighborhood Council, Stahlnecker, 
Stanley, Stetson, Straub, Svac, Symer, Tacoma 
Permit Advisory Taskforce, Tacoma Pierce County 
Affordable Housing Consortium, Tacoma Pierce 
County Association of Realtors, Habitat For 
Humanity, Tacoma Pierce County Health 
Department. Thompson, Trancho, Transportation 
Commission, Rumbaugh, Van Dyk, Vogt, Ingrid 
Walker, Susan Walker, Laura Wilson, Wolters, 
Wyse, Young, Abu-Ulbeh, Adams, Lili Brown, Capes, 
Carlson, Chase, Capes, Malik Clinton, Mary 
Connolly, Alice Cooper, Evlondo Cooper, Erickson, 
Rebecca Greene, Hennigan, Hicks, Hohnstein-Van 
Etten, Kane, Devin Kelly, Zane Kennedy, Megan 
Little, Longeway, Love, martialyss, Nakanee 
McCord, Motz, Pottle, Price, Quinn, Raasmussen, 
Reardon, Ross, Samlan, Saxton, Scheel, Hilary 
Schumer, Nathan Schumer, Shintaku, Talen, 
Tamayo, Triggs, Vara, Wilde, Williams, Witthuhn, 
Wonsil 

g. Partial support, potential support or support for
some components of the proposals.

Mike A., Allen, Armstrong,  Avery, Barrows, 
Barker/Bond, Cardinal, Clagett, Coates-White, 
Crane, Delaney, DeMotts, Devlin, Dial, Rick 
Dinicola, Dolbee, Driscoll, Andrew Evancho, Farber, 
Farer, Ben Ferguson, Girvin, Hamilton, Barbara 
Harrison, Hause, Hilsendeger, Himes, Historic 
Tacoma, Kuhlman, Leslie Malo, Nick Malo, 
Mulligan, New Tacoma Neighborhood Council, 
North End Neighborhood Council, North Slope 
Historic District, Pangborn, Payne, Phelps, 

Noted. 
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Key Comment Commenters Response 

Rennegarbe, Reuter, Rickey, Rook, Rosner, Shields, 
Stoker-Graham, Tieger, Helen Wilson 

 Expressions of opposition or mostly opposition 
to the Home In Tacoma Project proposals 

Some stated reasons why people oppose the 
proposals: 

• Opposition to moving away from 
exclusive single-family  

• Not enough safeguards in place in this 
package  

• Could spur demolition 
• Pace of change 
• Could increase displacement 
• Plan won’t produce affordable housing 
• Will decrease ownership/spur rental 

housing 
• Will only benefit developers 
• Not enough public notice/engagement 
• Too much, too fast 
• Locate growth elsewhere, not in single-

family neighborhoods 
• Parking and traffic concerns 
• Transit service not adequate 
• Infrastructure impacts 
• Loss of character, quality of life, open 

space 

Alexander, Alfonso; Allard, Allen, Allsop, Corey 
Anderson, Anon2, Armstrong, Axtman, Azzarello, 
Ballasiotes, Bartoy, Baxter, Bay City Motors, 
Bearden, Benford, Bergstrom, Bernick, Berry, 
Bluett, Barker/Bond, Brecher, Ann Brock, Chuck 
Brock, Buman, Burke, Cassel, Gail & Tom Cline, Saul 
Cline, Coates-White, Copland, Cordis-Lowe, 
Cornelius, Cory, Countryman, Crane, Crook, Cruise, 
Dalton, Grace Davis, Day, Dergan, DeWitt, Dinicola, 
Divers, Doctor, Hanno, Drake, Duras, anon, Fields, 
Forslund, Frazier, Mick G, Gallo, Geffen, 
Giantvalley, Gordon, Judith Greene, Griffin, Haas, 
Hagberg, Hale, Hamilton, Hampton, Harnish, B. 
Harrison, Hayami, Henry, Hubbard, Hulscher, 
Jaquish, Johns, Jean Jones, Valinda Jones, Juergens, 
Gary Kammerer, Karen Kammerer, Karman, Kelly, 
Jean Kelly, Karen Kelly, Rebecca Kelly, Kessler, Kirk 
Kessler, Kienberger, Klimas, Knapp, Knettel, 
Knowles, Kontos/Matteson, Kronberg, Lara, 
Lemburg, Lonergan, Lowe, Lucas, Mahaglund,  
Manza, Maritczak, McCandliss, McClintock, 
McCord, Tracy McDonald, McDougall, McIntosh, 
Melcher, Menard, Merk, Miller, Mingus, Morris, 
Morrow, Mortenson, Motola/Barnes, Murray, 
Nanfito, Nixon, Oldfield, Olson, O’Neal, Osgood, 
Palinkas, Pasqualy, Patnode, Brandon Patterson, 
Pedersen, Pendras, Pfeninger, Picha, Pierce, 
Pischel, Prunty, Quilici, Rascon, Reineman, 
Reynolds, Rhodes, Rieber, Romero, Roussel, 
Rucker, Jeff Ryan, Susan Ryan, Rebecca S, Scerra, 
Scholl, Schorba, Sebring, Margaret Shawver, Sean 
Shawver, Skilton, Skorniakoff, Sollars, St. Hilaire, 
Stagliano, Steele, Stephens, Stewart-Johnson, 
Stolaroff, Stoll, Stone, Tanczos, Thomas, Turco, 

The policy reasons to shift away from exclusive 
single-family housing rules are articulated in the 
staff report, Housing Action Plan and other 
documents.  

Several of the issues listed here are addressed 
separately, below.  



Public Hearing Comments Page 4 of 18 
Home In Tacoma Project – 04/15/21 

Key Comment Commenters Response 

Ursich, Urv, VanBaalen, Vanderpool-Kimura, 
Victoria, Wesley Walker, Werner, Wes, Vascik, 
West Slope Neighborhood Council, Heidi White, 
James White, Vadne White, Weisel, Wight, Steve 
Williams, Winskill, Wright, Wright-Tenenberg 

 Concerns that infill housing allowed under this 
proposal may not be affordable.  

 

Alfonso, Allard, Allsop, Anon2, Bennett, Pendras, 
Brock, Buman, Burke, Cade, Saul Cline, Cohen, 
Cook, Alexander, Axtman, Barrows, Benford, Burke, 
Cade, Cruise, Foley, Geffen, Hagberg, Nanfito, 
North Slope Historic District, Jeff Ryan, Stephens, 
Countryman, Divers, Doctor, Dolbee, Farer 

The Housing Action Plan provides the analysis 
for why these proposals can be expected to be 
an important part of the City’s broader 
affordability strategies.  

In addition, see the attached memo from Root 
Policy Research.  

n. Concerns that this plan will decrease ownership 
opportunities and create primarily rentals. 

Allsop, Anon2, Ben Ferguson, Karen Kammerer, 
others 

This is an ownership and rental strategy.  

See Root Policy Research’s attached memo.  

 The proposals will only benefit developers. Cade, Cory, others The explicit intent of this effort is to meet 
housing needs of this community, along with 
related City goals. Developers have a significant 
role to play, but are not steering this project. 
Rather, the project responds to adopted Council 
direction, analysis and extensive community 
input. See Root Policy’s attached memo. 

l. Allowing infill will spur displacement Cade, Corey Anderson, Burke Displacement is already occurring in Tacoma. 
This strategy seeks to make positive steps to 
reduce displacement risk. 

See Root Policy’s attached memo.  

2. Project timing and engagement 
a. Project timeline is moving too quickly; more 

engagement is needed to increase community 
awareness and give opportunity to participate. 
Specific comments include:  

• Notice was not adequate 

Alfonso, Allsop, Armstrong, Avery, Ballasiotes, 
Barker/Bond, Barrows, Baxter, Benson, Borth, 
Brock, Buman, Cade, Capes, Cardinal, Cohen, 
Comis, Cook, Cordis-Lowe, Cory, Crane, Davis, Day, 
Delaney, Dergan, Devlin, Dial, Dinicola, Rick 
Dinicola, Andrew Evancho, Farber, Farer, Ben 

Comments noted.  

The schedule was laid out by the City Council, 
and also in order to meet a state legislature 
timeline for the grant to fund this project.  
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Key Comment Commenters Response 

• Specific groups that need more 
engagement include current 
residents/homeowners; and,  
housing developers 

• More engagement techniques are 
needed, including in person meetings  

• More evaluation is needed of outcomes 
and impacts 

Ferguson, Forslund, Griffin, Hamilton, Hampton, 
Harp, Barbara Harrison, Beth Harrison, Hayami, 
Juergens, Jean Kelly, Karen Kelly, Rebecca Kelly, 
Keinberger, Kronberg, Lauer, Lowe, Mahaglund, 
Nick Malo, Manza, Gnome253, McCord, 
McCracken, McIntosh, Merk, Middleton, Nanfito, 
New Tacoma Neighborhood Council, North End 
Neighborhood Council, North Slope Historic 
District, Oldfield, Olson, Pangborn, Phelps, Prunty, 
Quilici, Reuter, Romero, Rook, Roundy, Jeff Ryan, 
Solien, Sousa, Stephens, Tanczos, Vercillo, Wesley 
Walker, Webb, Werner 

See the project FAQ for an overview of 
engagement steps taken to date.  

In addition, the City is currently planning more 
engagement events for the coming months. 

Finally, public engagement will occur as part of 
Phase 2 of the effort.   

b. Project timeline is appropriate given phasing – 
do much more engagement in Phase 2. Slowing 
down will delay addressing urgent housing 
needs.  

AHAS TAG, several other commenters Comments noted. 

d. Pace of implementation should be more gradual 
than proposed: 

• Start smaller, more limited 
geographies/pilot efforts  

• Phase implementation steps 
• Move incrementally to avoid a backlash 

Barker/Bond, Borth, Cade, Ben Ferguson, Freeman, 
Hamilton, Phelps, Brock, Buman, Cade, Comis, Day, 
Driscoll, Gordon, North End Neighborhood Council 

Comments noted.  

 More actions should be incorporated into Phase 
1 (the current phase), including: 

• Design standards  
• protections for historic structures  
• Affordability tools 
• Infrastructure needs studied and 

addressed in advance 
 
Since there are tradeoffs, it is difficult to tell how 
the City will balance different priorities without 
getting into the details.  

Alexander, Barrows, Cade, Grace Davis, Comis, Dial, 
Devlin, Freeman, Fry, Historic Tacoma, Lyons, 
McClintock, Nanfito, North Slope Historic District, 
Barker/Bond, Coates-White, Day, Kuhlman 

Comments noted.  

The City Council structured this timeline 
through an adopted ordinance directing the 
Planning Commission to deliver policy 
recommendations by May 2021.  
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Key Comment Commenters Response 

 

j. What lessons can be learned from other 
communities? Show us benchmark communities 
which successfully implemented these policies  

Alfonso, Ballasiotes, Brew Changes to single-family zoning are relatively 
recent, so longer term outcomes are not readily 
available.  

 The city is trying to sneak changes in prior to the 
GMA required update, or under a SEPA 
exemption.  

Barker/Bond The timeline was established out of a sense of 
urgency to address housing needs. The City 
Council structured this timeline through an 
adopted ordinance directing the Planning 
Commission to deliver policy recommendations 
by May 2021. 

 Is this plan shaped in order to get federal 
funding? 

Ann Brock, Chuck Brock No, this is a longstanding policy effort for the 
City, as directed by the City Council and 
adopted policies.  

 The City should commit to checking in on 
implementation progress and addressing 
concerns on a regular basis.  

Corso, Barker/Bond, Cruise, Farer, North End 
Neighborhood Council 

Comments noted.  

3. Proposed new residential land use designations 
 Support the proposed Low-scale Residential land 

use designation.  

• Can fit/be supported more seamlessly in 
single-family areas 

• Will increase housing choice and 
affordability 

• Will avoid complete transformation of 
neighborhoods 

Broadly supported – see list above of support for 
the Home In Tacoma Project. Also: 

Avery, Cohen, Cook, Devlin, Farer, Ben Ferguson, 
Foley, Nick Malo, Rosner, North End Neighborhood 
Council. 

Support noted.  

 Opposition for the Low-scale Residential land use 
designation. 

See list above of people who oppose the Home In 
Tacoma Project.  

Opposition noted. 

b. Low-scale Residential should be modified as 
follows: 

• Low-scale should be limited to fewer 
units per site  

Andreeva, Armstrong, Comis, others The Commission will review these 
recommendations. 
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• Fourplexes and small multifamily should 
not be allowed in Low-scale Residential 

c. Support the proposed Mid-scale Residential land 
use designation.  

• Provides walkable, transit-oriented 
housing 

• Increases housing supply 
 

Somewhat broadly supported – see list of support 
for the Home In Tacoma Project.  

Support noted.  

d. Opposition to Mid-scale Residential: 

• Too big a change from single-family 
• 4 stories out of scale with houses 
• Concerns about impacts 
• Needs more refinement of its 

vision/standards/mitigations 
• Seems to call for replacing existing 

housing  
• Could be disruptive to neighborhoods 

Allsop, Andreeva, anon2, Armstrong, Avery, Cohen, 
Cook; Cornelius, Crook, Devlin, Foley, Historic 
Tacoma, North End Neighborhood Council, 
Rennegarbe, Reynolds, Rosner, Shields 

Opposition noted.  

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals.  

 Midscale Residential design in particular must be 
further refined. If vision is to replace existing 
neighborhood then how would visual transitions 
be handled (1.5 story house next to 4 story 
apartment), and what is the design vision there?  

Devlin Comment noted.  

 Midscale Residential should be modified, 
comments include: 

• Allow fourplexes, small lot single-family, 
Small multifamily, townhouses, rather 
than mid-scale multifamily 

• Height maximum should be 35 feet (3 
stories) 

• 3 story by right, 4 stories with bonus 
features (affordability, green) 

Comis, Dial, Hilsendeger, Lynett The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 
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 Other housing types should be supported: 

• Encourage mobile and modular housing 
• Tiny houses 
• Micro-units 
• Support smaller housing types (ADUs, 

cottages) even as part of a package with 
denser housing 

• Redevelop golf courses with housing 
• Supportive housing for people 

experiencing homelessness 
• Cargo containers for housing 

RR Anderson, Buman, Clagett, Comis, Farer, 
Ferguson, Lonergan 

Comments noted. Actions to support these 
housing types are included in the Housing 
Action Plan.  

 Need more gradations, two residential 
designations is too coarse. 

Ben Ferguson The two are land use designations, which will be 
implemented likely through a larger number of 
zoning zoning districts. 

 What is the anticipated pace of growth with this 
proposal? 

Multiple See the attached memo from Root Policy 
Research.  

 Analyze Centers and figure out why growth not 
occurring in most and make investments and 
incentives in these areas. 

Freeman Comments noted.  

Centers are outside the scope of this project. 

4. Geography of proposed new residential land use designations 
a. Support for Housing Growth Scenario 1: Evolve 

Housing Choices 
Caldwell, Chintis, Cisakowski, Comis, Corso, Molly 
Davis, Denesen, Freeman, Hagens, Koehn, Kolb-
Nelson, Lynch, Lyons, Morganroth, Kim Patterson, 
Peregrine, Roundy, Stahlnecker, Svac, Trancho, 
Vogt, Winfey, Wolters 

Support noted. 

b. Support for Housing Growth Scenario 2: 
Transform Housing Choices  

Abu-Ulbeh, Adams, AHAS TAG, Laura Anderson, RR 
Anderson, Ashman, Ayuso, Bell, Tara Brown, 
Brownsfield, Chung, Bronwyn Clarke, Tacoma 
housing organizations, Dye, Fazekas-Boone, 
Gardner, Golding, Govella, Hipp, Frank Jones, Holly 
Kelly, Lopez, Meacham, Pickering, Rosenbaum, 
Rumbaugh, Serad, Sightline Institute, Smith, South 
End Neighborhood Council, Stanley, Svac, Tacoma 

Support noted.  
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Pierce County Affordable Housing Consortium, 
Tacoma Pierce County Health Department, Abu-
Ulbeh, Adams, Lili Brown, Capes, Carlson, Chase, 
Capes, Malik Clinton, Mary Connolly, Alice Cooper, 
Evlondo Cooper, Erickson, Rebecca Greene, 
Hennigan, Hicks, Hohnstein-Van Etten, Kane, Devin 
Kelly, Zane Kennedy, Megan Little, Longeway, Love, 
martialyss, Nakanee McCord, Motz, Pottle, Price, 
Quinn, Raasmussen, Reardon, Ross, Samlan, 
Saxton, Scheel, Hilary Schumer, Nathan Schumer, 
Shintaku, Talen, Tamayo, Triggs, Vara, Wilde, 
Williams, Witthuhn, Wonsil 

c. Oppose both scenarios (and/or prefer Scenario 1 
as the less bad scenario) 

Assumedly, people who oppose the Home In 
Tacoma Project overall would also oppose both 
growth scenarios, particularly Scenario 2.  

Opposition noted. 

n. Locate housing growth somewhere else: 

• Grow in Centers and other dense areas 
first/instead 

• In commercial areas, vacant land, 
industrial areas, City properties 

Allsop, Bennett, Pendras, Corey Anderson, 
Andreeva, Baxter, Gallo, Allen, Allsop, Corey 
Anderson, Andreeva, Anon2, Buman, Gail & Tom 
Cline, Cook, Daanen 

Housing growth is already allowed in Centers. 
Potential future code changes could support 
housing in commercial areas.  

 Prefer Scenario 1 with some modifications: 
• Midscale only in transit supportive 

situations  
• Midscale also adjacent to some Centers 
• No Midscale on residential streets 
• Phase in Midscale (e.g., start along 

corridors, later add adjacent to Centers) 

Harp, Freeman, Ferguson These suggested criteria could be evaluated by 
the Planning Commission.  

 Do the Scenario maps depict existing/current 
land uses?  

Borth No. The maps depict Future Land Use 
Designations, which are not the same as zoning 
or current use. They indicate the future 
intended use.  
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 Scenarios map too blunt an instrument for 
Midscale. Neighborhoods are varied, need to 
look at how this will work across city.  

Devlin, Rick Dinicola, Dolbee The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

 The types of areas where Midscale Residential is 
appropriate should be refined, with ideas 
including:  

• Limit to only transit-rich locations 
• Limit to major arterials 
• Limit to areas where infrastructure can 

support density 
• Limit to areas with economic vitality 
• Around Centers  
• In high opportunity areas 
• In low opportunity areas  
• Cap the total amount of Midscale 

housing that can be built in a given area 
(e.g., 20% of lots) 

• Allow infill only on currently vacant or 
underdeveloped lots 

Multiple These suggested criteria could be evaluated by 
the Planning Commission.  

 Neighborhoods/areas not appropriate for 
Midscale Residential, comments include: 

• The North Slope is dense enough/built 
out/has a lot of traffic/lot patterns not 
conducive to Midscale 

• Midscale near 6th Ave/ Grant will be too 
dense, have impacts 

• Strawberry Hill/McKinley District – 
opposition to upzones 

• Areas of South Tacoma in the flight 
pattern of McChord AFB 

• North Pearl St near Pt Defiance Park-- 
too much traffic for either scenario  

• The Proctor District—rapid growth in 
recent years 

Gallo, Malo, Stephens, Hamilton, multiple, Beth 
Harrison, Hause, Historic Tacoma, multiple 

The Planning Commission will evaluate these 
comments.  
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• No multifamily near UPS  
• Northeast Tacoma—not conducive to 

multifamily 
• Historic Districts 
• Areas with historic structures 
• Areas with regulated critical areas 
• If street is too narrow, steep, or if there 

are traffic problems  
 Midscale only on major arterials and first block; 

tapering in to low-scale at second block; then 
single-family after. Within single-family, some 
additional flexibility (e.g., duplexes). 

Cardinal, Driscoll Comments noted.  

 Proposals disproportionately concentrate 
Midscale in the southern half of Tacoma/lower 
opportunity areas 

Malo, Stark Staff will evaluate this and report to the 
Commission.  

 Proposed rezoning should reflect, preserve and 
enhance neighborhood characteristics as they 
have historically developed, rather than forcibly 
recomposing neighborhoods to something new. 

Malo, Devlin, others Comments noted. 

 A scale transition shouldn’t split the middle of a 
cul de sac. Follow streets for transitions.  

AHAS TAG, Clogston The final recommendations will refine the map 
to generally follow streets and alleys. 

 Why does it seem to exclude commercial areas? Cardinal, Farer Areas currently designated commercial and 
Mixed-use were not included in this effort 
because they typically already allow high 
density housing.  

 Should infill proposals focus more on high or low 
opportunity areas? How to achieve antiracist 
goals? 

• Affordable housing should be added in 
lower opportunity/cost areas because 
more cost effective; leave higher 
opportunity areas alone 

Cook, Todd Detweiler, Malo, Stark Comments noted.  
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• Neighborhoods in need of revitalization 
should be targeted for affordable 
housing, with investments in services 
and amenities and anti-gentrification 
steps 

• East Tacoma and South Tacoma 
generally have highest percentage of 
multifamily zoning, are more affordable 
compared to other Tacoma 
neighborhoods, and have lower access 
to opportunities. So they should not 
accommodate the most dense housing 
increases. 

 Find a way to equalize the density across the city 
so it is not all in fast growing areas (like Proctor).  

• Meter development to avoid uneven 
and unpredictable impacts on 
neighborhoods.  

• Some areas like the North Slope already 
do their part with density.  

Cook, Despres, Devlin, Doctor, Field, Historic 
Tacoma, North End Neighborhood Council, others 

Comments noted. 

5. What is needed to accommodate growth?  
d. The new residential land use designations will 

have impacts. Comments highlight impacts 
including: 

• Density will harm environment (loss of 
trees, impervious surfaces) 

• Demolitions of viable buildings 
• Impacts on property values 
• Property tax increases 
• Midscale will impact views, shading, 

privacy 
• Parking 

Multiple These impacts can be addressed in several 
ways. 

1. Through modifications to the Home In 
Tacoma Proposals including 
strengthening policies  

2. Through coordination with partner 
agencies 

3. As part of Phase 2 of the project when 
specific zoning, standards and 
infrastructure will be developed 

4. At the project level through application 
of standards 
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The City issued a preliminary SEPA decision 
highlighting these issues. Staff will provide an 
overview to the Commission.  

 
a. Actions and improvements to accommodate 

housing growth—comments include: 

• Improve public transit service only allow 
density with adequate service 

• Improve the streetscape (e.g., wide 
sidewalks, bike lanes, street design);  

• Work with infrastructure and utility 
providers to evaluate and upgrade 
services 

• Coordinate growth with school and 
parks capacity  

• Address flooding, address water quality  
• Parks/community gathering spaces  
• Tree canopy and environmental impacts 
• Reducing displacement 
• Building physically accessible housing 
• Increased City staffing  

Brecher, Ivy Clarke, Claus McGahan, Farer, Willet, 
many others 

Comments noted.  

 Design is critical to successful infill. Comments 
include: 

• Neighbor-focused design standards  
• As in historic districts, infill in any 

neighborhood should be consistent with 
scale and defining features 

• Ensure design standards do not reduce 
housing construction 

• Scale and height are critical 
• Transitions are critical 
• Building shapes that are energy efficient 

and durable. The perceived benefits of 
modulation requirements must be 
carefully weighed against negative 

North End Neighborhood Council, Hoppin, Chintis, 
Ivy Clarke, Coates-White, multiple 

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 
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impacts on energy efficiency and 
durability.  

• Building orientation and window 
placement to bring natural light and 
fresh air  

• Durable materials and waterproofing 
details 

• Native vegetation and street trees 
• Visual and physical connections to the 

sidewalk and street 
• Walking, biking, transit, and car share as 

safe & convenient transportation 
choices 

• Neighborhood control/input on design 
standards, parking, light/shading, lot 
coverage 

• Build green features/green building 
 Historic Districts should not be exempt from 

infill. Recommendations that must be addressed 
to move forward: 

• New development: Focused on vacant 
spaces first, then adaptive reuse of 
existing structures, if demolition is 
proposed, policies  

• Equity and antiracism: protect historic 
assets within and outside of designated 
districts.  

• Sustainability: incentives for adaptive 
reuse  

• Robust architectural salvage 
requirements for demolition permits 

Landmarks Preservation Commission  The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

 Preventing demolitions of viable structures is a 
major concern. Comments include: 

• Demolition review process scaled up in 
time for these changes 

Cade, Landmarks Preservation Commission, 
Historic Tacoma 

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 
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• historic protection for outside of historic 
districts as well as within them 

• Need statement of intent to maintain 
and protect historic character of Historic 
Districts 

 Developers should fund traffic mitigation and 
other needed investments. Create an impact fee 
program. 
 

Coates-White, Forslund, Teiger, multiple Comments noted. 

 Do neighborhood/subarea planning for each 
neighborhood 

Dinicola Comments noted.  

e. Need specific plans for corridors where Mid-scale 
proposed: S. 19th St west of cannot support Mid-
scale because no transit, flooding, 2 lanes, lacks 
sidewalks 

Mike A. Comments noted.  

e. How parking should be addressed with infill, 
comments include: 

• Require parking to avoid impacts (at 
least one per unit) 

• Reduce parking requirements, let 
market determine parking 

• Only reduce parking in transit rich areas 
• Reduce parking in Commercial areas to 

make it easier for midscale housing 

Benson, Corso, Day, Celeste Johnson, North End 
Neighborhood Council, Bjornson, Detweiler, 
Freeman, Allsop, Corey Anderson, Brecher, Ivy 
Clarke, Claus McGahan, multiple 

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

e. Limit of 6 nonrelated individuals in a house limits 
options for ex-offenders, homeless. 

Bennett Comments noted.  

e. Do a full EIS/the current environmental decision 
is not adequate 

Bennett, Barker/Bond, Burke, Cardinal, Corso, 
DInicola, Steve Williams 

Staff do not concur that an EIS is necessary, but 
are committed to addressing impacts.  

 Parks and Open space are needed to support 
growth, update plans to meet needs for more 
people 

Bey, Brownsfield, Cohen, Corso, Day, Forslund, 
Kuhlman,many others North End Neighborhood 
Council 

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 
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 Will this allow taller structures in the View 
Sensitive District? Concern about views. 

Barker/Bond, Brock, Cisakowski, Cohn, Hoivic, 
Lewington 

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

 Will this affect covenants and homeowners 
associations?  

Lewington, others Staff will research this further. 

 Need a specific tree canopy standard/loss of 
canopy a concern/urban forest and stormwater 
goals/heat island 

Barker/Bond, Cook, Corso, DInicola, Historic 
Tacoma,  

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

 Integrate transit supportive actions with 
planning for infill and affordable housing (see 
specific actions) 

Community Transportation Advisory Group The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

 Limit vacation rentals, improve rental codes and 
practices. 

Freeman Comments noted.  

6. Affordability strategies, displacement strategies 

a. Statements of support for Inclusionary Zoning  AHAS TAG, Anon2, Ayuso, Bell, Bennett, Ivy Clarke, 
Comis, Abu-Ulbeh, Adams, Lili Brown, Capes, 
Carlson, Chase, Capes, Malik Clinton, Mary 
Connolly, Alice Cooper, Evlondo Cooper, Erickson, 
Rebecca Greene, Hennigan, Hicks, Hohnstein-Van 
Etten, Kane, Devin Kelly, Zane Kennedy, Megan 
Little, Longeway, Love, martialyss, Nakanee 
McCord, Motz, Pottle, Price, Quinn, Raasmussen, 
Reardon, Ross, Samlan, Saxton, Scheel, Hilary 
Schumer, Nathan Schumer, Shintaku, Talen, 
Tamayo, Triggs, Vara, Wilde, Williams, Witthuhn, 
Wonsil 

Support noted.  

 Do not support Inclusionary Zoning Bjornson Opposition noted.  

b. Stronger emphasis on anti-displacement needed. 
Comments include: 

• Dedicate funding to anti-displacement 
efforts  

• Land trusts 

Abu-Ulbeh, Adams, Corso, Gardner, Holly Kelly, 
McDonald, Dial, Bjornson, multiple 

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 
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• Make incentives available to 
homeowners / communities 

•  Every new unit constructed reduces 
displacement 

c. Expand MFTE 12 year outside of Centers 
(Residential Targeted Areas), including to Mid-
scale areas. 

AHAS TAG, RR Anderson, Bjornson, Tacoma 
housing organizations, Ben Ferguson, Rumbaugh, 
others, Habitat For Humanity, Abu-Ulbeh, Adams, 
Lili Brown, Capes, Carlson, Chase, Capes, Malik 
Clinton, Mary Connolly, Alice Cooper, Evlondo 
Cooper, Erickson, Rebecca Greene, Hennigan, 
Hicks, Hohnstein-Van Etten, Kane, Devin Kelly, Zane 
Kennedy, Megan Little, Longeway, Love, martialyss, 
Nakanee McCord, Motz, Pottle, Price, Quinn, 
Raasmussen, Reardon, Ross, Samlan, Saxton, 
Scheel, Hilary Schumer, Nathan Schumer, Shintaku, 
Talen, Tamayo, Triggs, Vara, Wilde, Williams, 
Witthuhn, Wonsil 

The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

 Do we need/should we be giving incentives to 
developers anymore? Any incentives should be 
for affordability.  

Farer, others Comments noted.  

d. Also need public funding for deeply affordable 
housing; this is the only/best way to get more 
affordable housing 

AHAS TAG, Bjornson, Buman, Burke, Foley, Jung Comments noted.  

f. Support ownership opportunities, highly likely 
will be mostly rental – what can we do? 

Allsop, Cook, Ben Ferguson, Freeman, others The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

g. Helping people experiencing housing crises. 
Comments include: 

• Find space for people experiencing 
homelessness  

• Expand renovation assistance to more 
housing types not just Single-family 

• Earthquake retrofit assistance needed 

Andreeva, Cook, others The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 
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• Technical assistance for people creating 
housing coops 

• Need educational and technical 
resources and support for people 
seeking to build affordable housing 

• Create a bond for affordable housing 
 Rent control is only way to make housing 

affordable in high cost areas 
Dolbee, Mick G Comments noted 

7. Near-term Code Changes  

 Do not remove the requirement that ADUs be no 
taller than the main house. 

Freeman The Commission will review and consider 
modifications to the proposals. 

 Support for streamlining of platting process Jessie Gamble Support noted.  
 

 

 

 

will  

will  

 

END 



MEMORANDUM 

To: Elliott Barnett 

From: Heidi Aggeler, Julia Jones 

Re: Responses to Af fordab ili t y  and  Disp lacem en t  St rat eg ies public 
comments received: Home in Tacoma 

Date: April 12, 2021 

This memorandum contains responses to the public comments for the Home in Tacoma 
project that covered the topics of Affordability and Displacement. They are organized by 
area of concern.  

Af fordab ilit y  St rat eg ies 
Grow th .  
W hat  is t he expect ed  pace of  g row t h? City growth projections are established by 
the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) and are based on regional growth demands 
and land capacity. The most current (Vision 2050) projections estimate average growth 
of about 1,930 housing units annually—more than twice the pace of the past 5 years. 
This growth target is established independent of these proposed land use changes.  

The actual pace of development resulting from these changes will depend on when 
property is available for sale—and currently, very litt le land for missing middle products 
is available. In the short term, development trends will continue to reflect past trends 
and be mostly made up of multifamily developments built downtown and in mixed use 
centers. (In the past 4 years, 85 percent of residential units permitted have been 
multifamily; 13 percent were single family. The majority of units—63 percent—were 
located in mixed use centers or along corridors). 

If new missing middle products make up 20 percent of new development annually—
which would represent a tenfold increase from current trends—residents may expect an 
average of 3 to 4 small to moderate scale rental developments and 50 to 100 duplexes 
to triplexes developed annually throughout the city (by comparison, an average of 52 
duplexes were permitted annually between 2016 and 2020).  

The pace may accelerate once land for missing middle products becomes more readily 
available.  

ATTACHMENT 2
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W hat  w ou ld  happen  if t he changes are not  m ade?  
Growth will continue to be dominated by larger multifamily development in downtown 
and centers. While some of the policies in this proposal may create affordable rentals 
within those multifamily developments, affordable rentals in low density settings (often 
ideal for families) and affordable ownership products are unlikely to be built.  

W il l t hese chang es on ly produce ren t als?  
Init ially, more units may be rentals due to the demand for affordable rentals in the city. 
Missing middle housing types provide an alternative to apartments, particularly for 
small families. Missing middle homes also provide a natural transition from single family 
homes to moderately dense uses such as small apartment buildings and corridors. 
Homeownership may not be an option for many households until the housing market 
and development costs stabilize. 

Housing  ou t com es.  

W hat  af fordab il it y /Area Med ian  Incom e (AMI) levels w ill  t he proposal 
ach ieve?  

The affordability levels achieved will depend on a number of factors: 

 The cost of the  deve lopm en t (labor, m ateria ls, land);  

 The characte ristics of the  deve lopm ent;  

 Ren ts and hom e price s when  the  deve lopm ent is com ple ted; and 

 The use  of the  Multifam ily Prope rty Tax Exem ption (PTE) wh ich is 
available  for deve lopm ents with  4+ un its, both  ren ta l and ownersh ip . 
Tacom a curren tly on ly a llows th is exem ption  in  Mixed Use  Centers 
(MUCs), ye t the  incentive  cou ld  be  expanded to anywhere  4+ un its are  
deve loped.  

The PTE requ ire s that 20 pe rcent of un its are  affordable  to renters at 80% 
AMI and owners at 115 pe rcen t AMI; the se  ranges are  se t by sta te  law.    

Based on  recent trends, the  affordable  units deve loped th rough  the  PTE 
cou ld  accoun t for between  25 and 45 pe rcent of annual housing goals.   

 
Deve lopm en t costs are  h istorically h igh  due to the  im position  of tariffs and tight labor 
supply, and these  are  expected to  soften  in  com ing years. While  som e  deve lopers m ay 
choose  to  se ll or ren t the  un its a t m arke t price s, others are  expected to  take advantage  
of the  PTE and the  opportun ity to  m ee t a h igh-dem and m arket n iche . Th is is a lready 
occurring in  Tacom a, with  newly bu ilt un its priced in  the  80 to 150 percent AMI range , 
se rving households earn ing between  $55,000 and $100,000 pe r year.  

W hat  ef for t s w ill  add ress deeper levels of  af fordab il i t y?  
The City’s Affordable  Housing Action  Stra tegy (AHAS) includes actions in tended to se rve 
the  fu ll range  of household  incom e  leve ls in  Tacom a. Those  that targe t the  lowest 
incom e  households are : 
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 Seed the  Tacom a Housing Trust Fund with  local sources of funding; 

 Update  the  Multifam ily Tax Exem ption Program  to increase  its im pact 
(d iscussed in  the  question  above);  

 Explore  innovative , low-cost housing solutions to serve  pe rsons 
experiencing hom e lessness; and 

 Modify inclu sionary housing provisions to targe t unm et need and a lign  
with  m arke t realitie s. Th is has been  explored as part of th is project. 
Feasibility analyses have  found that inclu sionary zon ing in  h igh  rent 
m arke ts is feasible  a t lower leve ls of AMI (50-80%) wh ich  cou ld  addre ss 
deeper affordability leve ls than  m issing m iddle  products.   

The graph ic be low illu stra te s where  the  various city policie s and program s fit in to the  
range  of housing needs.  
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W il l t he incent ives t o develop  m ore m issing  m idd le housing  w ork  as 
in t ended? Or w ill  t hey creat e m ore expensive housing  t hat  rep laces 
af fordab le sing le fam ily hom es? 
An analysis of un its bu ilt in  the  City of Tacom a since  2000 found the  m edian sa le s price  
of townhom es and duplexes and trip lexes to  be  on par or lower than  the  m edian  price  
of single  fam ily hom es, depending on the  year sold . Missing m iddle  products wou ld add 
a t le ast twice  as m any un its a t the  100 to 150 pe rcen t AMI affordability leve l than  is 
possible  with  single  fam ily hom es. Studies have  found that m issing m iddle  price s tend 
to  apprecia te  le ss aggre ssive ly than  single  fam ily detached hom es, keeping them  
re la tive ly m ore affordable  over tim e . They are  a lso  a  stable  product: in  h igh  cost citie s, 
people  tend to  stay in  affordable  hom es longe r because  they are  in  such  short supply.  

The supply of m issing m iddle  housing is like ly to increase  as m arke t dem and for such  
products grows—consistent with  reductions in  household  size s. A study of m issing 
m iddle  housing types and barriers to  deve lopm en t in  Montgom ery County, Maryland 
(The Missing Middle Housing Study, September 2018) argues that missing middle 
products are more consistent with changes in household size and composition. In the 
U.S. in 1950, 44 percent of all households had children under the age of 18. That had 
dropped to 22 percent by 2015. Household sizes in Tacoma are decreasing consistent 
with national trends.  

Because missing middle product movement is relatively new, few studies have been 
able to capture the effect on affordability.  A February 2021 analysis by Redfin found 
that new townhomes are making Seattle more affordable to middle income 
households—mostly through making high cost neighborhoods more attainable for 
middle income households (https://www.kuow.org/stories/redfin-study-shows-
townhomes-are-making-seattle-more-affordable).  

The extent to which adding new housing supply addresses housing affordability 
challenges is being hotly debated and studied among academic circles. A recent study, 
Supply Skepticism: Housing Supply and Affordability, attempts to bridge the gap 
between supply proponents and supply skeptics and concludes that adding new homes 
will moderate price increases and make housing more affordable to low and moderate 
income families.  

How  w il l t he chang es af fect  p ropert y values?  
The goal of this rezoning is not to increase the values of homes in any particular 
neighborhood—but to incentivize more diverse housing types in Tacoma. Ultimately, 
demand for living in Tacoma will determine home values.  

Single family detached homes have become more expensive without land use changes. 
Since 2000, the median home value in the City of Tacoma nearly tr ipled—from $123,300 
in 2000 to $344,500 in 2019. In recent years, home values experienced a large increase 
of $105,000 (44% increase) over three years from 2016 to 2019. It is unlikely that these 

https://www.kuow.org/stories/redfin-study-shows-townhomes-are-making-seattle-more-affordable
https://www.kuow.org/stories/redfin-study-shows-townhomes-are-making-seattle-more-affordable
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changes will have a material effect on values—instead, market conditions and demand 
will determine if these increases continue.  

Homeowners’ concerns that multifamily development will increase neighborhood crime, 
create traffic, and reduce property values are often raised as concerns when land use 
codes are proposed. However, evidence on the impacts of multifamily housing on single 
family values in does not always point to negative impacts.  

A recent study looking at the effects of multifamily housing on single family property 
values in Litt le Rock, Arkansas finds that most forms of multifamily housing—including 
condominiums, market-rate rental apartments, subsidized rental apartments, senior 
and special needs apartments, and other multifamily housing (such as dormitories)—
have either no effect or a positive effect on sales prices for single-family homes within 
2,000 fee t of a  new m ultifam ily housing deve lopm ent.1 In  addition , a  study of Seattle , 
Wash ington com paring hom e  price s be tween  1987 and 1997 be fore  and afte r the  
deve lopm en t of both  subsidized and m arke t-ra te  m u ltifam ily housing found no 
(negative  or positive ) effects from  the  m arke t-ra te  un its (and few negative  to no e ffects 
for the  subsidized un its).2 

While  concerns about negative  spillove rs from  h ighe r density and m u ltifam ily housing 
nu isances are  valid , there  can  a lso be  positive  spillovers of m u ltifam ily deve lopm ent 
that can be  captured by single  fam ily hom es. A recen t study that finds that re laxing 
density controls is corre la ted with  house  price  apprecia tion .3 The authors argue  that if 
density regu la tion  in  a  m etropolitan  area is tight, its fu tu re  growth  potentia l is lim ited 
and m ay not accom m odate  future  deve lopm ent needs. In  re sponse  to lack of 
deve lopm en t, hom e  price s m ay not grow as m uch  as they otherwise  wou ld have . On  the  
other hand, if a  m e tropolitan  area  is accom m odating toward growth , and tends to  re lax 
density re strictions and a llows for m u ltifam ily deve lopm ent, th is will a ttract m ore  
growth in  the  next decades. As a re su lt, hom e  price  growth  will be  robust due  to  incom e  
and em ploym ent growth , a t le ast during econom ic expansions.  

Disp lacem en t  St rat eg ies 
How  w ill  you  ensu re t hat  low  incom e and  BIPOC popu lat ions are not  
d isp laced  by t h is proposal and benef it  f rom  t he p roposal?  
Allowing m issing m iddle  housing is one centra l an ti-d isplacem en t action . People  
som e tim es worry that a llowing m issing m iddle  housing will le ad to the  loss of som e of 
the  le ss expensive  housing available  today. While  it is true  that existing, lower-cost 

                                                 
 
1 Craw, Michael. "Effects  of Proxim ity to  Mu ltifam ily Housing on  Property Values in  Lit tle  Rock, Arkansas, 2000–
2016." Housing Policy Debate  (2020): 1-18. 

2 Kosch in sky, Ju lia . "Spatia l he terogeneity in  sp illove r effects of a ssisted  and  unassisted  ren ta l housing." Jou rnal of 
Urban  Affa irs 31.3 (2009): 319-347. 

3 LaCour-Little , Michael, & Wu , Weifeng. "Density Con tro l, Hom e Price  Apprecia tion , and  Ren ta l Growth  in  the  Un ited  
Sta tes." Cityscape: A Jou rnal of Policy Developm en t and  Research  23.1 (2021). 
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housing is more likely to be replaced, allowing missing middle housing means it could 
be replaced by more, smaller housing units at lower price points, resulting in more 
options to relocate within the neighborhood. In contrast, if the City does not allow 
missing middle housing, existing low cost housing would eventually be converted to 
more luxurious, higher cost single-family housing.  

BIPOC households in Tacoma are more likely to be renters than owners (61% of White 
households own, compared to 30% of Black/African American households, 46% of Asian 
households, and 47% of Hispanic/Latinx households). As such, anti-displacement efforts 
must focus closely on displacement of renters. Displacement of low income and BIPOC 
populations typically occurs when a landlord raises rents and/or when owners sell units 
that are being rented. This can occur irrespective of this proposal—and without new 
units coming online to house those being displaced.  

This proposal will add units to the city that could be rented or owned by displaced 
households.  

The city will require affirmative marketing to BIPOC residents for any developments in 
which the PTE is used with the goal to make all BIPOC renters and buyers aware of the 
availability of the affordable units, especially rental units for displaced renters. 
Landlords are required under state law to rent those units to households with tenant 
based rental vouchers. Downpayment assistance can also be used to lower the prices of 
missing middle for sale units.   

The proposals are based on the assumption that changes should be made using a 
consistent logic citywide, rather than only in certain neighborhoods. Moving forward, 
achieving equity will require close monitoring of the strategy—where new units are 
developed, affordability of the units, marketing of the units. The strategy may require 
interventions—a community preference policy, city incentives to incorporate affordable 
housing, or a requirement that units carry a deed restriction for a period of t ime—if the 
outcomes are not equitable.  
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21.  Joy Arianashira (1) joytoyou04@gmail.com  49 

22.  Joy Arianashira (2) joytoyou04@gmail.com  50 

23.  Scott Armstrong arms6779@yahoo.com  51 

24.  Marisa Ashman marisaashman@gmail.com  56 

25.  Associated Ministries  
(Michael Yoder, Executive Director) 

MichaelY@AssociatedMinistries.org  57 

26.  Andrew Austin andrew.n.austin@gmail.com  58 

27.  John and Carol Avery (1) johnavery@gmail.com  59 

28.  John and Carol Avery (2) johnavery@gmail.com  61 

http://www.cityoftacoma.org/Planning
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29.  Amy Axtman axtman.amy@gmail.com  63 

30.  Siabhon Ayuso bliss916@gmail.com  67 

31.  April Azzarello aprylle55@yahoo.com  69 

 B   

32.  Angela Ballasiotes delciang@gmail.com  70 

33.  Janna and John Bardi thebardis@comcast.net  71 

34.  Brian Amundsen Barnkow sendai45@gmail.com  72 

35.  Chris & Liselotte Barrows clkkbarrows@gmail.com  74 

36.  Dan Bertolet dan@sightline.org  78 

37.  Kevin Bartoy kbartoy@hotmail.com  81 

38.  J. Baxter bxtrny@gmail.com  83 

39.  Bay City Motors baycitymotors@hotmail.com  84 

40.  Leah Bearden gdaylkay@gmail.com  85 

41.  Ronnie Bell allbiz4200@gmail.com  86 

42.  Janelle Palumbo Benford jaynalpal@gmail.com  88 

43.  Julie Bennett julie.bennett@hom.church  89 

44.  Marilyn Bennett and Peter Pendras marilyn.bennett60@gmail.com  93 

45.  Karen and Doug Benson bensonkarenj@gmail.com  97 

46.  Judy Bergstrom nanabergie@gmail.com  99 

47.  Chelli Bernik nanabergie@gmail.com  100 

48.  Michael Berry (1) Voicemail  102 

49.  Michael Berry (2) Letter 103 

50.  Judy Bey judyann.bey@gmail.com  105 

51.  Erik Bjornson Ebjornson@msn.com  106 

52.  Morgan Blackmore morgandblackmore@gmail.com  109 

53.  Ezra Blaser blaserbrad@gmail.com  110 

54.  Andrew Bluett andrew.bluett@gmail.com  112 

55.  Nicholas Bond and Laura Barker nicholasbond@gmail.com  113 

56.  Paul Borth pizzaevrynite@msn.com  166 

57.  Natalie Bowman mrsbeaux@gmail.com  167 

58.  Jennifer Boyd injunjenn@gmail.com  168 

59.  Claire Brecher clairebrecher@gmail.com  169 

60.  Conway Brew conway.brew@gmail.com  170 

61.  Ann Brock brock_ann@hotmail.com  171 

62.  Charles Brock prinmancz@yahoo.com  173 

63.  Lili Brown lilijbrown@gmail.com  174 

64.  Reggie Brown reggie@louisrudolphhomes.net  176 

65.  Tara Brown baratown@gmail.com  177 

66.  Dana Brownfield danaruthbrownfield@yahoo.com  178 

67.  Stephanie Buman sbuman@hotmail.com  179 

68.  David Burke (1) burksal@yahoo.com  183 
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69.  David Burke (2) burksal@yahoo.com  258 

 C   

70.  Deborah Cade dlcade@comcast.net  265 

71.  Megan Capes capesmegan@gmail.com  277 

72.  Tara Cardinal taracardinal@gmail.com  279 

73.  Sandra Caldwell caldwellsandra@yahoo.com  282 

74.  Angela Carlin angela.batie@gmail.com  283 

75.  Anna Carlson carlsonanna6@gmail.com  284 

76.  Maggie Cassel cosmictwin@comcast.net  286 

77.  Tara Chase taramchase@hotmail.com  287 

78.  Cady Chintis cady@wc-studio.com  289 

79.  Kevin Chung kwchung9@gmail.com  291 

80.  David and Stephanie Cisakowski stephaniec@ucds.org  292 

81.  Jim Clagett jrclagett@yahoo.com  293 

82.  Bronwyn Clarke bronwynclarke95@gmail.com  295 

83.  Ivy Clarke ivy@finnumbrella.com  297 

84.  Elly Claus‐McGahan eclausmcgahan@sound‐decisions.org  298 

85.  Gail & Tom Cline clinetg@comcast.net  300 

86.  Saul Cline saulcline@hotmail.com  301 

87.  Malik Clinton sevendapantha@gmail.com  303 

88.  William Clogston bill.clogston@gmail.com  305 

89.  Stephen and Emilie Coates-White scoatesw@gmail.com  306 

90.  Ellen Cohen cohenellenr@yahoo.com  307 

91.  Jill Cohn jillcohn@hotmail.com  309 

92.  Sue Comis comiss@nventure.com  310 

93.  Community Transportation Advisory Group 
(Cody Bakken, Member) 

cbakken@piercetransit.org  313 

94.  Mary Connolly mteconnolly@gmail.com  315 

95.  Jodi Cook jodi.cook0983@gmail.com  317 

96.  Alice Cooper alicecooper20222@gmail.com  322 

97.  Evlondo Cooper evlocoo@gmail.com  324 

98.  Glenna Coopershear glennacoopershear@gmail.com  326 

99.  Mary Jo Strom Copland mj@thetravelcompany.net  327 

100.  Barbara Cordis-Lowe bcordislowe@gmail.com  328 

101.  James Cornelius jimcornelius@gmail.com  329 

102.  John Geoffrey Corso Corso1965@live.com  331 

103.  Rod Cory rscory@gmail.com  334 

104.  Kristine Countryman skyeval@harbornet.com  335 

105.  Doug Crane cranedb@yahoo.com  336 

106.  Shane Crook SCrook@andoverco.com  337 

107.  Susan Cruise susanmcruise@gmail.com  338 

 D   
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108.  Sarah Daanen sdaanen@gmail.com  340 

109.  Jim Darnton jimdarnton@gmail.com  341 

110.  Ann Dasch daschitall23@gmail.com  342 

111.  Craig Davis cadavis@gmail.com  343 

112.  Grace Davis grdavis50@yahoo.com  344 

113.  Molly Davis dmolly733@gmail.com  345 

114.  Esther Day Dayesther214@outlook.com  346 

115.  Matt DeLaney mdelaney78@hotmail.com  347 

116.  Rachel DeMotts rdemotts@pugetsound.edu  348 

117.  Brian Denesen brian.denesen@fierceinc.com  349 

118.  Department of Commerce  
(Anne Aurelia Fritzel, Senior Planner) 

linda.weyl@commerce.wa.gov  350 

119.  Venus Dergan vadergan@yahoo.com  352 

120.  Amanda DeShazo amanda@affordablehousingconsortium.org  354 

121.  Denise Despres ddespres@pugetsound.edu  357 

122.  Joel Detweiler joel.detweiler@gmail.com  358 

123.  Todd Detweiler t.detweiler13@gmail.com  359 

124.  Felicity Devlin felicitydevlin@yahoo.com  360 

125.  Karen DeWitt karensedge51@gmail.com  366 

126.  Russell & Aries Dial russdial@protonmail.com  367 

127.  Karen Dinicola (1) karend@harbornet.com  370 

128.  Karen Dinicola (2) karend@harbornet.com  371 

129.  Rick Dinicola rickd@harbornet.com  373 

130.  Don Divers dondivers@aol.com  375 

131.  Matthew Doctor matthewldoctor@gmail.com  378 

132.  Vanessa & Mark Dolbee VanessaDolbee@hotmail.com  379 

133.  Jo Lynn Dowell jolynndowell@comcast.net  381 

134.  Alan & Diana Downey dianahanno@aol.com  382 

135.  Traci Drake (1) traci.drake.phd@gmail.com  383 

136.  Traci Drake (2) traci.drake.phd@gmail.com  384 

137.  Bill Driscoll outlook_6BB2B874F28A1986@outlook.com  385 

138.  Greg Duras gregduras@hotmail.com  386 

139.  Daniel Dye dctdye@gmail.com  387 

 E   

140.  Elder Justice Advocacy  
(Angela Strege) 

ElderJusticeAdvocacy@protonmail.com  388 

141.  Kari Ann Elling kariann713@yahoo.com  390 

142.  Ander Erickson awerick@uw.edu  391 

143.  Andrew Evancho andy_evancho@wamail.net  392 

144.  Evans +12067885660@tmomail.net  393 

145.  Katy Evans katy.nicoud@gmail.com  394 

 F   
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146.  Saul Farber sjf8@yahoo.com  395 

147.  Carol Farer carolfarer@hotmail.com  396 

148.  Alex Fazekas-Boone alexfazekasboone@gmail.com  397 

149.  Ben Ferguson (1) bferguson@fergusonarch.com  398 

150.  Ben Ferguson (2) bferguson@fergusonarch.com  402 

151.  Chris Ferguson ferguscd@plu.edu  404 

152.  Jeff Fields jafields@ymail.com  405 

153.  Janice Fikse tfiks@msn.com  407 

154.  Michael Foley folm235@yahoo.com  408 

155.  Forests Community of Interest  
(Lexi Brewer, Manager) 

lbrewer@pwi.org  410 

156.  Terry Forslund taforslund@gmail.com  412 

157.  Ian Franzel ian.franzel@gmail.com  413 

158.  Valerie Frazier valerie.frazier@comcast.net  414 

159.  Alyson Frederick alysun_5@hotmail.com  415 

160.  Kimberly Freeman (1) freemans@wamail.net  416 

161.  Kimberly Freeman (2) freemans@wamail.net  418 

162.  Kristy Fry kristyfry31@msn.com  421 

 G   

163.  Mick G. pyrrhuloxia2@protonmail.com  422 

164.  Marisa Gallo marisasimone13@gmail.com  424 

165.  Laura Gardner laurajmgardner@gmail.com  426 

166.  Richard Garrett dickgarrett@gmail.com  427 

167.  Kerry Geffen kgeffen@gmail.com  428 

168.  Ann M. Giantvalley agiantvalley@gmail.com  429 

169.  Debra Gibson livingoutloud55@yahoo.com  430 

170.  Robert Girvin rgirvin@harbornet.com  431 

171.  Dustin Golding d.b.golding@gmail.com  432 

172.  Melinda Gordon melinda.m.gordon@gmail.com  434 

173.  Chris Govella chris@chrisgovella.me  435 

174.  Judith H. Greene jhgreene67@yahoo.com  436 

175.  Rebecca Greene rebeccagreene749@gmail.com  437 

176.  David & Karen Griffin kgriffin@fwps.org  439 

 H   

177.  Karen & Patrick Haas karenstoryteller@gmail.com  440 

178.  Stephen Hagberg cascadian@yahoo.com  441 

179.  Noel Hagens noelhagens@gmail.com  442 

180.  Alison Hale ahale2778@gmail.com  443 

181.  Julie Hamilton jhamiltonptoi@gmail.com  445 

182.  Marshall Hampton marshallwa2000@gmail.com  448 

183.  Erik Hanberg erikemery@gmail.com  449 

184.  Charles Harnish harnishc@hotmail.com  450 
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185.  Susan Harp susanlh54@gmail.com  451 

186.  Barbara Harrison (1)  barbrha@hotmail.com  453 

187.  Barbara Harrison (2)  barbrha@hotmail.com  455 

188.  Beth Harrison bethaha@hotmail.com  457 

189.  Mary Hause hausemary@gmail.com  459 

190.  Susan Hayami ltacatz@gmail.com  460 

191.  Amy Heinze amy.heinze@comcast.net  461 

192.  Marc Heinzman heinzmanmarc@gmail.com  462 

193.  Danielle Hennigan hennigank@aol.com  463 

194.  Hayley Henry hayley.henry@hotmail.com  465 

195.  Mary Herman marylenoreherman@gmail.com  467 

196.  Laurel Hicks lollihix9@yahoo.com  468 

197.  Jamie Hill & Shannon Curtis politics@secretagentaudio.com  470 

198.  Sarah Hilsendeger sarah.hilsendeger@gmail.com  472 

199.  Laura Himes himes2011@gmail.com  474 

200.  Kayla Hipp kaylahipp14@gmail.com  475 

201.  Liz Hirschhorn liz.hirschhorn@gmail.com  476 

202.  Historic Tacoma  
(Kathleen Brooker, President) 

Kbrooker1@gmail.com 477 

203.  Erick Hohnstein-Van Etten erickhve@gmail.com  480 

204.  Katie Hohnstein-Van Etten kevanetten@gmail.com  482 

205.  George Hoivik lavonnehoivik@msn.com  484 

206.  Mieke Hoppin miekehoppin@hotmail.com  486 

207.  Melissa Hubbard melissa_james_hubbard@yahoo.com  488 

208.  Rob Huff rob@whiterabbits.com  489 

209.  Dennis Hug dhug@UW.EDU  490 

210.  Kristen Hulscher powerratt@icloud.com  491 

 J (no I)    

211.  Jenny Jacobs jennyjacobs253@gmail.com  492 

212.  Catherine Jaquish catherinejaquish@gmail.com  493 

213.  Laura Jensen jensen_jensen48@hotmail.com  494 

214.  LoriAnne Johns ironbird9@msn.com  496 

215.  Brett Johnson bmjohnson75@hotmail.com  497 

216.  Joy Johnson joyintacoma@gmail.com  498 

217.  Lora Celeste Johnson Celestialseasonings78@gmail.com  499 

218.  Bernard Johnston letter 500 

219.  Frank Jones fljones@gmail.com  508 

220.  Jean Jones captmom@earthlink.net  509 

221.  Jeffrey and Valinda Jones vmj22@comcast.net  510 

222.  Erika Joslin erikajoslin@live.com  511 

223.  Laurel Juergens ljuergens@fpctacoma.org  514 

224.  Peter Jung peterj2@uw.edu  515 
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 K   

225.  Gary Kammerer kammerergary@live.com  516 

226.  Karen Kammerer (1) dugankidd@hotmail.com  517 

227.  Karen Kammerer (2) dugankidd@hotmail.com  518 

228.  Jadyn Kane thejadynkane@icloud.com  519 

229.  Ken Karman kkarman63@gmail.com  521 

230.  Kelly (1) vygermail@gmail.com  522 

231.  Kelly (2) vygermail@gmail.com  523 

232.  Devin Rydel Kelly peopleofearth@gmail.com  524 

233.  Holly Rydel Kelly t3transcription@gmail.com  526 

234.  Jean Kelly hanavanone@gmail.com  528 

235.  Karen Kelly kmkelly916@gmail.com  529 

236.  Rebecca Kelly rak6267@yahoo.com  530 

237.  Zane Kennedy zkennedy92@gmail.com  531 

238.  Erik Kessler erik.kessler@outlook.com  533 

239.  Kirk Kessler kirkjaykessler@yahoo.com  534 

240.  Tim Kienberger t.kienberger@gmail.com  535 

241.  Robert Klimas bdklimas1@gmail.com  537 

242.  Karen Knapp and Jason Tauscher kknapp913@yahoo.com  538 

243.  J.R. Knettel jrknettel@gmail.com  540 

244.  Halley Knigge halleyrebecca@gmail.com  542 

245.  Danette Knowles wagpetmarkettacoma@gmail.com  543 

246.  Blake Koehn blake.koehn@gmail.com  544 

247.  Annie Kolb-Nelson annieknels@me.com  545 

248.  Evy Kontos and Mark Matteson mmatteson@wamail.net  546 

249.  Rich Kronberg richkronberg@gmail.com  547 

250.  Teri and Jim Kuhlman (1) kuhlman39@gmail.com  549 

251.  Teri and Jim Kuhlman (2) kuhlman39@gmail.com  551 

 L   

252.  Angela LaFave (1) angelagarner00@yahoo.com  553 

253.  Angela LaFave (2) angelagarner00@yahoo.com  556 

254.  Tori Laird laird.tori@gmail.com  557 

255.  Landmarks Preservation Commission  
(Kevin Bartoy, Chair) 

Reuben.McKnight@cityoftacoma.org  558 

256.  Debra Lara debsue52@comcast.net  561 

257.  Josh Lauer joshuarlauer@gmail.com  562 

258.  Nathe Lawver nathe@lawver.us  563 

259.  Nick Leman nick.m.leman@gmail.com  564 

260.  Karen Lemburg klemburg@yahoo.com  565 

261.  Enrique Leon enriquecleon@centurylink.net  566 

262.  Kristen Leon kristenleon@centurylink.net  567 

263.  Sergey Levin levin5327@student.cptc.edu  568 

mailto:kammerergary@live.com
mailto:dugankidd@hotmail.com
mailto:dugankidd@hotmail.com
mailto:thejadynkane@icloud.com
mailto:kkarman63@gmail.com
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mailto:peopleofearth@gmail.com
mailto:t3transcription@gmail.com
mailto:hanavanone@gmail.com
mailto:kmkelly916@gmail.com
mailto:rak6267@yahoo.com
mailto:zkennedy92@gmail.com
mailto:erik.kessler@outlook.com
mailto:kirkjaykessler@yahoo.com
mailto:t.kienberger@gmail.com
mailto:bdklimas1@gmail.com
mailto:kknapp913@yahoo.com
mailto:jrknettel@gmail.com
mailto:halleyrebecca@gmail.com
mailto:wagpetmarkettacoma@gmail.com
mailto:blake.koehn@gmail.com
mailto:annieknels@me.com
mailto:mmatteson@wamail.net
mailto:richkronberg@gmail.com
mailto:kuhlman39@gmail.com
mailto:kuhlman39@gmail.com
mailto:angelagarner00@yahoo.com
mailto:angelagarner00@yahoo.com
mailto:laird.tori@gmail.com
mailto:Reuben.McKnight@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:debsue52@comcast.net
mailto:joshuarlauer@gmail.com
mailto:nathe@lawver.us
mailto:nick.m.leman@gmail.com
mailto:klemburg@yahoo.com
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mailto:kristenleon@centurylink.net
mailto:levin5327@student.cptc.edu
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264.  Mark Lewington notgniwelm@gmail.com  569 

265.  Megan Little megan.c.little@live.com  570 

266.  Paula Wallace Lonergan mplonergan@nventure.com  572 

267.  Claire Longeway claire.m.longeway@gmail.com  576 

268.  Evelyn Fielding Lopez evelynflopez@gmail.com  579 

269.  Courtney Love unluckyclovers@gmail.com  580 

270.  Tom Lowe loweper@gmail.com  582 

271.  Kelly Lucas figliolalucas@gmail.com  583 

272.  Kelly Lynch kezeiler@gmail.com  584 

273.  Kristi Lynett kristin.lynett@cityoftacoma.org  585 

274.  Karen C. Lyons kclyons@harbornet.com  586 

 M   

275.  Shawn M. importman09@gmail.com  588 

276.  JR Macri macrientllc@gmail.com  589 

277.  Mahaglund mahaglund@aol.com  590 

278.  Leslie Malo lesliemalo@hotmail.com  591 

279.  Nick Malo (1) n_malo123@hotmail.com  593 

280.  Nick Malo (2) n_malo123@hotmail.com  594 

281.  Judy Manza pjmanza@harbornet.com  631 

282.  Marilyn gnome253@gmail.com  632 

283.  Kristina Maritczak kristina@made-law.com  633 

284.  Mark stellartechnologies@yahoo.com  635 

285.  Marti martialyss@gmail.com  636 

286.  Marylou fourcats2001@q.com  638 

287.  Monika May twm1301@aol.com  639 

288.  Bruce and Marcie McCandliss yofive@comcast.net  640 

289.  Marshall McClintock marshalm@q.com  641 

290.  Dave McCord (1) Dave-mccord@hotmail.com  642 

291.  Dave McCord (2) Dave-mccord@hotmail.com  644 

292.  Dave McCord (3) Dave-mccord@hotmail.com  646 

293.  Nakanee McCord nakaneemonique@gmail.com  649 

294.  Stacy McCracken stacyjmcc@gmail.com  651 

295.  Marc McDonald mcdonald.marcs1@gmail.com  652 

296.  Ryan and Tracy McDonald puyallupmacs@gmail.com  655 

297.  Vickie McDougall vickiemcdougall@aol.com  656 

298.  Keith McIntosh mcintosh.keith@gmail.com  657 

299.  Ryan Meacham rmeacham@windermere.com  658 

300.  Mark Meath marklmeath@gmail.com  659 

301.  Todd Melcher melcher261@gmail.com  660 

302.  Mary Menard mary4882@gmail.com  661 

303.  Alex Merk a2merk@yahoo.com  662 

mailto:notgniwelm@gmail.com
mailto:megan.c.little@live.com
mailto:mplonergan@nventure.com
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mailto:puyallupmacs@gmail.com
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mailto:mcintosh.keith@gmail.com
mailto:rmeacham@windermere.com
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mailto:melcher261@gmail.com
mailto:mary4882@gmail.com
mailto:a2merk@yahoo.com
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304.  Deborah Middleton dmiddlec1@gmail.com  663 

305.  Bronnie Miller bronniemiller63@gmail.com  664 

306.  Dana Miller 0618dana@gmail.com  665 

307.  Ken Miller Krm403@gmail.com  666 

308.  Sarah Miller sarah.snow.miller@gmail.com  667 

309.  Rebekah & Russ Mingus rmingus@hotmail.com  668 

310.  Lisa Misemer greenlite.synergy@gmail.com  669 

311.  Alex Morganroth aemorganroth@gmail.com  670 

312.  Ron Morrison billienw14@gmail.com  671 

313.  Nancy Morrow nancyjmorrow@gmail.com  672 

314.  Dave Mortenson (1) dave.mortenson@hotmail.com  673 

315.  Dave Mortenson (2) dave.mortenson@hotmail.com  675 

316.  Marlene Motola and John C. Barnes mbig5776@gmail.com  678 

317.  Andy Motz andy.motz26@gmail.com  679 

318.  Gia Mugford gia.mugford@gmail.com  681 

319.  Catherine Mulhall cajmulhall@hotmail.com  683 

320.  Marissa Mulligan mulliganmarissa31@gmail.com  684 

321.  Multi‐Service Center  
(Amanda Santo, Director of Operations and 
Affordable Housing) 

amandas@mschelps.org  686 

322.  Roxann Murray atouchofwanderlust@gmail.com  687 

323.  Jason Myklegard jmyklegard@gmail.com  688 

 N   

324.  Dawn Nanfito (1)  dawn.nanfito@gmail.com 690 

325.  Dawn and Michael Nanfito (2)  dawn.nanfito@gmail.com 695 

326.  New Tacoma Neighborhood Council  
(Thomas Ebenhoh, Vice Chair) 

tomeben@yahoo.com; 
info@newtacomaneighbors.org 

697 

327.  Laura Nixon lauraknixon@gmail.com  699 

328.  North End Neighborhood Council  
(Kyle Price, Chair) 

Kyle_Price@aw.org  700 

329.  North Slope Historic District  
(Deborah Cade, Chair) 

dlcade@comcast.net 704 

330.  Ellen Norton enorton7@yahoo.com  710 

 O   

331.  Tom Oldfield outlook_78A00F9459E8F650@outlook.com  711 

332.  Andrea Olson aio@harbornet.com  712 

333.  Richard O'Neal ronealwa@msn.com  713 

334.  Lance Orloff baronorloff@yahoo.com  714 

335.  J. Chris Osgood osgoodcl@comcast.net  716 

336.  Mike Overby mikeoverby@outlook.com  717 

 P   

337.  Jonathan Lawrence Palinkas jlpalinkas@gmail.com  719 

338.  Liisa Pangborn Liisa.Pangborn@perkinswill.com  720 

mailto:dmiddlec1@gmail.com
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mailto:0618dana@gmail.com
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mailto:dave.mortenson@hotmail.com
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mailto:gia.mugford@gmail.com
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mailto:Kyle_Price@aw.org
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mailto:osgoodcl@comcast.net
mailto:mikeoverby@outlook.com
mailto:jlpalinkas@gmail.com
mailto:Liisa.Pangborn@perkinswill.com
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339.  Suzanna Panter suzannapanter@gmail.com  721 

340.  Maria Pascualy yellowknife@comcast.net  722 

341.  Danny Patnode dannybrookdale@gmail.com  723 

342.  Brandon Patterson brmipa@gmail.com  724 

343.  Kim Patterson klp_patterson@icloud.com  725 

344.  Ron Patterson roncharnley@gmail.com  726 

345.  Nell Payne npayne330@gmail.com  727 

346.  Jackie Pedersen (1) jpnova24@yahoo.com  728 

347.  Jackie Pedersen (2) jpnova24@yahoo.com  729 

348.  Trevor Pendras tpendras@gmail.com  731 

349.  Dana Peregrine danaperegrine@hotmail.com  732 

350.  Mark Perrow (1) perrowm@hotmail.com  734 

351.  Mark Perrow (2) perrowm@hotmail.com  738 

352.  Mark Perrow (3) perrowm@hotmail.com  739 

353.  Mark Perrow (4) perrowm@hotmail.com  740 

354.  Brianna Pfeninger bripfen@gmail.com  741 

355.  Shawn Phelps shawn_e_p@hotmail.com  742 

356.  Alexandra Picha alexandra.picha7@gmail.com  743 

357.  Jim Pickering rgrpickering@gmail.com  744 

358.  Kathleen and Steve Pierce kepierce@bvmm.com  745 

359.  Karen Pischel JKPISCHEL@msn.com  747 

360.  Jonathan Pottle jonathanpottle@gmail.com  748 

361.  Melissa Pretti melissa.pretti@yahoo.com  750 

362.  Matthew Price matt.pricew@gmail.com  751 

363.  Chris Pritchard pritch9274@hotmail.com  753 

364.  JoAnn Prunty jpruntytac@gmail.com  755 

 Q   

365.  Judi Quilici jquil@harbornet.com  756 

366.  Kayla Quinn kaylala427@gmail.com  757 

 R   

367.  Tynan Ramm-Granberg tynan.granberg@gmail.com  759 

368.  Nelson Rascon nrascon@dadsmove.org  760 

369.  Jordan Rash rash.jordan@gmail.com  761 

370.  Tyler Rasmussen rasmussentj65@gmail.com  762 

371.  Megan Reardon magma.irene@gmail.com  764 

372.  Bob Redling rbredling@gmail.com  766 

373.  Diane Reineman diane.reineman@gmail.com  767 

374.  Don and Candyce Engquist Rennegarbe drennegarbe@comcast.net  768 

375.  Georgette and Jim Reuter reuterville@rainierconnect.com  769 

376.  Rob and Chris Reynolds chrislrey@yahoo.com  775 

377.  Julie Rhodes julierhodes@outlook.com  776 

mailto:suzannapanter@gmail.com
mailto:yellowknife@comcast.net
mailto:dannybrookdale@gmail.com
mailto:brmipa@gmail.com
mailto:klp_patterson@icloud.com
mailto:roncharnley@gmail.com
mailto:npayne330@gmail.com
mailto:jpnova24@yahoo.com
mailto:jpnova24@yahoo.com
mailto:tpendras@gmail.com
mailto:danaperegrine@hotmail.com
mailto:perrowm@hotmail.com
mailto:perrowm@hotmail.com
mailto:perrowm@hotmail.com
mailto:perrowm@hotmail.com
mailto:bripfen@gmail.com
mailto:shawn_e_p@hotmail.com
mailto:alexandra.picha7@gmail.com
mailto:rgrpickering@gmail.com
mailto:kepierce@bvmm.com
mailto:JKPISCHEL@msn.com
mailto:jonathanpottle@gmail.com
mailto:melissa.pretti@yahoo.com
mailto:matt.pricew@gmail.com
mailto:pritch9274@hotmail.com
mailto:jpruntytac@gmail.com
mailto:jquil@harbornet.com
mailto:kaylala427@gmail.com
mailto:tynan.granberg@gmail.com
mailto:nrascon@dadsmove.org
mailto:rash.jordan@gmail.com
mailto:rasmussentj65@gmail.com
mailto:magma.irene@gmail.com
mailto:rbredling@gmail.com
mailto:diane.reineman@gmail.com
mailto:drennegarbe@comcast.net
mailto:reuterville@rainierconnect.com
mailto:chrislrey@yahoo.com
mailto:julierhodes@outlook.com
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No. Name  E-mail Page 

378.  Tom Rickey tom@tomrickey.com  777 

379.  Gayle Rieber gaylephoto@comcast.net  779 

380.  Kyle Rixon rixon.kyle@gmail.com  780 

381.  Mallory Roberts send2mr18@gmail.com  781 

382.  Mia Roberts send2miaroberts@gmail.com  782 

383.  Jose and Melissa Romero oremorcsm@gmail.com  783 

384.  Nina Rook nina.rook@gmail.com  784 

385.  Nathan Rosenbaum nathan.rosenbaum@hotmail.com  786 

386.  Daniel Rosner tahoma31@gmail.com  790 

387.  Margaret Ross the.peg@gmail.com  791 

388.  Patricia Roundy roundype@plu.edu  793 

389.  Lee Roussel hlr@nventure.com  795 

390.  Richard Rucker rucker.group@gmail.com  796 

391.  Sarah Rumbaugh sarahrumbaugh@gmail.com  797 

392.  Jeff Ryan jjryan@harbornet.com 799 

393.  Susan Ryan (1) sryan@harbornet.com  805 

394.  Susan Ryan (2) sryan@harbornet.com  810 

395.  Susan Ryan (3) sryan@harbornet.com  813 

 S   

396.  Josh S. bioligist87@hotmail.com  814 

397.  Rebecca S. rchellot@gmail.com  815 

398.  Hillel Samlan hillelsamlan@gmail.com  816 

399.  Michelle Sanks msmichmont@yahoo.com  818 

400.  Lauren Saxton laurenelizabethsaxton@gmail.com  819 

401.  Christy Scerra cscerra@harbornet.com  821 

402.  Alexander Scheel alexscheel@gmail.com  822 

403.  Dawn Schofield dj5564@harbornet.com  824 

404.  M. Deloris Scholl delohele@gmail.com  825 

405.  Susan Schorba SSchorba@soundcu.com  826 

406.  Hilary Schumer hilary.schumer@gmail.com  827 

407.  Nathan Schumer nss2108@gmail.com  829 

408.  Camille Sebring camillesebring@gmail.com  831 

409.  Troy Serad troyserad@gmail.com  834 

410.  Margaret Shawver margaret.e.groves@gmail.com  835 

411.  Sean Shawver seanvshawver@gmail.com  836 

412.  Paula B Shields and E Wayne Carp paulashields0711@gmail.com  837 

413.  Kevin Shintaku kevinshintaku@gmail.com  839 

414.  Sightline Institute  
(Nisma Gabobe, Senior Research Associate) 

Nisma@sightline.org  841 

415.  Christopher and Alice Skilton skilton@earthlink.net  843 

416.  Paul Skorniakoff pskorniakoff@hotmail.com  844 

417.  Stephen Smith SCloudSmith@hotmail.com  845 

mailto:tom@tomrickey.com
mailto:gaylephoto@comcast.net
mailto:rixon.kyle@gmail.com
mailto:send2mr18@gmail.com
mailto:send2miaroberts@gmail.com
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mailto:nathan.rosenbaum@hotmail.com
mailto:tahoma31@gmail.com
mailto:the.peg@gmail.com
mailto:roundype@plu.edu
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mailto:alexscheel@gmail.com
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mailto:camillesebring@gmail.com
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mailto:Nisma@sightline.org
mailto:skilton@earthlink.net
mailto:pskorniakoff@hotmail.com
mailto:SCloudSmith@hotmail.com
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418.  Cheri Solien (1) cherisolien@we‐tacoma.org  846 

419.  Cheri Solien (2) cherisolien@we‐tacoma.org  849 

420.  Cheri Solien (3) csolien@gmail.com  851 

421.  Diana Sollars dianasollars@outlook.com  852 

422.  Jill Sousa jill@jillsousaarchitect.com  853 

423.  South End Neighborhood Council  
(Athena Brewer, Chair) 

senco253@gmail.com 855 

424.  Andre J. St Hilaire andre.john.sth@gmail.com  858 

425.  Nick Stagliano nstag@aol.com  859 

426.  Angelie Stahlnecker xmaseve72@yahoo.com  860 

427.  Peter Stanley peterhstanley@gmail.com  861 

428.  Lois Stark tacomalois@icloud.com  862 

429.  Anthony Steele assteele@msn.com  863 

430.  Heidi Stephens heidigs@hotmail.com  864 

431.  Tyler Stetson stetsonty@gmail.com  888 

432.  Rebecca Stewart-Johnson rjstewart83@gmail.com  890 

433.  Callie Stoker-Graham cstokergraham@gmail.com  891 

434.  DL Stolaroff lyissabel@msn.com  893 

435.  Henry Stoll hamaistoll@harbornet.com  894 

436.  Ronald Stone ronaldgstone@gmail.com  895 

437.  Susan Stone stone.susan@gmail.com  896 

438.  Jim Straub rustbeltjacobin@gmail.com  898 

439.  Andrea Munro Svac andrea.svac@gmail.com  899 

440.  Kris Symer ksymer@gmail.com  900 

 T   

441.  Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America  
(Megan Capes, Co-Chair) 

chair@tacomadsa.org  901 

442.  Tacoma Permit Advisory Task Force  
(Lynda Foster) 

Lynda.Foster@cityoftacoma.org  903 

443.  Tacoma-Pierce County Affordable Housing 
Consortium 
(Amanda DeShazo, Executive Director) 

amanda@affordablehousingconsortium.org  904 

444.  Tacoma Pierce County Association of REALTORS®  
(Rachel Randich, Government Affairs Director) 

Rachel@tpcar.org  905 

445.  Tacoma/Pierce County Habitat for Humanity  
(Jason Gauthier, Director of Operations & 
Government Affairs) 

Jjgauthier@tpc-habitat.org 907 

446.  Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department  
(Amy Pow, Principal Planner) 

apow@tpchd.org 909 

447.  Ryan Talen ry.talen@gmail.com  914 

448.  Coby Tamayo coby@tamayo.email  916 

449.  Aaron Tanczos aarontanczos@gmail.com  918 

450.  Mary Beth Thomas marybeth170@gmail.com  919 

451.  Jessica Thompson jesskthompson@gmail.com  920 

mailto:cherisolien@we‐tacoma.org
mailto:cherisolien@we‐tacoma.org
mailto:csolien@gmail.com
mailto:dianasollars@outlook.com
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mailto:rustbeltjacobin@gmail.com
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mailto:Lynda.Foster@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:amanda@affordablehousingconsortium.org
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mailto:jesskthompson@gmail.com
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452.  Joseph Tieger jmhornbeam@comcast.net  921 

453.  Jane Trancho jtrancho@gmail.com  927 

454.  Transportation Commission Gerrit  
(Nyland & Jane Moore, Co-Chairs) 

jkammerzell@cityoftacoma.org 928 

455.  Kelly Triggs ktriggs@tpchd.org  930 

456.  Cindy Turco cbturco@nventure.com  932 

457.  Julie Turner juliejayturner@gmail.com  933 

 U   

458.  Kathy Ursich delfiblue@aol.com  934 

459.  Kristi Urv Valiturus@hotmail.com  935 

 V   

460.  Joe van Dyk joseph.a.vandyk@gmail.com  936 

461.  Ryan VanBaalen ryanvanbaalen@gmail.com  937 

462.  Ann Vanderpool-Kimura ann_vander@q.com  938 

463.  Milly Vara varakaren27@gmail.com  939 

464.  Darby Veeck klynett@hotmail.com  941 

465.  Dennis Vercillo dvercillo@outlook.com  942 

466.  Lynne S. Victoria letter 944 

467.  Jaime Vogt jaime.vogt@gmail.com  946 

 W   

468.  Ingrid Walker ingrid.k.walker@gmail.com  947 

469.  Susan Walker smaurawalker@gmail.com  948 

470.  Wesley Walker weswalker3000@gmail.com  949 

471.  Washington Environmental Council  
(Mindy Roberts, Puget Sound Director) 

mindy@wecprotects.org  950 

472.  Marty Webb webbkin@blarg.net  951 

473.  J. Werner wtucsoncowboy@yahoo.com  952 

474.  Wes wes@readaccess.com  953 

475.  West End Neighborhood Council  
(Kim Vascik, Vice-Chair) 

tvascik@gmail.com  954 

476.  West Slope Neighborhood Coalition  
(Jane Evancho, Chair) 

jane_evancho@wamail.net  955 

477.  Heidi White batlmaidn3@aol.com  960 

478.  James J. White James@smithandwhite.com  961 

479.  Vadne White vadnepwhite@gmail.com  962 

480.  Dona Wiesel donawiesel5@gmail.com  964 

481.  Elizabeth Wight wesixski11@harbornet.com  965 

482.  Aarin Wilde aomonroewilde@gmail.com  966 

483.  Kristy Willet getzkristen@yahoo.com  968 

484.  James Williams jimherbwilliams@yahoo.com  969 

485.  Steve Williams prospect2125@aol.com  971 

486.  Laura Wilson lauramwyip@gmail.com  972 

487.  Helen J. Wilson helenwilson59@gmail.com  973 

mailto:jmhornbeam@comcast.net
mailto:jtrancho@gmail.com
mailto:jkammerzell@cityoftacoma.org
mailto:ktriggs@tpchd.org
mailto:cbturco@nventure.com
mailto:juliejayturner@gmail.com
mailto:delfiblue@aol.com
mailto:Valiturus@hotmail.com
mailto:joseph.a.vandyk@gmail.com
mailto:ryanvanbaalen@gmail.com
mailto:ann_vander@q.com
mailto:varakaren27@gmail.com
mailto:klynett@hotmail.com
mailto:dvercillo@outlook.com
mailto:jaime.vogt@gmail.com
mailto:ingrid.k.walker@gmail.com
mailto:smaurawalker@gmail.com
mailto:weswalker3000@gmail.com
mailto:mindy@wecprotects.org
mailto:webbkin@blarg.net
mailto:wtucsoncowboy@yahoo.com
mailto:wes@readaccess.com
mailto:tvascik@gmail.com
mailto:jane_evancho@wamail.net
mailto:batlmaidn3@aol.com
mailto:James@smithandwhite.com
mailto:vadnepwhite@gmail.com
mailto:donawiesel5@gmail.com
mailto:wesixski11@harbornet.com
mailto:aomonroewilde@gmail.com
mailto:getzkristen@yahoo.com
mailto:jimherbwilliams@yahoo.com
mailto:prospect2125@aol.com
mailto:lauramwyip@gmail.com
mailto:helenwilson59@gmail.com
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No. Name  E-mail Page 

488.  LaDauna and Jim Wilson ladaunaw@gmail.com  974 

489.  David Winfrey geoduck10098404@yahoo.com  975 

490.  Debbie Winskill navarth@hotmail.com  976 

491.  Adam Witthuhn adamwitthuhn@gmail.com  977 

492.  John Wolters john@wc-studio.com  979 

493.  Emma Wonsil emmawonsil@gmail.com  981 

494.  Jeri Wright jeriwrig@aol.com  983 

495.  Jody Wright-Tenenberg jwrightten@gmail.com  984 

496.  Lowell Wyse lowell.wyse@gmail.com  988 

 Y (no X or Z)   

497.  Shoko Yoshikawa shoko62@hotmail.com  989 

498.  Rebecca Young rebeccayoung3@me.com  992 

 

mailto:ladaunaw@gmail.com
mailto:geoduck10098404@yahoo.com
mailto:navarth@hotmail.com
mailto:adamwitthuhn@gmail.com
mailto:john@wc-studio.com
mailto:emmawonsil@gmail.com
mailto:jeriwrig@aol.com
mailto:jwrightten@gmail.com
mailto:lowell.wyse@gmail.com
mailto:shoko62@hotmail.com
mailto:rebeccayoung3@me.com
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mike A. <alstonm@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 7:11 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment on Home in Tacoma Draft

Hello -  
 
I’m a homeowner in West Tacoma, with a home just off of South 19th Street. I support increased housing 
density and I think we should increase density in order to allow our city to grow in a sustainable way.  
 
Unfortunately, I cannot support the current proposals provided online. In reviewing both Scenario 1 and 
Scenario 2 on the Home In Tacoma Plan, I’ve noticed that the plan to put mid scale residential along South 19th 
street west of Bridgeport down to the marina.  
 
I have concerns about the ability of south 19th to handle current traffic safely, let alone increased vehicle or 
pedestrian traffic. I also am not sure why this area was chosen for density given the lack of services (no mass 
transit, no walkable retail, only one brewery and one restaurant) along this corridor.  
 
South 19th is 2 lanes with no sidewalks or center turn lane. The road quality is exceedingly poor with pot holes 
up and down the hill. When I’ve requested pot hole repairs In the past city employees have told me that the 
entire hill needs to be replaced, but the budget only allows for spot patches that fail regularly. 
 
There is a depression between Crystal Springs and Sunset that is frequently flooded due to poor drainage. This 
forces pedestrians into the street and causes cars to hydroplane regularly. The depression has sandbags year 
round, which is a sad testament to the condition of the road.  
 
The hill is not served by mass transit and the steep grade makes it impossible for most cyclists to bike and most 
pedestrians to comfortably walk. Street lighting is extremely poor and during the spring and fall, the sun is 
directly in drivers eyes morning and evening, limiting visibility.  
 
Given these concerns, I do not feel this street is adequate to sustain the density proposed in these scenarios. The 
lack of services and transit means these homes will all be served by single occupancy vehicles. If we want to 
add hundreds of vehicles or pedestrians to this street, we need to see investments in sidewalks, street lights and 
better access to transit.  
 
Without more specific information about how this growth might be better supported in such corridors, I cannot 
support these proposals as they currently stand. 
 
If you have more specific plans for this corridor, please let me know. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Michael 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Yousef Abu-Ulbeh <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 7:09 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Yousef Abu-Ulbeh  

yousefabuulbeh@gmail.com  

1718 S Adams St  

Tacoma, Washington 98405-2029 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Wille, Tadd
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:32 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

 
 

From: John Adams <info@email.actionnetwork.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:47 AM 
To: Wille, Tadd <tadd.wille@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 ‐ Tranformative Housing Choices 

 

Tadd Wille, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  
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4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  

7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

John Adams  

john.adams7@gmail.com  

5907 36th Ave E  

Tacoma, Washington 98443 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 3, 2021 12:31 AM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: TAG Letter re Home in Tacoma
Attachments: TAG Letter Affordable Housing Action Strategy 2021-3-31.pdf

Please include in the comments. Thanks Wung! 
 

From: Michael Mirra <MMirra@tacomahousing.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 4:33 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Sawada, Steven <ssawada@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: TAG Letter re Home in Tacoma 
 

Dear Elliot and Steven: 
 
          Thank you very much for the TAG discussion today.  I enjoyed it.  As you know, in the 
discussion the TAG agreed upon the text of a letter to send to the Planning Commission and the 
Mayor and the City Council expressing support for the Home in Tacoma proposals.  I attach the 
final version of the letter. 
 
          Please send this letter to: 
 
          ●       Planning Commission members and to the Mayor and members of the City 
Council; 
          ●       TAG members. 
 
          Thank you! 
 
                   Michael 
 
Michael Mirra 
he/him 
Executive Director 
Tacoma Housing Authority 
902 South L Street, Tacoma, WA 98405 
(253) 207-4429 
(253) 651-3289 CELL 
mmirra@tacomahousing.org 
www.tacomahousing.net 
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“Housing Tacoma Forward” 
 
 

Have you or your tenant missed a rent or utility payment? Pierce County may be able to help pay late bills. Visit 
the Pierce County Housing Help website (http://PierceCountyWA.gov/HousingHelp) to apply. No internet? Call 
2-1-1 to apply over the phone. 
 
FAQs about the program can be found on the Pierce County Housing Help website 
(http://PierceCountyWA.gov/HousingHelp) 
 
If you already applied, you may log in to the online application portal to check the status of your application. 
For questions about this program, please call (253) 798-6931 or email HSrent@piercecountywa.gov. 
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TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP 

CITY OF TACOMA AFFORDABLE HOUSING ACTION STRATEGY 
 

March 31, 2021 

 

By email: elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org  

 

Mayor Victoria Woodards 

City Councilmembers 

City of Tacoma 

747 Market Street, Twelfth Floor 

Tacoma, Washington 98402 

Planning Commission Members 

City of Tacoma 

747 Market Street 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

 

 Re: Home in Tacoma Policy Proposals 

 

Dear Mayor Woodards, Councilmembers, and Planning Commission Members: 

 

 This letter is written on behalf of the members of the City’s Technical Advisory Group 

(“TAG”).  TAG members represent organizations, companies, and persons that finance, design, 

build, own, manage, and study housing.  All TAG members also care deeply about the welfare of 

our City.   

 

City staff convened the TAG to advise them in the drafting and implementation of the 

City’s Affordable Housing Action Strategy (“AHAS”).  That implementation takes an important 

step forward with your pending consideration of the Home in Tacoma policy proposals.  We 

write to convey the TAG’s strong support for these proposals to increase market rate and 

affordable housing development opportunities in the City.   

 

 The TAG supports the Home in Tacoma proposals for the following three main reasons: 

 

1. THE PROPOSAL REFLECTS WIDE RANGING AND THOUGHTFUL 

COMMUNITY CONSULTATION 

Staff consulted widely to draft the proposals.  They elicited community views with the 

Housing Choice Survey, hosted virtual housing cafes, and convened over 30 community 

discussions with various stakeholder groups, including the Planning Commission and 

City Council.  The Planning Commission convened the Housing Equity Taskforce to 

ensure that racial equity features prominently in the discussion.  Staff also convened the 

TAG monthly for detailed discussion about the developing proposals.  The Home in 

Tacoma proposals reflect the substance of those TAG discussions in ways that we 

recognize, and appreciate.   

 

* 

 

* 

 

* 
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2. THE PROPOSALS STRENGTHEN THE 3 NECESSARY STRATEGIES 

The Home in Tacoma proposals strengthen the three strategies widely understood to be 

necessary to address the housing shortage, especially the shortage of affordable housing.   

 

2.1 Make it easier to build housing of all types for all household incomes 

The City’s zoning law limits about 75% of Tacoma’s housing land to single-

family detached houses.  This greatly limits the supply of housing.  Both 

proposals would rezone areas to permit a modestly wider variety of housing of 

appropriate and congenial density.  This would create the development 

opportunity for “missing middle” type of housing, which many neighborhoods do 

not have.   

 

The proposals show care and thought in selecting the areas of the City to be 

rezoned.  It focuses the modestly higher densities near designated Centers and 

commercial or transit corridors, and then appropriately transitions the density into 

the areas that would remain lower density zones.  We note the importance of 

using streets to separate the different allowable densities to avoid having a notably 

larger structure next to a notably smaller one, separated by only a boundary line 

or an alley.  Let the city streets serve as the separation. 

 

Home in Tacoma’s proposals offer two alternatives to this rezoning: The TAG 

favors the more extensive “Scenario 2 – Transform Housing Choice”.  We favor 

the more extensive alternative because it would create more opportunities for 

housing development in order to meet the urgent need for housing supply while 

reasonably managing the transition.  It would also create more opportunities for 

affordable housing incentives/requirements.  We recognize that more discussion 

with stakeholders will be necessary about Scenario 2 and, in particular, how to 

phase it. 

 

This strategy creates the greatest amount of opportunity to increase the supply of 

housing.  It gives Tacoma a chance to manage its projected population growth.  

The modest increases in density, smartly located, will better support the transit 

and retail services the city needs.  In doing this, Tacoma will also be more 

congenial to walking and bicycles.   

 

This strategy, however, will not by itself adequately address the need for this 

housing to be affordable to lower income households.  That companion goal 

requires two additional strategies. 

 

 2.2 Incentive and Inclusionary Zoning Requirements 

The second necessary strategy to make housing more affordable for lower income 

households would incentivize or, in limited circumstances, require the inclusion 

of affordable units inside market-rate developments.  
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First, the City can offer incentives to market rate developers to include affordable 

units.  This strategy is called incentive zoning.  One version of incentive zoning 

would expand the areas available for a developer’s use of the 12-year multifamily 

property tax exemption program (MFTE).  To do this, the City should expand its 

‘residential targeted areas’ beyond their current mixed-use center areas and along 

corridors and residential transition areas slated for upzoning in the Home in 

Tacoma proposals.   

 

The second way is to require developers, in limited circumstances, to include 

affordable housing in their market rate developers.  This is called inclusionary 

zoning.  Typically, instances of this requirement would be when a city greatly 

increases the value of a developer’s land by upzoning or by a city investment in 

infrastructure or public transit.  An inclusionary affordable housing requirement is 

a way for the city to recoup the value of these investments with a public benefit, 

like affordable housing.   

 

These two policy tools have been central recommendations of the two reports the 

City Council commissioned, one in 2018, City of Tacoma Affordable Housing 

Action Strategy (September 2018), and the other in 2010, Affordable Housing 

Policy Advisory Group: Policy Recommendations to the City Council (December 

3, 2010).  The Home in Tacoma proposal recommends versions of these 

strategies. 

 

We also ask the City to appreciate an urgency for this part of the proposals.  

Incentive and inclusionary zoning strategies work best in a rising market, like 

Tacoma’s.  This rising market, coupled with the new housing opportunities that 

the rezoning should allow, is a chance the City should not miss. 

 

Both incentive and inclusionary zoning policies must be done in a way so projects 

remain financially feasible.  For that reason, these policies are generally most able 

to serve households between 50% to 80% of the Area Median Income.  They do 

not generally serve households at the lower incomes.  To serve those households 

most in need requires a third type of strategy.  (Please note: two TAG members do 

not favor mandatory inclusionary zoning) 

 

 2.3 City Financing for Subsidized Housing for Lower-Income Households 

To serve households most in need requires an adequately funded local affordable 

housing fund.  This fund will help finance the preservation and development of 

affordable housing by non-profit organizations or the public housing authority.  

The use of long-term contracts with private developers may serve the same 

purpose.  The resulting housing will be deeply affordable.  And by its non-profit 

or public ownership, or by long-term contracts with private developers, this 

housing will be removed from the speculative rental market, ensuring its long-

term affordability.  
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Creating such a fund was also a central recommendation of the two previous 

reports. 

 

We are very pleased that on March 30th, the City Council by its Ordinance 28747, 

created a stable funding stream for a local housing trust fund by the imposition of 

a 1/10th of 1% sales tax for affordable housing purposes. This is a major step 

forward for the City. 

 

3. THE PROPOSAL RECOGNIZES THAT ITS RECOMMENDATIONS ARE 

NECESSARY TO FURTHER THE CITY’s RACIAL EQUITY GOALS 

 The TAG appreciates that the Home in Tacoma proposals recognize how the City’s 

history of racially exclusionary housing policies and practices explain much of the 

present challenge and need for reform.  There is much work to do.  There is also much 

work to undo.  The Home in Tacoma project is a necessary start to that work. 

 

 

The Home in Tacoma proposals are important and timely.  Tacoma’s housing market and 

the City’s housing policies will determine in large measure the type of community Tacoma is or 

will be.  They will determine who can live in Tacoma, whether their children will be able to stay 

when they are grown, and whether Tacoma will have the local workforce it needs for its own 

prosperity.  Housing will determine if Tacoma outgrows the effects of a century of purposeful 

racially exclusionary policies and practices.  And housing will determine the well-being of nearly 

every other civic interest: education, child welfare, health, public health, transportation, land use, 

growth management, economic development, environmental conservation, and racial justice.  

For all these reasons, the TAG recommends the Home in Tacoma policy proposals, including its 

Scenario 2 – Transform Housing Choice. 

 

The Home in Tacoma project and proposals show study, thought, and care by the 

Planning Commission and a talented City staff.  We appreciate their willingness to allow the 

TAG to participate in these discussions.  We remain ready to assist the Council. the Planning 

Commission, and City staff with the work still ahead. 

 

We hope these comments are helpful to you. 

 

Thank you. 

 

Cordially, 

 

AHAS TECHNICAL ADVISORY GROUP 

 

 

 

 

cc: TAG members: 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Emily Albino <emilymariealbino@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 2:47 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Support for the Home in Tacoma Project

Hello, 
I just wanted the city to know how much I support the Home in Tacoma Project. As a new resident who moved 
to this unique city in September, it makes me excited to imagine more affordable multi-family housing areas. 
Coming from Fort Worth, Texas where housing is overwhelmingly single family and very spread out, I can say 
that Tacoma's approach is much more worthwhile. There is a huge benefit to making the city more walkable, 
affordable, and diverse. I hope to see this project to fruition. 
 
Thank you, 
Emily Albino 
 
1502 S G St, Tacoma, WA 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: stephanie alexander <taffysmiles_2you@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:03 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing 

The controversial policies in the plan, including the minimizing of single‐family zoning, have not been vetted through an 
economic lens. The policy asserts that more units automatically equals more affordability.  
There doesn’t seem to be any fact bases for these decisions. The policy does not cite any research to support its 
assertion, nor does it address any goals regarding the impact they will have or intend to achieve including anticipated 
housing or theoretical decreases to housing costs. There is zero statical support linking to this conclusion Will this 
improve housing affordability or just breakdown the fabric of the community we live in.  
We don’t have any safeguards for this proposed policy, and once we enact these rights, they’re grandfathered  in The 
consequences of a policy like this on a community like ours are  too harmful to be glossed over in the name of 
innovation. This policy without adequate safeguards will cause long‐term harm to low income families.   
 
 
Stephanie Alexander  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Layne Alfonso <layne.alfonso13@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:25 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma public comment

I am NOT in favor of the Home in Tacoma proposals as currently being recommended.  My objections include:
1.  There has not been enough outreach to current homeowners.  Making comments or attending public 
meetings is very difficult for working people.   
2.  The process is moving too fast and there should be much more discussion about what the proposed changes 
will look like in 3 years, 5 years 10 years, and beyond. 
3.  There is not enough real data that supports the recommendations being promoted will actually result in the 
outcomes being promised by the City. 
4.  It appears the City is biased in its evaluation and has not engaged all groups, specifically homeowners, in the 
development of the Home in Tacoma recommendations. 
5.  I would like to know if there is a location in Tacoma or elsewhere in Puget Sound where similar land-use 
policies being recommended by the City are successful in increasing housing affordability. 
6. Increasing density in single-family neighborhoods with units favoring single occupancy (studio or 1 bdrm), 
transient populations (young demographic or students), and rental units (just apts or ADUs) will have negative 
impacts on family neighborhoods, schools, community safety, and affordability of permanent housing.  As 
an example - allowing a high-density apt building designed specifically for single occupants with limited 
parking next to an established elementary school is poor planning.  Especially where most students have to 
either walk or be driven to the school.  Why is the School District being burdened with increased safety 
concerns?      
7. Many of the Home in Tacoma policies will favor investors and developers over land-owners and working 
families.   
8. More evaluation needs to be done to better understand market conditions and impacts on existing 
homeowners and their families.  
Regards   
 
Layne Alfonso 
Tacoma Resident 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bill or Lucy Allard <petrofanz@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:05 PM
To: Planning; Hines, John; Woodards, Victoria; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Ushka, 

Catherine; Beale, Chris; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina
Subject: Housing and zoning questions........

                                                                                                                                           
                                                                                                                                                                      
                          April 9, 2021 
Tacoma Planning Department, Mayor and Council Members: A few housing and zoning 
questions: 
*How many people would like to live in Tacoma? How many people can live in Tacoma? Do we 
despoil existing R-1 zoning to increase density until most properties contain multiple dwellings or 
even multi-story apartments and condos in a futile effort believing we can provide housing for 
anyone/everyone who desires to live here? Another 25,000 residents? 100,000? 200,000 or 
more??? At some point, people must realize not everyone who wants to live in Tacoma will be 
able to do so. This is the reality of economics; supply and demand.  
*Tacoma’s R-1 zoning represents a “contract” between home owners who invested in those areas 
and the City, which now wants to unilaterally breach the “agreement.” Will Tacoma’s R-1 
property owners recoil at having their established zone taken away by fiat action? Importantly, 
once R-1 zoning is compromised, there’s no guarantee the new standard won’t be altered again 
by future city councils.  
*Could some of the present difficulty finding “affordable housing” in Tacoma be attributed to 
the City’s declaration of “sanctuary-city status,” as an accelerant for population growth and 
housing shortages? 
*Any new increase in “affordable housing” taxes may provide a targeted reduction in housing 
costs (subsidies) for some residents; but the increase of those taxes then sets the stage for the next 
call to address excessive housing costs, which are now even higher, due in part to the last tax 
increase.  
*Most R-1 residential areas were not designed to accommodate the number of parked vehicles 
seen in neighborhoods today. Adding additional dwelling units on these R-1 sites puts more cars 
at the curb, inside the curb and on front lawns.  
*Several studies conducted in the 1950s using laboratory rats as a stand-in for human 
populations, examined the outcome on rat behavior when rat populations and densities were 
increased. Do an Internet search on the subject. Are some municipalities already showing some 
evidence of human behaviors mirroring the actions of the studied rat populations? 
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Wiliam B. Allard 
1801 S. Fernside Dr. 
Tacoma, 98465  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hunter, Lillian
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:58 PM
To: John Allen
Cc: Planning
Subject: RE: A Better Plan

Dear Mr. Allen: 
 
Thank you for your outreach.  I will say that I do appreciate your style of communication.  That said – I want you to know 
that I am also very concerned with the proposals.  While increased housing is important, torpedoing established 
neighborhoods with an “anything goes” proposal is  not only harmful, but disrespectful to people who support density 
and good design.  The elements of design requirements, review or recommendations is very vague.  There are too many 
unanswered questions here. 
 
Your comments about repurposing commercial space have merit.  Certainly something we can explore and perhaps use 
the new dollars generated by the housing tax. 
 
Please stay engaged and stay tuned for more information. 
 
Again, thank you for taking the time to reach out and sharing your ideas. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lillian 
 

From: John Allen <troop216sm@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:59 PM 
To: Woodards, Victoria <victoria.woodards@cityoftacoma.org>; Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org>; Thoms, 
Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>; Blocker, Keith <Keith.Blocker@cityoftacoma.org>; Ushka, Catherine 
<cushka@cityoftacoma.org>; Beale, Chris <chris.beale@cityoftacoma.org>; Hunter, Lillian 
<lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; McCarthy, Conor <Conor.McCarthy@cityoftacoma.org>; Walker, Kristina 
<Kristina.Walker@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: A Better Plan 

 

Thank goodness we are at such of point of opportunity in our city.  We have all suffered 
long enough under COVID.  We have also been offered numerous wake-up calls on so many 
of our social issue that we have struggled with and too often avoided for such a long time, 
not only here, but around the world. 

  

Recently my neighbors have begun to share their concerns about the Home in Tacoma 
Project.  I have lived in Tacoma for over 30 years, owned several homes here, raised two 
kids, been involved and volunteered in our schools, community groups and church.  I have 
been planning to retire here.  The beautiful package online about the Home in Tacoma 
project is one of the finest smoke screens and sales pitches I have ever seen.  All the 
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wonderful benefits it promotes and claims to resolve are concerns I believe most of us share 
and we would love to see them addressed.  Other than the financial benefits the developers 
will receive and more available middle housing supporting the developers and realtors, we 
do not agree with or support the proposed plan.  The plan does not work to the core of any 
of our community issues.  More middle housing will not begin to address systemic 
racism.  Please don’t make us believe we truly care about a problem with such a nonviable 
proposal. 

  

Instead of reducing the number of single family homes, I see too many missed opportunities 
for our city to address; such as, the no longer needed retail space (more since COVID has 
begun), the commercial areas that no longer support businesses, the trash and the 
homeless issues we all see every day. 

  

Thank you for your commitment and hard work.  Our city needs a plan and great 
leaders.  We don't need a plan to wipe out the neighborhoods that do maintain the livable 
standard that makes Tacoma such a great place to live. 

  

Please do not approve the Home in Tacoma plan. 

  

John Allen 

253-691-3938 

1124 N Heatherwood W 

Tacoma, WA. 98406 
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To: Elliott Barnett 
Planning Commission 
City Council 

 
Re:  Public Comment—Home in Tacoma 
  
Following are my observations after much study and interaction with planning staff.  They are a 
reaction to the plan, and not intended as a criticism of any individual. 
 
My over-riding position is adamant opposition to such a far-reaching and radical program.  It is 
overkill in the extreme, in my view, and after watching the March 23 Study Session, it appears 
to me that proponents are focused more on ideology (aka "inclusion") than addressing the 
issue of supply in a balanced way.  Within that context: 

 What is "inclusion"?  Inclusion for whom, in what?  And, if the ultimate "equalizer" is 
home ownership, how does a plan that actually decreases ownership options help? 

 Tacoma's South End has some of the most affordable options in the Puget Sound 
Area.  More affordable than Sumner, Bonney Lake, Puyallup, Fircrest, University 
Place, Gig Harbor, and certainly all points north.  So where is the 
"emergency"?  Certainly there is an issue, but it appears to me that "emergency" is 
being used as a lever to radically change the city without proper discourse.  The 
average homeowner does NOT know about this plan, much less its implications, and 
jamming it through as an "emergency" is an immense disservice.   

 Several Councilmembers stated that people who are opposed to the plan "just don't get 
it", as if they don't understand.  Interestingly, looking at comments on the interactive 
map, I see the most negative are from folks who have actually experienced (such as 
Proctor residents) the type of change this plan advocates.  They get it -- very clearly -- 
as they have been slapped in the face by it. 

 The statement that "some of Tacoma's most popular neighborhoods were built before 
SFR zoning" should also mention that it was precisely the hodge-podge result that led 
people to demand zoning changes 70 years ago.  I have zero interest in living in the 
Stadium District for exactly that reason and yet, that's where we appear to be 
headed.  A giant step backwards. 

 It is literally horrifying to contemplate a four-story apartment house with zero parking 
1/2 block from my home.  I invested in this neighborhood, beyond just buying a 
house, and it is not equitable that I should bear the brunt of someone else's notion of 
"equity". 

 Speaking of equity, how is it equitable that, due to economic reality, places on the 
slopes and other high-priced areas will be largely sheltered from this plan's 
measures?  The folks that will suffer the consequences are those of us where less-
expensive properties can be snatched up by developers and demoed or converted.  A 
perfect example is N 8th and Oakes: two SFR's screaming for someone to fix them up 
will instead be demoed for a 4-story, 41-unit apt house with no parking.  The ripple 
effect for blocks in that neighborhood will be huge and negative.  Two chances for 
someone to enjoy home ownership at a bargain price squandered and a 
neighborhood thrown into turmoil.  Not equitable.  Not fair.  Not community-minded. 
There is no provision for differentiation amongst neighborhoods with different 
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characteristics.  Ironically, the very people supposedly targeted for "inclusion" will 
likely be the most negatively impacted since Oakes-type changes will be more 
prevalent in their neighborhoods.    

 The panel selected to address the Council hardly represents a balanced perspective.  
Perhaps a real estate expert like Mike Lonergan would be a good addition if balanced 
input is of interest. 

 
I spent most of my 16 years on Sumner's City Council as chair of the Community Development 
Committee.  We grappled with the issues thrust on us by the GMA, PSRC, etc. etc. and came 
up with some ways to increase density without radically altering the reasons folks chose their 
respective neighborhoods.   

 One tactic was of course mixed-use centers, carefully sighted so as to create as little 
impact on surrounding properties as possible.   

 In the spirit of maintaining scale and encouraging home-ownership, we revised the 
code to allow for zero lot-line development in some areas, thereby encouraging 
individual ownership of the units in a townhouse, for instance.   

 We also mandated ground-related housing for multiplexes to reduce their scale, and 
limited the number allowed in any one block.   

 Cottage housing was a minimally invasive tool for increasing housing options, as well 
as relaxed ADU standards.   

These are reasonable means of addressing the issue, without decimating neighborhoods. 
  
Here's how this proposal could be modified to present a balanced approach to the housing 
issue: 

 Limit the "mid-scale" housing to mixed-use centers.  Eliminate the wide swaths that 
engulf people's homes just because a bus happens to go that way.  

 Require parking!  1:1 ratio minimum.  Councilman Thoms cited data validating what 
everyone knows intuitively.  While some might wish people no longer drive, that 
notion is at least 20 years in the future.  Streets lined with parked cars are not a 
pleasant, or safe, streetscape and when adequate parking is not available, the whole 
neighborhood suffers the consequence. 

 Limit the number of multiplexes allowed in one area.  The original pilot program had a 
1000-foot buffer between them.  That made sense. 

 Incorporate ownership-friendly provisions as I have outlined above.  Everyone wins. 
 
My hope is that you will take a step back and give greater credence to the immense negative 
impacts this plan harbors.  Have some respect for the average homeowner who has invested 
in this city and will suffer the brunt of your plan.  As everyone said, it is a BIG deal with 
immense implications – many unknown and unintended.  If you proceed with Phase I, the dye 
will be cast regardless of subsequent zoning or design standard tweaks.  You should scale 
back the revised Infill Pilot Program (add buffers, parking requirements) which has been in 
place only a few months and let it run its course. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
Steve (and Susan) Allsop 
2201 N Lawrence St. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Steve Allsop <s.allsop.37@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:11 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

This plan -- both the Evolve and Transform versions -- is too aggressive and impactful to homeowners.  Needed 
revisions include: 

 "Mid-Scale" throughout the city on "corridors" is too intrusive.  Density of this scale should be limited 
to MUC's. 

 "Mid-Scale" should not be viewed as transitionary.  It is too stark a contrast to SFR.  Neat and tidy 
scaling as in the visuals does not occur in real life. 

 The plan does not differentiate between different parts of town with vastly different attributes.  There 
should be provision for sub-area plans to address this.  One size does not fit all. 

 On-site parking should be required for all development.  1:1 ratio.  Lack of adequate parking with the 
resultant safety, convenience and visual impacts is a primary problem associated with infill 
development, resulting in severe impacts to neighborhoods. 

 There should be buffers between multifamily projects outside of MUC's.  No more than one Duplex, 
Triplex or Fourplex in a 1000 foot radius. 

 Greater deference should be given to the impacts these plans have on current homeowners.   

Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Steve and Susan Allsop 
2201 N Lawrence St. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Carl Anderson <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:12 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Transformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

As a resident, home owner, and registered voter I believe The City of Tacoma's "Home In 

Tacoma" could be a step in undoing housing injustices. 

Carl Anderson 

Carl Anderson  

carl11anderson@yahoo.com  

909 N I ST, 408  

TACOMA, Washington 98403-2132 
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There is talk abut green spaces and environment, but the majority of the current SFR zones that will be converted to 

mid-level density are older neighborhoods with lots of mature trees and yards.  Converting these to apartment 

complexes will reduce the tree canopy and increase the amount of non-permeable services, which contribute to higher 

temperatures within cities.  Reducing tree canopy & available yard space also reduces environments for migratory birds, 

which often return to the same places every year.  This is exactly the opposite of addressing climate change.  It also 

increases runoff and decreases aquifer buildup as water is channeled into storm drains instead of being absorbed into 

the existing ecosystem.  Replacing the older, craftsman style homes with unimaginative multi-plexes would take away 

from the charm that is Tacoma.  Focus should be on already vacant commercial or otherwise zoned rather than 

destroying existing neighborhoods. 

 

I do not see a definition of what “historic districts” means.  In my neighborhood, most houses were built early in the 20th 

century, but I don’t believe the neighborhood is designated as “historical”.  The infill statement may then not apply; and 

with reduced setbacks, I assume that means a 4 story apartment building could go in within 10 feet of my house.  This 

would directly impact natural light and would not be in scale with the houses in the neighborhood.   

 

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

 And 

 

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

 
I do not see any changes being made to the current URX zoning district.  The existing URX at the north end of the 72nd 

street crossroads has a limit of 45’.  The new mid-scale residential does not have a specific height restriction – just by 

story.  A 4 story apartment could be 62 high.  You would then have a lower height zoning in between the CCX & midscale 

residential.  i.e. CCX is 60 feet.  URX abutting it is 45 feet.  Mid-scale residential abutting that is then 62+ feet?  The 

midscale that abuts URX zoning should be at that level, or below. 

 

Current street parking does not seem to be considered when replacing commercial structures with apartment 

complexes.  The new Grand Pacific apartments are a prime example of that.  D street is a small, unmarked side street; 

yet a complex with likely well over 120+ residents was allowed to be put in with no upgrades to the street; or safety 

considerations.  The neighborhood was told the only way they could secure their existing parking spots on the street 

would be to pay for a permit.  The permit would allow them guaranteed access to street parking; but were also told it’s 

not really enforced even though it’s currently in the zoning code.  How will this be handled under the new plan since it’s 

not enforced now? 

 

I see lots of words like “encourage” and “promote” – these are all nice but have no backbone for enforcement.  There 

should be stricter language to guarantee that these won’t be run roughshod over through development (i.e. existing 

Staff Note:  
This letter is from Corey Anderson, 
cjanderson@firstam.com,  
April 9, 2021, 9:45 a.m. 
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neighborhood character, architectural styles, open spaces).  Example – currently residents are “encouraged” to not cut 

down existing trees – but in the last year alone, our street has had 3 mature disease-free trees removed specifically for 

new development.  Unless stronger codes are in place, what is to stop that from happening in the future? 

 

What are the population densities of the existing SFR zoning that will be converted to mid-scale?  What is the income 

level compared to those deeper in residential neighborhoods?  What is the ethnicity?  Age groups? I would guess that 

since property values are lower in these areas, that income is lower as well and trending with older folks / minorities.  

While a design such as that is being proposed would be great for starting a city from scratch, that is not what is 

happening here.  Many of those neighborhoods are well established with people who have lived there for decades.  It 

seems that the idea to put more dense housing in these neighborhoods will hurt the very people you are trying to help. 

 

Lastly, mid-scale residential is being focused on existing MUC / Neighborhood / Crossroads centers based on this 

description (from Tac planning page): 

 

 They anchor complete neighborhoods with retail stores and businesses (grocery stores, restaurants, markets, 

shops, etc.), civic amenities (libraries, schools, community centers, places of worship, etc.), housing options, 

health clinics, daycare centers, employment centers, plazas and parks, and other public gathering places. Mixed-

use centers are the basis for achieving neighborhoods where residents can meet more of their everyday needs 

within an easy walk of their home. 

 

That may have been the plan, but in reality, many of the MUC’s in Tacoma still do not fit that description.  The 72nd 

Crossroads area has 1 grocery store, 1 convenience store, a liquor store, a weed store, a vape store, a pawn shop, 2 

“quick food” type restaurants to 2 regular restaurants.  There is one chiropractor and 1 urgent care clinic.   A couple auto 

repair shops. There are no shops, no civic amenities.  Certainly not a walkable shopping area like say, Proctor.  The 

Portland center is very similar.  This is 20+ years after they were designated MUC’s.  Instead of focusing mid-scale 

development around what the MUC should be; it’s time to look at them and change their designation as necessary. 

 

I heard a quote the other day that seems appropriate here: 

 

Don’t do things for the people; do things with the people.  Sit down and listen to those that you are trying to help 

instead of assuming what is needed. 

 

So – thank you for listening. 
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April 6, 2021 

. 

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

We visited this whole issue in 2019 and after a comprehensive study it was determined Strawberry hill 

was not able to facilitate the needs of any additional multifamily dwellings.  

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

No elementary school within walking distance 

No middle school within walking distance  

No high school within walking distance 

Closest grocery store is 2 miles away. 

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

The sewer lines in this area are still terra cotta. 

The nearest bus stop is over a half mile away. 

With in two blocks of the purposes High Multi Family (north side of East 29 between East J and East L) 

there are four triplexes, one 8 plex, two duplexes and an unknow number of rental homes. 

During this discussion it was brought up that the School district could use the funds in their budget by 

selling the vacant Gault Middle School, Rogers Elementary School, McKinley Elementary School and the 

city could then use the lots for building Multiplexes. 

This High Multi family complex is placed on the map as an affordable housing option all the sites marked 

on the map for Strawberry Hill are with views of the city, river, and bay and would be considered view 

properties with the rent ranging from $2000.00 to $2500.00 per month. 

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

Would it be a better plan to register Strawberry Hill and Mckinley Park as a Historical Sites as suggested 

in the 2018 study conducted by U of W and City of Tacoma and allow the Federal funds available for this 

tile help facilitate the needs of this community and lessen the financial burden on the already stressed 

Tacoma Budget.  

Thank you , Resident of Strawberry Hill  since 1966 

Delores Anderson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Laura Anderson <lauraandersonproperties@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 10:34 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed Housing Scenarios

Hello, 
 
Hope you all are safe and healthy is these crazy times. I have been reviewing the two proposed scenarios for the 
Home in Tacoma initiative and I just wanted to send in my comments. I feel we should go with the second 
scenario. As an owner of several two unit properties that are just outside of the zones outlined in scenario 1, 
we're very excited about the possibility of scenario 2 being a bit larger and allowing us to add additional rental 
units to these properties, helping create additional housing for the city. I have 3 properties that would be 
affected by the two different scenario options, and the second option would allow us to add units on all 3 
properties, while option 1 would allow us to do nothing at all. Thanks for all of your hard work and taking our 
feedback! 
 
Laura Anderson  
REALTOR® 
253.686.5653 
WINDERMERE PROFESSIONAL PARTNERS 
4701 S 19th St. Ste. 200, Tacoma, WA 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: R. R. Anderson <rerun@tinkertopia.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:59 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Support for the Home in Tacoma Project

Chair Petersen and members of the Planning Commission,  
 
I, Cartoonist and small business owner RR Anderson of Tinkertopia, support the City of Tacoma’s efforts to 
address our housing and affordable housing supply issues through, broadly, the comprehensive Affordable 
Housing Action Strategy and specifically via the Home in Tacoma project, and elements of both proposals to 
increase market rate and affordable housing development opportunities in the City.  
 
To address our housing shortage, we must utilize strategies to increase the opportunity for housing 
development in our community, and make it easier to construct housing of all types for households of all 
income levels. Lets get rid of the golf course on south 19th Street and build affordable housing, and 
mixed use towers. 
 
Under the City’s current zoning approximately 75% of Tacoma’s residential areas are limited to single-family 
detached houses. This greatly limits the supply of housing. The Home in Tacoma proposals would update zoning 
in our residential areas to permit a wider variety of housing of appropriate density. This would create the 
development opportunity for “missing middle” type of housing that will be needed to meet our housing production 
targets. 
 
The proposals show care and thought in selecting the areas of the City to be rezoned. It focuses the modestly 
higher densities near designated centers and corridors, and then appropriately transitions the density into the 
areas that would remain lower density zones. Utilizing streets to separate the different allowable densities would 
avoid having a notably larger structure next to a notably smaller one, separated by only a boundary line or an 
alley.  
 
I favor a strategy to create the greatest amount of opportunity to increase the supply of housing. The modest 
increases in density, smartly located, will better support the transit, commercial, and retail services the City 
needs. 
 
It’s also important to note a secondary strategy to incentivize the development of Affordable housing in newly 
zoned residential areas.  
 
I encourage the City to expand the areas available for developers use of the 12-year multifamily property tax 
exemption program (MFTE). To do so, the City would need to expand its residential targeted areas (“RTA”) 
along corridors and residential transition areas newly zoned as a part of the Home in Tacoma project. Expanding 
the RTAs beyond their current mixed-use center areas would allow the City to offer the 12 year MFTE in areas of 
the City that developers are currently unable to access the incentive.  
 
In considering this expansion, it is important to note that since 2019 the City has approved twenty-one 12-year 
MFTE projects and only 5 of those twenty-one projects have had more than 34 units. This appears to be a clear 
signal that the residential housing market is interested in utilizing the 12-year program and provides more 
opportunity for the program to be used to provide critically needed Affordable housing.  
 
Tacoma’s housing market and the City’s housing policies will determine in large measure the type of community 
Tacoma is or will be. The proposals will determine who can live in Tacoma, whether their children will be able to 
stay when they are grown, and whether Tacoma will have the locally centered workforce it needs for its own 
prosperity. Housing will determine the well-being of nearly every other civic interest: education, child 
development, public health, transportation, land use, growth management, economic development, climate 
conservation, and racial justice.  
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Thank you for your work on this issue. Also, Please save my bus stop 2546 on South 19th Street. 
 
 
--  
R.R. Anderson, 
++ Creative Reuse Specialist ++ 
(253) 778-6539 
http://tinkertopia.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rita Andreeva <ritandreeva@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:22 PM
To: Barnett, Elliott; Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma project feedback

First and foremost, before anything else is done, the streets must be cleaned up from the homeless tents and 
them relocated to somewhere, like a large city owned lot in the industrial section away from residential 
neighborhoods. Living on the streets must be made illegal affective immediately. After all, no one is allowed to 
live in parks, which is actually less problematic than people living on the sidewalks. Homeless are being 
removed selectively, which is not fair to the residents like myself living next to a horrible homeless 
encampment. It seems like the city decided to ignore certain locations and all the neighbors' complaints and 
requests to remove the encampments fall on death ears, and yet the city removes them immediately in other 
locations. This is terribly wrong! The city removed the homeless from the People's Park only to have them 
move to Yakima Ave and the city just continues to ignore Yakima Ave. This is outrageous!  
 
Now, for the suggestions for the planning: 
 
1) It makes sense to allow 2-4 units multifamily zoning in residential neighborhoods, so that people who want 
to divide up their homes to make duplexes, or to put ADUs in their yards and attics and basements to survive in 
these difficult financial times, they should be able to do so. 
2) You can't slap apartment buildings in residential neighborhoods! Terrible idea! People who bought houses 
there wanted to live in certain quiet and cozy environment and should not be made to suffer!!! 
3) Current multifamily zoned neighborhoods such as downtown and Hilltop and New Tacoma have lots of 
smaller very old 2-4-plexes and small apartment buildings which are very old and decrepid, not up to all codes, 
have often single pane windows, no insulation, galvanized pipes, and they are NOT earthquake safe. Now, 
instead of making other neighborhoods miserable, renovate the multifamily neighborhoods that are already 
here! Earthquake retrofit, add size, stories, units, ADUs, or tear down and build nice new buildings! You have 
lots of space to work with!!!!! And doing so you'll be helping homeowners currently low income and not able to 
pay for renovations. Right now you can only get help for a single family house! That's ridiculous. You need to 
offer renovation help to multifamily homes, as long as homeowners qualify by certain income guidelines, so big 
investors can't take advantage of the program. 
4) You have a lot of industrial - commercial - multifamily mixed areas with LOTS of space being wasted such 
as along S. Tacoma Way. All those sprawling one-story businesses and endless ugly parking lots need to be torn 
down and replaced by efficient buildings with retail and mfg space on the bottom, garage in the basement, 
offices on second floor and apartments on top, surrounded by trees and have rooftop vegetable gardens for the 
residents.  
5) You MUST change the following city ordinances that cause huge problems for infill:  
     1. The bass or base music speakers must not be allowed, period!!! That horrible noise they make carries very 
far and what the neighbors hear is not music but boom booom boom.  
     2. People must not be allowed to sit in their cars with windows open listening to music. 
      3. Noisy mufflers and motorcycles should not be allowed in the city.  
6) Rental applications must ask for drug tests. The drug abuse is a huge problem. The tests can allow for 
marijuana and alcohol, since it is legal, but if illegal drugs show up, if they are not caused by prescribed 
medications, those people must be denied housing.  
7) Crime and thefts are a huge problem, so all new apartment buildings must have security cameras in all the 
hallways and outside. Of course, every tenant would have to sign an agreement that they are ok with the 
cameras. All the apartment doors should have motion activated smart peep holes similar to Ring, but less 
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complicated and problematic, simple to use free app for everyone, so everyone is instantly alerted if someone is 
trying to break in.  
 
Rita Andreeva 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rita Andreeva <ritandreeva@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 11:30 AM
To: Barnett, Elliott; Planning
Subject: more feedback for Home in Tacoma project: steps to take first

For a while now single family homes could get assistance in repairs, painting, etc. But not multifamily homes. 
So, I personally knew people who owned a few sf rentals and got free windows or free insulation blown into the 
walls, etc. One such person with 4 sf homes makes a lot more money than a person with a fourplex, because a 
person with a fourplex has to pay water, sewer, garbage, and sometimes electricity as well, where as with a sf 
rental a tenant pays all utilities. This rule has been unfair and needs changing. Owners of multifamily homes 
should also get help with repairs and upgrades. For example: I own and live in a fourplex and I'm so poor that I 
qualified for Medicaid this year! So shouldn't I get help first with renovations and repairs before some fat cat 
who owns a few SF homes? This program needs to be based on income and not whether it's a SF or multifamily 
home! If you don't fix this issue, the multifamily homes owned by low income individuals will become so run 
down as to be a danger to the tenants. That shouldn't be allowed to happen. So, first a foremost, change this 
program. And while you are at it, add earthquake retrofit for everyone, sf and multifamily! The Big One is 
coming, and the city is doing nothing to prepare. 
 
SF homeowners should get 0% loans for adding ADU or a tiny house or a separate apartment to their 
home, also based on their income, of course. With no payment until the work is done and the ADU is rented. 
Those SF homeowners should be able to get incentive from the city in that they should get free or deferred pmnt 
permits to do those additions and a free consultation from a city engineer.  
 
The city should give grants for downpayment and provide free legal service to create housing coops when a 
number of people sign up to build or buy an apartment building or a multifamily house of 4+ units so that their 
individual payments per unit are affordable. This way each person or a family can own a unit in the coop house, 
where as they couldn't by themselves. The monthly payments would start when the building is finished. The 
LTV requirement of 47% should be waved for those people, because, clearly, they need to live somewhere. 
 
The city should create a large community/coop llc for low income people. Everyone who want to sign up for a 
unit in a building to be built affordably would have deferred payments until the building is built. The whole 
group would come to a meeting with a builder and vote for the designs. This way the city is not breaking any 
laws in regards to market economy, but simply provides means for low income people to purchase coop units. 
This would reduce crime and other problems because of pride of ownership.  
 
Currently there are many ugly empty lots in downtown, near downtown and on Hilltop. Those should be 
utilized first for those new apartment building coops. The owners of those lots have to be forced to sell via 
eminent domain unless they show their intention to build on the lots themselves within a specified short 
timeframe. 
 
Rita Andreeva 
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Wung, Lihuang

From:
Sent: Monday, March 29, 2021 3:56 PM
To: Planning
Subject: 900 block of South Ridgewood, Tacoma 98405, proposed zoning error?
Attachments: Single Family Zone 900 block Ridgewood.jpg

To whom It may concern: 

Despite multiple attempts to drop a pin and leave a comment on your interactive zoning map I have yet to succeed! Could you please 
add my comment to the public comments for the proposed zoning changes?  My contact information is below but I would prefer to 
remain anonymous if possible and have provided it should you need to contact me but don't want my information publicly posted, 
aside from name, and only then if it's required.  Thanks. 

My concern is that the 900 block of South Ridgewood Avenue and South Grant Avenue, which are East of Sprague, are being treated 
the same as the 900-1100 blocks of streets to the West of Sprague. Why shouldn't it you ask? Because 10th street acts as a divider 
West of Sprague, but doesn't exist on the East between Sprague and M street. Currently this area is zoned Single Family Residential 
but both proposal one and proposal two show it moving to become Mid-scale Residential highlighted in mauve on the map. Please 
make note of my objection to this change. I'd like to request that both roads remain zoned as Single Family Residential, shown as 
green on the map, from 11th until 9th street which forms a natural divide, much like 10th street provides on the other side of Sprague. 
Please don't divide housing zoning mid-block.  

Thanks for your consideration. 

Respectfully, 
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Wung, Lihuang

From:
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:34 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

To whom it may concern, 
 
I watched the April 7 public hearing on the Home in Tacoma project and reviewed the associated scenario maps 
and documents online. I appreciate the motivations and thoughtful work undertaken by the committee but have 
significant concerns with the proposed scenarios. In summary, I am opposed to eliminating single family 
residential zoning in Tacoma. In both of the scenarios presented, at least part of my single family residential-
zoned street would be rezoned to mid-level residential, a dramatic and unwanted change. 
 
I live in a single family home on North Prospect Street near the Grant Center for the Expressive Arts. I have 
lived in various types of housing around Puget Sound but decided to purchase specifically in this area of 
Tacoma in large part because it is zoned as single family residential, allowing for privacy, space, and 
sun. Although I do not live near (within 1/2 mile) any parks, our neighborhood is full of trees and gardens 
lovingly nurtured by residents. Many of my neighbors have commented that this area is "like Seattle before", 
before referring to the sweeping developments that transformed neighborhoods of historic single family 
residences into blocks of condos, apartments, and micro-units. The proposed changes, especially in Scenario 2, 
risk the same result, even with the good intentions of mitigations like design standards. Mature trees will be cut 
down and will take decades to replace. Sunlight will be blocked leaving sidewalks and gardens in shadow. 
Historic homes will be destroyed. Privacy will be reduced or eliminated. Some people have asked about 
compensation for these losses (which, of course, would not be given) but I am far less concerned about 
compensation than I am about losing those things that make this place my home. Once Tacoma goes down the 
path of eliminating single family residential zoning, it will be impossible to go back to the historic character, 
privacy, and quiet that make up the best qualities of some of our neighborhoods. I am not reassured by design 
standards if they would allow for such buildings as the one at 640 North Prospect which looks out of place and 
imposing over neighboring properties. I recognize that I speak from a place of privilege but if I am honest, I 
would have settled elsewhere if I had known that my neighborhood would be rezoned. 
 
I also have significant concerns about parking. Living near Grant, parking is already a challenge. I can't imagine 
how congested the area would become with the mid-scale residential zoning proposed in both Scenarios 1 and 
2. From the public hearing, it sounds like these proposals rely heavily on transit to mitigate parking issues. This 
is not practical for many people. Although I have taken transit, I do not use it to get to my place of employment 
17 miles away because it would take over 2.5 hours one way. Because I also often travel with my dogs or for 
medical appointments/surgeries, transit is not an available or appropriate option. I know that I am not the only 
one for whom transit is not always or even often reasonable. If either scenario is passed, adequate off-street 
parking must be required. 
 
Finally, I have concerns that these proposals may not accomplish the goals of increasing equity and providing 
more affordable housing. It seems like developers will be the ones to benefit more than anyone, as they have in 
Seattle where density was increased but prices for small units (while admittedly lower than for single family 
residences) are still astronomical. I also fail to see how developers making smaller units at a lower cost will 
provide a path to homeownership for lower income families because most of these units will be rentals. This 
reasoning feels a bit like "trickle down economics".  
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A lot was also said about offering developers incentives to include affordable housing; why not make that a 
requirement? In other words, why not require a certain amount of affordable housing instead of offering 
incentives (such as an extra floor) to include it? This would ensure that affordable housing is integrated into 
every part of the city where there is new development.  
 
Instead of making sweeping changes to historic neighborhoods in ways that can't be undone, why not invest in 
transforming the empty lots and vacant buildings in our city? That would revitalize those neighborhoods 
without harming current residents - because those lots and buildings are vacant anyway. If we are worried about 
current residents being priced out of their neighborhoods, let's create programs to ensure that doesn't happen.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 

 (for privacy purposes, please omit name if making public) 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: joy arianashira <joytoyou04@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 19, 2021 5:22 AM
To: Planning
Subject: First I need to apologize for leaving rude voicemessages RE zoom mting last night

I am grateful someone called and instructed me r.e. meeting and I was delighted to learn about new plans.  I 
want to be helpful.  I believe there is systemic rascism and I am a Caucasian senior.  Next time can you have 
instructions on postcards as what to type in so folks can easily attend zoom meetings.   
I have ideas  I will have to write a letter on the bus...I travel 4 hr a day to my state job from Tacoma, my 
home.  Thanks for your hard work in caring about housing needs and rasiscm. Again I apologize for rude 
emails.  Thanks whomever helped me get into the zoom meeting...it was a young woman around 5 pm It was 
worth getting off work early to learn what's going on Thanks for the meeting young men. I will send a 
letter.  one idea is lets retrofit green energy plans as we develop multi- housing units, now is the time for 
Tacoma to shine through incentives of solar panels perhaps a wind turbine in parks... Lets be 
creative...community garden boxes in between sidewalks and curbs.  Got to get on bus. Thanks again! 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: joy arianashira <joytoyou04@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 3:46 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing Ideas by Tacoma Homeowner

1- Senior Dorms located near the Tacoma Dome.  Affordable-no showers, instead are locked handicapped 
shower rooms on each floor. Affordable[ No stoves nor ovens instead microwaves and a communal kitchen on 
lower floor with oven, stoves, refrigerators and freezers.  Affirmative action clause whereby it consists of 
percentage of African Americans in US, % of Latinas, % of Asians etc.  Lowest floor for disabled vets  
Green Spaces consist of vegetable boxes between curb and parked cars area More yield or stop signs at 
intersections. Thanks for asking.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: SCOTT & DONNA <arms6779@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:59 PM
To: Planning; McCarthy, Conor; Hunter, Lillian; kristina.walker@cityoftacom.org; Woodards, 

Victoria; Blocker, Keith; Thoms, Robert; Hines, John; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; City 
Manager

Subject: Home in Tacoma Comments

Mayor Woodards, Deputy Mayor Blocker, Council Members, 
Manager Pauli, Planning Commission, 
 
I attended the North End Neighborhood Council (NENC) meeting 
on April 5th, after hearing about the proposed Home in Tacoma 
plan from a neighbor. When they casually mentioned to me the 
massive scope of the plan, and the impact it could potentially have 
on our neighborhood I didn't believe them, as I had confidence in 
Tacoma's notification process for building permits and zoning 
change proposals. However, in this case, my trust was misplaced 
and seriously violated, as I found out in the meeting. I find it hard to 
believe that, although I own 2 historically contributing single-family 
properties just north of N. 8th St, one in Buckley's Addition Historic 
District, and one in the North Slope Historic District, I wasn't notified 
by mail of this proposed plan. Both properties are in the "Mid-scale" 
area and would be significantly impacted. The plan was released by 
the Planning Commission for review on Feb 17, only allowing 7 
weeks and one day for comment, without notifying the affected 
public.  
 
Although I agree in concept with the plan, I have 7 major concerns:
1) the lack of transparency by Planning Commission: at the NENC 
meeting, attendees repeatedly asked about specifics about the 
plan, but were told there weren't specific policies available at this 
time and that this phase, which ends today, 9 April, was simply to 
collect info from the public. However, the info on the Home in 
Tacoma site indicates there actually is alot of proposed policies and 
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that it appears the process is alot farther along than we were led to 
believe in the meeting.  
2) rushed timeline/schedule of the process: given the magnitude of 
the impact of the proposed plan and long-term impact on Tacoma 
residents, it seems that 7 weeks is insufficient to adequately 
advertise the plan, communicate to the community and obtain 
substantial feedback; by rushing the process it gives the perception 
the planning commission is trying to sneak it by the residents 
3) lack of priority for protection of historic neighborhoods, Federally 
/ locally registered districts, individual properties: although there is 
mention in several places of historic character/nature, it is unclear 
how/if this will happen 
4) impact on current property values when historic properties 
surrounding us are demolished to make room for "mid-scale" 
developments, changing the character of our historic neighborhood 
forever  
5) set-backs in mid-scale areas must preserve the integrity of the 
area and protect neighboring properties 
6) sun-shading effects of 4 story buildings in mid-scale areas on 
existing homes 
7) impacts on street parking in mid-scale areas given new density 
would increase significantly  
 
Proposed changes to the Comprehensive Plan, dated March 3 
 
Urban Form Goals 
GOAL UF–13 Promote the unique physical, social and cultural 
character Historic Residential Pattern Areas as integral to 
Tacoma’s sense of place. COMMENT: HOW WILL THIS BE 
CONDUCTED? WHO DEFINES THE "CHARACTER" OF 
HISTORIC  
 
Page 7, Single Family Residential (6-12 dwelling units/acre) 
changed to Low Scale Residential (10-25 dwelling units/acre); THIS 
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MEANS UP TO A 100% INCREASE IN 
DENSITY FUNDAMENTALLY CHANGING THESE CURRENTLY 
SINGLE FAMILY NEIGHBORHOODS 
 
Infill in historic districts is supported to expand housing options 
consistent with the low-scale designation, but must be consistent 
with the neighborhood scale and defining features.  
 
Page 8, Multi-Family (Low Density) (14-36 dwelling units/acre) 
changed to Mid-scale Residential (15-45 dwelling units/acre)  
Infill in historic districts is supported to expand housing options 
consistent with the mid-scale designation, but must be consistent 
with the neighborhood scale and defining features.; THIS MEANS 
UP TO 50% INCREASE IN DENSITY; FUNDAMENTALLY 
CHANGING THESE CURRENTLY SINGLE FAMILY 
NEIGHBORHOODS 
 
Page 17, Policy UF–2.4 b. Establish Mid-scale transition areas near 
to Centers providing a scale and intensity transition down to low-
scale neighborhoods while - MY PROPERTIES ARE NEAR 6th Ave 
Neighborhood Center; HOW IS THIS TRANISITON ENVISIONED 
TO WORK? 
 
Page 18, Policy UF–3.9 Where existing development patterns 
allow, mixed-use centers, or adjacent mid-scale areas, should 
include areas outside of the core where commercial uses are 
restricted and low rise multifamily development that is more 
compatible with the scale, massing and form of adjacent single 
family low-scale development is emphasized. 
 
Design and Development 
 
GOAL DD–1 Design new development to respond to and enhance 
the distinctive physical, historic, aesthetic and cultural qualities of 
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its location, while accommodating growth and change. WHAT 
DOES THIS MEAN? HOW IS IT ENFORCED? 
 
GOAL DD–13 Protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic and cultural 
character. 
 
Page 31, Policy DD–4.3 Encourage residential infill development 
that complements the general scale, character neighborhood 
patterns, and natural landscape features of neighborhoods. 
Consider building forms, scale, street frontage relationships, 
setbacks, open space patterns, and landscaping. Allow a range of 
architectural styles and expression, and respect existing 
entitlements. 
 
Page 34, Historical and Cultural Resources - COMMENT: no 
statement of intent to maintain and protect the integrity and 
character of Historic Districts or the transition zones between 
historic districts and non-historic areas (properties across the street 
from historic districts) 
 
Housing 
Page 47, Policy H–1.6 Allow and support a robust and diverse 
supply of affordable, accessible housing to meet the needs of 
special populations, to include older adults, and people with 
disabilities, and permanent, supportive housing for homeless 
individuals, especially in centers and other places which are in 
close proximity to services and transit.  
 
Policy H–1.7 Consider Implement land use incentives (e.g. density 
or development bonuses, lot size reductions, transfer of 
development rights, height or bulk bonuses , fee waivers, 
accelerated permitting, parking requirement reductions, and tax 
incentives, surplus land sales) in appropriate locations to facilitate 
the development of new housing units. 
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Policy H–5.11 Promote public acceptance of new housing types in 
historically lower density areas by ensuring that they are well 
designed and compatible with the character of the neighborhoods 
in which they are located through a robust design review process. 
 
Honestly, if it looks like this plan will be approved without further 
protections for historic districts and properties we will likely sell and 
move out of Tacoma to a town that values its history. 
 
Scott Armstrong 
Resident, North Slope Historic District/Buckley's Addition Historic 
District 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

From: Michael Yoder <MichaelY@AssociatedMinistries.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Support for Home in Tacoma

Anna Petersen, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
 
Dear Chair Petersen: 
 
My name Michael Yoder. I am the Executive Director of Associated Ministries, located at 901 S. 13th Street in Tacoma. 
I’m writing to express my support for Home in Tacoma. 
 
As one of the leading homeless service agencies in our community, we at Associated Ministries are acutely aware of the 
clear intersection of the lack of affordable housing with the crisis of homelessness. There is only one ultimate solution to 
homelessness, and that is housing. 
 
Please convey my support to other members of the Planning Commission and the City Council. Thanks for creating Home 
in Tacoma. I look forward to its implementation. 
 
Best wishes, 
Michael Yoder 
 
Michael Yoder  | Executive Director
 

  He/Him/His
 

MichaelY@AssociatedMinistries.org 

 

 | 253‐426‐1502
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Andrew Austin <andrew.n.austin@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 10:28 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Please legalize housing across the city. Please eliminate parking minimum citywide.  
 
We have an affordable housing crisis and must rise to meet it with market based solutions and affordable 
housing programs and mandates.  
 
Legalize duplexes, triplexes and fourplexes citywide. Upzone around all all day transit lines and centers.  
 
People are coming. We have to plan for that. We can’t afford to wait. Please be bold.  
 
Andrew Austin  
3617 S 8th  
--  
Sent in transit  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: John Avery <johnavery@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:22 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Comments on the Home in Tacoma Proposal

Thanks for your reply. Please place this comment at the corner of 25th and Union Ave.:  
 
We live at this address and have a number of concerns about these proposed changes. By allowing boxy four-
story buildings, a wave of construction will permanently alter the distinctive nature of the neighborhood. We 
urge the gentler changes (ADU's, duplexes, etc.) over a larger swath to accommodate greater urban density. 
 
Thank you,  
John Avery 
 
On Fri, Apr 9, 2021 at 12:07 PM Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 

We seem to have some issues with the mapping comment tool. Given the deadline approaching, if you don’t mind, 
please send in comments and make a reference of the location where you would have put a pin on the map.  

  

LIHUANG WUNG 

Senior Planner 

City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 

(253) 591‐5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 

To help us improve our customer service! 

  

From: John Avery <johnavery@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:49 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: Comments on the Home in Tacoma Proposal 

  

Thank you. My wife and I are finalizing our comments for submission. I'm also trying to make a comment on 
the GIS map, but with little success. Can you offer some assistance? 

  

On Fri, Apr 9, 2021 at 9:56 AM Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 
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Yes, Mr. Avery, planning@cityoftacoma.org is the address you would please send your comment to. Appreciate it. 

  

LIHUANG WUNG 

Senior Planner 

City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 

(253) 591‐5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 

To help us improve our customer service! 

  

From: John Avery <johnavery@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:09 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Comments on the Home in Tacoma Proposal 

  

Hello, 

 I listened to last night's presentation and discussion and I'd like to submit comments by tomorrow's deadline. 
Is this the appropriate email to use to submit the comments?  

  

Thanks,  
 

  

--  

John Avery 

  

  

"When you pray, move your feet." An African proverb quoted by John Lewis 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: John Avery <johnavery@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:07 PM
To: Planning; Woodards, Victoria; Thoms, Robert; Hines, John; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, 

Conor; Walker, Kristina
Subject: Input on the Home in Tacoma proposed rezoning

Greetings,  
 
We have owned our home on N. Union Ave. in Tacoma since 1988. We have enjoyed living in this beautiful 
neighborhood for all these years and are naturally very invested in any policy changes which would impact our 
home and the surrounding neighborhood. At the same time, we also recognize that the housing crisis is real to 
the point where if we were to be starting out, we could not afford buying in this neighborhood, and although our 
children all have a good education and jobs, they would be challenged to start here too. Beyond our family, the 
impact of the lack of affordable housing for many in our society is a serious indicator of how inequitable and 
unfair our economic system is to many, particularly those who have historically experienced discrimination and 
exclusion. To us, the question is how we can make adjustments to public policy so that more individuals and 
families can enjoy home ownership and housing affordability in neighborhoods which foster community, 
environmental sustainability and beauty. It's a balance to be sought and it defines us as a people and a society.  
 
In this context, the recent proposals to create the 'missing middle' for Tacoma are seen as a means to increase 
the housing supply and drive down the costs. The ultimate hope, I am sure, is that by increasing the supply, 
housing will be made more affordable. Also of commendable intent is the hope that more people will be housed 
in urban areas served by transit and sprawl will be slowed in places like the Puyallup Valley. While we 
understand and commend the goals of these changes, we also question some of the assumptions of the 
zoning changes and worry about the impact these changes will have on our home and neighborhood.  
 
Our home, as mentioned, is on N. Union Ave., directly north of the University of Puget Sound. It is a boulevard 
street lined with trees down the middle and on parking strips along the whole length from N. 9th to 30th St. It is 
served by sidewalks and is a part of a walking/bike riding route called the Union-Mason loop that was 
developed in a partnership of the City of Tacoma and the North End Neighborhood Council when I was 
personally involved through the NE Neighborhood Council in the 1990's. Individuals and families constantly 
enjoy walking the street and taking in its beauty, particularly in the fall when the leaves turn and it is a multi-
colored wonderland of filtered light and delight. Union Ave. is also crossed by transit lines and is in close 
proximity to the Proctor Mixed-use district. Given its location, our home is part of both scenarios 1 and 2 for 
inclusion in mid-scale residential upzoning. Our concerns about the re-zoning are that it will substantially 
alter what is a beautiful street with developments that will not fit the historic university neighborhood 
with its distinctive architecture. The same can be said for much of the surrounding neighborhood. Not all of 
the elements of the proposed changes are unwelcome, but the inclusion of high-multi story buildings is of real 
concern. We feel they would lead to tear-downs in the neighborhood and significantly alter both the 
architectural unity of the area with large light-blocking buildings with an accompanying loss of privacy. The 
website established to propose these changes speaks of a gentle upzoning. While the inclusion of ADU's, 
duplexes, cottage courts, and even townhouses might fit in better, tall boxy and uninteresting buildings with 
little concern for design and light will change what many recognize as a distinctive neighborhood.  
 
In the proposal, there are two scenarios which would include the changes mentioned, different only in the 
amount of area covered. What if a third option were proposed? What if the less-disruptive changes ( ADU's, 
duplexes, cottage courts, and even townhouses) were to be allowed in an option to replace the single-
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family designation? It seems that allowing for these options over a much larger area would allow for much 
greater density throughout the city than just a few blocks surrounding the mixed-use centers and the essential 
nature of the neighborhood would not be altered. 
 
Another concern is that these proposed changes seem really rushed during an historic pandemic when we can't 
meet and have open community meetings.  The neighborhood councils, which were established in large part to 
serve as a sounding-board for just these sort of proposed changes, have been minimally included. They have not 
had the time to organize and even hold meetings where a full airing of proposals and opinions can be heard.  We 
would tap the brakes and allow for a much greater conversation to occur. To do otherwise makes it seem as if 
the changes are being rushed through to serve developers. 
 
Furthermore, other concerns are that the 'design requirements' are non-specific and impact fees do not seem to 
be part of these proposals. Increased density has its impact on a city, but there doesn't seem to be any allocation 
or planning for this increased density. An example related to our neighborhood is that we have been trying to 
get the former Cushman Substation on N. 21st and Adams designated as a community center and neighborhood 
park with little or no support from the City of Tacoma, Metro Parks Tacoma or TPU. Increased density would 
mean increased need for those sorts of urban amenities, yet there is nothing in the proposal to meet those needs. 
 
Designing change for a developed city such as Tacoma a complex business built on many assumptions. The 
primary assumption is to meet the demand for affordable housing, we have to increase the supply. We believe 
that in the main that may be true but many other market forces will impact the result. Additionally, it is 
imperative to not destroy as we build. The neighborhoods we live in and have built for 100 years must be 
cherished as we implement changes to allow for more density. We hope it will not be lost on the members of 
the Planning Commision and the City Council that a home is the major investment of a lifetime and 
should be respected and supported by a city that looks to foster community and livability. When we 
bought our home 32 years ago, we bought into not only a building, but also a neighborhood. In these years, we 
have paid our taxes and maintained the buildings and landscaping to add to our home and neighborhood.
These are not insignificant considerations when considering what will be major changes in zoning and we ask 
that the discussion be slowed and opened up to allow for a more well-considered final result. 
 
Sincerely Yours,  
 
 
 
John and Carol Avery 
2501 N. Union Ave.  
Tacoma, WA 98406 
 
"When you pray, move your feet." An African proverb quoted by John Lewis 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Amy Axtman <axtman.amy@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:44 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Home In Tacoma Project

 
 
On Fri, Apr 9, 2021 at 1:43 PM Amy Axtman <axtman.amy@gmail.com> wrote: 
 
Elliot Barnett and City of Tacoma Planning, 
 
I am a home owner in the area of the Mid-Scale Proposed area. My home falls in the Buckley Addition 
Historic District. I am not a supporter of this project as many of the proposed neighborhoods also fall in this 
area and the North Slope Historic District. We moved to this area after retiring from military service for the 
very reason that there are historic neighborhoods and exquisite craftsmen housing.  Items appalling to me that 
two historic districts have been allowed in this proposal. These are homes that have stood the test of time and 
they are what makes Tacoma a truly unique city.  Why have historic districts if developers can move in and 
tear down historic homes to build modern eye sores?  
 
Over the past 6 years since we have lived in Tacoma, we have seen the on street parking increase to the point 
of not being able to park on the same street I live on. Again, I live on a street that has only single family 
homes, and with the proposed of multi-scale housing, where are we to park? Both my husband and I have 
mobility issues and we are currently in the process of having the space in front of our house designated as 
handicap for fear that one of us will fall walking the blocks away we have to park to get to our house. The only 
other option is to remove our garden and have concrete poured to provide us a 1 car off street slab.  
 
The already approved Mid-scale zone between 6th Ave and 8th street has resulted in an increase in parking on 
our already crowed  and narrow streets and I the new 42 Unit apartment complex ( SDEV19-0363) building on 
N Trafton will only exacerbate the issue. How is adding more housing going to improve this parking situation? 
With rents for these units are expensive, therefore increasing the likelihood to need  two or more  people to 
cover the cost of rent. More people= more cars= more problem. 
 
The homes being built in these areas are not true to the neighborhood as you indicate in this new proposal . If 
the past is any indication of how well you are staying true to the neighborhoods craftsmen integrity I have 
attached the following photos as a reminder of that falsity and out right lie. See First two photos, N Prospect 
and N Fife. 
 
Affordable housing you say? The units that have been already built and rented between 6th Ave and 8th street 
are not in the scope of “Affordable housing” or “Low income".  This does not scream diversity as it outlines in 
the proposal. The three homes on N Trafton that were purchased and destroyed for the purpose building multi 
family dwellings, could have been opportunities for first time home owners to own their own home. That is 
diversity and opportunity.  
 
 
I truly hope that this email doesn’t fall on deaf ears and the proposal does go to a public vote. The City of 
Tacoma needs to listen to its residence before we turn into Seattle.  
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Amy Axtman 
826 N Steele St 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
Buckley Addition Historic District 
 
 
 
What the City of Tacoma deems to be Craftsmen Type Homes (N Prospect, Tacoma and N Fife, Tacoma) 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Siabhon Ayuso <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 10:21 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Siabhon Ayuso  

bliss916@gmail.com  

5211 Solberg Dr Sw unit B  

Lakewood , Washington 98499 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

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

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

From: thebardis <thebardis@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 8:12 AM
To: Planning
Subject: We support Home in Tacoma!

Janna and John Bardi 
Thebardis@wamail.net  
Proctor 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Brian Amundsen Barnkow <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:20 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing Policy

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Brian Amundsen Barnkow  

sendai45@gmail.com  

7401 E G St  

Tacoma, Washington 98404-2091 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

Dear Tacoma Planning Commissioners and Honorable City Council Members, 

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

(1) Pause the current trajectory, and  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Additional discussion: 

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

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

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

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

 

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 11:39 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Comments on Home in Tacoma

Please include this one too. I responded.  
 

From: Dan Bertolet <dan@sightline.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:08 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Nisma Gabobe <Nisma@sightline.org> 
Subject: Comments on Home in Tacoma 

 
Hi again Elliot – 
 
I’ve been reading your docs today but it’s not clear to me exactly what we should be commenting on.  
 
The two alternatives are fairly straightforward to comment on generally. But otherwise, the proposal seems to lack 
enough specificity to assess it. For example, we need to see FAR limits to understand what could be built.  Or perhaps 
you’re not looking for comments that deep in the weeds at this point? 
 
Regarding the IZ analysis in particular, it’s hard to assess it without seeing more details about how the math was done. I 
noticed some things that don’t look right in the table on page 30 of this: 
 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Plannin
g%20Actions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf 
 
For example, for several prototypes in high cost areas, the feasibility is stronger under a requirement of 20% of units @ 
50% AMI with MFTE, than 10% of units @ 50% AMI with MFTE. But an increase in the affordability requirement would 
normally be expected to reduce feasibility, not increase it. 
 
I think it’s really important to get IZ right, but without more details on the analysis the consultants did, it doesn’t look 
like there’s going to be time for me or anyone else to give meaningful feedback on the IZ component by April 9. 
 
 
 

From: Dan Bertolet  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 2:15 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Nisma Gabobe <Nisma@sightline.org> 
Subject: RE: what does infill look like 

 
I should have responded sooner but yes, I was hoping to see their assumptions to inform our comments, and just 
noticed that your comment deadline is this Friday. Quick and dirty would be fine if that’s still possible! 
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From: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 5:14 AM 
To: Dan Bertolet <dan@sightline.org> 
Subject: RE: what does infill look like 

 
Dan,  
Thanks for the resources! I have asked them to do so, they are still writing up the assumptions and proposed to respond 
later with them. However, if you want a quicker response, for example if you are thinking about providing comments, let 
me know and I will ask them for a quick and dirty response. 
 

From: Dan Bertolet <dan@sightline.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 4:39 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: what does infill look like 

 
Michael Andersen suggested you could find plenty of built examples using Zillow, try the link below and uncheck all 
home types except townhomes. Though maybe a lot of those don’t look like what you’re hoping will develop? 

Also, friendly reminder: can you share the details and assumptions behind the your consultant’s IZ analysis? 
 
 
https://www.zillow.com/tacoma‐
wa/sold/?searchQueryState=%7B%22pagination%22%3A%7B%7D%2C%22usersSearchTerm%22%3A%22Tacoma%2C%2
0WA%22%2C%22mapBounds%22%3A%7B%22west%22%3A‐122.6605643005371%2C%22east%22%3A‐
122.25887667846679%2C%22south%22%3A47.13162513692276%2C%22north%22%3A47.34653902311338%7D%2C%2
2mapZoom%22%3A12%2C%22regionSelection%22%3A%5B%7B%22regionId%22%3A27362%2C%22regionType%22%3A
6%7D%5D%2C%22isMapVisible%22%3Atrue%2C%22filterState%22%3A%7B%22pmf%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse
%7D%2C%22fore%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22ah%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Atrue%7D%2C%22sor
t%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3A%22globalrelevanceex%22%7D%2C%22auc%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C
%22nc%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22rs%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Atrue%7D%2C%22fsbo%22%3A
%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22cmsn%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22pf%22%3A%7B%22value
%22%3Afalse%7D%2C%22fsba%22%3A%7B%22value%22%3Afalse%7D%7D%2C%22isListVisible%22%3Atrue%7D 
 
 

From: Dan Bertolet  
Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 2021 1:38 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: what does infill look like 

 
This Sightline article may be helpful: 
https://www.sightline.org/2019/06/21/this‐is‐what‐a‐street‐looks‐like‐39‐years‐after‐legalizing‐fourplexes/ 
 
Afred Twu comes mind, this is from a quick search, but he may have done others more relevant to what you need. 
https://survey1inc.com/eliminating‐single‐family‐neighborhoods‐in‐minneapolis‐is‐less‐revolution‐more‐smart‐
evolution/increased‐density‐sfh‐by‐alfred‐twu/ 
 
His illustrations are great: 
https://www.sightline.org/2020/08/11/on‐wednesday‐portland‐will‐pass‐the‐best‐low‐density‐zoning‐reform‐in‐us‐
history/ 
 
I’ll send you more ideas if I think of any. 
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Did you get my email asking for the math and assumptions your consultants used for the IZ analysis? 
 
 
 
 

From: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 2021 1:29 PM 
To: Dan Bertolet <dan@sightline.org> 
Subject: what does infill look like 

 
Hi Dan, 
This is coming back as a big question. What would a neighborhood or block look like with infill? What might the building 
next door to me look like? How might the pace of change unfold? 
 
I’m looking for resources and examples to try to answer those questions. Unfortunately, we don’t have design capacity 
either in house or with our consultants right now. So I am seeking examples that we can use.  

Any suggestions would be greatly appreciated! 
 
 

Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
(253) 312-4909 
www.cityoftacoma.org/planning  
 

 

Customer Survey 
Please take a moment to complete this survey about your 
experience with our department. Your comments will be 
used to recognize employees for providing great customer 
service and it will also help us find opportunities to 
overcome challenges. 
www.surveymonkey.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kevin Bartoy <kbartoy@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:55 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma -- Public Comment

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Home in Tacoma proposal now before us.  
 
Tacoma is facing a “crisis” in housing. It is an actual crisis of homelessness as well as a lack of home ownership. 
We see the crisis as we drive through our streets and see the tent cities, which continue to increase in size. We 
see the crisis as we witness continued low levels of home ownership in underrepresented and underserved 
neighborhoods of our city, while absentee landlords hold onto these properties waiting for their windfall sale. 
There is a crisis and this proposal does not address it. 
 
Home in Tacoma views a “crisis” through the lens of middle‐class and primarily white issues of affordability 
and choice. This major planning initiative has come about when middle‐class inhabitants can no longer afford 
to live in or move to Tacoma. The problem of a currently housed family, most likely even owning their own 
home, not being able to afford a $500,000+ house is not a crisis. It is an issue, and it needs to be discussed, but 
treating it as a crisis and using it to drive such broad‐sweeping planning changes in Tacoma is only going to 
exacerbate the real crisis.  
 
The Home in Tacoma Project represents one of the most significant changes in city‐wide zoning in the history 
of Tacoma. The proposal now before us is a recipe for increased gentrification and displacement. It has all the 
potential and likelihood of being the most racist policy put in place in this city in years. It may be something 
that future generations and even our generation looks back on with shame as we see the effects on those 
Tacomans who most need reasonable and anti‐racist zoning policy.  
 
The effects that Home in Tacoma will have on the city are not difficult to divine. The removal of single‐family 
zoning in an already unaffordable market is going to push developers and absentee landlords to demolish 
existing housing stock and to build multi‐family units. This means that existing housing stock that is seen as 
“affordable,” particularly in our most underserved areas, such as Central Tacoma, South Tacoma, and the East 
Side, will become attractive targets for developers. The families living in these areas, many of them for 
generations, who do not currently own their housing will be displaced. While Home in Tacoma tries to ensure 
that those displaced from their homes will have a place still in their neighborhoods, this is a pipe dream. The 
housing units created will be no more affordable than other housing stock out of reach of the majority of 
Tacomans and will likely be even more expensive as these developers attract those with wealth coming from 
outside the city and the state.  
 
By only addressing the issue of displacement by stating that we will try to keep people in their neighborhoods 
means that “Home in Tacoma” is willing to sacrifice the “homes” of those currently living in Tacoma in 
exchange for more housing stock for those who can already afford home ownership.  
 
Encouraging increased development and increase in housing units is not a way to encourage affordability in 
Tacoma and it is not a way to equitably address the true crisis of housing in our city. Just look to all the 
housing units that have been built and are currently being built in Point Ruston, in Proctor, and on Sixth 
Avenue. The housing stock is skyrocketing. There are hundreds of more units being produced. None of these 
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units are affordable. None of these units address the crisis for the majority of Tacomans. It is increasing choice 
for those that can afford to choose. It is creating smaller spaces at big price tags that are still out of reach of 
those most suffering from the real housing crisis in Tacoma.  
 
The City of Tacoma has prioritized anti‐racism and sustainability as goals for our community. This proposal 
runs counter to both of those issues, and until there is a full accounting and mitigation for the effects of this 
proposal on the most vulnerable in our community, this proposal is racist. We need more home ownership. 
We need less absentee landlords. We need to leverage forward‐looking, progressive solutions, such as “social 
housing,” which has been extremely successful in Europe, particularly Vienna. We need social services. We 
need to be developing planning policy that meets our community goals of anti‐racism and sustainability. This 
policy is not that, and I am afraid that we are continuing to stoke the current crisis, and offering a solution that 
will essentially push the most vulnerable out of view while prioritizing the needs of a class not in crisis but 
upset by affordability.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kevin M. Bartoy 
2903 N. 16th  
Tacoma, WA 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: J. Baxter <bxtrny@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:59 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Tacoma - proposed zoning changes

I was pleased to hear so many citizens during the recent Planning Commission object to the proposed zoning changes. 
And pleased to hear so many telling the Commission and Tacoma Planning Dept to SLOW DOWN these proposals, allow 
MORE TIME for PUBLIC REVIEW AND COMMENT, and suggest these changes be put to a CITYWIDE VOTE. 
Tacoma is rushing to allow radical changes to neighborhoods that people have worked for many years to build and 
maintain. Downtown Tacoma is dead and there other areas of the city where creative development could bring housing 
and new retail. Those are the areas the City should focus on reviving, not ruining neighborhoods that don’t need 
assistance from developers or City government. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bay City Motors <baycitymotors@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:58 PM
To: Planning
Subject: call for comment

 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
Leave single family zones alone!!! It is lnsane what either scenario will do to these neighborhoods….Dont try to 
“right”what you characterize as systemic racism by destroying peoples quality of life.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Leah Bearden <gdaylkay@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:52 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comment

To whom it may concern: 
I am the owner of a single family home in Central Tacoma.  My primary concern is that single family 
neighborhoods retain their character, which you say they will with this plan.  However, my impression is that 
even well-thought out plans go terribly awry when developers smell money to be made, and suddenly 
"exceptions" to rules are made to accommodate their plans.  So do I trust that this city plan will go the way you 
say it will.  No.  Show me it will. 
I oppose tiny, movable houses being included in the development plan.  Tiny, moveable houses are just wooden 
RVs, and I think that quality neighborhoods are more likely when residents are long term and invested in the 
area.  If you want to build a tiny house "trailer" park, do it, but not in my neighborhood, please.   
Please keep multi-family housing units within single family neighborhoods to side by side townhouses.  I 
believe that anything larger will negatively impact the neighborhood.   
And please, give some thought to parking.  Your plan sounds like Chicago looks, without the great public 
transit already in place.  Cars bumper to bumper lining every street. Having my neighborhood filled with cars 
because you want people to use public transit that isn't there yet just makes me depressed. 
Tacoma never values itself enough.  Our population is worth as much as that of Seattle or Olympia or 
Lacey.  Please act like it.  Make development laws that create a great place to live.   
Sincerely, 
Leah Bearden 
253-548-7542 
gdaylkay@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ronnie Bell <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 5:15 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Ronnie Bell  

allbiz4200@gmail.com  

407 Valley Ave NE, P102  

Puyallup, Washington 98372 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Janelle Palumbo Benford <jaynalpal@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:56 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project Comments

 
 
Hello, 
 
I am against the Home in Tacoma plan to change density and types of homes allowed. This plan is rushed and 
the public has not had enough time to hear the pros/cons of how this will change our city. You may have been 
working on this for a long time, but the people of Tacoma are just learning about this. If the goal is affordable 
housing this is not the way. Developers will buy up homes, tear them down, build cheap and rent high. There is 
no plan for making sure the homes are affordable. Adding supply does not necessarily mean that prices will go 
down. We need jobs and better wages in this city to help with affordability. Incomes are not keeping up with 
what it takes to own a home. 
 
I am a real estate broker and I have a very good understanding of the lack of affordable housing and how it is 
affecting my generation. These plans would likely benefit me financially and I am still against them.  I am also 
a homeowner who purchased a home in a long established neighborhood - not downtown. Midscale housing 
will negatively impact the aesthetics, the environment, the parking, and vibe of our neighborhood. This seems to 
already be decided by the council on what they are going to do and rammed down our throats. 
 
We need to know more about how this will impact the environment, schools, police/fire, etc. I would like more 
community involvement and actual studies showing that this will create affordable housing.  
The city will get it's tax dollars and the developers will profit all while Tacoma has completely sold out. 
--  
Janelle Palumbo Benford 
253.279.2344 
jaynalpal@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:15 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Fw: Tacoma Housing

I already responded to her, but please add these comments to the list. Thanks! 
 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma ‐ Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591‐5389 
Cell: (253) 312‐4909 

From: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:14 AM 
To: Julie Bennett <julie.bennett@hom.church> 
Subject: Re: Tacoma Housing  
  
Thank you Ms Bennett,  
We will share your comments with the Planning Commission, and add you to our project updates list.  
 
All the best, 
Elliott Barnett 
 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma ‐ Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591‐5389 
Cell: (253) 312‐4909 

From: Julie Bennett <julie.bennett@hom.church> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 4:04 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Tacoma Housing  
  
Rereading your first reply, yes there are barriers to having our housing in Tacoma.   
Mainly that I've been told that only 6 non related individuals can be in a single dwelling.  Perhaps I am wrong 
about that, but if not, that is what prevents us from housing more people in Tacoma.  
Often we end up housing sex offenders (some of our most stable clients), and I've heard that a lot of sex 
offenders end up in the homeless population downtown.  Mostly likely due to the lack of housing for them in 
Pierce County.  
Thanks for adding this to the comments:  
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"Group housing limitations in Tacoma prevent alternative affordable options that would help prevent 
homelessness."  

On 03/25/2021 3:24 PM Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> wrote:  
 
 
Regarding funding, I suggest contacting someone in our Housing Division. They should be the most able 
to answer funding questions. Visit www.cityoftacoma.org/housing, for more info and contacts. 
  
Thanks 
  

From: Julie Bennett <julie.bennett@hom.church>  
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 2:33 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Tacoma Housing 
 
Thank you for the response and information and including us in the discussion. 
 
I will check into those. 
 
One way that zoning could affect is if we found a commercial structure that we wanted to turn 
into a facility that would include housing.  Being in industrial areas is actually ideal for our kind 
of housing. Having flexibility in zoning would affect what structures can be repurposed as 
residential. 
 
Are there particular people in the city that would be interested in finding funding for these type 
of programs in Tacoma? 
Thank you. 
Julie 

On 03/25/2021 2:26 PM Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
wrote: 
 
 
Dear Ms. Bennett, 
Thank you for contacting us. The Home In Tacoma Project focuses primarily on housing 
rules that govern what housing types can be built, and where. I wonder, have you 
encountered barriers within our zoning or standards that make it more difficult to 
provide the type of housing you work with? What might the city change to reduce costs 
or make it easier to get your clients into housing? 
  
That said, this effort is part of a larger affordable housing strategy that also includes 
seeking ways to increase funding for housing. I suggest, if you have not already, visiting 
www.cityoftacoma.org/ahas to see what is happening there. You can also find staff 
there to contact with follow up questions.  
  
I will add your email and comments to our comments to share with the Planning 
Commission. Feel free to add to them through April 9th.  
  
Thank you! 
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From: Julie Bennett <julie.bennett@hom.church>  
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 2:14 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Tacoma Housing 
 
Hello Mr. Barnett, 
 
I participated in the webinar on city planning online. 
 
I work for an organization that could help put people into shared housing in 
Tacoma. 
We have a 30 year positive track record in Washington and currently run 21 
houses. 
 
We get many requests for housing in Pierce County, especially from Dept. of 
corrections as we specialize in reentry and preventing recidivism.  Unfortunately 
we have very little housing in Tacoma and other parts of Pierce County due to 
County restrictions of only 6 unrelated people per household.  We are unable to 
meet costs with only 6 house participants in a location. 
 
There are two ways we may be able to overcome this and help Tacoma to increase 
housing and decrease homelessness (the population we serve often ends up 
homeless when there are no specialized programs like ours in the area). 
 
1. Perhaps the city of Tacoma could work with the county to change the 
restrictions that prevent housing support programs, like we offer, from being in 
the area. 
 
2. For the most part we have always tried to be self sustaining financially by 
helping participants find work and pay very low housing fees.  With the current 
housing climate this has become VERY difficult and greatly restricts what we can 
do as we cannot put pressure on this fragile population to pay higher housing 
costs.  They just are unable to and the stress could cause recidivism or return to 
former addictions. 
 
We could open houses with only 6 participants if there was some sort of funding 
support available.  We offer a great service to the community, preventing 
homelessness and giving support and services to over 200 men at any given time. 
Some of these men are on disability, or quite elderly and  would otherwise not 
qualify for any other sort of housing.  We have always sought to be self sustaining 
and not burden the community with costs of this service but the current housing 
crisis is making this more and more difficult and the demand for this type of 
housing is great and increasing. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration and any info or suggestions you can 
provide. 
 
Best regards, 
Julie Bennett 
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Julie Bennett | Housing Acquisitions 

Desk:   206-651-7840 x108 
Cell:     253-292-3376 
Fax:     206-878-8421 
 
www.hom.church 

 

 
House of Mercy is a Non-profit 501c3 tax exempt organization 
*Confidentiality Note:*   This message is intended for use only by the  
individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information  
that is privileged and confidential, under applicable law. If you are not  
the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately, delete this  
email from your system, and do not use or disclose any information in this  
message. You are also notified that you may not impermissibly disseminate,  
distribute, access, acquire, use, disclose or copy this communication or  
any attachments under federal and state law. 
 
 
 

 
 
 

Julie Bennett | Housing Acquisitions 

Desk:   206-651-7840 x108 
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Fax:     206-878-8421 
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House of Mercy is a Non-profit 501c3 tax exempt organization 
*Confidentiality Note:*   This message is intended for use only by the  
individual or entity to which it is addressed, and may contain information  
that is privileged and confidential, under applicable law. If you are not  
the intended recipient, please notify the sender immediately, delete this  
email from your system, and do not use or disclose any information in this  
message. You are also notified that you may not impermissibly disseminate,  
distribute, access, acquire, use, disclose or copy this communication or  
any attachments under federal and state law. 
 
 
 

 
 
 
Julie Bennett | Housing Acquisitions 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marilyn Bennett <marilyn.bennett60@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:36 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Peter Pendras
Subject: "Home in Tacoma" public comments
Attachments: Letter to Tacoma Planning Commission.odt; City Plan Zone draft 2.odt

Dear Planning Commission members: 
 
Attached please find two letters in response to the City of Tacoma "Home in Tacoma" project. We 
respectfully request that you read and take note of our concerns here expressed. 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to the proposals of the Planning Commission. We have invested our 
livelihood in Tacoma, our home and  our neighborhood, for twenty-one years. We would hope that your 
ultimate actions will have the best interests of residents and for the preservation of what is high functioning and 
unique in each of our neighborhoods while seeking equitable and compatible ways to provide for additional 
housing options in Tacoma. 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
Marilyn Bennett 
Peter Pendras   
 
 
--  
Marilyn Bennett 
marilyn.bennett60@gmail.com 
Artistic Director, Toy Boat Theatre 
google: TOY BOAT THEATRE CO 
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         Marilyn Bennett 

         marilyn.bennett60@gmail.com 

         North End Resident, 20 years 

 

         April 8, 2021 

 

To: City of Tacoma, Home in Tacoma Planning Commission 

RE: Proposed Solutions to "Missing Middle Housing" in Tacoma 

 

Dear Commission Members: 

 

Thank you for your work on the crucial issue of how to increase housing options, especially to lower 

and middle-income families, in an equitable way, across Tacoma's many and varied neighborhoods. 

We are long-time residents of Tacoma's North End; middle-income, retired teacher/artists in a modest 

craftsman house on a small lot. It is the first and likely only house we will ever own. 

 

We have many concerns and questions about the two proposals you have set forth in your online 

materials and public forums, not only regarding potential impacts to our neighborhood, but to any 

established neighborhoods in the city. 

 

In the interest of brevity and specificity, I will offer our chief concerns and requests, in order of priority, 

in list form. 

 

1) Preserve the integrity of existing neighborhoods (one of your stated top three goals): even with 

 the "Low Scale" option, what is to prevent developers from pouncing on any home up for sale, 

 attaining the highest bid, and erecting a maximum allowable building on that lot? Case in point, 

 and so sadly, is the oversized, no easement, inadequate parking, privacy-invading, infra-

 structure-challenging development currently proposed for N. 27th and Adams. It likely pre-

 dated your study, but is poised to be an eyesore and a bottleneck for generations to come. 

 

2) Avoid unintended consequences: Case in point, and referenced several times in your public 

 comment session: the complete and rampant pillaging of the Ballard neighborhood in Seattle by 

 developers. Developers must be held accountable to Tacoma's needs and neighborhood health 

 and integrity, not their own profits. 

 

3) Any additional housing built in Tacoma must include affordable options and family options. 

 We believe this includes our North End area. Of the approximately 300 new units in the Proctor 

 area, plus the 95 units proposed for Proctor/North Adams, none will be affordable, and few 

 will be large enough to house a family. This trend must end. 

 

4) Begin with adding affordable housing units where there is ample available real estate.  The 

 North End has little "in-fill" area available as a hundred-plus year-old neighborhood. Shouldn't 

 the development begin where there is undeveloped space? Downtown, on the Yakima slope, on 

 the West end of 6th Avenue, in the Hilltop area, there is room for all manner of more affordable 

 housing, on transit corridors (brand new in some cases), with services. In existing, more fully 

 built single-family neighborhoods like the North End, Ruston, Narrows, begin by encouraging 

 ADU's and mother-in-laws, duplexes and four-plexes where appropriate.   

 

 

Staff Note: Attachment 1 to e-mail from 

Marilyn Bennett and Peter Pendras 
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5) You propose to "consider massing and scale of neighborhoods" to "prevent abrupt transitions". 

 Again: Ballard failed utterly in this, the proposed Proctor/Adams structure will fail here, 

 and any zoning allowing more than low-scale residential in established, single-home 

 neighborhoods, with attention paid to the issues noted above, will completely alter the character 

 of any neighborhood. 

 

6) We URGE that a complete environmental impact study be conducted in whatever area ultimately

 faces development; it is deeply concerning that this doesn't seem to have been a priority for 

 the Commission already. Effects on infra-structure, storm water, traffic, etc. must be studied 

 and any issues mitigated. 

 

7) Property taxes: ours have grown measurably, especially in the past 5-7 years; how will increased 

 growth and density impact people like us, who are on relatively modest fixed incomes? 

 

We acknowledge the need for housing; it affects us personally in that we have a young adult son who 

has little hope of owning his own dwelling in this city, in this market without the development of more 

affordable options. We want to see Tacoma continue to grow and prosper, but also retain the integrity of 

its historic and contemporary neighborhoods, and welcome young families into their first homes. For 

the past several years, it seems a hot light has shone on North Tacoma as a bastion of resistance to 

growth and change. I don't believe this is true, but local press has characterized us as needing to "get a 

grip" about growth in our neighborhood. As my husband puts it, "we are the low-hanging fruit" for 

developers, and we don't want developers to be the arbiters of ANY of Tacoma's many beloved 

neighborhoods. We seek considered, thorough, equitable city planning to manage our growth. 

 

Thank you for your time, 

 

Marilyn Bennett 
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Planning @city of Tacoma. org 

 

I am a long-time resident of Tacoma's North end and I am writing to comment on proposed changes to 

zoning regulations for the city of Tacoma. 

Since our family's arrival in 2001, Tacoma has undergone many changes along the 6th Ave corridor, 

Hill Top, Proctor and Rustin neighborhoods. The area that has not developed substantially and remains 

under utilized is the core of down town Tacoma where many commercial buildings have languished for 

years with out retail or residential vitality. 

Part of the reason for that is City of Tacoma's proclivity to promote development in residential pods 

where amenities already exist. There are no downtown drugstores or supermarkets and many of the 

small restaurants close up right after the office workers go home to the suburbs. If the city is to really 

face the challenge of affordable housing and the current market shortage of residences for sale, 

planners can not rely on established residential neighborhoods to come to the rescue. 

The other paradox is the use of the term "affordable housing".  What is "affordable" and to whom? The 

development taking place in Proctor and other sectors of the city is aimed at whatever the market will 

bear. How does this mitigate the housing crunch when it attracts renters from other metropolitan areas 

thereby compounding the problem? 

The lack of a comprehensive environmental impact statement regarding proposed land-use and zoning 

changes seems irresponsible and reckless. These changes to the city can not be undone. Once 

residential neighborhoods are open to multi-family units on city lots with sewer and water and 

transportation grids that anticipated single-family homes, there is no turning back. Developers will out-

bid the family every time. The lip service given to mitigating demolition of existing structures has not 

been borne out by the facts of past practices. 

In conclusion, the City of Tacoma has not been responsible in the use of impact fees to get developers 

to pay their fair share of the cost of infrastructure build-out including light rail and connections to 

transportation hubs. Yes, growth is a challenge to be faced by all the residents of the city and it can be 

accomplished responsibility. But do not forget that Tacoma went through a significant contraction in 

the downtown and Hilltop areas and some of those properties are still underutilized. Wouldn't it be a 

better solution to reimagine those possibilities instead of dismantling  proven high-functioning 

residential neighborhoods block by block. That is contrary to what the city planners have said is best 

for Tacoma. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Peter Pendras 

Staff Note: Attachment 2 to e-mail from 

Marilyn Bennett and Peter Pendras 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

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

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

From: Just Judy <nanabergie@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Email Tacoma Planning

I'm so upset about the re-zoning of one family dwellings in the North end that I'm prepared to vote against every 
member of the city council and the mayor when they run for any office. Taking names and making a list. You 
have allowed multiple dwellings to be constructed in areas that have and will change the existing neighborhoods 
by the addition of traffic, parking and living next to a structure that will probably affect the sale of houses in 
that area. 
My son lived by the Tacoma Mall where my tax dollars will be used to level the disgusting low cost apartments 
and duplexes that were built there to make some sort of development that includes a park. Also, wiping out the 
houses in that area. When I house sat for my son, I kept all the drapes closed because there were all these 
windows that someone could look into his house and watch my movements. How would our public officials like 
living with that experience on a daily basis. Build some of these affordable cheap buildings by your houses. 
YOU MAKE THE SACRIFICE AND SET THE EXAMPLE! 
 
JUDY BERGSTROM  
LIFE LONG RESIDENT OF TACOMA, WA. 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

 

 

  

Michael Berry 
03/23/21 

The City should build tiny homes and permanent supportive 
housing for homeless people or people facing homelessness on 
larger sites, rather than try to build infill housing everywhere.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Judy B <judyann.bey@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, March 20, 2021 12:42 PM
To: Planning
Subject: housing missing middle response

I have participated in the survey and one meeting. It is difficult to view the map on line for whatever reason, but 
I am responding with the following: 
 
in the downtown/hilltop region,; I would note the absence of trees, as well as comment on a plan for adding 
space for the green and/or park designation for vertical integration. So, to walk from any place on Pacific Ave 
up to MLK or any points in between is very unappealing as a pedestrian. There is open space in the Hilltop 
between Pacific  and MLK for apartments etc. However, is there a plan that encourages pedestrian access and a 
neighborhood going up and down, not just laterally? One that is, at least in part, separate from the main 
roads?  Metro Parks did a great job allowing Dunne peninsula to be integrated to the upper level of PT 
Defiance.  Parks don't have to be only fields for play, they can be green belts that connect. As such the 
possibilities include,  stairs ( folks jump the fence at Stadium High to run the stairs,  Why not create a set of 
stairs for exercise purposes, and that link to additional trails or paths for running?) ; slides/mini 
parks/viewpoints ( the slide at Dunne Peninsula is brilliant. Why not add some between a couple levels ? to 
include small sitting/view areas? preserving the view between levels in this section should be an objective, 
creating and planning the space ensures it happens), business access ( the hilltop lacks typical business/services 
that viable/strong neighborhoods have. Adding and encouraging a thought out walking path means a business 
can develop with local support, again not just laterally but vertically.  
 
MetroParks integration - how does the plan add park space and green space  As posted above, not every park 
needs or should be a field of some kind. But I don't see the addition or dedication of green space. Is there 
mention of a percentage of the green space being allocated to Native plants? 
 
Are there any benefits for green developments? Will developers that use green buildings be given any 
preference? What does the city classify as green building? does a linked rain garden for the entire block count? 
What about leaseholder type of developers such as the existing Green Harbor Communities? 
 
I think that does it! Thank you for reading! 
 
Judy 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Erik Bjornson <Ebjornson@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:15 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comment : Pro 
Attachments: OIP.jpg; LAO-displacement-300x265.jpg

 
City of Tacoma Planning Commission, 
 
I write today in support of the Home in Tacoma proposal to allow more housing units in Tacoma’s neighborhood. 
 
However, in order to make sure the proposal does not create more harm than good, the city should make sure that  
 
1)  New units are aligned property toward the street. 
 
2)  The market determine how much parking is built.  Imposing any off‐street parking requirement could result in 
developers being forced to build ugly “dingbat” type homes where housing units sit above a garage.  A parking 
requirement would also impose a $50,000 per parking spot cost and make many new development unfeasible due to 
small lot sizes.  Thus, it is very important that no additional off‐street parking requirements be proposed. 
 
3)  Parking garages should not allowed to face the street: no “snub nose” housing  should be allowed. 
 
Also, in order to encourage more housing and lower rates of displacement and the additional of new units in Tacoma, 
please do not restrict or place new burdens on either the 8 or 12 years multi family tax exemption or impose any 
inclusionary zoning policies.  These might be "feel good" policies but the research on the matter shows that they do 
more harm than good in terms of affordability and displacement issues. 
 
The fact is that allowing more market rate housing to be built will both 1) reduce future housing cost increases, and 2) 
reduce the displacement of current residents.  See the attached graphs and: 
 
https://la.streetsblog.org/2016/02/10/want‐to‐slow‐displacement‐then‐build‐more‐housing‐says‐legislative‐analysts‐
office/ 
 
Tacoma’s affordable‐housing challenges were largely created by the city during the last 50 years through the adoption of 
multiple levels of restrictive, byzantine land‐use policies that have thwarted housing development. 
Coupled with more people willing to move here, it was entirely predictable that housing prices would rise sharply. 
Thus, it’s encouraging to see the Tacoma City Council now prioritizing affordable housing. 
New policies should be built on the truism that every new unit constructed in the city, regardless of price level, helps 
mitigate costs and reduces the number of displaced residents, like the people recently forced to move from the Tiki 
Apartments. 
 
All the city’s affordable‐housing proposals were no doubt based on good intentions. The beneficial policies should be 
quickly adopted, while the ones that would exacerbate Tacoma’s shortage by raising new costs and barriers to housing 
creation should be quickly scuttled. 
 
But additional regulations should be examined cautiously, as every new one increases the cost of housing. Because they 
do not add new units to Tacoma’s residential stock, they won’t make it more affordable. 
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Allowing Tacomans to build additional dwelling units is a long overdue method to add affordable housing here without 
requiring any new land or tax to do so. 
 
The city should also add construction incentives and refrain from burdening or impairing the modest incentives already 
in place. 
 
The city should also focus on removing outdated barriers, such as 1950‐era suburban parking requirements, yard 
mandates, density rules and height limits in mixed‐use centers. These have restricted housing development in the last 
half century and made it unnecessarily expensive to live here. 
 
Reject efforts to impose harmful “inclusionary zoning” policies 
 
As enticing as it might appear, the city should reject heaping the cost of subsidized housing entirely on new dwellings 
through the collection of impact fees or through the practice of inclusionary zoning, also known as IZ. (Under IZ policies, 
a government dictates that a predetermined share of new residential construction must be affordable to people with 
low to moderate incomes.) 
 
These policies would increase housing prices in Tacoma and displace more residents. 
 
It’s little wonder that in urban planning circles, IZ policies are among the most criticized. They raise housing prices and 
create the opposite of the benefit they’re purported to solve. 
 
It would be nonsensical and unjust if the government attempted to fund food stamps solely through a tax on groceries. 
Yet that’s the equivalent of the policy being considered in Tacoma with regard to housing. 
 
The Portland Mercury recently reported on that city’s draconian IZ system, and concluded that “a year into the policy, 
the detractors seem to be winning. Apartment construction in Portland has fallen off a cliff ...” 
 
Yet, even if Tacoma officials removed the multitude of barriers that hobble development, many Tacomans still wouldn’t 
be able to afford a house due to the high cost of land, labor and building materials. 
 
The reality is that below‐market housing units do not pay for themselves and will require a public subsidy. The city could 
subsidize new affordable housing by donating it from its vast land portfolio or by paying for construction directly. 
Just as there is no free pot of gold at the end of the rainbow, there is no free repository of affordable housing that can 
be created by imposing an additional cost to new development. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erik Bjornson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Morgan Blackmore <morgandblackmore@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:37 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

I'd like to register my strong support for the Home in Tacoma Project. Tacoma needs housing, we need more 
apartment buildings of all sizes, more townhouses, more 2 3 and 4 plexes. Market rate housing is good and it 
helps, but the market alone won't solve the problem. I believe the ideas laid out in Home in Tacoma would be a 
significant step toward a more diverse, affordable, equitable, and livable city. 
 
Morgan Blackmore 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ezra Blaser <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:03 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Ezra Blaser  

blaserbrad@gmail.com  

1203 James street  

Seattle, Washington 98104 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

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

Here is the second one. 
 
From: nicholas bond <nicholasbond@gmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:29 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; rharala@cityoftacoma.org 
Cc: Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma ‐ Planning Commission Hearing and SEPA Comments 

 
Here is the 4th attachment to my letter.  I broke these up in case of email size limits. 
Thanks, 
Nicholas Bond, AICP 
 
On Wed, Apr 7, 2021 at 5:27 PM nicholas bond <nicholasbond@gmail.com> wrote: 

Please find the comment letter and supporting documents from my wife and I on the Home in Tacoma 
project.  These comments are directed to both the Planning Commission for tonight's hearing and to the SEPA 
official concerning the proposed MDNS on the project.  I will send a second email with additional attachments 
to ensure that my email is under your size limits. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Nicholas Bond, AICP 
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April 4, 2021

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

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

Re: Home In Tacoma Proposal and SEPA MDNS

Honorable Planning Commissioners,

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

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

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

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

Process:

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

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

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

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

Regional Planning and GMA Requirements:

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

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

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

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

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

Environmental Impacts - SEPA:

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

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

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

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

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

2 https://www.psrc.org/sites/default/files/final_regional_centers_framework_march_22_version.pdf
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development will likely have significant impacts on the natural environment and on Puget Sound.
Mitigation is needed to ensure that this proposal does not exacerbate surface water pollution in
Puget Sound or disrupt in-stream flows by intercepting rain that would otherwise recharge
groundwater and provide instream flows during the summer months.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Conclusion:

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

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

Sincerely,

Nicholas Bond, AICP
Laura Barker

Attachments:

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

up, one moves into groups of dwellings arranged as row 
houses. These are shown in the middle two pairings of 
block diagrams. Typically, row houses comprise two- or 
three-story dwellings ranging in width from 16 to 25 feet. 
They can be front or rear loaded, but parking is preferable 
at the rear to avoid a street frontage dominated by garage 
doors. Where front loading is unavoidable, tandem park-
ing is preferable for two-car garages.
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•  Semi-Detached Houses - 2 Story
Secondary Units over Rear Garages
15 DU / AC Density
Rear Loaded Alley Parking

Alley with Parking

Semi-Detached
Dwelling Units

Secondary Unit 
Over Garage

Single Family
Dwelling Units

Alley with Parking

•  Single Family Detached Houses
2 Story — 10 DU/ AC Density
Rear Loaded Alley Parking   

Single Family
Dwelling Units
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Using the row-house typology, various site confi gura-
tions can be used to increase densities without creating an 
overwhelming impact on the street. Two such arrange-
ments were developed by nineteenth-century builders in 
San Francisco: the tandem house and the mid-block alley. 
“Tandem housing” consists of a second row of houses 
located behind the street-facing units and accessed through 
a garage court or portal. This works well on deeper lots, 
because from the street the appearance is the same as for 
ordinary row housing, but at double the density.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

from San Jose, California.

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

typologies described here.

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

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

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

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

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

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

Clarification of Gross versus Net density

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

4 dwelling units per acre (gross)
Relatively new single family subdivision in Ellensburg
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Notable features: The lack of street trees combined with a prevalence of garages and driveways.

5.3 dwelling units per acre (gross)

Older single family neighborhood in Olympia, WA 

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

5.9 dwelling units per acre (gross)

Relatively new single family subdivision within the master planned Snoqualmie Ridge development (Snoqualmie,
WA). 
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Note the second row of homes at the top and bottom of image accessed by private lanes. Notable features: The
courtyard access lots behind the street fronting homes add density, but its density that’s largely screened from the
street.

7.7 dwelling units per acre (gross)

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

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

9.3 dwelling units per acre (gross)

Relatively new mixed-housing type subdivision within the master planned Issaquah Highlands development
(Issaquah, WA).  138



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

15 dwelling units per acre (gross)

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

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

18 dwelling units per acre (net)
139



New apartment community in Renton, WA.   

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

27 dwelling units per acre (net)

5th Avenue condominiums in Kirkland, WA

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

34 dwelling units per acre (net)
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Lionsgate Townhouses in Redmond, WA

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

36 dwelling units per acre (net)

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

44 dwelling units per acre (net)

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

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

59 dwelling units per acre (net)

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

205 dwelling units per acre (net)

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

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

162 dwelling units per acre (net)

Apartments over ground level retail in Seattle’s First Hill neighborhood
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Notable features: Six story mixed-use apartment building in the very urban First Hill neighborhood.

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

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

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

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

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

Façade massing. Large buildings that feature good articulation techniques that break down the perceived scale of
the building and add visual interest will appear less dense than a boxy and poorly detailed building.
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Façade materials & detailing. Buildings with materials and detailing that add visual depth and interest to a view will
also be perceived as less dense and more livable.

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

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

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

Last Modified: March 10, 2017
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1. Purpose and Background 
Purpose 
 

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

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

PSRC’s federal transportation funding.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

procedures to update to the regional centers framework.   
 

This update will: 

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

the focus of growth, planning, and investment. 

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

connected communities with sufficient market potential to accommodate new jobs and 

residents. 

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

region. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

Implementation 

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

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

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

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

that are discussed in Section 12 of the framework: 

• Updating new center designation procedures 

• Developing new administrative procedures for monitoring of existing centers 

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

• Updating countywide planning policies with countywide criteria and designations 

• Measuring performance and outcomes over time 

• Completing additional analysis on social equity strategies for centers 

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

framework 

• Research funding opportunities for centers 

• Research the number and distribution of centers 

151



 

The framework proposal focuses on the criteria and process to designate and evaluate regional and 

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

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

future growth and development in centers.  

 

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

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

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

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

 

Guiding Principles & Objectives 

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

principles for the project: 

 

o Support the Growth Management Act and VISION 2040.  

o Focus growth consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy. 

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

o Provide common procedures across the region. 

o Guide strategic use of limited regional investments.   

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

 

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

 

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

the region’s overall growth.  

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

alternatives to driving alone.  

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

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

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

choices and access to jobs, to a diverse population.  

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

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

accessible to workers.  

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

physical, mental, and social well-being. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Executive Board. 

 

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

Centers to incorporate the following procedural changes: 

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

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

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

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

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

factors may be considered in designating new centers.  

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

distribution of centers.   

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

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

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

centers will remain open through the fall of 2019. 

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

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

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

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

criteria. 

 

 

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

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

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

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

biking, and transit. 

 

Eligibility Criteria for New Regional Growth Centers 

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

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

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

documentation: 

 

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

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

153



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

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

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

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

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

incomes and strategies to further fair housing  

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

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

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

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

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

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

incorporation. 

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

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

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

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

infrastructure, amenities, and a street pattern that supports walkability 

 

 

Designation Criteria for New Regional Growth Centers 

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

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

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

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

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

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

growth planning.   

 
 

Regional Growth Centers 

Urban Growth Center  

These centers have an important regional role, with 

dense existing jobs and housing, high-quality 

transit service, and planning for significant growth.  

These centers may represent areas where major 

investments – such as high-capacity transit – offer 

new opportunities for growth. 

Metro Growth Center  

These centers have a primary regional role – they 

have dense existing jobs and housing, high-

quality transit service, and are planning for 

significant growth.  They will continue to serve as 

major transit hubs for the region.  These centers 

also provide regional services, and serve as major 

civic and cultural centers.   

Urban Growth Center Criteria 

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

o Existing density. 18 activity units per acre 

minimum 

o Planned target density. 45 activity units per 

acre minimum 

Metro Growth Center Criteria  

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

o Existing density. 30 activity units per acre 

minimum 

o Planned target density. 85 activity units per 

acre minimum  
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o Mix of uses. Regional growth centers 

should have a goal for a minimum mix of at 

least 15% planned residential and 

employment activity in the center.  

o Size. 200 acres minimum - 640 acres 

maximum (may be larger if served by an 

internal, high capacity transit system) 

o Transit. Existing or planned1 fixed route bus, 

regional bus, Bus Rapid Transit, or other 

frequent and all-day bus service. May 

substitute high-capacity transit mode for 

fixed route bus. Service quality is defined as 

either frequent (< 15-minute headways) and 

all-day (operates at least 16 hours per day 

on weekdays) –or- high capacity 

o Market potential. Evidence of future market 

potential to support planning target 

o Role. Evidence of regional role 

• Clear regional role for center (serves 

as important destination for the 

county) 

• Jurisdiction is planning to 

accommodate significant residential 

and employment growth under 

Regional Growth Strategy 

 

o Mix of uses. Regional growth centers 

should have a goal for a minimum mix of 

at least 15% planned residential and 

employment activity in the center.  

o Size. 320 acres minimum - 640 acres 

maximum (may be larger if served by an 

internal, high capacity transit system) 

o Transit. Existing or planned light rail, 

commuter rail, ferry, or other high capacity 

transit with similar service quality as light 

rail. Service quality is defined as either 

frequent (< 15-minute headways) and all-

day (operates at least 18 hours per day on 

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

commuter rail, regional bus, Bus Rapid 

Transit). Evidence the area serves as major 

transit hub and has high quality/high 

capacity existing or planned service. 

o Market potential. Evidence of future market 

potential to support planning target 

o Role. Evidence of regional role:  

• Clear regional role for center (for 

example, city center of metropolitan 

cities, other large and fast-growing 

centers; important regional 

destination) 

• Jurisdiction is planning to 

accommodate significant residential 

and employment growth under 

Regional Growth Strategy 

 

 

 

 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

economic objectives.  

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

modes, such as marine, air and rail. 

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

Eligibility Criteria for New Regional Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

manufacturing/industrial center 

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

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

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

review that the area is appropriate for development 

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

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

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

shape of manufacturing/industrial center 

 

Designation Criteria for New Regional Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

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

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

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

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

future growth planning.   
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New Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

Industrial Employment Center 

These centers are highly active industrial areas 

with significant existing jobs, core industrial 

activity, evidence of long-term demand, and 

regional role. They have a legacy of industrial 

employment and represent important long-term 

industrial areas, such as deep-water ports and 

major manufacturing. The intent of this 

designation is to, at a minimum, preserve existing 

industrial jobs and land use and to continue to 

grow industrial employment in these centers 

where possible. Jurisdictions and transit agencies 

should aim to serve all MICs with transit.   

 

Industrial Growth Center 

These regional clusters of industrial lands 

have significant value to the region and 

potential for future job growth. These large 

areas of industrial land serve the region with 

international employers, industrial 

infrastructure, concentrations of industrial 

jobs, and evidence of long-term potential. 

The intent of this designation is to continue 

growth of industrial employment and preserve 

the region’s industrial land base for long-term 

growth and retention.  Jurisdictions and 

transit agencies should aim to serve all MICs 

with transit.    

 

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

 

• Existing jobs: 10,000 minimum 

• Planned jobs: 20,000 minimum  

• Minimum 50% industrial employment 

• If MIC is within a transit service district, 

availability of existing or planned frequent, 

local, express, or flexible transit service. If 

MIC is outside a transit service district, 

documented strategies to reduce 

commute impacts through transportation 

demand management strategies 

consistent with the Regional 

Transportation Plan Appendix F (Regional 

TDM Action Plan) 

• Presence of irreplaceable industrial 

infrastructure 2 

• At least 75% of land area zoned for core 

industrial uses 3 

• Industrial retention strategies in place 

• Regional role 

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

 

• Minimum size of 2,000 acres  

• Existing jobs: 4,000 minimum 

• Planned jobs: 10,000 minimum  

• Minimum 50% industrial employment  

• If MIC is within a transit service district, 

availability of existing or planned 

frequent, local, express, or flexible 

transit service. If MIC is outside a 

transit service district, documented 

strategies to reduce commute 

impacts through transportation 

demand management strategies 

consistent with the Regional 

Transportation Plan Appendix F 

(Regional TDM Action Plan) 

• At least 75% of land area zoned for 

core industrial uses 

• Industrial retention strategies in place 

• Regional role 

 

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

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

terminals. Commercial uses within core industrial zones shall be strictly limited. 
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5. Regional Center Redesignation Standards 
Regional centers have been a central strategy of the regional plan for decades, although centers have 

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

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

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

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

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

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

process. 

 

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

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

provided that they meet the following criteria:  

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

involvement requirements established under the Growth Management Act. 

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

countywide planning policies. 

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

the criteria are already met or could be met. 
 

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

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

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

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

centers: 

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

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

center. 

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

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

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

and a street pattern that supports walkability. 

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

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

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

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

area is encouraged. 

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

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

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

growth, pedestrian infrastructure, and public amenities. 

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

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

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

center is consistent with other criteria identified in this section.  

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

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

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

study must consider a planning horizon reasonably beyond the monitoring period 

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

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

address opportunities identified in the market study. 
 

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

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

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

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

similar to new centers: 

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

sustained commitment over time to local investments in infrastructure and 

transportation. Demonstrated commitment to protecting and preserving industrial uses, 

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

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

center. 

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

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

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

developed in consultation with public ports and affected governmental entities. 

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

planning and annexation/incorporation are encouraged as feasible.  

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

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

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

growth and planned transportation infrastructure. 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

its work to address opportunities identified in the market study. 

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

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

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

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

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

 

 

6. Countywide Centers 

 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

 

Countywide Centers 

Countywide Growth Center  Countywide Industrial Center  

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

 

Identified as a countywide center in the 

countywide planning policies  

 

Located within a city or unincorporated urban 

area 

Center must meet each the following criteria: 

 

Identified as a countywide center in the 

countywide planning policies  

 

Located within a city or unincorporated urban 

area 
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Countywide Centers 

Countywide Growth Center  Countywide Industrial Center  

(cont.) 

 

Demonstration that the center is a local planning 

and investment priority: 

o Identified as a countywide center in a local 

comprehensive plan; subarea plan 

recommended 

o Clear evidence that area is a local priority 

for investment, such as planning efforts or 

infrastructure 

 

The center is a location for compact, mixed-use 

development; including: 

o A minimum existing activity unit density of 

10 activity units per acre 

o Planning and zoning for a minimum mix of 

uses of 20 percent residential and 20 

percent employment, unless unique 

circumstances make these percentages 

not possible to achieve. 

o Capacity and planning for additional growth 

 

The center supports multi-modal transportation, 

including:  

o Transit service 

o Pedestrian infrastructure and amenities 

o Street pattern that supports walkability 

o Bicycle infrastructure and amenities 

o Compact, walkable size of one-quarter mile 

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

walkshed (500 acres) 

 (cont.) 

 

Demonstration that the center is a local 

planning and investment priority: 

o Identified as a countywide center in a 

local comprehensive plan; subarea plan 

recommended 

o Clear evidence that area is a local 

priority for investment, such as planning 

efforts, or infrastructure 

 

The center supports industrial sector 

employment: 

o Minimum 1,000 existing jobs and/or 

500 acres of industrial land  

o Defined transportation demand 

management strategies in place 

o At least 75% of land area zoned for core 

industrial uses 

o Industrial retention strategies in place 

o Capacity and planning for additional 

growth 

o Important county role and 

concentration of industrial land or 

jobs with evidence of long-term 

demand 

 

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

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

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

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

appropriate places for additional growth and focal points for services. 

 

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

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

change over time. 

 

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

regional planning.  
 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Designation Criteria for Types of Military Installations 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

Through this recognition, regional expectations include: 

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

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

multimodal transportation options 

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

o Completed Joint Land Use Study or similar coordinated planning effort 
 

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

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

regional growth center). 
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Smaller military installations may continue to be recognized by countywide planning forums as a type of 

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

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

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

consideration for local variability.  
 

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

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

strategies to encourage new housing production with long-term affordability 

o Displacement risk analysis and strategies to prevent or mitigate displacement 

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

pedestrian and bicycle networks 

o Equitable community engagement 

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

quality of life 

o Environmental justice impacts 

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

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

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

topics: 

o Equitable community engagement 

o Access to opportunity, including employment and education opportunities 

o Environmental justice impacts 

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

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

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

uses and businesses in the center 

o Specific transportation planning investments, programs, and resources identified 

 

10. Regional Support  
Funding to Support Centers 

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

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

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

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

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

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

centers for the purpose of PSRC’s funding framework.   

 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

 

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

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

tracking other measures consistent with the designation requirements. 

 

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

top of regional trends in centers development.   

 

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

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

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

 

 

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

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

for existing centers. 

 

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

o Identification of military installations a regional geography 

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

other industrial areas in the region 

o Growth goals for regional centers 

 

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

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

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

on technical assistance and implementation of updated criteria. 

 

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

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

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

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

regional and countywide centers: 

 

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

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

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

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

Measures may include assessment of demographic characteristics, housing affordability, 

employment, amenities, and access to opportunity.  

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

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

envisioned in regional growth centers. 

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

centers.  

o Social equity 

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

centers.  

• Provide additional resources and best practices addressing equitable community 

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

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

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

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

centers throughout the region.  

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

lands in the centers framework. 

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

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

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

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

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

improvement of transportation corridors serving recognized military installations. PSRC, 

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

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

on surrounding jurisdictions.  

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

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

revenue generators, export value). 

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

support development in centers and corridors connecting centers. 

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

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

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

of limited regional resources.   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: P & J Borth <pizzaevrynite@msn.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 7:57 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project  - Elliot Barnet

Home in Tacoma Project Comments 

Thank you for your effort and reaching out to the community.  I’m in favor a staggered rollout of the Evolve Housing 

Choice.  Go after open/undeveloped areas now while they still exist.  When the changes apply to existing structures or 

lots it will become more challenging.  Do not give tax breaks to developers.  As a Tacoma resident and tax payer it 

means I either have to pay more in taxes or get less services.  In addition make, sure the developers pay for or provide 

the additional needed infrastructure for more residents.  Tax breaks give them profits even though they may not live in 

Tacoma. 

While the City seems to be a in a hurry making these changes during a pandemic may not be a wise idea. Waiting a year 

will allow the path forward to hopefully be a little clearer. 

As pointed out on the pins on the comment map, some of what is shown as existing housing types is wrong.  It should be 

corrected now before moving forward to insure an accurate path forward.  

Is the Housing Choice Survey statistically representative?  Over eight neighborhoods there were only 800+ results, 100 

per neighborhood.  Maybe it needs a redo with a much larger sample size. 

 

Paul Borth 

5505 Norpoint Way NE 

Tacoma, WA 98422 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Natalie Bowman <mrsbeaux@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:05 PM
To: Planning
Subject: North Tacoma resident in favor

Hi 
 
I own a home at 42nd and Cheyenne ‐ across the street from 2 multi family dwellings. I support the proposal to increase 
more small scale multi‐family dwellings throughout the area. Your plan is very thoughtful.  
 
I am also a business owner in Tacoma ( in the McKinley neighborhood)  
 
Thanks 
Natalie Bowman 
4513 N 42nd St 
Tacoma WA 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jennifer Boyd <injunjenn@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:28 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing

I’m a Tacoma resident and homeowner writing to support more housing in Tacoma. We can’t solve the 
homeless crisis without a lot more homes.   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: C B <clairebrecher@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:12 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project

I am concerned about the proposed zoning changes. In my opinion both scenarios go too far but Scenario 2 is 
unacceptable. I am also worried about vague references to building near "transit" but nobody can be expected to 
pay top dollar for rent or a mortgage and go car-less when the promised "nearby transit" is a bus that only stops 
once every 20 or 30 minutes. If Low-scale and Mid-scale residences are built without adequate parking options 
neighborhood parking will become even more clogged than it already is.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Conway Brew <conway.brew@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:03 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Hello ‐ 
 
We just moved to Tacoma’s West End in late December and found ourselves sort of in the middle of this process. I 
would like to sign up to receive updates and follow the progress of the plan.  
 
I also want to apologize for leaving multiple comments on the map as I could not figure out how to edit an existing 
comment to (1) indicate that it was for a specific scenario and (2) add additional information. Happy to discuss (I left my 
phone number in the contact info).  
 
I am curious, are there relevant examples from other cities who have embarked upon similar programs that could be 
used to strengthen the concept? Or is this a first of its kind sort of thing?  Did I miss that on the website or in the video?
 
Thanks, 
 
Conway Brew 
720‐217‐2397 
 
Sent from my mobile device.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ann Brock <brock_ann@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:08 AM
To: Planning
Subject: No change in zoning, please

To whom it my concern, 
 
Tacoma citizens have not had enough time to respond to the proposed zoning changes. You stated that these 
will be gradual and take place over time.  If they are adopted by the City Council in June or July and your 
neighborhood is immediately impacted, this “gradual change over time,” will become reality very 
quickly.  Public input has not been sufficient.  I personally, did not even find out about this until the Tacoma 
News Teibune article last Monday!  How many of us at present subscribe to the local paper?  Why have we not 
had more information mailed to us and opportunities to meet in public forums? COVID has become a 
convenient excuse to drive an agenda through with minimal public participation.  Please be honest in your 
assessment of this fact and realize that this is not desirable and certainly not an honorable way to operate.   
 
Are we not doing this so quickly to garner federal funds?  We need to slow the process down and have impact 
studies done BEFORE we proceed.  We need to plan proactively, not react after the fact. Environmental issues, 
parking solutions, infrastructure challenges need to be studied.  The public needs to have opportunities to 
analyze, formulate opinions, have questions answered and then recommend scenarios.  For instance, how would 
the 20’ height restriction be affected by this new rezone plan? 
 
 Our homeless population problem is not due to lack of housing.  Until we address the real issues of mental 
illness and addiction, no amount of multi-use housing will address our sad and ever growing homeless issue.  If 
you have not read, I encourage you to read the following article.  https://www.city-journal.org/olympia-washington-mental-
hospitals  We do not need to fool ourselves into thinking rezoning will take care of this issue.  What kind of 
society are we that ignores the real issues around homelessness , and instead create non solutions? 
 
It was stated that “many”people see a housing crisis.  Provide us with numbers, a wide ranging survey, data and 
facts.  This takes time, communication and the desire to reach out to ALL Tacoma residents.  “Many” is not the 
majority.  “Many” people can be determined by only surrounding yourself with like thinking people.  The term 
many, can easily represent those lucky enough to be within your like thinking bubble.  
 
If the Eastside truly is favorable to this rezoning, then start small and implement there and then analyze the 
results in order to make sound decisions moving forward on a wider scale.  Really look at Ballard and 
Portland. . .what are the true results of the rezoning done in these places?  What we want to happen, is very 
different than setting up for success by realistically assessing failures. 
 
This obviously is a done deal.  The Evolve Plan is less dramatic, so please go with this.  Also, revise your map 
so the highest density is along the tram lines and major bus routes. We live at 622 N Fernside.  This area needs 
to be redesignated.  The lines are not realistically drawn in this area.  Study what has been done and you will see 
these do not make sense. 
 
In closing, “if we build it they will come,” is worth thinking about.  Do we really need more Seattle type 
people?  Who will really benefit from these housing plans?  Going after more Federal money is not necessarily 
a good thing for our city and communities, just “because we can.”   
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We cannot stop progress, but we can design our future by building on past best practices.  On the Zoom meeting 
the African American gentleman spoke with passion and experience.  Please listen to his concerns, hear the 
angst in his voice, seek out and respond to his lived wisdom.  His emotional testimonial had more impact on me 
than any of the well rehearsed testimonials.  It was raw and it was real.  Let this be a guide for your decisions.   
 
Very truly yours, 
 
Ann Brock 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Chuck Brock <prinmancz@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:53 PM
To: Planning
Subject: No to Zoning Change

To whom it may concern: 
 
I highly recommend you turn down Federal $ and ignore the pressure to implement such a disruptive plan.  It is not in 
the best interest of the community of Tacoma to change the long standing zoning that citizens have relied upon when 
purchasing or building homes.  It is very disruptive and counter productive. 
 
Perhaps you could send a message to Washington to do what China has done, and build new cities to house our growing 
population, rather than destroy our existing ones! This would be a great use of infrastructure funds. 
 
Another thought is that this is such an extreme idea, that the City should make a referendum to the people regarding 
this plan: 
 
1. Leave the zoning alone 
2. Choose the evolutionary plan 
3. Choose the Draconian plan 
 
That way Tacoma’s citizens can truly decide this issue. 
 
Otherwise an initiative to roll back a flawed law passed by the City Council might be the only option left for true citizen 
input. 
 
Thanks for your work on this, even though I believe it is misguided. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Charles Brock 
622 N Fernside Dr 
Tacoma 98406 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

173



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Lili Brown <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 12:38 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity,  

Lili Brown 

Lili Brown  

lilijbrown@gmail.com  

416 N G Street #3  

Tacoma, Washington 98403 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Reggie Brown <reggie@louisrudolphhomes.net>
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 6:28 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

I believe that Elliott and team have created a proposal that goes along way towards solving our housing crisis. It 
addresses diversity in neighborhoods and speaks for future generations that do not currently have a voice. I 
approve 100%. 
 
Sincerely  
Reggie Brown 
Louis Rudolph Homes 
253-202-5025 
 
Get Outlook for iOS 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tara Brown <baratown@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 19, 2021 4:23 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Public comment on proposed zoning changes

 
I am a homeowner in Central Tacoma and I support increased zoning density (The Transform Tacoma plan) 
throughout the city because I am concerned about housing affordability in Tacoma.  
 
Sincerely,  
Tara Brown  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dana Brownfield <danaruthbrownfield@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:02 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma project comment

Hello, 
I can't seem to get my comment to stick to the GIS, so I am emailing it: 
Location: S 13th and Fife St 
"Scenario 2 seems ok with me, but I would like to see more small parks or plazas designated in neighborhoods, or maybe 
take whole streets and make them into pedestrian and wildlife thoroughfares. As housing becomes more dense there will 
be fewer backyards. Lack of outdoor space can increase stress, and people need space to go outside and relax, and also 
to socialize. We don't really have a space like that in my neighborhood. We have a playfield that is only really used to 
organized sports; a golf course that is nice, open space with limited access and use; Franklin Park is near, but you have 
to cross a busy street (Cedar) to get there and the sidewalks and crosswalks are very bad. There aren't even curb cuts at 
the intersection of 12th and Cedar, a busy intersection near a school. Even small, one block or half block parks can help 
neighbors connect and reduce stress. I would like to see S. 12th street transformed into a bike/pedestrian thoroughfare 
with only one lane of vehicular traffic in each direction to support safety in the neighborhood, especially has population 
density increases due to denser development." 
 
--Dana Brownfield 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Stephanie Buman <sbuman@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:35 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Response to Home in Tacoma proposals

Stephanie Buman  

5142 N Visscher Street  

Tacoma, WA  98407  

sbuman@hotmail.com  

  

4/8/2021  

  

Response to Proposed Home in Tacoma Scenarios  

I object to the dismantling of Single‐Family Residential Zoning as is proposed for the following reasons:  

1.        It doesn’t guarantee its primary goal of providing lower cost housing, matter of fact it could reduce it.   

As I understand it, the measure opens neighborhoods up to increased density land use without requiring 

developers to provide affordable housing.  This plan rests on a bedrock of a willfully naïve belief that developers 

will act in the public benefit over commercial concerns; or a simple desire to give developers a blank check.  The 

first properties that developers will scoop up will be the smaller, older, lower cost homes which are exactly the 

properties that middle and lower middle‐income people could afford to rent or own.  Local history abounds with 

examples of apartment/condo developments which provide very nice and very expensive rental units only.  The 

market drives this every time.  

  

2.        It takes away people’s rights.  

People buy their homes based upon zoning and neighborhoods.  I would have never bought a house in Tacoma if 

I knew the City Council would ever entertain these kinds of proposals – really.   I, like most people have most of 

my money and so future tied up in my house.  If I have to sell and move out of the 4‐story apartment zone you 

have slated for my neighborhood I will have to pay income taxes on any profit I’ve made and the cost to me will 

be huge.  You dress this proposal in the clothes of ‘Oh we must do something for those less fortunate.’  But 

you’re asking those who may not be so fortunate themselves to bear the cost.  I am near retirement and was 

planning for this to be my last home.  It is very maddening to me that I could be zoned out and taxed out of my 

home.  

 

  

3.        What’s Driving this?  

The first answer would be – houses cost too much.  But there is another way to consider this.  According to 

datausa.com, there are 206,00 people living in Tacoma and 103,000 jobs.  Presuming a lot of these people are 

not workers – retired or children, the city provides more jobs than required housing units.  The need for more 

housing comes from huge job market in King County.  Why do we want to be their bedroom community?  

Everything about your dream scenario of a village of people walking or busing to their near‐by jobs is a fiction. 

The demand for increased housing is a demand for housing by people who don’t work here; who chug up I‐5 at 

20 mph.  Forget your gauzy nirvana, this is just making Tacoma a bedroom community of Seattle with all the 

concomitant sprawl problems.   I understand that various layers of government compel cities to provide housing 
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for other cities.  I say, it’s time to ask why?  Why should we destroy our own town for the sake of regional out of 

control growth?    

 

  

4.        Impact of plans on my neighborhood:  

I live at 5142 N Visscher St, Tacoma.  This neighborhood currently provides the City with:  ferry access, one of 

the largest parks, the zoo and access to the densely populated Ruston Point development.   On my block we 

have 6 small older houses which would qualify as Middle income affordable.  It is a mixed‐cost housing area 

already.    

 

 Under the ‘Transform’ plan my neighborhood will be a 4‐story apartment zone with a few houses sunk into 

canyons between them.  The now quadrupled (?) population living in overpriced apartments (I’m near Pt. 

Defiance Park – these units won’t be affordable), will all clog up Pearl St, 51st, Ruston Way.  Ruston Way is a 

major arterial into this area since I‐5 and I‐16 are so clogged its used as a cut‐around.  It is already overused and 

dangerously combines bikes, pedestrians and cars.  51st and Pearl St is overcrowded and dangerous in the 

summer as people try to jam and snake through.  The only way to upgrade that intersection would be to remove 

business parking around it. Cars and delivery vehicles already use Visscher St in order to cut around Pearl.  My 

point:  My neighborhood provides middle cost housing already.  It provides Ferry access, parks, and DENSE 

housing near by (Ruston Point) already.  And you want more?  No.    

 

 

 

What the City could do:  

 

  

 

Why not lateral or down shift zoning to open more land up for high density housing?    

There are underused, halfway vacant strip malls throughout the city.  How about if the City allow developers a 

variance from the retail or commercial zoning for housing?  An example in my area is the retail area from 

Mildred St W east to 70th Avenue W, and 23rd St W north to 19th St W.  This large commercial area includes a 

long‐closed movie theater and a virtually empty parking lot.  It is near shopping, bus lines, and Tacoma 

Community College.  Adverse impacts will be null to minimum as the area has long been out of the residential 

use.  The electrical and sewer/water systems are already in place; helping to lower the costs for developers.  

Why does the city religiously ignore these areas?  Why must all high‐density development be jammed into 

residential zones?  Just because the use is residing does not make a single‐family home and apartments, 

townhomes, tri and four‐plexes compatible.  High density housing has more in common with retail zones.  Larger 

scale infrastructure (roads, sewer, water) already in place, easy access to local businesses (walkable 

neighborhoods), and crowded.  This involves micro‐shopping for development opportunities.  As this plan 

shows, government is lousy at this.  That’s OK.  Just let developers know you’re open to zoning variances if it 

provides more affordable housing.  They’ll find it.  They’re good at that.    

 

  

 

Encourage Proven Low‐Cost Housing styles:  

Mobile and Modular home parks have a proven track record of providing lower cost housing.  No where is this 

mentioned.  The city already has a liberal allowance for effectively subdividing single family homes for rental.  

Under this system you get the low‐density multiple dwelling in an architectural style and size which fits with the 

neighborhood.  Keep this up.  Maybe give a tax break to homeowner’s who provide rental units.  Don’t design 

out the solutions you already have.  

180



3

 

  

 

Build Government Funded and Run Public Housing:  

Only if the government controls a property can affordable housing be assured.     

 

  

 

Provide / expand Government rental vouchers:  

This approach doesn’t require changes to neighborhoods but allows government to assure everyone can live 

somewhere.   

 

  

 

Lower your property taxes:  

Cities and the State of Washington go on and on about affordable housing, and keep looking to foist the 

problem onto homeowners and developers.  Look at your own actions for a minute.  I pay about $450.00/month 

property taxes.  Do you think housing would be more broadly affordable if the taxes were substantially lower?  I 

do.  If banks considered loans with no tax burden included many people who can’t get into home ownership 

now suddenly would be able to.  You are part of the problem.  I understand that government needs the tax 

revenue – but the government is a big driver of unaffordable housing Why not sweep your own side of the 

street?  

 

  

 

Try a Trial Run  

Instead of this massive change all through the city do a single project and grade yourself.  Did you provide 

affordable housing?  What were the impacts to the neighborhood, traffic, City Sewer and Water, Schools?    

 

  

 

Delay this for more input from the public and so you can give this more thought yourselves.  

Reading this plan is like reading a planning textbook.  It is ham handed – doesn’t look at the microscale of where 

exactly are specific properties that could be developed.  Doesn’t require citizen approval.  Something that has 

this much impact on individuals should be a votable issue.  Doesn’t include any checkpoints or feedback; 

moments to take note of failures and change the regulations.  Is insensitive to the homeowner.  This is just the 

City making the homeowner carry their water for things the City wants to do but doesn’t have the money and is 

too scared to vote a new tax.    

 

  

 

Expand the areas opened for higher use:  

Include every parcel in the City.  Allow for duplexes with the same building envelope as single‐family residential 

zoning at a capped percentage.  Meaning no more than 20% (just an estimate) of the lots could be duplexes.  In 

this way, some new more affordable housing will be provided spread out across the entire city.  No single 

neighborhood or block will bear all the burden alone.  Neighborhoods will continue to have the same feel.  No 

one loses anything.  Alone, this may not provide as much housing as you hope for.  But this, cobbled together 

with rental assistance, public housing, zoning for more mobile home parks could go a ways.  
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Thank you, 

 

 

Stephanie Buman  
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Ap~~i ~, zozl

RECEIVED
Tacoma Planning Commission APR 09 2011
747 iVlar~ket Street
Room 349
Tac~i~~a, ~'1-~ 5~~02

Dear TJ~~m~~rs of the ~lannirg Commission:

This letter is a response to your call for public comments regarding proposed
cha~~gcs to la ~u use regnlatia ~s pert~iring to housing a ~d o ~cr mu~tcrs. I tu,~~d ire and
watched the information meeting that was conducted via Zoom on March 18, 2021. I
l~s«n~d art; qtly ~~d .gas ~urYri~~d by tre ~ ~t~r~ity ~v~th :v~~ich t~~2 plunnir~g staff
presented these new proposals. Unfortunately, the ideas that were discussed are nothing
less t~ian a visiai~ f~~on~ hill.

Before I comment on why the implementation of these proposals would be
profoundly deleterious to the ;.vell~being of Tacoma, let me start with some preliminary
observations. I am currently living in the house in which I grew up in the 1950s and
1960s. I have spent most of my life in Taeoma ~.7ith the exception of a short period of
time living in Washington, DC. Because I have been along-time resident of Tacoma, I
believe I understand the character of Tacoma and the values which make Tacarna
special. I do not want to see Tacoma turned into "Seattle-light" where one has to fight
for a pa:l~ing space. With proper planning, Tacoma can maintain its character without
becoming an urban mosh pit. Moreover, it is sheer hubris to believe that we can
transition from a community that relies on motor vehicles to a community that
completely embraces mass transit. Without a sufficiently large population or a dominant
cen~ra~ corE, Taca~ra does nay IIBv~ ~Ic Wil~i~wTlilid~ t0 IT'iaiic fi~'iiS V1SIGii fE~Si~3iE. Local
dreamers who envision a world without automobiles would be well-served if they
je~*~isc~ ~d rie=~n=t"~-spy t~'~u ~l~ing.

I have spent a good portion of my adult life dealing with land-ase issues. I find it
odd that the Zoom mcctin~ o ~ h~Iareh 18 d~~ nit d~s~uss the mur~~tcs o~ the Gra~~*~1

1
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Management Act (G1VIA). ~ with not bore you witI~ a string of endless citations to
Growth Management Hearings Board decisions or to published court opinions pertaining
to the GMA. Suffice it to say that Tacoma is an Urban Growth Area (UGA) wherein
more intense development is mandated. However, the GMA does not require a
governing entity to adopt any particular zoning- protocol I cannot stress this poi~,t
enough. All that is required is that Tacoma must account for its share of the prof e~cted
growth in population so that low-density sprawl does not occur in Tacoma and the
surrounding area.

In this connection, it is peculiar that the planning staff did- not make any reference
to the Office of Financial Management (OFM) at the Zoom meeting on March 18.
While I am not imputing any nefarious motives to the planning staff, I cannot fathom
why no mention was made of the OFM estimates for the future population growth of
Tacoma. The O~'M numbers are absofutety critical because they amount to a "biblical"
pronouncement under RCW 36.70A.110(2); these numbers determine the amount Qf
growth that Tacoma must account for in its comprehensive plan and zoning regulations.
At minimum, the failure of planning staff to mention OFM population projections
represents a lack of transparency in laying out the legal requirements under the GMA.

While I currently do not have the relevant OFM population growth estimates at
my disposal, what I can say without equivocation is that the GMA does not put Tacoma
in a straitjacket A variety of alternative plans would be consistent with the GMA.
Simply put, you do not need to buy a pig in a poke and accept the draconian proposals
being offered by planning staff. Perhaps you might think that I am being an alarmist,
but I am keenly a~,~vare of what is at stake here, because trying to reverse planning
regulations once adopted is tantamount to unringing a bell.

In general, when thinking about land use changes, the best place to start is with
u~~~ actual :~T~r~ ~g of u ~ relevant law. I ~.~ould direct your attention to RCW
36.70A.020. This section lays out the ~3 punning goals of the GMA. If you have not
I~V~LL~ it ~vtl~ill LLiLJ` g~UiJ 111 JVlll` 111Y1~~ 1 Y~vl1iU l..11`V~li~~l~. yVli lV Ji~~U~ LLiLJL gvl~-.uJ

carefully. You should pay particular attention to RCW 36.70A.020(4) which reads as
f~~~c:vs: "u~~:~~~g. E: cc;:ras~ u 2 uvuilubi~~ty of h~;:s~~g to all : c~ ~:~ic ~~sir~~ts of
the g~pu~aLL~ ~ of trus s~u~c, pra~~te a ~~~icty' Of T'CSZ~cr~~i~ dcnsiti~s a.~d h~~.zsir.~ t57g~s,
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and encourage ~reservat~on of existin housing stock" [emphasis added]. The planning
staff justifies its proposals for more "apartment" type housing throughout the city by
arguing that the demolition of existing housing and the creation of more "apartrrrient-
like" structures would make housing more affordable. What the planr~n~ staff fails to
realize is that housing i~ Tacoma is never going to be cheap as long as Seattle/King
County is booming. Tacoma will only have cheaper housing if the Seattle market tanksa
If you convert single-faflnily residences to multi-family units, you X11 drive up the price
of land and not solve the problem you are Ming to fix. "I'he oily viable way for
government to foster affordable I~ousin~ is to use its power and economic muscle to
subsidize housing units. I readily ackno~Tledge that this "solution" has many practical
and adaninistrative problems (not to mention the fact that government always runs up
against the reality of exiguous resources w~ien trying to subsidize affordable housing
units). Nevertheless, tying to solve a housing probtem by "torching" single-family
residential areas is a fool's errand. The planning staff is acting like the proverbial dog
chasing a speeding car that it can never catch.

Perhaps this analogy wflll be viewed as histrionic, but I cannot help thinking that
the planning staff believes that they can stop a rising tides The sad truth is that
regardless of the land-use map that is finally adopted, individuals with limited incomes
are going to have extreme difficulty accessing affordable housing.

This viewpoint is not merely tIle eclectic assessment of one resident of Tacoma. I
would urge you to look at the pioneering dvork of Patrick Condon u~ho is a professor at
the University of British Columbia School of Architecture. Professor Condon has
empirically analyzed housing affordability in a number of cities (including Vancouver
and large metropolitan areas in the United States). [I have attached several Internet
articles pertaining to Professor Condon ~,Tl~ch I have labeled as Exhibit No. 1].

~'he upshot of Professor London's analyses is that upzoning does not make
housing more affordable. According to Professor Condon, no amount of "relaxed"
zoning requirements will cause housing prices to go down. At fist blush, this assertion
may seem counter-int~it~ve because orthodox economic theory would say that increasing
the supply of something causes the price of that commodity (in this case, housing ur►~ts)
to fall, i,ee, demand curves slope downward. Professor Condon counters this assertion

3
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by arguing that the factor which drives housing prices is the cast of land, not the cost of
construction. Even so, I also would note that planning staff seems to take no notice of
the costs of demolition that are associated with their proposals. Regardless of the
impacts of demolition costs when single-family residences are bulldozed, I point to
Professor London's work because he is not making a conceptual argument. In
particular, in the case of Vancouver, he has analyzed data over a long period of time and
has discovered that the square-foot cost of housing remains stable when less restrictive
land use policies are adopted. Professor Condon notes that in isolation an increase in the
supply of housing has a moderating effect on housing prices, but this positive trend is
offset by the fact that land prices escalate when upzoning is implemented. Thus, it
seems unlikely that the proposals offered by planning staff will actually foster the goal
of more affordable housing. Concrete empirical evidence belies the assumption that
greater density produces lower housing prices.

I also would encourage the Planning Commission to read the excellent recent
paper by .Andres Rodriguez-Pose and Michael Storper entitled, "Housing, urban growth
and inequities: The Limits of deregulation and upzoning in reducing economic and
spatial inequality," Utrecht University, Human Geography and Planning, Papers in
Evolutionary Economic Geography #19.14. These academics engage in awide-ranging
analysis (the paper is 44 pages which I have attached as Exhibit No. 2) and, among other
things, conclude that upzoning produces gentrification without affordability. Rodriquez-
Pose and Storper contend that market forces cater to "high-end" development and
eschew the needs of people seeking moderate or low-priced housing.

I mention this point because the planning staff seems to be imbued with the notion
that the mere fact of allowing more multi-family housing will inevitably create more
affordable housing for low-income persons. Rodriguez-Pose and Storper challenge this
untested assumption by arguing that evidence from a variety of cities shows that "free-
market" developers choose projects that benefit their economic bottom line. Hence,
there is a decided preference for upscale housing projects which provide greater
remuneration for the developers. Low-income housing is therefore left in the lurch. The
question that needs to be posed can be stated as follows: Does the Planning
Commission ~ea~ly want to alter rand-use rules so as to foster the gentrification of
Tacoma? I hope the answer to this question is an unequivocal "no."
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Returning to the requirements of the GMA, I would also call your attention to the
exact language of the fourth GMA goal in RCW 36.70A.020. While Tacoma must
promote a variety of residential densities, this goal does not say that the vast majority of
the residential land area must be zoned for multi-unit housing. In short, this housing
goal can be achieved with a much less ambitious approach to expanding- multi-unit
housing. And more importantly, the current proposed plans over time would result in the
destruction of extant single-family residences. This long-term eventuality is contrary to
the precise language of RCW 36.70A.020(4), which encourages preservation of the
existing housing stock. I am truly t~af~led by the fact that the planning staff seems to be
oblivious to this requirement.

The fundamental error in the proposed plans is that too much of the single-family
residential areas of the city would be zoned for multi-family structures. At base, these
proposed plans drip with duplicity. At the doom meeting on March 18, the planning
staff repeatedly emphasized that the proposed changes are minimal in nature. The
presenters talked about a loes-scale residential zone. They left the distinct impression
that this zone will be similar to what currently exists. On a superficial level, the term
"low-scale" residential sounds sufficiently benign, until one realizes that four-plexes will
be allowed in areas that are currently zoned for single-family residences. Similarly,
"mid-scale" residential allows four-story apartment buildings.

To put it bluntly, these definitional changes hardly constitute "truth in
advertising." These textual changes will entirely demolish the character of
neighborhoods—grass will disappear, parking will become a nightmare, noise will
increase, etc. I mention the importance of grass because I enjoy walking in my
neighborhood and looking at fie Iawns. To me, it does not matter if the lawns are
manicured; I just enjoy looking at greenery.

At the Zoom meeting on March 18, the planning representatives also failed to
mention that lot sizes in Tacoma are small. For good or bad, we are stuck with lots that
in some cases were platted in the 19 x̀' century--before statehood! Trying to squeeze a
four-plex onto a small lot will guarantee housing patterns in which something akin to
row houses will become the norm. As mentioned previously, I lived in Washington, DC
where row houses are ubiquitous. If Tacoma follows the DC model, grass in the form of
lawns will go extinct. For my money, I would not call this progress.

5
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To be sure, I do not want to give the impression that the answer to zoning
problems is just to say "no." Proponents of NIMBY (not-in-my-backyard) sometimes
forget that good planning requires a comprehensive analysis of multi-faceted problems.
Unfortunately, in this case, the planning staff has thoroughly failed to articulate
proposals that have sufficient granularity. Far too much of the city is lumped into "low-
scale" residential or "mid-scale" residential zones that will provide too much density in
areas that are not well-suited for this increased density. I would encourage the Planning
Commission to look carefully at the proposed definitions pertaining to new zoning
designations. ~t atso is essential for the Planning commission to scrutinize the proposed
zoning maps on a block-by-block basis.

I will provide you with one example of why such an approach is absolutely
necessary. Any casual observer of the physical landscape of Tacoma will notice that
much of the city is hilly. Alas, the planning staff wants to rezone large- swaths of
Tacoma without taking account of the physical geography of various locations. A case
in point is the intersection of 29`'' and East K Street. I happen to know this area quite
well because it is two blocks from where I live. As best as I can tell, the planning staff
wants to rezone this area so that tall residential structures can be built. If this is the plan,
it is an abomination. Anyone who seeks to expand density in this area needs to stand at
the intersection of 29t'' and East K Street and look to the east. A neutral observer would
quickly realize that increased density on this block would amount to insanity because the
road is so steep. To be specific, the slope of this one bock is 13 degrees—which is
twice the ma~mum allowed slope for an interstate highway in mountainous terrain. The
reason I know that the slope of this block is 13 degrees is because I measured the slope
two years ago, when a nearly identical proposal was turned down by the Planning
Commission. At the time, the outgoing Chairman of the Flanning Commission stated on
the record that the area probably should be downzoned. Increased density in this area
should be viewed as an anathema because 29t'' Street between East K and East L Streets
is oftentimes impassible during the winter. Only a lunatic would drive down this road
when there is ice on the roadway. Qbviousty, ~Iie road can be traversed during most
times in the winter; nonetheless, it is inevitable that more density will result in more
traffic accidents. Additionally, there is another problem with increased density on this
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street. Unless you live in the area, you Iikety would not be aware of this issue. When
the sun sets in the afternoon, there is very poor visibility traveling up the hill from ~9t''
and East L Street to 29th and East K Street. When one crests the hill in a motor vehicle,
it sometimes is very difficult to recognize oncoming cars. Because this area is currently
frequented by limited traffic, this safety issue is not a serious concern. However, if you
increase the density here, all bets are off.

I mention this example because it highlights the salient problem with the current
proposals. Blanket rezoning which fails to account for unique characteristics of
particular locales (be they topographic, cultural, ethnic/racial, etc.) will not meet the
needs and desires of all of the residents of Tacoma.

To summarize, I strongly urge the Planning Commission to reject the political
vision of the planning staff which appears to favor the transition of Tacoma into what I
refer to as "Seattte-light." I encourage the Planning Commission to restrict increased
density to narrow strips surrounding the major thoroughfares of the city—Pacific
Avenue, South Tacoma Way, Pearl Street, 6t'' Avenue, etc.

At this juncture, I am not prepared to offer a detailed analysis of how wide these
increased density strips should be because, as I mentioned previously, I do not have the
relevant OFM population growth estimates in front of me. Moreover, in order to know
how much the current land use map needs to be changed, one would have to determine
how much additional density can be squeezed out o~ the current land use map. While I
would prefer to offer more specific recommendations, I am aware that any comments
received after Apri19, 2021, likely will be ignored. Thus, time constraints prevent me
from offering more detailed suggestions.

Let me dose by invoking the words of Pink ~'Ioyd. The current land use
proposals are not just "another brick in the wall." They are more than "the wall" itself.
They constitute the Alpha and Omega of "wall-to-wall" construction where people will
be packed together tighter than a tin of sardines. The vision of planning staff in due
course will lead to a concrete jungle where city parks will be the last refuge for
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large swaths of verdant grass. The only solace I take from the recommendations of the
planning staff is that I probably will be dead before the full panoply of these pernicious
proposals could be realized. I do recognize, however, that the planning process is not
just about me or my particular neighborhood. The real question is what kind of built
environment will be passed on to younger Tacomans who will live here in the coming
decades.

Count me as one person who votes for grass and the beauty of single family
residences.

Sincerely yours,

~~ UU V~g
Dr. David J. Burke
3020 East K Street
Tacoma, WA 98404

Email: burksal@yahoo.com

P.S. My wife, Sally Walsh Burke, has read this letter and wholeheartedly agrees with the
sentiments that I have expressed.
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Patrick Condon: Density, Affordability, ~ The 'Hungry Dogs' of
Land Price Speculation
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Central to arguments in favor of state control over local planning and landuse decisions is the claim that increasing housing

supply trickles down and increases the affordability of existing units. In his new book (hops://uploads-

ssl.webflow.com/5efd1c1c4e2740c1bb1bfb69/60001a4f82797d502d088dcf Sick'~20City%202021.pdfl, Sick City: Disease,

Race, Inequality, and Urban Land, author Patrick Condon (hops://www.planningreport,com/2077/08/14Aearning-

vancouver-housing-affordability-myth-supply-side-densification), Chair of the Urban Design program at the University of

British Columbia, harkening back fo 19th century political economist, Henry George

(hftps://www.masongaffney.org/publications/K1Neo-classical Sfratagem.CV.pdt}, explicitly articulates how increasing densify

without affordability only further inflates urban land values to the benefit of speculators, resulting in nearly all of the value of

individual labor and creative enterprise of entrepreneurs in regional economies to be absorbed as land wealth. Condon offers

solutions for disciplining land markets and correcting land value inflation citing Cambridge, Massachusetts' 100% affordable

housing overlay and other regulatory mechanisms in Portland and Vienna for ensuring permanently affordable housing

supply. TPR below shares a presentation by Condon from a recent Livable California townhall providing an overview of his

book, a ful! creative commons copyright version of which can be found online, here (hops://uploads-

ssl.webflow.com/5efd1c9c4e2740c1bb1bfb69/60009a4f82797d502d088dcf Sick%20City%202021.pdfl.

Patrick Condon: Vancouver is really famous for putting a lot of housing in their ~.,

downtown, and I and my colleagues were enthusiastic about what that did for the

downtown. I am basically apro-density guy; my earlier books are all about the

advantages of density and what it does to promote walkability, diversity, potentially

diversity of incomes, and access to commercial services and so forth to make for a

more sustainable city. ~,,,,~ ,~

s

'"

Patrick Condon
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However, the one thing that [density] hasn't done in Vancouver is make housing "BUt
more affordable. I was disappointed to come to that recognition myself over the

years. I had to reverse my opinions about whether in adding density you create a unfortunately,
situation where housing is more affordable. I reluctantly concluded that that wasn't in all the cases
the case and is going to be the central issue of my discussion today. ~

that I ve
Because in Vancouver, during this period of great density increases throughout the

city and particularly in the downtown prices kept climbing. The graph below makes

it abundantly clear with the blue line, indicating the number of years that the

average wage earner would have to save in order to afford the average house in

the city of Vancouver just since the 90s.

So, in my academic career, I started to do some real soul searching and

investigation of why that might be is all compiled and this book, Sick City: Disease,

Race, Inequality, and Urban Land, which charts how marginalized communities and

the younger generation are not only disadvantaged in terms of their precarious

examined
throughout
North America,
what happens
when you do a
rezoning is you
let the hungry

dogs of land
price

speculation and
inflation loose

across the
landscape with
the intention of

enhancing

affordabilit "access to housing, but they're also disadvantaged in terms of their additional Y

exposure to COVID, diseases, and other pandemics because of issues that relate Patrick Condon
to housing, such as crowded housing, which the Bay Area and Los Angeles have a

real problem with right now. IYs not density thafs the problem; it's not how many units there are in your neighborhood; iYs how

many people there are in your unit which turns out to be the vector.

The fact that endangered people in crowded apartments tend to live in neighborhoods with other people that are in crowded

apartments, and they see each other on the streets and serve each other at the grocery stores, at the cafes, and so forth, is

the real problem. The exposure to the community which has these issues which are fundamentally rooted in unequal access

to affordable housing explains the real disparity between people who live in other neighborhoods who have access to

affordable housing or have lived in those houses for a long time versus people who have not. So, thaYs the nature of the book

and underlying the book is this idea that it's really housing that is driving a lot of issues of inequality and most recently,

inequality in terms of its effect on the transmission of the pandemic.

Underlying all this is something that people are really not familiar with, and iYs no surprise, because I wasn't familiar with it

before I started to do this investigation some 10 or 15 years ago. The real driver is not the price of the house; the real driver is

the price of the land underneath the house. IYs land price inflation in the United States and around the world, that is the real

problem, particularly in our urban areas, and California is sort of the poster child for inflated land values. In this image, the

deeper red you are, the higher the cost of that land. The top map underrepresents the reality in terms of geographic areas.

But if you explode those up to a scale that shows how much they actually represent in terms of the total land value of the

United States, you see that this is an incredible phenomenon of land price inflation.

https://www.planningreport.com/2021 /02/18/patrick-Condon-density-affordability-hungry-dogs-land-price-speculation 2/8192



4/6/2021 Patrick Condon: Density, Affordability, & The'Hungry Dogs' of Land Price Speculation ~ The Planning Report

Metro urban lands value
_ $30,000,000,000,000

-~

This is a very relatively recent phenomenon, basically since 2008, when we recovered from the last property crash. Basically

all of California sucking up about a fifth of total land value in the country, whereas you have the northeast corner and taking

up another quarter and Florida some more. Here's the value of urban land in major metropolitan areas in the country.

This particular map shows, just in the LA Basin, that the land portion of real estate has been an increasing portion of the total

real estate value of any particular parcel. It's important to make the distinction between the land value and the building value.

This map shows you that the land value—where it's the darker red—has been going up, such that iYs an increasing

percentage of the total value of whaYs on the parcel.

The issue is land price inflation.

The next one I think is more dramatic, showing you that in this part of the LA basin—which tends to correlate with parts of the

LA basin which previously had the most affordable housing—now is suffering under the situation where the land component—

the change in land price—has increased, just in seven years, by 500 percent.

1 ne is:;ue island price intlauiin.

hope that this proves to you that the real problem—something that really ought to concern us all—is the inflation of land

value and not the cost of building the building itself. The cost of living has only gone up marginally. You can still build a wood

frame building in metropolitan areas for a couple hundred dollars per square foot. But, in metropolitan areas, the value of the

land per square foot of approved density when you build out can be anywhere from $500 to $1,200 per square foot, and thaYs

a very recent phenomena.
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a~aa~~u~~~v a~a
average real earnings

Lo and behold, when I was doing this investigation, I discovered San Francisco native Henry George. Henry George, in my

world and among the people that I'm talking to, is making a bit of a comeback. During his lifetime he was more famous than

Mark Twain. His influence on global economics was greater than Karl Marc, and iYs incredible that we've almost forgotten this

fellow because he had incredible insight that really relates to what we're talking about today.

His insight came from living in San Francisco and traveling to New York, on occasion. At first, he couldn't figure out why it was

that in New York in the late 1800s~bviously a very wealthy place—also exhibited poverty. There were beggars and

homeless people on the street, as we are living with now and can't figure out why or what to do about it. He asked the

question, "why is it that New York with all this wealth has so much obvious poverty, and San Francisco doesn't?" In the late

1800s, San Francisco did not have any evidence of poverty, and from this he developed the hypothesis that as a city grows

wealthy, it produces poverty.

Asking the question, "why would that be?", he said, it turns out that as cities mature, the value of individual labor, as well as

the creative enterprise of entrepreneurs, gradually becomes absorbed in the price of land—what he called land rents—to the

point where almost all of the value of individual labor in the economy of a region and the creative enterprise of entrepreneurs

is absorbed into land wealth. He explained this in his book, Progress and Poverty, which for a decade, sold more copies than

the Bible in the United States and was translated into 20 different languages. He was, as I mentioned before, far more

influential for this idea, which really captured the imagination of a lot of people around the world, than was Karl Marx, Adam

Smith, or any other economists.

like him a lot because he taught himself. He was what we call an autodidact. He didn't have any training in economics; he

just did this through his observation and became so influential around the world. IYs tragic that we don't really remember him

very much in the American conversation about real estate because he was so important. There's a longer sub-story

(https://www.masongaffney.org/publications/K1 Neo-classical_Stratagem.CV.pd~ about why his influence became diminished,

and that story has to do with the conscious intention of the land barons during the late 1800s to argue against him. They set

up academic institutions like Columbia University and the Chicago School of Economics, which were specifically funded to

argue against his principles because they would endanger the wealth of so-called land barons.

This is about where we are as a nation and as a world—this applies to Canada, the United States, and to most advanced

economies. We're now living in the moment where average wages have separated from productivity quite dramatically. Up

until the 1970s, when productivity increased, wages also increased and that had an influence on access to housing. Baby

Boomers, of which I am one, were lucky enough to enter the housing market right around this time. Unfortunately, our children

and grandchildren are in this period where the gap between what we contribute to productivity and what is returned to us in

wages has separated a lot. What happened to all that value? If you accept what I've said about Henry George, all or much of

that excess value gets absorbed into land price, which is my argument here today.

How is that evidenced? Well, here's the obvious graph that shows you from the 1960s to contemporaneously, the blue line is

average home prices throughout the United States against average wages. You can see that there's been a 200 percent

increase in the average home price across the nation, not just California, that has not kept up with wages. This is something

that we know, but it's instructive to see it in terms of a graph.
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When you hone in on poor California, the graph becomes far more dramatic and terrifying. This is that same line showing you

the increase in home prices nationally. It shows the California median and existing home price—with a big bump there in 2008

—but the San Francisco median condo price and the San Francisco area median house price is more than alarming; iYs

shocking, tragic, and a disgrace to the human race.

COMPASS

,00s rich m,s.al cities vs. the r'st.

In Vancouver, California, and almost every place I've discussed this, iYs very frustrating for me having looked at this so

carefully, to come up against the presumption that all of this would be cured if only we could add additional density. On the

left, you see a very simple diagram of asingle-family home before rezoning land price, per million dollars per square foot, with

an interior price of $1,000 per square foot, roughly. Those are simple numbers to get your head around. We think that if we

would quadruple the density, the price per square foot of interior price should go down to below $500, or $300 per square foot

if we're lucky, which would bring it back to affordability. But unfortunately, in all the cases that I've examined throughout North

America, what happens when you do a rezoning is you let the hungry dogs of land price speculation and inflation loose across

the landscape, which undercuts the intention of enhancing affordability.

Unfortunately, authorizing new density doesn't really help. What it does is increase the land price prior to the building of this

new building. At the end of the day, the price per square foot of interior space stays roughly the same, because the market for

real estate is governed not by the price of the land, but by how many square feet you can put on the land. If you increase the

number of square feet that the public sector allows to go on a parcel of land by a factor of four, you're going to come close to

increasing the purchase price of that land by a factor of four with no benefit to the presumed beneficiaries, which would qe the

people you want to house.

• ~ oker re:oninp.
L~ntlrpric=_o51000,fJ0~ Land pfi:e 54,600. C". -:
er sq. k, interior G~ice $1,000 p_f'c. =L ~n:erio: ~~~,-_ _._,
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This is not a new problem. This has happened around the world, and various countries and periods in history have tried to

deal with it in various ways. The most successful of them was Vienna, which had a similar issue of overcrowding and very

inflated land price. There's not time for me to explain all the reasons why, but at the end of World War I they found themselves

in a situation where it was so crowded in Vienna and the prices of homes and rents were so high that people were actually

renting out space during the day for the night shift to sleep, so someone could come in and sleep in your own bed during the

day.

In the 1920s to now, they could have built a lot of public housing but they realized that that wasn't going to work. What they

did instead was, inspired by Henry George, put a tax on the most expensive dwellings in the city—which were basically all

apartment buildings—and that did two things. The high tax on high value properties tended to reduce their value and undercut

the value of urban land for that kind of property development in the market.

They lowered the price of developable land through that tax, and then they took the money from that tax and went back into

the land market and bought land for non-market housing at the rate that they had reduced. They successfully reduced the

inflationary pressures on land value through their tax strategy, such that today they have over 50 percent of the people who

live in the city of Vienna live in non-market housing.

And, interestingly, because the non-market housing sector is so large—over 50 percent—it has the effect of mitigating

inflationary pressures on market housing. So, if you want to buy a condo thaYs a market condo in Vienna, iYs a fraction of the

price of a similar condo in Paris, which didn't have this strategy, so rents are much cheaper given that you can choose a non-

market housing unit that is much cheaper instead. I use the phrase non-market housing because iYs more inclusive than the

phrase "public housing" or "housing projects," which have a bad legacy in the United States. There, iYs usually nonprofit

housing corporations or co-op associations that have provided the bulk of this non-market housing.

What can we do today? I was talking before this discussion started about the withdrawal of money coming from the state

towards the provision of affordable housing—public housing, if you will—which exacerbates the problem, and I agree with

that. IYs necessary now, given the level of this crisis, for the public sector to play a role in many ways, one of them is to

provide funding. On the other hand, there is a possibility, or a probability, that if the public sector comes into the land market

with many tens of billions of dollars necessary to fix this problem, those taxpayer dollars are going to go largely to the pockets

of land speculators. They will feed the beast rather than reducing the problem.

favor strategies that are initiated at the local level, that are patterned on the ideas that Henry George initially put out there

and that were taken up by Vienna, which is to attack the problem where it exists. The problem is the price of urban land, and

there are many planning actions that are actually constitutionally legitimate ways to do this in the United States. There ire

various strategies, which I outline in my book, to use the ordinary planning tools of development taxes and zoning controls to

manage the price of land and to stream what would otherwise be speculative value increases into social benefit.

And the social benefit we're all interested in is obviously housing our sons and daughters and people who want to live and

work in our cities.

So. the example that I will provide for you is Cambridge, Massachusetts, which only a few months ago, came up with a

strategy that I would recommend called an affordable housing overlay, which covers the entire city and doesn't change the

existing zoning. It says, if you want to have a density increase, you can do that, but only in return for ensuring that 100

percent of that new housing is affordable forever pegged to medium income levels. So, there have to be housing agreements,

a nonprofit housing provider, or something like a home housing Co-Op that would be willing to make that guarantee. And if

they guarantee that, they would get the additional density. Now, why is that important? It's important because such a strategy

disciplines the land market, and this idea of disciplining the land market is my key message.
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Right now, we're not successfully disciplining the land market. We're basically saying, in the case of the California law that

you're concerned about, we think that if we add additional zoning, that will solve the problem—thaYs not disciplining the land

market; thaYs basically feeding the inflationary pressures on urban land value. When you do that, you have signaled to the

land market that the value of this land is going to go up and up and up, and certainly, it does. The evidence that I've shown

today suggests that is the case, and that by adding density you cannot provide enough—and this is a fundamental point—

have come to believe that there's no way possible under present global economic circumstances for you to overwhelm

demand for land value with new housing supply on that land.

The evidence in Vancouver is very strong in this respect that adding supply, which is really increasing the capacity of land to

hold that supply, only increases land value to the benefit of land speculators.
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'Vi II Vancouver Real Estate Prices Ever
)ecli~e? with Professor Patrick Condon
cember 10, 2020

oblem: how do we make Vancouver an affordable and sustainable city by 2060? Solution: well, you'll
eve to listen to today's guest. Patrick Condon, Professor at UBC School of Architecture +Landscape
chitecture, author, and former city planner, joins Adam &Matt to offer some thought-provoking
!utions to the challenges facing our city. And, no, this is not another supply episode about building our
~y out of this problem; in fact, it's quite the opposite. What will Vancouver look like in 2060? Why has
a r market proven so resilient? And will real estate prices ever come down? Listen and subscribe today.
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pisode Summary

ease tell us about yourself.

e been in Vancouver for almost 30 years, teaching previously in the United States and working as a city
inner. Most of my research has been focused on city design and how cities can be more sustainable,
nth socially and environmentally.

;rew up in the Boston area. My biggest shock was moving from Massachusetts to Minnesota. When
oved to Vancouver, it actually felt familiar in many ways. I felt at home here.

e've heard a lot about long-term changes for how people will want to live due to covid. Has could
fanged the trajectory for urban landscapes?

sere is truth to the hollowing out of office spaces. There's some evidence that people are moving out to
e suburbs, reversing the trend of people living in denser areas. But I don`t see the issue of people
oving out of Vancouver because of could as a significant phenomenon.

till think the biggest issue here is unaffordable housing close to where you want to work. So if you can't
Ford to live in Vancouver and you want to have a family, you have to move out to Langley and beyond.
~ the consequence is long commutes that congest our freeways and put demands on our transit system.
ie larger issue for us in Vancouver is inequality and people not being able to find affordable homes.

~ople who predicted a collapse in real estate prices in Vancouver during this pandemic have proven to
wrong. There's been remarkable stability at the lower price ranges, and even increased property

lues.

using affordability is a larger factor than anything that was provoked by this pandemic. The occupancy
office buildings is a different issue.

hat does the idea of get right and get wrong?

dmire Larry Beasley greatly but one mistake he has noted himself is not anticipating how expensive the
oduct would become. In the 1980/90's, you could buy a two bedroom condo in Yaletown for under

https://www.vancouverrealestatepodcast.com/podcast/will-vancouver-real-estate-prices-ever-decline-with-professor-Patrick-Condon/ 3/9201
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•00,000, which is ludicrous now. The average salaries have not grown with the housing costs. Downtown
ing has gone up 300% in real terms but incomes have not. And that's a fact Larry Beasley has been
wick to admit now.

e've all been waiting for the bubble to burst for 20 years. No one could have anticipated the global
petite for Vancouver`s real estate. It's the same thing you're seeing in Sydney, Melbourne, Paris,

~anghai, etc. We call it Vancouverism but it has flourished. Investors see Vancouver real estate
~ preciating more than stocks and bonds; you can't go wrong with Vancouver real estate.

it's talk about your recent project,
ore about it?

. Can you tell us

ie students I work with in this project come from all over the world. This provides a rich addition to our
nversation. I've long been interested in affordability. These students came to this project with their own
periences of affordability in their hometowns.

ie City of Vancouver has the most unaffordable housing in the world, with the possible exception of
Ong Kong. That's incredible considering we're not a major business centre like San Francisco or New
irk. So what are we doing to make this place so expensive?

✓as shocked that housing affordability was low on the list of the city's priorities. To me, housing is our
a mber one problem and solving that crisis should be our first priority. That gave me the impetus to
plore this through our project. We wanted to provide some models that would be helpful. We focused

~ existing neighbourhoods throughout the city and how we could grow them organically to add density
id enhance affordability.

hat have we done to make Vancouver so expensive? How did we get to where we are?

e have to ask: What makes Vancouver an attractive place to bring your money if you have money to
ing? We've been very receptive to international capital for many years. We're only now beginning to try
id rebalance this investment environment so that our own local people aren't left behind, with things
e the empty homes tax.

e also need to realize this isn't a local phenomenon; it's a global phenomenon. It's curious that we
tract all of this capital, despite not being a San Francisco. But we are clearly an attractive city. We have
e views, the beach, the mountains, the climate, etc.

stly, we need to take another look at single family home zoning, because everyone thinks zoning is the
oblem. 10 years ago, I was in the camp of looking at how to organically increase density in Vancouver.
~wever, that is not the main problem here. In the City of Vancouver there is no such thing as single
mily zoning anymore. We have incrementally quadrupled the density throughout the city but we haven't
en any decrease in the per square foot housing costs. That evidence is indisputable. So we can
nclude that there is a problem beyond restrictive zoning.

ie fact that we have low interest rates means you can get into a property you couldn't have 13-14 years
;o. People want to buy if they can afford it. But 50% of the people in this region can't afford it. They don't
eve parents who can help get them in. So 50% of our population can play the game and 50% cannot.
~d that social pressure is enormous.
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summarize: Zoning is not the problem. We're fiinally getting a grip on international investment. And
rious factors are leading to our unaffordability.

ill Vancouver ever be affordable?

~, not in the terms that we`ve typically assumed. Back in the 80's, the city and the country were doing
god work to ensure people had housing. From 1940-1980, we went from 0% non-market to 15°/o non-
arket housing, with big chunks in False Creek South and Champlain Heights. We believed the market
uld not 5uppiy housing to everyone who wanted to live and work here.

at then came the next revolution under Brian Mulroney. People pushed for the private sector to take
~er housing from the government. We moved away from the government providing housing for its
izens. This worked well until the late 1990's and early 2000's, which is when we had Vancouverism with
ccessful projects in Yaletown. But that is no longer the case.

~, we can't ever have affordable housing if we want the private market to deliver it. We need non-
arket housing for the middle class.

7 you see the municipal and provincial government taking the means to get us there?

~t yet, they're moving very slowly. We are impeded by the cultural lag in recognizing that the private
arket is not capable of solving this problem by itself. So no amount of opening zoning or allowing for
~velopment will cause prices to go down. We've seen no evidence of that at all. It's not the NIMBYs that
e the problem -it's the global increase in land value in urban areas that is the problem.

~ what to do about it?

~e levers of control are much more available at the local government level than at the provincial or
deral level. The local level can control land values. Cities have tried to attack unaffordability by upzoning
at not by controlling the value of the land. The beneficiaries are not the home owners or the tenants,
at whoever owns the land.

ie city has the power to double allowable density on a parcel if, and only if, all units are designated
fordable housing. This will not allow the land value to increase because the profitability of the upzoning
•es to the residents. The units have to be permanently set aside as non-market units. The units could be
vned by a co-op association who are bound to rent out units at an affordable rate. Or the entire
iilding is owned by anon-profit organization bound to the same rules. This is being done right now in
i mbridge, Massachusetts.

~e city could do this tomorrow and it would solve the housing crisis. We don't do that because we still
ink the free market will give us affordability.

the co-op the primary model for imagining an affordable model in Vancouver for 2060?

~s, it's the model Vancouverites are most familiar with. There are probably 4-6 different models that
Auld be non-market. For example, land trust. The land under your home is owned by a trust who agrees
maintain the value of that land so it's not affected by global ups and downs. But yes, co-ops are the
ost obvious answer.

https://www.vancouverrealestatepodcast.com/podcast/will-vancouver-real-estate-prices-ever-decline-with-professor-Patrick-Condon/ 5/9203



4/6/2021 Will Vancouver Real Estate Prices Ever Decline? with Professor Patrick Condon -Vancouver Real Estate Podcast

ae global demand for real estate seems insatiable. We have to change the model to create
fordability. Correct?

p at's exactly right. We have to change the model. If you want affordability, and we all do, you can't do
at within the current global real estate market. We need governments, particularly local governments,
use the tools of zoning rules and development taxes as a strategy to incrementally grab shares of the
gal land base.

ie target should be 5Q%. 50% of our housing should be non-market. We see this in Vienna where more
an 50% of their housing is non-market. That leaves 50% of the market available for people who want to
✓est. But you don't want to be in a situation where 50% of the residents in a city can't live there. Then
~u won't have a sustainable city. That's why I think the housing crisis is the biggest issue. If you can't
Ive housing, you can't solve anything else.

~u have a book coming out, "Sick City." Can you tell us about the book?

ie book goes into detail about the relationship between the inflated value of urban land and its effect
i people and their susceptibility to the pandemic. People who are getting sick are in essential jobs. They
e the people who have no choice but to come into contact with other people. They are making lower
ages and can't afford housing. The one thing we can do to help these people is allow them to have
>using near where they work.

~ the book ties the pandemic to the problem of housing and ties housing to the problem of land price.
nd price is the part of the iceberg no one can see. It's not the building that costs clot -it's the land.
~o include policy prescriptions that could solve this problem; policies that are in place around the world
id working right now.

id out more about and his writing.

his Post Has 4 Comments

Bruce Gunn

Co-op housing is definitely the answer. I was involved in developing co-op housing in Manitoba
and Saskatchewan in the 60`s and 70's. The private housing developers Will fight this every
chance they get. It will take a LOT of political will, on the ground, to make this happen.

Patrick Candon

Yes they will as the comment below makes perfectly clear.
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Ross Ellison

Co-op housing doesn't even work in theory (except for rare equity' models), and is so infeasible
that it's more correctly termed Co-Opt because it involves a heavy subsidization of money, that
comes from mostly from middle-income households, and is laundered through prov &fed
bureaucracies. Co-ops have a long history of deferred maintenance and funneling funds to
ridiculously reduce rents to enrich residents and increase their disposable income, while they
hide their assets and net worth. Then they go begging to Ottawa when a major repair hits. This
is why the Fed Gov't has recognized this is unjust, discriminatory and leads to a co-op culture of
institutional thievery, and is unwinding that inequity.

New co-ops aren't being built because the financial feasibility is even more perverse than it was
4 decades ago.

irisch: If Housing is a Human Right... (Part 1)

~ supply-side Vancouverist professor Patrick Condon, who himself had in earlier years supported many
Vancouver's policies of statutory upzoning [...]
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O 2021 all rights reserved

*Considering a real estate transaction? One of the first decisions you will need to make is whether you should

work with a licensed real estate professional who will represent you. Take a moment to read this important

consumer protection information from the Real Estate Council of BC. This form explains the special legal duties

that real estate professionals owe to their clients, and please call 778-847-2854 or 778-866-

4574 immediately if you would like to discuss.
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Vancouver's high-profile professor, planner and author, Patrick

Condon, told more than 16o California community leaders at the

Livable California Teleconference on Feb. 6, 2021 that "upzoning" of

neighborhoods drives up housing costs and cannot create

affiordable housing.

Many participants asked us to make his powerful presentation and

his neW book, Sich City (see be(ov~), available to share With others.

Vancouver is one of North America's most expensive cities. The

2osg UBS Global Rea( Estate Bubble Index calls it the sixth-most-
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concerning housing bubble risk in the World.

Condon, a professor at the University of British Columbia School of

Architecture, landscape architect, author, and former city planner,

vvas for years a supporter of Widespread upzoning of Vancouver —

a theory embraced to reduce housing costs long before the

California legislature started doing the same thing. But upzoning in

Vancouver backfired.

Condon noW says:

"We have incrementally quadrupled the density of Vancouver, but

We haven't seen any decrease in per square foot costs. That

evidence is indisputable. We can conclude there is a problem

beyond restrictive zoning.... No amount of opening zoning or

allowing for development vciill cause prices to go down. We've

seen no evidence of that at all. It's not the NIMBYs that are the

problem -it's the global increase in Land value in urban areas

that is the problem:'

Prof. London's
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Housing, urban growth anc~ inequalities:
The limits to deregulation and upzoning in reducing

economic and spatial inequality

Andres Rodriguez-Poser and Michael Storper2

Abstract: Urban economics and branches of mainstream economics —what we call the
"housing as opportunity" school of thought —have been arguing that shortages of affordable
housing in dense agglomerations represent a fundamental barrier for economic development.
Housing shortages are considered to limit i~gra~~on into thriving cities, curtailing their
expansion potential, generating rising social anct spatial inequalities, and inhibiting national
growth. According to this dominant view within economics, relaa~ing zoning and other
planning regulations in the most prosperous cities is crucial to unleash the economic
potential of cities and nations and to facilitate within-country migration. In this article, we
contend that the bulk of the claims of the housing as opportunity approach are
fundamentally flawed and lead to simplistic and misguided policy recommendations. We
posit that there is no clear and uneontroveFsial evidence that housing regulation is a
principal source of differences in home availability or prices across cities. Blanket changes in
zoning are unlikely to increase domestic migration or to increase affordability for lower-
income households in prosperous regions. They would, however, increase gentrification
within prosperous regions and would not appreciably decrease income inequality. In contrast
to the housing models, we argue the basic motors of alb these features of the economy are the
current geography of employment, wages and skills.
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"(2) Economists widely agree that restrictive land use policies increase housing prices. Studies
have found that housing prices in California aYe higher and increase faster in jurisdictions with
stricter land use controls, and in some markets, each additional regulatory measure increases
housing prices by nearly S percent. Stricter land use controls are also associated with greater
displacement and segregation along both income and racial lines. Restrictive land use policies
also hurt economic growth by preventing residents from moving to more productive areas where
they can accept more productive jobs that pay higher wages. "California Senate Bill 4
(McGuire and Beall), 10/4/2019.

Introduction: housing is no longer a local issue

Housing market failures can imperil local economic growth and generate problems such

as segregation, long commute times, deteriorating quality of life, homelessness, and barriers

to social mobility for certain populations. In recent years, these worries have tended to

increase in the metropolitan areas of many countries. In developed countries, housing

regulation through planning and zoning has long been considered to be prunarily a domain of

local policy, with national policy in a supporting and guiding role for cities and regions. This

notion is now changing because, in the mainstream view, sharply rising housing prices and

declining affordability in metropolitan are the result ofoverly-restrictive zoning and onerous

regulation of construction. These restrictive local housing policies are increasingly seen as

central to the magnification of social and spatial inequalities at national scale. This connection

emerges, it is argued, because local housing policies create barriers to the ability of people

from less dynamic regions to move to more dynamic ones. Housing, in this view, is no longer

a local issue: it is central to debates about national growth, the effects of globalization on

communities, and can become a source of populist anger from those who are locked out of

prosperous metropolitan regions.

In this paper, while agreeing that housing policy can have important impacts on

economic growth and social equity, we will critique this mainstream academic view of

precisely how housing fits into the broader picture of economic growth and inequalities in the

age of globalization. Specifically, we suggest that housing supply is more important, by city

scale (among neighbourhoods), than it is to shaping inter-regional migration, the size of cities,215



and the performance of national economies. The barriers to migration to prosperous economic

areas consist less of housing, and much more of the skill composition of urban labour

demand. The affordability crisis within major urban areas is real, but it is due less to over-

regulation of housing markets than to the underlying wage and income inequalities, and a

sharp increase in the value of central locations within metro areas, as employment and

amenities concentrate in these places. We posit that this school of thought is simultaneously

diverting attention from the real problems of other, lagging regions, while overestimating the

potential demographic, income distribution and productivity effects of less restrictive zoning

on prosperous regions.

The "housing-as-opportunity" view ofinter-regional inequality

Since the beginning of the current round of globalization in the 1970s, we have

witnessed a tendency for two types of inequality —interpersonal and geographical — to rise.

Income inequality within countries has intensified, both in the developed and developing

world (Milanovic, 2016). But while interpersonal inequalities have continued to attract the

most attention (e.g. Piketty, 2014), the parallel rise of inter-regional inequality has remained

somewhat under the radax. Yet, it is becoming increasingly clear that regional inequalities

have also turned a corner. In the US, the inequality of income per person among metropolitan

areas was 30% higher in 2016 than it was in 1980 (Ganong and Shoag, 2017). In Europe and

in a process driven by fast-growing capital regions, a long period of regional convergence

dating back to 1900 has been replaced since 1980 by divergence (Roses and Wolf, 2018).

A number of recent changes seem to be behind the widening of inter-territorial

inequality. First, inter-regional migration is declining: in the United States it has fallen to half

of its century-long average up to 1980, and it is more spatially selective by skill level

(Giannone, 2017). Second, labour force participation rates also have a higher inter-regional 216



variance in the EU and the USA than since the 1930s Great Depression. Moreover, the jobs

generated in lagging-behind and declining areas have lower average skill levels and wages

than those created in more prosperous metropolitan areas (Di Cataldo and Rodriguez-Pose,

2017). Generally, the employment that relocates from core areas to other regior~s is in more

routine, with lower wage levels (Autor and Dorn, 2013. Technology (automation) is

suppressing employment levels in routine activities, and import competition keeps unskilled

wages down (Autor, Dorn and Hanson, 2015). Though there are some bright signs in lagging-

behind regions, such as the expansion of warehousing and logistics jobs linked to the Internet

economy, wage and skill levels are stagnating and employment levels will be challenged by

robotization. Overall, the divergent new geography of income and jobs is also becoming a

divergent new geography of opportunities (Storper, 2018).

What can be done to reverse the increasing polarization of income, jobs, and

opportunity? Although multiple solutions have been proposed since the 1950s, as The

Economist (2016) put it, "orthodox economics has few answers to the problem of regional

inequality." In recent years, however, one position deeply embedded in urban economics has

also become dominant: the only place-based policy that stands a chance of making a

difference involves lifting the barriers to migration from lagging regions to leading

metropolitan areas, as the way out of the current predicament of divergence and inequality.

The barrier that must be lifted in order to make this happen is, according to this view,

insufficient housing construction in prosperous areas due to local restrictive zoning in those

regions. The places where policy is needed are therefore not the lagging and falling-behind

regions, but the prosperous areas, which are perceived as afflicted by the disease of NIMBY-

ism (Not-In-My-Back-Yard). Undoing IVIMBY-ism would allow people from other regions,

whom are deemed to be excluded by high housingprices and low availability in prosperous

places, to move to prosperity (thus, aplace-based policy leads to a people-based outcome).

Along these lines, a host of academic papers (e.g. Katz and Rosen, 1987; Quigley and217



Raphael, 2005; Ihlanfeldt, 2007; Glaeser and Gottlieb, 2008; Saiz, 2010; Kline and Moretti,

2014; Hsieh and Moretti, 2015, 2017; Ganong and Shoag, 2017: Gaubert, 2018) has made a

set of inter-linked claims:

1. Restrictive zoning and other regulations in prosperous metropolitan regions limit

the expansion of housing supply;

2. Such constraints drive housing prices up;

3. It adds to the income of developers and landowners and transfers income away

from workers living in or seeking to live in these regions (whether as buyers or

renters) and, in doing so, enhances inter-personal income inequality;

4. Housing restrictions dampen migration into prosperous regions, depressing access

to metropolitan labour markets, especially for the unskilled in declining regions;

5. Fewer restrictions on housing supply in prosperous regions would alter the inter-

regional sparial distribution of population of all skill levels and prosperous

metropolitan areas will become bigger, more productive, and more socially

inclusive. Moreover, the inter-personal income distribution — at a national scale

and especially within prosperous regions —would become more equal.

6. By inference, despair and unemployment in lagging regions would decline and

per capita incomes increase due to higher rates of out-migration from these areas

to prosperous ones.

7. Housing deregulation in prosperous regions would, thus, have atrickle-down

effect. Expanding housing supply in desirable locations would reduce housing

market competition and generate affordability and upgrading for wide swathes of

the population, stretching far down the income distribution.

Taken together, these claims amount to an extremely ambitious and comprehensive

vision of how the space-economy works to link the local and the far away. They form the 218



basis of what has increasingly become a mainstream policy consensus that centres on

reducing housing restrictiveness in prosperous areas, asserting that massively increasing the

land zoned for housing and its permissible densities is a meaningful instrument to confront

and change the current inter-regional divergence of incomes, employment and opportunity, to

reduce income inequality, and increase housing access for low-income people in prosperous

metropolitan regions.

We call this perspective the "housing as opportunity" policy school of thought." This

perspective has come to dominate academia and captured the public imagination, as its

authors have attracted great attention with their claims about the benefits of housing

deregulation to prosperous and less prosperous areas alike and to the national economy as a

whole. Hsieh and Moretti (2017), in estimations we shall criticize below, assert that the US

economy would be far bigger if housing were unregulated, and that the larger agglomerations

would increase in size, as the less skilled currently languishing in stagnating regions would

migrate to them. Hence, inter-personal inequality would decline, in a win-win scenario of

rising productivity and prosperity for all. Ganong and Shoag (2017) claim that inter-state

income convergence would be at least 10% greater since 1980, were it not for restrictive

housing regulations in prosperous areas. Glaeser (2017 endorses their claims that "America's

most important, hence costly regulations, are land use controls", and both the New York

Times editorial board and its progressive columnists, such as Paul Krugman, have backed the

view that NIMBYism, in the form of neighbourhood housing regulations, is strangling

national economic growth and has made prosperous metro areas like citadels that those with

less education can no longer get into.l

1 The mainstream view has strongly influenced legislators, and policy think tanks. For example, the Obama
Administration, through its Housing Development Toolkit, and most recently, Senator Elizabeth Warren
(American Housing and Economic Matlitity pct; proposed tegistationj, as well as the Trump administration's
Spring 2018 Housing and Urban Development Department publication (Evidence Matters) and Secretary Ben
Carson's August 14, 2018 tweet encouraging cities to loosen zoning on behalf of affordable housing. In
California the issue of housing development has taken centre stage, with more than 200 Senate Bills —with SB4
and SB 50 being the most relevant —introduced this session (Koseff, 2019). This follows bills 35, 167 and 827219



And this is not without consequences. As indicated by Roinen (2016: 1) "cities

confronting growth pressure face atrade-off between accommodating growth through

outward expansion, or accepting the social implications of failing to build enough new

housing". Thus, local housing and zoning regulations have become not just a local, but a

national planning issue, and not dust in the United States. They have long been the concern of

a national policy debate in the LTK. Interestingly, the academic consensus unites groups that

emphasize the supposed social justice aspects of reducing housing regulation, assuming it

would help the less skilled and reverse a long association of zoning with racial exclusion, with

mainstream economists, who assume that regulation is inefficient. As can be imagined, both

are applauded by land developers, who are strong supporters of the California-based YIMBY

(Yes-in-My-Backyard) movement.2

A corollary to their emphasis on housing in prosperous regions is a systematic

rejection of place-based policies in less prosperous regions.3 In their view, large and densely

populated cities are the only possible motors of economic activity and promoting economic

activity in less-developed areas through public intervention leads, at best, to market

distortions and, at worst, to a waste of public resources on "troubled areas" (Glaeser and

Gottlieb, 2009: 1014). Moreover, because promoting development in lagging areas implies

"severe equity efficiency trade-offs" (Kline and Moretti, 2014: 656), "subsidizing poor or

unproductive places is an imperfect way of transferring resources to poor people" (Kline and

Moretti, 2014: 656).

In their thinking, the alternative — ̀place-based policies' for lagging-behind areas — is a

suboptimal solution, unlikely to have any discernible economic impact (Leunig and Swaffield,

passed in the 2017-18 session.

z A principal backer of SB 827 and SB 50 ~Bronsteirr; 20151.

3 Although the tide seems to be turning and some mainstream economists in the current political climate seem to be
reluctantly endorsing place-based policies for areas with historically high unemployment (e.g. Austin Glaeser and
Summers, 2018). 220



2007; Glaeser and Gottlieb, 2008). "Local economic policies that are meant to increase

production in a particular area [...] seem to be either extremely expensive or ineffective"

(Glaeser and Gottlieb, 2008: 203). Moreover, the "mobility of people and capital can

complicate the effects and potentially undo most or all of the gains from such redistributive

policies" (Neumark and Simpson, 2014: 12).

Our purpose in this paper is to scrutinize this mainstream view about housing

construction in prosperous areas as a route to greater prosperity and equality in the winner

regions. Our point of departure is that housing markets are not like standard markets, so that

aggregate increases in supply do not translate in any straightforward way to decreases in

price, because the internal plumbing of housing markets —succession, migration, and

occupation patterns —are full of frictions, sunk costs, barriers and externalities that make the

effects of aggregate supply increases highly uneven, and in many cases involve unintended or

contradictory effects. From this point of departure, our critic}ue argues that the first three

claims of the mainstream view above are reasonable but require considerable nuance, while

the remaining four are implausible. Through our critique of these claims, we conclude that the

housing as opportunity school is diverting attention away from the tasks necessary to address

the problems of lagging regions and inter- regional inec}uality. It also exaggerates the effect of

housing in contributing to the overall rise ofinter-personal inequality and socio-spatial

segregation. Finally, by implication it diverts attention away from the real need to address

housing affordability for low- and moderate-income groups already residing in the prosperous

metropolitan regions.

Does economic growth come mostly from city size, or from urban specialization?

The housing as opportunity school sees housing as the key element in determining

inter-regional population mobility and the geographical pattern of real incomes. City size and221



density are crucial for economic growth. The corollary assumption is that restricting

immigration will limit productivity growth, by preventing the unskilled from matching to

better job opportunities that supposedly exist for them in prosperous city-regions. The basic

set-up here derives from spatial equilibrium theory, which holds that city size and population

growth are the only important factors for economic growth, because once the conditions are in

place for population growth, jobs and output growth will follow (Glaeser, 2008). This model

explicitly rejects using income, per capita income, or the wage structure as measures of urban

performance. Therefore, we need to scrutinize the relationship between housing and land

supply and urban population growth.

However, the connection between city size, urban population growth and economic

growth is far from straightforward (e.g. Polese, 2005; Frick and Rodriguez-Pose, 2018). Even

in the case of the US, the country that has traditionally been used to prove this connection,

over the last decade and a half economic polarization has coincided with an absence of a close

link between city size and economic growth. Figure 1 displays the link between the size of US

metropolitan statistical areas (MSAs) and their economic performance per capita between

2001 and 2016. Taken as a whole, the relationship is, at best, tenuous. While some large

MSAs, such as Portland, Los Angeles, San Francisco, Boston, or Seattle have done well,

economic growth per capita in other large agglomerations during the same period, including

Atlanta, Phoenix, and Las Vegas, has been negative. The link between initial city population

and economic growth during the same period is non-existent (Figure 1).
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Figure 1. Relationship between. city size and per capita. economic growth in the

US, 2001- 2016.
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The same applies to population growth. Although it is true that cities with more

unregulated housing markets have witnessed greater population growth, population growth

has not necessarily been translated into economic growth (Figure 2). Some cities with

relatively unregulated housing markets, such as San Antonio, Dallas-Fort Worth, and

Houston, have both experienced high levels of population and economic growth. However,

rapid population expansion has not resulted in economic growth in Las Vegas, Orlando,

Phoenix, or Atlanta. In contrast, many cities with highly regulated housing markets, such as

New York, Boston, Portland, and San Francisco, have enjoyed high absolute levels of

economic and population gowth in the past few decades (with the exception of Portland's

population growth). Overall, since the turn of the century there has been no connection

between population change and economic growth across US cities (Figure 2).
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Figure 2. Link between population g~av~t~ aid t~ grawt~i of GDP per capita in US MSAs,

2000-2016.
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For present purposes, this means that, even if substantial deregulation of housing

markets were to reshape migration and population distribution, more national economic

growth would not necessarily follow automatically. This is because urban productivity and

incomes appear to rise up to a certain point, but are also shaped by what a city specializes in

and from the absolute size of a particular specialized agglomeration of fn~ns (Kemeny and

Storper, 2014). Thus, the US has a bigger urban productivity surplus than does Europe, and

Europe has many more middle-sized cities than the USA, but this difference is less due to the

preponderance of larger urban areas in the USA and more to their greater specialization,

which is an outcome of the lower barriers to trade within the US urban system. Not enough is

currently known about the relative contributions of size and specialization to incomes and

productivity, but is a leap into the unknown to predict unlimited positive relationships of the224



latter to metropolitan size.

Is inter-regional migration shaped principally by housing prices?

Mainstream theories have used the association between low levels of housing

regulation and high rates of population growth in the Southeast and Southwest of the USA as

an explanation for their population growth (Graves, 1976; Roback, 1982; Glaeser, 2008).

Most such models assume that housing and amenities rank highly on preference functions, via

a further assumption that "jobs follow people" (Muth, 1971). Their canonical image is taken

from US Sunbelt development in the post-war period, which involved high domestic

migration (rural to urban within the South; and Industrial Midwest/Northeast to South and

West). But the assumption that these migration streams were motivated by cheaper housing in

the developing areas fords no historical proof at all in that literature.

A more plausible explanation is that such migration was unleashed by de-

agglomeration of routine manufacturing from its Northeastern-Midwestern heartland,

combined with job-market deregulation in the form_ of the Taft.-Hartley Amendments to the

National Labour Relations Act in the 1940s, which made it more difficult to unionize in the

resulting "right-to-work" states. This prolonged the cheapness of labour in during the rural-to-

urban transition in the post-war period. Hence, an explanation of the growth of these regions

starts with the movement of jobs, fuelled by a deregulated labour market, rather than with

unregulated housing markets. Massive migration to California, by contrast, clearly did not

have to do with cheap housing, as Californian metropolitan housing prices have remained well

above national averages for the better part of a century.

Deepening a perspective based on employment as the key direct factor behind urban

growth and decline, from the late 1950s and through the 1970s cities in the Northeast and

Midwest bled jobs, as manufacturing went through athree-phased process of de- 225



agglomeration to the South, technological change, and, finally, globalization. This is what is

vernacularly known as "the new geography of jobs" and the "great inversion" (Moretti, 2012).

It was not highly-regulated housing markets that led to population loss in these cities and

regions, but employment decline. Later, with the advent of the new economy, selective parts

of the old economy, such as Boston, Washington, New York, (or London in Europe),

reinvented themselves and rebounded from population decline, again in spite of highly-

regulated housing markets.

The difference between the two cases of population change is the type of jobs and the

point in industrial maturity that generated them (Norton and Rees, 1979). In the rapidly-

growing cities of the American Sunbelt, average skill and wage levels have for decades been

lower than in cities such as Washington, Seattle, and San Francisco. One of the major

contributors to the rising gap in housing prices between high-cost regions, such as New York

and San Francisco, and low-cost regions, such as Orlando or Phoenix, is the widening

differences in wages and wealth of those who seek housing in the two different types of

region (Romen, 2018). Hence, differences in housing prices are not uniquely determined by

the level of in-migration (aggregate demand) but its composition. "Composition" here refers

to the wage and income structure of the population. In areas that have grown principally due

to the growth of jobs with routine skills and moderate wages, housing prices are mechanically

lower than in metropolitan areas that draw in the highly-skilled and highly-paid. A different

case is weak aggregate demand, explaining why housing is also inexpensive in most middle-

sized cities of the Rustbelt —Buffalo, Milwaukee, South Bend, Syracuse, where people leave

in spite of low housing costs. Lack of jobs and a weak geography of opportunity are the main

culprit. In many growing Sunbelt cities, by contrast, employment growth has taken place

mainly in middle- to low-waged jobs. This trend is so strong. that, as Autor and Fournier

(2019) put it, "the economic advantages of dense cities are disappearing for low-skilled

workers." In 1950, denser urban areas offered higher wages for both educated and less 226



educated workers. Today, when wages are adjusted for density, workers without a college

degree have very little advantage from locating in large cities. Similar trends are being

uncovered in Europe. Bjerke and Mellander (2019) find that moving from a rural to an urban

area in Sweden has no positive effects on the movers' salaries, with the only exception of the

highly-skilled. Though housing costs in dense areas compound the disadvantage to low-

skilled workers, reducing housing costs would not, under any scenario, erase the basic facts of

the labour market in dense urban areas for these workers, which stein from fundamental

changes in economic geography, as we shall argue in more detail later in the paper.

A more recent generation of models that comprises part of the housing literature does

centre on the geography of employment. Gaubert (2018) argues that firm sorting and housing

are strongly tied. In her model, cities are undersized today because firms cannot capture all

the potential gains to workers' productivity from potential agglomeration economies, and this

is because wages in large cities are inflated by excessive housing costs due to regulation.

Thus, if housing supply increased, this would flatten the inter-regional wage curve, attracting

more firms into big cities and, consequently, endogenously creating more agglomeration

externalities. The key mechanism would be increasing the skilled labour supply, resulting in

bigger and more productive and specialized cities. This model affirms our view that urban

growth —whether induced by greater housing supply or other factors —would primarily

involve the skilled workers as currently enjoying high urban wage premiums (Autor and

Fournier, 2019; Bjerke and Mellander, 2019). Figure 3 buttresses our view that it is the

fundamentals of economic geography more than house prices that are at work, by showing

graphically the weak relationship between changes in home values, expansion of the

developed residential area, and the presence of immigrants in US cities.
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Figure 3. Urban land area development, house prices and in-migration in the largest

metropolitan areas in the US (1990-2017).
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The relationship between residential expansion and low housing value appreciation

emphasised in the housing as opportunity literature appears only in a relatively small number

of Southern cities, highlighted by a black square. In Charlotte, Raleigh, Nashville, Atlanta,

Jacksonville, Las Vegas or Orlando, a rapid increase in the developed land area between 1990

and 2010 has indeed come with moderate increases in house prices. But affordable housing

has hardly been a magnet for immigrants, as the number of immigrants from outside the US in

these cities is relatively low in comparison to the rest of urban America. On the whole, these

cities tend to be outliers, rather than the norm.

The norm, in fact, does not exist. This reflects that there is much more than housing
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regulation driving the relationship between housing expansion, affordability, mobility and

urban growth. A number of cities that have witnessed limited land area development and high

house price increases over the last decades, either because of strong geographical constraints

or tight regulations (those denoted by a red star in Figure 3), have continued to attract

population and large numbers of immigrants. Miami,_ with almost 40% of foreign population,

tops the rank of metropolitan areas with more foreign immigrants. Los Angeles comes second;

San Francisco, fifth; San Diego and New York are not far behind. Another group of US cities

— such as Indianapolis, Cincinnati Greensboro, Columbus, Louisville and Kansas City,

indicated by a green diamond in Figure 3 —have experienced rapid housing growth and, while

prices have remained relatively low, they have failed to attract immigrants. In other expansive

cities, such as Austin, Phoenix, Salt Lake City, Denver, Dallas, San Antonio or Tampa

(denoted by a yellow pentagon), rapid housing growth has not been accompanied by greater

affordability. Here, while the share of immigrants is greater than in areas with more affordable

housing, they lag behind as a magnet for migrants than places that are still more expensive

and where the housing stock has hardly grown (red star in Figure 3). Finally, cities like

Cleveland, St. Louis, Pittsburgh, Milwaukee, Detroit or Hartford (pictured by a blue circle in

Figure 3) have neither expanded nor witnessed strong. increases in house prices nor (with the

partial exception of Hartford) attracted migants. Their economic performance (with the

exception of Pittsburgh) has also been substantially below par.

Figure 4 shows a positive relationship between house price growth and population

growth, though with considerable dispersion at the level of individual metropolitan axeas.
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Figure 4. House price vs. population growth, %, 1990-2010.
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Figure 5. Population growth vs increase in developable area 1990-2010.
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But once we consider the third combination of relationships, between ̀ develop-able' area

and house prices, as in Figure 6, there is no relationship. It seems plausible that rapidly

developing urban areas that are expanding outward on their urban fringe benefit from the low

land prices on the develop-able fringe, which in turn lowers their average housing prices, as in

the cases we cite above. We cannot capture the effect of available land in declining urban areas

(such as Rustbelt cities), which would have vacant land available for development. In any event,

in large and mature urban areas, the metropolitan fringe is already far away from the core and

long occupied (and sometimes has hit natural geographical barriers), raising commuting times.

That is why policies attempting to increase supply are directed to already-developed land in the

urban core, with its strong structurally high land prices, in addition to the declared policy goals

of developing near public transit. Why are aggregate supply changes in this type of metropolitan

1 ~iJ 140 1;37 1 SO X00 2^0
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core area unlikely to have a strong effect on reducing housing costs overall, through social and

spatial trickle-down effects?

In what follows, we argue that the missing element in determining housing prices and

affordability in these cities is the structure of jobs and incomes, not aggregate supply policies.

Figure 6. House price growth vs. increase in developed land area, %, 1990-2010.
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Incomes and urban size drive housing prices

The difference between expensive and expansive urban areas is the income and wealth

underlying the structure of housing demand. The share of very high-income households in the

San Francisco Bay Area increased from 17% to 27% of the total in the 2001-2013 period

(Bronstein, 2017). This was principally driven by the concentration ofhigh-skill, high-wage
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employment in agglomerated core industries of the 3rd Industrial Revolution.4 Real incomes

in high-wage and high-amenity metropolitan areas, even after accounting for housing costs,

are on average 15%higher than in lower-wage metropolitan areas (Kemeny and Storper,

2012). These prosperous regions also generally have high levels of income inequality,

resulting from a growing gap between the wages of the high- and the low-skilled (Bauin-

Snow et al., 2017). In these prosperous metropolitan areas, low-skilled jobs are largely filled

by international migrants, because low-skilled domestic workers have largely stopped

migrating to them. Foreign migrants have a variety of housing strategies, ranging from high

densities, overcrowding and substandard conditions, to long-distance commutes. In spite of

these supposed barriers, both unskilled and skilled workers keep on moving to these cities

(Lindley and Machin, 2004). Another element of population growth in large agglomeration is

the young. The young are not yet at the top of the skill-wage hierarchy, but are willing to put

up with difficult conditions in the short run in order to build their experience on the job

escalator (Jayet, 1983; Glaeser and Mare, 2001; de la Roca and Puga, 2017).

Let's return now to the case of the less-skilled domestic worker population, whose

inter-regional mobility is said by the mainstream housing view to be impeded by housing

costs. Autor and Fournier (2019) repeal that the hourly wages ofless-skilled adults in the

USA, which formerly rose steeply with density, no longer do so, whereas the hourly wages of

the skilled are ever more strongly positive to density. This has contributed to a widening rural-

urban divide in skills: the share of working-age population with a college degree is now 20

percentage points higher in urban places than in rural ones. In 1970 that gap was just five

percentage points. Several decades ago mid-skilled work was clustered in big cities, while

low-skilled work was most prevalent in the countryside. No longer; the mid-skilled jobs that

remain are more likely to be found in rural areas than in urban ones.

The wave ofinter-regional d~~e~ge~~ in tl~e loc~ti~~ of different types of job since the

4 A longer term perspecrive on San Francisco finds that changes in wages explain most of the variation in housing
costs in post-war San Francisco (Fischer, 2016). 233



1980s (innovative/agglomerated/non-routine versus routines has affected the geography of

housing prices. Formally, this is modelled within the New Economic Geography tradition as a

spatial split between the prosperous metropolitan areas, which agglomerate innovative high-

wage industries, whose wages are weakly affected by spatial competition, and other territories

whose industrial mix is dominated by activities that are strongly tradeable, involve routinized

work, and are subject to global competition (Venables, 2018).

The agglomeration effect in prosperous metro areas involves an infra-metropolitan

dimension as well, which is a recent change in a greater proportion of housing preferences

toward access to centrally-located urban amenities, transportation and —for some —greater

proximity to employment. This phenomenon has driven up housing prices in the core of

prosperous metropolitan regions, such that distance from urban centres imposes an increasing

penalty on house prices (Partridge et al., 2009), in an inversion from patterns in the mid- to

late 20th century, when skilled employment agglomeration forces were weaker. The demand

for more central locations is, by contrast, weaker in successful Sunbelt metropolitan regions

such as Atlanta or Houston, with their relatively weak residential urban cores, as compared to

cities such as Boston, San Francisco, New York, or most large European cities. Moreover,

skilled workers located in the urban core today are not moving. to the suburbs at the same

point in the life cycle as in previous generations. According to Autor and Fournier (2019),

there has been a 50-75% decline in the outmigration rate of prime age adults since the 1990s.

This maybe due to the longer and steeper opportunity ladders in cities today (de la Roca and

Puga, 2017), as well as to the higher time costs of commuting in major metropolitan areas.

This creates greater competition for inner metropolitan locations than was previously the case,

reinforcing the notion that less restrictive zoning is likely to gentrify inner metropolitan areas

but do little about housing affordability for the less-skilled.
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The domestic migration slowdown: housing or skills? Kept out or trapped outside?

Inter-regional migration in the USA —usually taken as the canonical case of a

geographically-fluid system of inter-regional population adjustment —has declined to half the

average level that prevailed for the century between 1880 and 1980, and has remained

relatively low since (Goetz et al., 2017). A greater share of the population is spatially

"trapped" in the sense that it suffers from barriers to mobility to opportunity. But to what

extent is this a consequence of planning restrictions and lack of affordable housing, as

opposed to the nature of employment opportunities and the skills required to access them, in

dynamic cities?

Skill-biased technical change has a distinctive geography, consisting of the

concentration of skilled jobs in certain kinds of regions, mainly large —but not always the

largest —metropolitan areas. Part of this new geography reflects the increasing divergence in

the returns to education (Giannone, 2017). But the changing nature of skills also drives this

divergence. In innovation-driven agglomerations, formal education represents an entry point,

but ongoing experience effects are key to the observed divergence in returns to education.

Parts of the population thus face multiple challenges in the new economy: paying for the

education to obtain entry-level formal skills; accessing the jobs that provide experience effects

by mastering the soft codes and conventions that get them into networks and allow them to

acquire the right kinds of skills (DeLong, 2016).

Under these circumstances moving to big cities provides no immediate benefits for

workers without college education (Autor and Fournier, 2019). While building more

affordable housing in core agglomerations would accommodate more people, the collapse of

the urban wage premium for less-educated workers means that the extra housing would

mostly attract additional skilled workers. Consequently,. as the prospects for improving wages

in core areas are poor and the opportunity ladder has shrunk, the choice for low-skilled
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workers to stay put is rational (Autor and Fournier, 2019). In brief, the decline in inter-

regional migration has multiple sources, including the new geography of skills and wages,

ageing, the changing nature of skills, social networks, negative housing equity for some, and —

far down the list of causes —housing restrictions in prosperous areas.

In this light, urban economic models emphasizing the role of housing supply in

inducing or preventing inter-regional mobility make unrealistic assumptions about migration

in general. Three main points about inter-regional migration need to be emphasised: it is not

costless; housing markets have more of an income distribution effect than a migration effect

and; the political influences on both the labour supply emigration) and labour demand side

(housing regulation) are extremely complex and not amenable to the simple aphorisms of

many urban economic models. We discuss each of these in turn.

Many migration arguments of the housing as opportunity school start with the decline

in aggregate inter-regional migration. But migration is still happening; it has just become

more selective and spatially separated by skill. Skilled individuals continue to migrate to the

most dynamic places and use them as ̀ escalator' regions (Fielding, 1992, de la Roca and

Puga, 2017). This is happening everywhere in the developed world. University graduates from

the North of England flock to London and the South-East immediately after graduation,

regardless of whether they studied in northern or southern universities (Faggian and McCann,

2008, 2009). Similar processes are in evidence in Italy (Biagi et al., 2011), Sweden (Erikson

and Rodriguez-Pose, 2017), or Australia (Corcoran et al., 2010). And the drive towards

opportunity is not limited to the highly-skilled. In the USA, the skilled move between skilled

cities (Diamond, 2016; Giannone 2017). This is essentially ̀ brain exchange', and is different

from the classical mass migration of manual workers to industrial cities of the mid-twentieth

century, as in the Sunbelt migration in the USA or the 1960s movement from the Italian

Mezzogiorno to Lombardy, Piedmont, Switzerland, or Germany.

In Europe, low-skilled migrants continue to move in large numbers. One third of 236



Romanians between the ages of 25 and 351ive outside Romania (World Bank, 2017).

Lithuanians and Poles moving to the iJK have ended up conducting low-skilled activities in

London, regardless of their previous level of education (Parutis, 2014). This may reflect the

fact that European border-free movement is more recent than in the USA, where the Sunbelt

migrations of the post-war period already resettled many low-skill migrants. In both Europe

and the USA, those not moving are those who either cannot move —because of the growing

skill divide between large cities, on the one hand, and towns and rural areas, on the other — or

do not want to move.

There are variations on this theme for each country. For example, in East Germany

there is a significant skill advantage of young migrants —mainly women —over stayers (Hunt,

2006:1032). The migration difference between the skilled and unskilled young is reproduced

in countries like the UK (Faggian and McCann, 2009) and Sweden (Eriksson and Rodriguez-

Pose, 2017). In addition to the young who have failed to acquire new economy skills, many

non-migrants are older, including those who never migrated from traditional industrial areas

or did so during the mid-20th century industrial de-agglomeration wave. But that was a

generation ago.

The current domestic migration slow-down affects also middle-aged professionals.

People in this group often started their careers on the experience ̀ escalator' of the city and

moved back at one point to medium-sized cities to cash in on their acquired experience (de la

Roca and Puga, 2017; Erikson and Rodriguez-Pose, 2017). They moved ̀back' in search of

better quality of life for their families, a different set of amenities, more security, and lower

housing costs (Whisler et al., 2008).

Hence, large groups are caught in a ̀spatial trap' that prevents them from moving to

more dynamic areas. Life cycles, strong family ties, emotional and material attachment to

place, and lack of employment opportunities in more dynamic areas for less-skilled and/or

older workers seriously limit the propensity of people in lagging-behind and declining cities 237



and regions in the developed world to migrate.

Lack of affordable housing in large cities may play a role in all of this, as for example

in extreme cases of negative equity (housing bubbles in certain areas, long-term depopulation

in others), but its influence will be small. The housing as opportunity school has traditionally

assumed that migration is costless — or, in the words of Glaeser and Gottlieb (2008: 159), that

"migration is cheap enough to make consumers indifferent" —but the reality is that for those

in a ̀spatial trap' migration is anything but costless and not a realistic and/or viable option.

Hence, neither subsidized housing, nor any reasonably imaginable price effect of supply

changes induced by less restrictive zoning would overcome the skills and equity barriers or

the differences in perceptions about opportunity that these populations face in the new

economy.

Data and measurement: an air of unreality

Until recently most of the papers on housing, migration and economic performance

have avoided offering counter-factual scenarios for population distributions, the size of

metropolitan areas, and employment levels of the less-skilled that would come about in a

world of re-formed housing policy, focusing on the housing price effect (Quigley and

Raphael, 2005; Ihlanfeldt, 2007; Glaeser and Ward, 2009; Saiz, 2010). Those papers have

mostly relied on the Wharton Index, which is a turn-of- the-century survey of about 2600

municipalities, relying on responses of municipal planning directors and other officials about

p̀erceived' regulatory pressure or a survey of those that have terms such as "growth control"

in their statutes. The models using the Wharton Index associate an average effect of housing

prices on migration elasticity, but they do not differentiate the supposed effect according to

incomes, wage levels, or skill levels. There is generally no direct identification of how

housing regulation affects housing supply. This corresponds to the wide variations in housing238



regulation in relation to housing supply change and, especially, to the fact that many

northeastern and inidwestern municipalities with weak regulation experience limited new

housing construction. Adding to this weakness, in order to characterize regulation at the MSA

level, the Wharton Index tends to be aggregated up from the municipalities that control zoning

to metropolitan area levels (at which housing markets operate) without using weights for

different municipal areas within metro areas (Storper et al, 2015).

A more recent wave of research ventures into estimating how housing supply

deregulation affects, variously, population growth and city sizes, inter-regional income

inequality, income distribution, and national economic productivity and output (e.g. Hsieh and

Moretti, 2017). Though some of these authors demur about their own work by claiming to

produce only ̀ instructive' simulations, such ventures are meant to influence the policy debate.

They are picked up by the media as academic proof of the potential benefits of deregulation

for housing supply. Hsieh and Moretti's (2017 `full adaustment scenario', as housing

construction becomes unshackled from regulation in prosperous metro areas, New York gains

787% in employment, while the job base is multiplied by five in San Francisco-San Jose. The

employment loss in Flint, Michigan is, by contrast, 98%. Even in their ̀ intermediate' (and

thus supposedly more realistic) scenario, New York enjoys 179% population growth, San Jose

149% and Flint loses ̀ only' 77% of its jobs. Housing deregulation, they claim, would

generate $1.4 trillion annually in additional GDP, through a combination of wage gains and

transfer of excessive rents from landowner rents to worker salaries. The benefits of housing

deregulation would also be highly territorially uneven, as almost all of the benefits of

deregulation to the national economy would come from a three large metropolitan areas.

Yet, the authors admit that their simulations rest on um•ealistic assumptions of perfect

mobility and do not consider all the conditions required for a Detroit auto-worker to move to

the San Francisco Bay Area or any other New Economy region. Ganong and Shoag (2017)

claim that housing regulation has contributed to about a 10% greater inter-regional income 239



divergence effect than would otherwise be the case. These claims about the magnitude of

potential effects of housing regulation on prices, output, income, productivity and population

are implausible, especially when the full costs of migration are taken into account.

In Europe, where planning regimes are, on average, stricter than in the US, tight

housing restrictions have also not prevented population growth. The highest-income European

regions with the most expensive housing, are those attracting the most people (Figure 7).

Figure 7. Population growth in European regions by income levels, 2001-2014.
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The European example, in concert with the analyses of Diamond (2016) and Giannone

(2017) and with realistic estimates of the price of new housing in prosperous metropolitan

areas, come together to indicate that, if housing deregulation were to substantially increase

inter-regional migration —which is, as we have argued above, improbable —, the migration

would mostly accelerate the transfer of skilled-workers from less prosperous into prosperous

regions. Simulations for London suggest this would be the outcome of authorizing

construction in the Green Belt. A chain reaction would be triggered: those close to the

Greenbelt would shift further into London as others arrive on the London periphery (Szumilo,240



201 ~).

Three consequences of such feedbacks are expected. First, in contrast to the conclusions

of Ganong and Shoag (2017) and Hsieh and Moretti (2017), greater, rather than lower, inter-

regional skill and income divergence would be the outcome, although the magnitude of this

phenomenon may be small. Second, any further emptying out of skills and talent in lagging

regions will further degrade their future capacity to improve their economic performance, and

further widen the development gap. And third, the infra- metropolitan movements of the

skilled will further increase infra-regional spatial- neighbourhood inequalities, while

simultaneously increase the commuting times of the less skilled, a topic we cover in the next

section.

The Effects of Upzoning: Gentrification without affordability

Hsieh and Moretti (2015) argue that NIMBY-ism in prosperous cities, and strong

housing regulation more generally, redistribute income from workers to rentiers and

accentuate income inequality (presumably placing the landowners higher in the infra-regional

income distribution), which, in turn, inhibits aggregate growt~r. These claims are more

plausible than those made about inter-regional migration and convergence by the housing as

opportunity school, but they still require considerable nuance.

To begin with, there is a strong and strengthening correlation between regional per

capita income and the Gini coefficient on income of urban agglomerations. Prosperous

metropolitan areas such as San Francisco, Boston, or New York are more unequal, in the

aggregate, than less prosperous ones such as Provo, Utah —although the American Deep

South represents an exception. Welfare and income redistribution systems, among other

factors, also play an important role in levels of inequality. As Musterd et al. (2017: 1070)

indicate, "segregation levels of the better-off and the worst-off are still lower in metropolitan

Europe than in the largest metropolitan areas in the United States". 241



Some of the infra-regional inec}uality in prosperous cities may indeed be due to a net

transfer of income from non-owners to owners of housing, as housing prices increase more

rapidly than wages and other prices. However, the assumptions in the models behind these

assertions are often too simple and data too aggregated to shed light on this relationship. In

the San Francisco Bay Area, the households with income above $150,000 increased by 80%

from 1990-2015, with their proportion of the total growing from 17 to 27 percent (ABAG

Plan Bay Area 2040). These populations have pushed up housing prices overall, and

gentrified a small number of neighbourhoods in central areas that were formerly quite poor, as

has been the case with some former boundary areas between middle- and high-income areas.

This rising inequality in incomes powerfully affects the housing available to less-skilled lower

income workers because the e~sting housing stock of prosperous city-regions has been

upgraded, generating a crisis of affordability for lower and middle-income households.

The powerful effects of income inequality rather than aggregate supply emerge from

recent analysis of IPIJMS data. Popov (2019) finds that in all of the top 100 US metropolitan

areas, housing costs are growing more for those in the bottom half of the national income

distribution than for those in the top half. Income inequality has risen in 45 of the top 50

metro regions, and fallen in only 19 of the top 100. Housrr~g costs have actually fallen for the

top quartile of the national income distribution, in virtually all metro areas, but they have

strongly risen for the bottom half. This is not a new problem for the bottom half, which is

paying about the same share of its income for housing today as in 1980. The difference is the

fall in the housing costs for the top earners. Part of this is attributable to the landowner bonus

that figures prominently in Hsieh and Moretti (2017), because the top income earners have a

higher proportion of owners. But even for renters, top income households show a decline in

income going to housing costs, while the bottom half of households that are renters show an

increasing share going to housing costs, in a result consistent with Freemark's (2019) detailed

results for Chicago. 242



Building on these data, we now argue that policies such as blanket upzoning, which will

principally unleash market forces that serve high income earners, are therefore likely to

reinforce the effects of income inequality rather than tempering them, as we now argue.

Combes et al. (2018) show that the elasticity of land prices between centre and periphery of

metro areas is non-convex, and rising with urban size. Supply changes must then be large and

central to bend this curve appreciably and thereby generate trickle-down effects to other areas.

Thus, upzoning at a regional scale would trigger new housing construction in the

neighbourhoods where the skilled workers want to live: the already-gentrifying areas and the

extensive boundary zones between them and other neighbourhoods. This would allow more

skilled workers in the upper quarter of the income distribution to live in the metropolitan core.

Moreover, through filtering, producing housing for high income households will prevent them

from directly outcompeting low-income households for older and lower quality housing stock,

but it would very likely involve replacing older and lower-qua~itX housing. stock in areas highly

favoured by the market, effectively decreasing housing supply for lower income households in

desirable areas. This is gentrification.

However, there is virtually no evidence that substantially lower costs would trickle

down to the lower two-thirds of households or provide quality upgrading of their

neighbourhoods, but it undoubtedly would enhance displacement in neighbourhoods currently

at the boundary of higher-income inner metropolitan areas. Indeed, according to Zillow data

reported in The Washington Post (August 6, 2018), rents are now declining for the highest

earners while continuing to increase for the poorest in San Francisco, Atlanta, Nashville,

Chicago, Philadelphia, Denver, Pittsburgh, and Washington, noting that a boom in luxury

construction in these areas has failed to ease housing market competition for cheaper

properties. And while there is more evidence of filtering, this seems to have also stalled.

Let's now expand on this point about the relationship of intra-metropolitan housing

choice dynamics in the face of increasingly unequal inter-personal income distribution. 243



Income inequality in prosperous metro regions strongly affects less-skilled lower income

workers, forcing them into painful arbitraging of their residential locations within such

regions, usually to outer suburbs. This often involves long commuting times and high

transport expense that affect the quality of their lives disproportionately compared to higher-

income workers; barring that, it involves sub1ect status downgrading in order to live in more

central but less amenity-rich neighbourhoods.

A different type of arbitraging is at work for less skilled foreign immigrants.

Intergenerational social mobility is higher in the more prosperous metropolitan areas (Chetty

et al., 2014), still making them magnets for the less skilled immigrants. But while foreign

immigrants are willing to accept poor living conditions (higher house prices in lower quality

neighbourhoods), low skilled domestic migrants are less likely to leave their places of origin,

as they already have a higher relative social status than they could achieve by moving to a

prosperous metropolitan area.

In any event, all types oflower-income households in prosperous regions pay the

price of ̀displacement' in competing with higher-wage workers who benefit from upzoning to

gentrify neighbourhoods, as they occupy its newer, higher quality housing. None of the extant

models or simulations provide realistic estimates of how much new housing would result from

upzoning in prosperous regions, or the realistic geographical distributions of such new supply,

the magnitudes of infra-metropolitan sorting of the skilled to new housing stock, and inter-

metropolitan increases in skilled in-migrants, and their effect on housing competition (see also

Freemark, 2019).

It follows that without active policies to help low-income housing consumers and their

neighbourhoods, the less-skilled would not benefit from the blanket upzoning policies

prescribed by the mainstream literature. As indicated by Jacobus (2019), if upzoning leads

mainly to build, as seems to be overwhelmingly the case, "only high-end housing, everyone

may see some benefit, but most of the benefit will flow to the rich". This is evident as both 244



more un-regulated (Houston, Phoenix, 4rlando~ and highly-regulated and supposedly

IVIMBY-ist (Boston, New York, San Francisco, London, Paris and most large European

cities) housing markets feature high levels of housing segregation by income, and increasing

commuting times, especially for low-income residents.

Segregation by income, race, national origin and other vectors, of course, has manifold

structural causes (Sampson, 2012, 2018; Boustan, 2017). Even in cities with strong ̀ mixity'

policies (such as Paris), market forces push in an opposite direction, although renter

protections can slow down the gentrification and segregation processes (with other side

effects). Regulation and other policies are often supported by residents who wield political

power, to enforce homogeneous neighbourhood quality and resist dis-amenities, with the

intended or unintended outcome of segregation. Overturning these regulations, however, has

little to do with any general liberalization of housing markets. In Chicago, for example, it has

been found that upzoning has had unintended consequences, such as raising housing prices

without necessarily triggering additional construction of newly permitted dwellings

(Freemark, 2019). Highly deregulated Atlanta or Houston also tend to be more segregated

than most highly regulated cities. Indeed, the policy mix that would be required to reduce

segregation in the name of providing better access to ~}obs and transportation, reducing

commuting times, and getting access to better schools and amenities for lower-income groups

has largely eluded research, even though there is evidence that when lower-income groups

access higher-quality neighbourhoods there are strong positive effects on childhood

development (Chetty et al., 2015 . As a whole, the housing. as opportunity school has failed to

properly internalise in their models that the infra-urban housing market is highly segmented,

and that large different spatial and structural factors affect the characteristics of within-city

subinarkets (Watkins, 2001; Jacobus, 2019). For our purposes here, it suffices to say that

upzoning is not the kind of delicate and complex polio mix that is required to address

interpersonal inequality in our cities. Most importantly, undifferentiated aggregate supply 245



policies do essentially nothing to abate the underlying structural causes of the housing crisis in

prosperous metro areas that we have identified: high demand from highly-skill, high-income

people; increasing income inequality; and a rise in construction and land costs consequent

upon the growth and maturation of metropolitan regions and demands for ahigher-quality

urban environment. The targeted policies that would be needed to reduce spatial-economic

segregation involve increased regulation and other forms of public intervention into the

housing market, exactly the opposite of the deregulation approach. The evidence from cities

with active public/social housing programmes (such as New York, Paris, and London) is that

this requires high public subsidies for construction of affordable housing.

The uses and misuses of theory

The housing as opportunity school has become vocal and assertive about the political

and policy uses of its research, but, as we have argued, its research is, in our view, not

scientifically solid enough to merit this assertiveness. The reasons for this are:

Its failure to consider the influence of labour demand on influencing changes in the

level and composition of the population of cities. A growing body of evidence shows that this

is the main driver of population sorting across regions today;

Its inability to demonstrate that housing supply change is a principal contributor to

inter-regional patterns or magnitudes of migration, alternative city size distributions, and

aggregate economic outcomes, especially in comparison to the geography of labour demand

and skills;

Its incapacity to effectively prove that zoning is the principal reason behind rates of

housing supply change or inter-metropolitan location of new housing, as opposed to changing

effective demand, structural causes of construction costs, land assembly, first nature

geography, among many other potential causes; 246



Its failure to establish a clear link between housing regulation and the size or nature of

housing price changes, in comparison to the geography of employment and incomes and

general changes in the income inequality;

Its lack of consideration of the infra-metropolitan effects of general zoning

liberalization, erroneously concluding that a general deregulation of housing construction in

high-income metropolitan areas would generate widely-distributed price and income benefits,

socially and spatially, through atrickle-down effect from the luxury market to lower-income

groups (`easing housing competition').

Many of these weaknesses stem from the underlying_ spatial equilibrium model that is

used with few questions in much of urban economics today. The field needs an enriched and

more realistic spatial equilibrium model, fully incorporating the geography of labour demand

and ranked preferences (e.g. Schwartzman, 2017). Households consider not only the average

cost of housing when considering mobility, but, first and foremost, the type of jobs available

given their skills. In today's circumstances, less skilled domestic workers avoid big,

expensive cities not simply because of high average housing prices there. They could secure

some type of housing in these vast metropolitan markets, as most external migrants do.

Nevertheless, the declining urban wage premium for internal less-skilled migrants, combined

with uncertainty about the future of their income in the face of ongoing technological change,

as well as their likely high commute times and subjective status downgrading (such as having

to co-locate with immigrant groups whom they consider to be of lower social status than

themselves if they want to avoid long commutes), shape their decisions not to move to

prosperous cities. There is no realistic housing supply expansion in prosperous metropolitan

areas that could address the employment and residential utility requirements of less skilled

domestic workers and enable them to move massively to prosperous regions.

In the face of what remains an insufficiently developed scientific case, however, the

political uses of the housing as opportunity position have become quite prominent. Opposition247



to more lax planning regimes —and to theories that promote the development of the London

Green Belt or constructing on the park lands that encircle the hills of the San Francisco Bay

Area —comes not only from rich, rentier land owners, but also from ordinary citizens that

appreciate green spaces in their daily lives, as well as dedicated environmentalists, yet they

are now depicted as NIMBYs opposed to social justice, backed up by prestigious academic

authorities. In lagging regions and in the populist —and, increasingly, the mainstream —media,

residents of prosperous regions are depicted as erecting ramparts to keep out the less fortunate

(e.g. Guilly, 2016; Edsall, 2018). There is little consideration of the fact that the high-skilled

workers, who are the main political constituency of the YIMBY movements, might be more

motivated by self-interest than social justice. Part of the mainstream academic literature may

also have become —wittingly or unwittingly — a stalking horse for developers whose primacy

interest is not in reducing socio-spatial inequalities or spreading prosperity. Serious

affordability policies, which inevitably involve public subsidies and regulation, as well as

measures to finance them, are curiously absent from the literature, with its focus on

deregulation.

It is also worrying that policies aimed at promoting place-sensitive development in the

left-behind regions, where large numbers of individuals are becoming. increasingly spatially

trapped continue to be dismissed, out of hand, as deadweight loss subsidies "targeting heavily

distressed areas into which outsiders are unlikely to migrate" (Kline and Moretti, 2014: 657).

It is our view that too much is being promised to policy-makers about the supposed

potential benefits of housing market de-regulation. At the- same time, in the rush to promote

an oversimplified vision of "densify near transit stops", too little consideration is being given

to the policies that would promote affordability for the right people in the right places.

Moreover, planning deregulation and housing construction in prosperous regions —while

interesting issues —are not going to solve the problem of areas lagging behind. However, an

excessive focus on these issues at the expense of serious and sustainable development 248



strategies, can fuel economic, social and political distress and anger in declining and lagging

areas that can threaten the very foundations on which economic activity, both in less

developed and more prosperous areas, has been erected in recent decades (Rodriguez-Pose,

2018). It is vital to keep considering the important role for regulation and other forms of

public intervention in combating the severe socio-spatial inequality that afflicts prosperous

metropolitan areas today. And, to return to our introductory discussion, it is ever more vital to

consider that a complex ai~ay of problems contributes to the current stagnation of less

prosperous regions, notably the structural changes in the spatial distribution of employment,

agglomeration forces, and the types of skills that are in demand today.
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APPENDIX

Figure Al. Relationship between city size and population change in the US, 2000-2016
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1

Wung, Lihuang

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

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

From: Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:22 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Schultz, Shirley <shirley.schultz@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: SEPA comment  

 
Just to keep you both in the loop, this is I think our second direct SEPA comment, I'll comb through the other 
public comments by Monday afternoon and try to pull anything in that is explicitly a SEPA comment. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Larry  
 

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

 

 

Mr. Larry Harala 

Planning and Development 

  Services Department 

747 Market Street, Room 345 

Tacoma, WA  98402 

 

Dear Mr. Harala: 

 

 I am writing to express my grave concerns pertaining to the preliminary mitigated 

determination of environmental non-significance (MDNS) [SEPA File No. LU21-0006] 

that was issued for the Home in Tacoma Project.  I have closely read the 32-page 

decision that was rendered by Peter Huffman, the Responsible Official under the State 

Environmental Policy Act (SEPA).  As a SEPA Responsible Official, Mr. Huffman 

should be well-versed in the legal requirements imposed by RCW 42.21C, WAC 197-11, 

and WAC 365-196.   

 

 Unfortunately, on page one of the decision the following language appears:  “The 

City has determined that, overall, implementing these proposals would result in a better 

outcome for the environment as compared to the current housing growth strategy.”  On 

the surface, this conclusory comment may seem benign, but it in fact exhibits a 

fundamental misunderstanding of the essential SEPA requirements that have been in 

place for approximately 50 years.  At base, SEPA involves a process where the lead 

agency is responsible for making a threshold determination of whether a project will 

have probable significant adverse environment impacts.  Moreover, the goal of SEPA is 

to gather comprehensive relevant information about probable significant environmental 

impacts pertaining to a project so that the ultimate decision maker (in this case the City 

Council) can make an informed choice pertaining to a proposal by knowing all the 

salient environmental concerns.  

 

 

 

 

1 

 

 

259



 

 

  In other words, SEPA is not meant to be a balancing test where benefits of a 

proposal are weighed against negative concerns.  I call your attention to the specific 

language of WAC 197-11-330(5):  “A threshold determination shall not balance whether 

the beneficial aspects of a proposal outweigh its adverse impacts, but rather, shall 

consider whether a proposal has any probable significant adverse environmental 

impacts . . . . ”   The language from page one of your decision appears on its face to 

embrace “balancing” and hence is in direct violation of WAC 197-11-330(5).  In short, 

compliance with SEPA requires that you focus exclusively on identifying all probable 

significant adverse environmental impacts.  It is not sufficient to merely assert that this 

proposal is better than the status quo. 

 

 Next, your environmental analysis seems to be deficient because it appears to 

lump the two proposed housing scenarios together (Evolve Housing Choices and 

Transform Housing Choices).  Clearly, the scale of the impacts will be different in each 

of the scenarios; therefore, a rational decision-maker needs to know the specific 

environmental consequences of each proposed scenario.  Is there a big environmental 

difference between the Evolve Choice and the Transform choice?  Is the difference small?  

Right now I do not know the answer to this question.  It also does not help if you sweep 

this matter under the rug by asserting that any probable significant adverse consequences 

of either proposal can be ameliorated by mitigation requirements.  SEPA was intended to 

provide more transparency, not less. 

 

 I also question the sagacity of the claim that the proposed mitigation measures are 

sufficient under SEPA strictures.  For example, the first mitigation requirement reads as 

follows:  “Work with infrastructure and service stakeholders to conduct a detailed 

analysis of infrastructure capacity relating to the Home in Tacoma Project proposal.”  

This mitigation requirement sounds like what would occur if an EIS were mandated.  

Alas, there is a big difference here.  If an EIS were produced, decision-makers would 

have a much better handle on the question of whether infrastructure requirements can 

keep up with the problems associated with increased density.  As it stands now, this 

project could be approved before this mitigation condition is realized and before we 

have any clear idea about potential infrastructure deficiencies.  And the short letters from 

relevant agencies that handle infrastructure matters which were included in the SEPA 
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materials are hardly sufficient.  If this project is approved under either scenario, the City 

may be letting the horse out of the barn with no way of getting the horse back into the 

barn.  And it does not help that the potential differential impacts between the Evolve 

Scenario and the Transform Scenario are entirely opaque.   

 

  Also, I would be remiss if I did not mention the possibility of impact fees 

ameliorating infrastructure deficiencies.  Of course, additional impact fees will likely 

raise the cost of new housing, which may not be a desirable outcome.  [As an aside, the 

exact amount of the increase would depend on the elasticity of the local demand curves 

for rental housing and for various forms of home ownership.]  Nevertheless, it would be 

nothing short of cavalier to analyze the cost of providing necessary infrastructure 

without similarly evaluating the extent to which impact fees could change this calculus. 

 

 The next mitigation requirement I want to address is the language pertaining to the 

three phases of this proposal.  The problem with addressing environmental impacts at 

three separate stages is that the overall effects associated with cumulative impacts likely 

will not be adequately evaluated.  This problem is especially acute because many 

discrete projects down the road will be deemed to be SEPA exempt.  Moreover, 

developers will argue that any impacts associated with their particular project will be so 

small as to be essentially negligible.  However, the additive effect of small impacts can 

create a large overall impact when a surfeit of “small” projects are approved.  Thus, the 

current mitigation requirement pertaining to phasing is wholly unsatisfactory.  To get at 

cumulative impacts, the analysis of this issue needs to be conducted “upfront” through 

an EIS. 

 

 In this vein, I would mention the holding in The Lands Council v. Washington 

State Parks and Recreation Commission, 176 Wash. App. 787 (2013).  The court ruled 

that an EIS is required before an agency makes an official classification of land, if the 

classification would effectively approve a proposed development as described in a 

conceptual plan, subject only to specific siting decisions.  This holding seems to call into 

question the validity of the City’s MDNS. 

 

 On the whole, when one looks at the tenor of mitigation conditions, one needs to 

realize that the relevant language is utterly precatory in nature.  There are no concrete  
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“deliverables.”  The mitigation language really constitutes only a mild commitment to 

keep talking.  Nothing in this mitigation package guarantees the probable significant 

adverse environmental impacts can be ameliorated. 

 

 I also find that the SEPA checklist lacks the gravitas that one would expect for a 

proposal of this magnitude.  Filling a checklist with salutary conclusory statements (see 

especially Subpart D.4 of the checklist) makes the checklist read like a puff piece (if not 

an encomium), rather than a detached, neutral analysis of relevant environmental issues.  

Furthermore, at times the checklist embraces legerdemain.  Subpart D.1 makes the claim 

that the proposals will improve water quality because fewer people will be homeless; 

hence, a smaller number of persons will defecate without proper toilet facilities.  The 

writer of the SEPA checklist assumes that the proposals will create more cheaper 

dwelling units, which will help homeless people find housing.  But this simple 

assumption gets mugged by reality.  I am not aware of any large city where increasing 

allowable density has produced market-driven housing for the poor.  I mention market-

driven housing because that is the essence of what is being proposed.  Seattle, for 

example, has increased density, but the homeless situation is not getting better there.  

When the price of land increases, gentrification is the result.  If these proposals are 

adopted, Tacoma will likely follow in the footsteps of Seattle.  For my money, if the City 

wants to maintain its position, it needs to explain why its proposals should not be 

entitled, “The Future of an Illusion” (my apologies to Freud).  Or as Mark Twain wryly 

observed, “It ain’t what you don’t know that gets you in trouble.  It’s what you know for 

sure that just ain’t so.”  My point here is that the SEPA checklist needs more analysis 

and fewer paroxysms of unfounded belief. 

 

 Lastly, I think the SEPA checklist should have been expanded somewhat to 

include, among other things, issues pertaining to earthquakes.  I do not know to what 

extent portions of Tacoma have porous soil which could produce liquefaction during a 

severe earthquake event.  While this issue technically might fall under a critical areas 

analysis, I believe that it should be mentioned in SEPA documents.  Additionally, since a 

substantial portion of the city is hilly, I am not sure that it makes sense to allow more 

development on steep slopes.  During an earthquake, the last place that I want to be is in 

a large building on a steep, unstable slope.  Perhaps mitigation measures could assuage 

my concerns, but this issue should not be ignored in the SEPA process. 
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 Given the entirety of my comments above, I urge Mr. Huffman, the Responsible 

Official under SEPA, to do the right thing and withdraw the MDNS.  A Determination of 

Significance (DS) should be issued along with a Scoping Notice.  The production of a 

comprehensive EIS is the only way to analyze thoroughly the probable significant 

adverse environmental impacts.  Of course, even if an EIS points to serious problems, it 

does not necessarily mean that a legislative action will be prohibited by SEPA.  See, e.g., 

Sisley v. San Juan County, 89 Wash. 2d 78 (1977).  A proper EIS just ensures that there 

will be a sufficient record pertaining to salient environmental issues. 

 

 With regard to the format of the EIS, I recommend that four alternatives be 

analyzed:  no action, Evolve Housing Choices, Transform Housing Choices, and a fourth 

proposal which would keep large parts of the city as a single-family residential zone, but 

would allow low-scale residential and mid-scale residential to be applied in some 

sections of the city.  I mention this fourth option because I have heard no discussion with 

regard to why the City wants to extinguish the single-family residential zone altogether.  

In making such a decision which is of enormous consequence, it would only seem 

prudent to analyze a scenario where a substantial part of the single-family residential 

zone stays “as is.”  In failing to analyze such a fourth option, it appears that the City is 

making a choice based on ideology and expediency, which very well may not reflect 

what most Tacomans want.  [I specifically mention the term “ideology” because the 

language which defines low-scale residential structures and mid-scale residential 

structures hardly constitutes low-scale or mid-scale development.]  If the comments 

from the public hearing on April 7, 2021, are any indication, it seems that most 

Tacomans want the process to slow down so that more options can be carefully 

considered.  When all is said and done, the real problem here is that the planning staff 

seems to want to fast track this proposal without a careful consideration of a more 

nuanced approach.  Is there really a need to go from zero to sixty miles an hour in a 

nanosecond?  I think not. 

 

 I recognize that the decision to change the SEPA determination to a DS/Scoping 

Notice rests exclusively with the City, i.e., there is no opportunity to appeal a SEPA 

decision until the underlying matter has wound its way to the Growth Management 

Hearings Board.  Nevertheless, do you really want to be accused of doing slipshod work?  

If any new development regulations are going to be successful, you need “buy in” from 

the public.  Judging from the public testimony on April 7, 2021, you have not 
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met this larger political goal.  A wise governmental entity would slow down, would 

encourage more public outreach, and would add significant meat to the bones of the 

current proposals. 

 

 To conclude, I know full well that if Mr. Huffman, the SEPA Responsible Official, 

does not change his determination that the MDNS is proper, the City may feel 

comfortable in thinking that it can prevail against any legal challenges.  Under a long 

litany of cases pertaining to SEPA, it is obvious that litigation seeking to overturn a 

SEPA decision is not a slam dunk.   But is “standing pat” worth the risk?  Let me quickly 

get into the legal weeds and note that a SEPA threshold determination is reviewed under 

a “clearly erroneous” standard.  See Norway Hill Preservation and Protection 

Association v. King County Council, 87 Wash. 2d 267 (1976). “When applying this 

standard, we do more than merely determine whether substantial evidence supports the 

decision; we are also required to consider the public policy and environmental values of 

SEPA.”  Boehm v. City of Vancouver, 111 Wash. App. 711, 718 (2002), quoting Sisley v. 

San Juan County, 89 Wash. 2d 78, 84 (1977).  Nonetheless, a SEPA determination will 

not be overturned unless the Growth Management Hearings Board or a court “is left 

with a definite and firm conviction that a mistake has been committed,” Norway Hill at 

274. In this instance, however, the City’s SEPA documents strain credulity to such an 

extent that an appellant could prevail under the clearly erroneous standard of review.   

 

 I hope that these comments will serve as a springboard for further discussion; my 

preference is not to become an adversary.  As a first step of good faith, the MDNS needs 

to be rescinded and replaced with the issuance of a Determination of Significance (DS) 

and a Scoping Notice. 

 

 

 Sincerely yours, 

 
  

 Dr. David J. Burke  

 3020 East K Street 

 Tacoma, WA 98404 

 

 Email:  burksal@yahoo.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Deborah Cade <dlcade@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:13 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on "Home in Tacoma" program
Attachments: Article_re_Minneapolis_upzoning.pdf

Please accept these comments regarding the “Home in Tacoma” proposal currently before the Planning 
Commission.  I’m attaching a PDF of an article entitled “Minneapolis residential upzoning risks unintended 
consequences: Allissa Luepke Pier” from www.insightnews.com.  Please include this article as part of my comments.   
 
I live in the North Slope neighborhood, which having been developed prior to zoning requirements, includes a healthy 
mix of detatched single‐family, ADUs/ DADUs, duplexes, triplexes, four‐plexes, six‐plexes, larger multifamily buildings, 
and townhomes.  With the exception of parking and traffic congestion on some streets, this mix of housing choices 
works well.  We consider it to be part of our neighborhood’s historic charm.   
 
Living in a mixed housing area, I do not object to the concept of integrating single‐family housing with multi‐
family.  However, the “Home in Tacoma” plan leaves so many details unaddressed that it will inevitably lead to the 
unintended consequences of demolition of livable and affordable homes, buying up of affordable homes by developers, 
most of whom will not be from Tacoma, displacement of people who have lived in their neighborhoods for years and 
worked hard to make those neighborhoods thrive, and destruction of historic structures.  The Home in Tacoma plan 
includes drawings of how “low‐scale” and “mid‐scale” neighborhoods might look, with transitions of building 
scales.  While this would be great if the City was starting with a blank piece of paper and a large tract of undeveloped 
land, that isn’t what the City has – you have a city full of established neighborhoods.  The Home in Tacoma plan can only 
be fully implemented if there is a lot of destruction done to those neighborhoods.   
 
We are being asked to trust the City on yet‐to‐be‐defined design standards that may or may not protect neighborhoods, 
homeowners, and renters from what developers might want to build next door to their homes.  Given the scale of 
buildings that have been and are being built in Proctor, many of us do not trust the City to put the interests of citizens 
and neighbors above the financial interests of developers.   
 
“Home in Tacoma” does not increase housing affordability.  This plan has been touted as an “affordability” plan, and 
has generated some support on that basis.  However, there is no analysis that supports the conclusion that allowing 
developers more access to redevelop residential properties will lead to more affordable housing.   None of the recent 
new developments have included “affordable” housing.  And one of the planners admitted to us that “affordable” 
requires an annual income of about $80,000, which completely leaves out the low income, very low income, and 
homeless who currently need assistance with housing.   
 
This plan benefits only developers.  If anything, it will lead to gentrification, reduction of more affordable housing stock 
as it’s converted to more expensive multi‐family housing (has as happened in Seattle), and loss of irreplaceable historic 
homes and buildings.  There are no standards or safeguards in this plan to avoid these consequences.  Once zoning is 
changed and buildings are purchased, developers will quickly obtain permits so as to be vested under the more intensive 
zoning and lax regulations.   
 
There are limitations that could be incorporated into this plan to minimize some of these consequences.  First, it needs 
to be a pilot project that is limited in scope and area, evaluated after a period of time, and refined to address any 
adverse consequences.  In areas that are upzoned, new development needs to be limited to vacant land – either vacant 
lots or larger lots that can be subdivided.  We simply cannot just open up our entire city and entire housing stock to 
potential redevelopment.  Planners’ assurances that nothing will happen very quickly ring quite hollow.  I have no doubt 
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that once rezones are adopted and limitations on housing sizes and types are lifted, there will be plenty of developers 
from out of the city and even out of state who will be quick to take advantage of the opportunities.   
 
The attached article mentions the toll that “absentee investor landlords” have taken in the writer’s community of North 
Minneapolis.  The North Slope neighborhood has had its share of absentee landlords over the years, as no doubt have 
many other neighborhoods.  However, the problems with absentee investor landlords under this plan go beyond the 
potential for them to neglect upkeep.  As the article notes, investors and developers will likely be able to outbid a 
potential home buyer, who will then find it even more difficult and costly to find a “home in Tacoma.”  Those developers 
will be eager to chop up homes into two or three units with minimal investment, and as we are seeing with flippers of 
single family homes now, minimal attention to design standards or regulatory requirements.  This problem, at least with 
two‐ and three‐family homes, could be addressed by requiring owner occupancy of one of the units.   
 
Areas that are appropriate for redevelopment should be chosen by the City and not by developers, who will not have 
the interest of either Tacoma or its neighborhoods in mind.  The City could accomplish this by having an inventory of 
buildable lots, available commercial buildings that could be demolished or repurposed as multi‐family, and depressed 
properties such as smaller, poorer quality houses on larger lots that might be appropriate for redevelopment should 
their owners choose to sell.  By no means should entire neighborhoods be opened up for developers to choose where 
they can best maximize profits.  So far, that is what both options of the “Home in Tacoma” program will do.   
 
All neighborhoods need historic homes and buildings to be protected from demolition.  As a resident of the North 
Slope neighborhood, I’m greatly interested in preservation and protection of historic homes and apartment 
buildings.  As a city historic district, the North Slope neighborhood currently has considerable protection against the 
unnecessary and wasteful demolition that could come with this plan.  However, Tacoma has beautiful historic homes 
and apartments throughout the city that are not in historic districts; all of these deserve protection from 
demolition.  Avoidance of demolition, like avoidance of displacement, needs to be more than a catch‐phrase; it needs to 
be the basis of strict requirements.  Again, this could be avoided by limiting new multi‐family to available land.   
 
A pandemic lock‐down year has allowed the City to avoid the public participation that would otherwise have 
occurred.  There has been entirely inadequate opportunity for public involvement and input on this program.  Having 
begun in January 2020, just before we were all locked down, this program has not included any public meetings or open 
houses that would ordinarily be done for such a massive change in land use policy.  Along with the absent design 
standards and the City’s willingness to forego them on other projects, this has led to a huge lack of trust in this proposal 
and its proponents.  One of the Commission’s first recommendations to the City Council should be that this take 
significantly more time, and allow for neighborhood public meetings when it is safe to hold them.  Right now, it looks 
like the City is trying to sneak something past the citizens when it is more difficult to find out information about it or 
how to comment or otherwise be involved.  The protection against GMA and SEPA challenges in RCW 36.70A.600 should 
not be used as an excuse to rush this through.  If anything, the fact that citizens will be unable to challenge these 
decisions places a greater burden on the City to see that the policies of GMA and SEPA are satisfied, and that the 
changes will be good for the people living in Tacoma.  We’ve all worked too hard for too many years to see our 
neighborhoods turned into investment opportunities for developers, while low income people still struggle to afford 
housing and others are forced out of their neighborhoods when houses are bought for redevelopment.   
 
 
 
Deborah Cade 
908 North M Street 
Tacoma, WA    98403 
dlcade@comcast.net 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Megan Capes <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 8:48 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Megan Capes  

capesmegan@gmail.com  

318 Judson St S  

Tacoma, Washington 98444 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: tara cardinal <taracardinal@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:00 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Tara Cardinal's Home in Tacoma comments

I am writing to strongly encourage that the City of Tacoma to not implement ANY changes without a vote of the 
citizens of this city. These changes are DRASTIC and many times there are concerns of significant 
deficiencies limiting these plans’ sustainability, feasibility, livability and affordability in the short and long term. 
 
In regard to the current process of the planning commission needing to make recommendations to the Tacoma 
City Council, I request a “pause” in this project to do a slower phased introduction of zoning changes in 
Tacoma.  
 
The first phase could consist of:  
 

1. Extended outreach by the planning commission to neighborhoods and groups, redesigning of their 
proposed maps based on feedback, incorporation of unused property in the city and through efforts to 
preserve all “single-family” neighborhood “cores” (“mid/low level” density changes only on the 
periphery along major arterials and tapering in from “mid-level” at first block facing arterial and “low-
level” at second block.) 

2. Allowing ADU’s and turning existing homes into duplexes these “single-family cores” along with some of 
the more creative “tiny” or “mobile” houses fitting within height limits of other buildings on the property. 

3. a pilot project with a full environmental impact study of a selected area with projected future potential, 
for instance, along the soon to be developed light rail on S. 19th. This would be a perfect place with 
sound infrastructure, access to transit, shopping and healthcare to begin such a dramatic change as 
“mid-level” housing, a clean slate, versus disrupting an existing neighborhood such as the area south of 
the 6th ave business area. Additionally, the S. 19th area is neglected in both of the current proposals 
(Evolve and Transform) and it should be the first priority for “mid-level” development over an area 
such as the neighborhood behind the 6th Ave Business district between 6th and 12th. Why was this 
overlooked? 

4. Allowing currently zoned mixed use areas to be designated mid-level with the proposed building and 
development requirements set forth in the Home in Tacoma project. Ideally the first block would be 
“mid-level” of these mixed use zoned areas, 2nd block in could adhere to “low-level” and fading into 
single family neighborhoods at their core (consistent with the “tapered” appearances of the changes in 
many of the Home in Tacoma diagrams and drawings from larger buildings down to single family.) Mid-
level and low-level should remain on the outer periphery of neighborhood core’s only and SHOULD 
NOT DISRUPT single family housing neighborhoods that currently exist and have not had an 
opportunity to vote on any future zoning changes.  

 
Based on the success of the pilot project, future expansion could be informed, planned and brought to the 
people for a vote - with sound and convincing evidence - that the goals of a diverse, affordable, livable and 
thriving Tacoma can be realized through the zoning changes. . This strategy would allow for fact finding of how 
effective, sustainable, affordable and livable such a rezoning/upzoning project can be. While permitting 
increased density in an area with superb access to transit, amenities and quality infrastructure, it would serve 
to guide us in our next steps. It would concentrate density and resources without disrupting existing 
neighborhoods. It would give the city time to develop higher quality schools and parks in the south and central 
Tacoma areas where they are looking to further expand their missing middle housing.  
 
Regarding equity, the north and west ends have the most sought after schools and parks. While Tacoma is 
completing their pilot project and first phase, they could make strong policy and infrastructure changes to 
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enhance and fortify the central, south and east side schools where proposed “missing middle housing” is being 
targeted, increase green space and parks while decreasing crime and increasing public services to improve 
the  overall livability and quality of life in these areas.  
 
It would be extremely short sighted to continue saying that single family areas = redlining = racism and 
therefore the whole city should be upzoned in the favor of a “free-for-all” for developers and for affordable 
housing with quality schools, parks, resources and transit to somehow emerge. News flash, developers and 
the free market are not inherently equitable or antiracist. That is the rotten core of all of this, it can’t just be 
reversed to solve the problem. This is not a “clean slate” the planners are working with, this is the lives of 
living, working, taxpaying Tacomans. Rather, thoughtful solutions and concerted efforts are required to 
dismantle structural oppression that disenfranchises those who have the least. Absolutely, the city needs some 
stop-gaps and short term solutions to affordability and the housing crisis, but destroying the fabric of this 
historic city is not going to be the way to lift people up but is likely to push those people out and sometimes into 
the streets as we see all over Seattle.  
 
The city could additionally explore all other vacant or unused areas for affordable housing. As one commenter 
mentioned, would be hard pressed to get developers to serve the public interests over their private profits. The 
city could invest heavily in these areas having subsidized housing, parks, recreation, education, libraries, food 
and transit access for our most vulnerable and needy families. Subsidy could be based on income level. These 
could be partially subsidized with single family neighborhood taxes and taxes on developers. People want to 
build in Tacoma, they do not need to be bribed or incentivized to do so. We do not want the scenario of 
developers paying cash to destroy historic homes to build a multiplex for huge profit in our small 
neighborhoods. Consider other methods such as rent control and tax reductions for low income homeowners 
(versus subsidies or exemptions for developers).  
 
Tacoma is a national treasure with its density of historic homes. There is no reason to destroy the fabric of this 
revitalizing and vibrant city. Please do not “Seattle-ize” our Tacoma. We do not want to become a cheaper 
housing alternative for people working in Seattle. There is already a nightmare traffic scenario for anyone trying 
to go back or forth during rush hour and Sound Transit will not have rail coming to Tacoma until 2040. Please 
take this time to thoughtfully grow Tacoma in a sustainable and holistic way that is equitable and contributes to 
the vibrancy of this community, nurtures its current citizens and prepares for its future growth - AND 
INVOLVES CITIZENS through outreach, input and a VOTE.  
 
Please reevaluate your current proposals. Examine them for functionality and contradictions. You have said 
you want access and sustainability yet you largely ignore the north side of S. 19th in both proposals. That is 
perplexing as that is where light rail is going in! You say you want equity and access to resources and 
opportunity, yet the North and West End where the most highly rated and incredible parks are located are 
barely touched. You say you want to be “responsive” to (changed from “preserve”) neighborhoods, yet you 
wipe out the one S. of the 6th Ave business district while barely touching areas that are already strongly 
commercial like S. 12th.  
 
So please: 
 
Pause the project and get more community input after education and outreach.  
 
Please develop parallel policies that will enhance infrastructure, develop and reinforce community goods 
(education, libraries, parks, recreation, shopping, etc. ) across the city to be proposed in tandem to any more 
dramatic future changes to our zoning.  
 
Bring significant zoning changes to the people for a VOTE!!!! 

Use the mixed-use centers you already have for “mid-level” for the first block on the outer periphery and scale 
it down to “low-level” development the second block in followed by single family housing at the core.  
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Please complete robust environmental impact studies. Please know this is a significant change and should not 
fall under “determination of nonsignificance.”  
 
Please know that there are many special things woven into the fabric of the community of Tacoma and they 
can be grown to scale with thoughtful planning and cultivation for so many to enjoy. For now, we need to 
preserve what is special and beautiful about Tacoma and carefully protect it for its current residents, including 
the most vulnerable, while we thoughtfully and carefully expand and grow but please do not destroy what is at 
the heart of what makes this city great so that we can be a bedroom community for Seattle-ites. Get world 
class education, libraries, resources here and they will come, but lets do it on our terms, not theirs, and do it in 
a way that serves Tacoma and Tacomans, not one that exploits them….. 
 
--  

Tara Cardinal, MN, CNM, ARNP 

This email transmission and any documents accompanying it may contain confidential information.  If you are not the intended recipient, 
you are hereby notified that disclosing, copying, distributing, or taking action in reliance on the contents of this information is strictly 
prohibited.  If you have received this transmission in error, please notify the sender immediately and delete the information. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: sandra caldwell <caldwellsandra@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 2:23 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Scenario  1 Evolve for District 4

Greetings Planning Department  
Thank you for the comment period for housing developments in Tacoma.  
I have lived on the Eastside primarily since 1970.  
 
I feel the Evolve ‐ scenario1 is the  better choice for growth in the neighborhood.  
 
Thank you 
Sandra Caldwell  
 
May All Beings Be Happy 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Angela Batie Carlin <angela.batie@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 9, 2021 11:37 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Planning Feedback

Hello, 
 
I am an Old Town resident and received the mailing about the Home in Tacoma initiative. I'm writing to voice 
my support for zoning changes that increase density and promote development. Our housing crisis is critical and 
people are suffering from lack of affordable housing. I am glad Tacoma is addressing this and preparing for the 
projected influx of new residents in the coming years. 
 
Keep up the good work. 
 
Angela Carlin  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Anna Carlson <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:00 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Anna Carlson  

carlsonanna6@gmail.com  

416 North G Street, Apt 3  

Tacoma, Washington 98403 

 

 
 

285



 

 

April 8, 2021 

 

To: City of Tacoma Planning Dept. 

 

I am very concerned with the latest proposal to allow changes to the housing 

codes as they stand today. In my opinion you have not shown great foresight in 

the past. Overall the “planning” of locations like Proctor Station and Point Ruston 

are cases in point. In neither case can either of these developments be considered 

affordable and yet they have benefited from huge tax advantages while not 

providing adequate parking, etc. for the existing infrastructure in the immediate 

area. This has resulted in traffic problems and lack of access to services in the 

surrounding areas. I personally no longer do much business in either location. The 

intention may have been that these new residences will be populated by transit 

riders, but the system isn’t able to handle the load. If people actually decide to 

use the bus lines, they present their own set of challenges. So I think that any 

changes require careful consideration and planning so to maintain a comfortable 

balance for the existing home owners.  

 

M Cassel  

253-627-8527 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tara Chase <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:30 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Tara Chase  

taramchase@hotmail.com  

12615 37th Ave E  

Tacoma, Washington 98446 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Cady Chintis <cady@wc-studio.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:35 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Public Comment - Home In Tacoma

I am commenting in support of the housing growth scenarios being considered by the Planning Commission 
as part of the Home in Tacoma project. Tacoma must make land use policy adjustments so that Tacoma 
grows into a more sustainable, inclusive, and livable city. I strongly support the near term implementation of 
Scenario 1. Much of this proposal has been tested and refined as part of the Residential Infill Pilot program 
versions 1.0 and 2.0. The sooner we end the exclusion of duplexes, triplexes, townhouses and small 
apartment buildings in all of Tacoma's residential neighborhoods, the sooner we can improve the quality of life 

in this city. I also support further study and eventual implementation of Scenario 2.  
 
The benefits to neighborhoods that welcome missing middle home types are many: 

 Increased Safety—more people out and about in the neighborhood, more 
lights on in homes, more windows facing the street 

 Improved physical and mental health—better air quality, fitness from walking 
and biking, friendships with new neighbors 

 More convenience—live close to work and school, the market, doctor and 
other daily errands  

 Increased opportunity—more local jobs, improved schools, and community 
connections 

Tacoma's Comprehensive Plan Policy DD-4.3 contains the statement "Allow a range of architectural styles 
and expression." When developing regulations to guide the aesthetics of new Missing Middle development, it 
is important to remember that the urban fabric of a vibrant and healthy neighborhood is like a quilt. A quilt is 
beautiful because of its mix of colors, shapes, and sizes of the pieces that are stitched together. Similarly, a 

beautiful neighborhood is made of a mix of vintages, styles, materials and sizes.  When it comes to 
aesthetics, trying to please everyone can result in being loved by no-one. An 
unloved building will not be cared for and an uncared for building quickly becomes 
an ugly building. Design guidelines and capital improvements should emphasize: 

 Building shapes that are energy efficient and durable. The perceived benefits 
of modulation requirements must be carefully weighed against negative 
impacts on energy efficiency and durability.  
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 Building orientation and window placement to bring natural light and fresh air 
into the new and neighboring homes 

 Durable materials and waterproofing details 

 Native vegetation and street trees 

 Visual and physical connections to the sidewalk and street  
 Walking, biking, transit, and car share as safe & convenient transportation 

choices  

Finally, I would like to provide feedback on a few of the questions included on the Home in Tacoma FAQ 
page: 

"Will the proposals result in more rental or ownership housing?" The answer is both. Personally, my 
household would not be able to afford a detached home in Tacoma. But, we can afford a portion of the 
payment on a fourplex we built, while providing three additional homes for rent in addition to ours. The Home 
in Tacoma Scenarios will not only increase rental supply, but also make home ownership attainable for more 
people. 

"Where would proposed affordability strategies apply?" When updating the affordability tools 
as part of Phase 2, please make all affordability strategies apply city-wide. 
Wherever housing is allowed to be built (including corridors, and within C and T 
zones near transit), incentives for affordable units should be the same. 

"Does the City have resources or support for people who want to build affordable housing?" I want to 
express strong support for more resources and tools, including Incremental Development 
Alliance training/workshops/scholarships to encourage Missing Middle development by owner-
occupants, local builders, and existing Tacoma residents already living in the neighborhoods that will 
experience growth. 
 
 
Cady Chintis 
Resident, 1522 6th Ave #1 
WC STUDIO 
architects 
 
www.wc-studio.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kevin Chung <kwchung9@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 10:46 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Ushka, Catherine
Subject: Support for Housing Scenario 2: Transform Housing Choices

Dear City of Tacoma Planning Commission, 
 
I am writing in strong support of Housing Scenario 2: Transform Housing Choices. 
 
I am a first-time homeowner who moved to the McKinley neighborhood (Strawberry Hill) in 2018. Competing 
in the hot market then was challenging as a younger buyer with a modest income seeking financial and housing 
security via homeownership. Over the past three years, I have watched Tacoma’s housing market skyrocket at 
an alarming pace as home values in my neighborhood have increased far beyond what I (and many others) can 
afford today. For example, the estimated value of my home has increased by over $100K since I purchased it in 
2018, and by nearly $200K over five years. Had I waited to pursue homeownership, I would not have been able 
to afford a house in this neighborhood. Given the region’s current housing market trends, these financial 
barriers will only increase at the detriment to our communities. 
 
The challenge is clear: we desperately need more housing. 
 
I applaud the City of Tacoma for taking progressive action on our region’s housing crisis with its Home in 
Tacoma project. It is past time to eliminate the racist and rampant single-family residential zoning code which 
crystalized historical redlining practices, and which dominates our current land use. Implementing diverse and 
expanded housing options can help bring more opportunity to our neighborhoods, whether through rental or 
ownership. The addition of “missing middle” housing in McKinley will give more people access to many 
positive qualities of this area, including: proximity to downtown; expanding transit options; easy Interstate 
access; scenic views; and McKinley Park. An increase in density can optimize our neighborhood’s economy of 
scale for social, commercial, educational, and infrastructure opportunities. 
 
Housing types and height transitions are understandably influential to the look and feel of neighborhoods. The 
addition of “missing middle” housing in this neighborhood would benefit from sensible housing types (such as 
duplexes, triplexes, ADUs), built in size- and height-coordination with larger developments along the McKinley 
business district (such as townhouses, multi-family buildings, apartment buildings). I look forward to the 
development of specific design guidelines in Phase 2 of the Home in Tacoma project.  
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on this project. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kevin Chung 
923 E 32nd St 
(734) 578-5568 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

 

 
LEARNING BY DESIGN 

 

292



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: jim clagett <jrclagett@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:28 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments - Home in Tacoma Project
Attachments: IMG_0393.jpg

Hi Tacoma! 
 
A few quick comments about the current proposal: 
 
In general, I'm a fan of increasing density in the city.  Before the pandemic changed everything, I was a regular user 
of public transit to support my commute, and we moved to Tacoma in large part because we appreciated the ability 
to get to so many different parts of the city (and out of the city on the Sounder train) so easily. 
 
That said, I'm extremely concerned that the current definition of Low-Scale Residential would dramatically alter the 
nature of huge parts of our city.  I live in central Tacoma, in a neighborhood of modest single family homes, most 
build 60-100 years ago.  It's quaint and charming and quirky.  That the homes on either side of me could be turned 
into townhouses or small multi-family is really disconcerting.  That wouldn't be where we would want to live or 
raise our family. 
 
I am aware that the proposal is trying to be reassuring by describing how demolition of viable structures would be 
minimized, and new housing would compliment existing neighborhood scale and patterns... but you'll have to 
forgive my skepticism.  Only a few blocks from me, a new house is being constructed next to a historic craftsman, 
and the side windows on that old craftsman will now look out on nothing but 20-foot tall blank walls.  (Photo 
attached.) If that's what we can expect with our current limitations, how much worse is it going to be if that new 
house is instead a new apartment complex? 
 
So, rather than supporting the current Low-Scale Residential designation, I would instead love to see the city find 
ways to continue to support and encourage ADU and DADU construction (hopefully including requirements for 
off-street parking) in the current Single Family home sections, as well as slowly expanding multi-family projects near 
major road corridors and economic hubs.  There are  also plenty of unused properties (I'm thinking of the 
abandoned K-marts and grocery stores on 6th ave between Orchard and Jackson) - how do we turn those into 
housing options, rather than destroying the character of our existing residential neighborhoods. 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to provide input. 
 
Jim Clagett 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bronwyn Clarke <bronwynclarke95@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 9:29 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Strong support for high density housing plan (Scenario 2)

Correction: I didn’t buy a house “on my own”. Sure, no one but me paid my down payment and I pay my 
mortgage also, but there was a lot more financial and social support from my family, friends, and institutions 
going back years and even decades that put me in a position able to take on this debt. I wanted to clarify that so 
as to not perpetuate the myth of meritocratic individualism supported by white supremacist policies that got us 
into this mess in the first place.  
 
It’s time to extend the same privileges I’ve benefited from to communities who have had their labor and land 
stolen from them for hundreds of years. Thank you for your time.  
 
On Mon, Mar 22, 2021 at 8:42 PM Bronwyn Clarke <bronwynclarke95@gmail.com> wrote: 
Dear City of Tacoma Planning Committee: 
 
I’m writing in strong support of the Scenario 2 plan to transform housing choice in Tacoma by adding 
significant zoning for triplexes, “missing middle”, and high density multi-family units.  
 
I am a young white woman who - at 25 years old -  somehow despite the odds managed to purchase a home in 
Lincoln District on my own last year. I was very aware while doing so that the past year might have been my - 
and people in my age group’s - last chance to get into the market at less than $400k. My real estate agents told 
me I couldn’t save for a 20% down payment fast enough to match the rate the market was increasing, and they 
were right. When I was hunting for a place to own, I looked for apartments. However, I found that a single 
family home was actually MORE affordable than the apartments I was looking at, which were going for 
$350k+ for a two bedroom.  
 
The fact that there was such low stock for apartments and townhouses to the point where those are more 
expensive for what you’re getting in a single family home is all wrong. Having lived in the UK in places that 
have thriving towns with high density (making great public transport and walkable, healthy cities possible), I 
am very worried for the future if Tacoma continues down the path of privileging single family homes (which 
disproportionately allow for white families to accumulate wealth over BIPOC communities, exacerbating 
racial inequalities).  
 
I managed to find a 3 bed, 2 bath for $365k. I am affording this by renting out my upstairs at an affordable rate 
of $800/month to a young professional. I am thrilled to be able to do so, and I hope to rent it at an even lower 
rate in the future to folks often priced out of the market (eg BIPOC, LGBTQ, DV survivors) once I’m able to 
get rid of my PMI by getting to 20% equity. My current housemate told me that she couldn’t find anything less 
than $1000 for a room when she was looking for a place to stay. In the Facebook group where we connected, I 
frequently see posts from people who can only afford $450-$600 a month and cannot find anywhere to live. 
Sometimes I see parents with kids posting those things. It is like watching a humanitarian disaster in slow 
motion.  
 
I know that you will get tons of anti-density messages from richer, older property owners who have a stake in 
their houses continuing to accumulate equity in this crazy market. I have as much at stake as them. The truth is 
that a city with low housing stock is in the interest of property owners. But if we care about our neighbors, our 
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relationships, our own community health, equity, well-being, and our planet, we cannot continue down this 
path.  
 
So take it from a young property owner: I am watching the house that I own go up in value nearly 10k every 
month and I take no joy in that. Every time it goes up, I know someone gets priced out. Please, please allow for 
mixed use and higher density growth that is rooted in community. Learn from Seattle’s mistakes. I believe 
Tacoma can do better.  
 
Sincerely,  
Bronwyn Clarke 
227 S 45th St 
Tacoma, WA 98418 
 
--  
Bronwyn Clarke 
University of Oxford 
MPhil, Comparative Social Policy 
Bronwyn.Clarke@kellogg.ox.ac.uk 

--  
Bronwyn Clarke 
University of Oxford 
MPhil, Comparative Social Policy 
Bronwyn.Clarke@kellogg.ox.ac.uk 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ivy Clarke <ivy@finnumbrella.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:21 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments to Home in Tacoma Proposal

 
I don't really support either housing proposal, but given changes are going to be made, the Evolve 
proposal is the most acceptable to me.  Here are some issues I have:  
 
 - The housing proposals promise development that is sensitive in design principles and respects 
surrounding houses.  I have not seen this while walking around areas that are currently being 
developed with new housing types.  Putting 4-story structures next to historic houses is not being 
sensitive to these adjacent singe family structures and this is happening now. Sandwiching 3-story 
duplexes that are not even close in design to the houses around them and also have reduced setback 
is not what offering sensitive design means. Comparable design standards need to be enforced with 
developers. 
 
- As many have said, recently built large apartment buildings are not necessarily offering affordable 
housing.  The rents are still not affordable for lower income residents. You should be REQUIRING 
builders to offer more apartments with truly affordable pricing, not market rents. 
 
- There is much conversation about building more housing along transit routes. The current transit 
infrastructure is lacking in terms of being able to realistically accommodate people commuting to 
work, especially if there isn't enough parking to allow even 1 car per household. There are not enough 
buses or other transit options around Tacoma to make commuting realistic or enough employment 
opportunities so a huge infrastructure effort would be needed.  
 
-  Enough parking is not being offered in new larger buildings.  A new 42-apartment complex is being 
built a few blocks from me in an area where parking is already difficult.  Developers need to be held 
to a requirement to offer parking that will not stress the neighborhood.  
 
Overall, I think that when the housing proposals move forward a lot of consideration and even 
restrictions need to be placed on developers to make sure that all the positive impacts of additional 
housing options actually come to be. I think it is incumbent that the city police the developers and 
make sure that the increased density planned respects the current Tacoma area we all moved here 
for.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Ivy Clarke  
miclarke@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 11:08 PM
To: Dr Elly Claus McGahan; Planning
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma

Dear Elly, 
Thank you for your comments! We will provide the to the Planning Commission for their consideration. 
 
All the best, 
Elliott Barnett 
 

From: Dr Elly Claus McGahan <eclausmcgahan@sound‐decisions.org>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 11:37 AM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma 
 
Hi Elliott, 
 
First of all, thank you for taking on the hard work of the Home in Tacoma project.  It is an enormous task from all view 
points.  Collecting public input is a challenge, and it is rare that all parties will agree that sufficient work was done to 
elicit input.  So thank you.  I appreciate you sharing at the STC meeting. 
 
My few wish list inputs: 

1. Allow for tiny house communities as in the Square One Villages ‐ Emerald in Oregon as an affordable housing 
option for those who really want to live small. 

2. For any multifamily building with 6 or more units, require underground gated parking for one vehicle per unit 
and bicycle parking in the same garage. 

3. In densely build areas permit parking for one car per unit. 
4. Dove tail density with public transit, not building before transit. 
5. When redoing roads include marked parking insets parallel to the road, preferably not diagonal parking as it 

reduces visibility.  In Holland you’ll see the parking broken up with a little bump out that has a tree planted on it, 
so that it’s 3 or 4 cars in an inset, tree, next inset. 

6. Add bike lanes in high density housing areas. 
7. Approve taller multifamily units along streets where the intention is to have stores.  The proposed new building 

in Proctor doesn’t belong across from the post office, it should be on N. 26th. 
8. Include trees and street gardens and wide sidewalks.  Give the illusion of space even when there isn’t much. 
9. Include play parks and green walks between high rise buildings.  The new apartments on 6th on N. Rochester are 

fine looking units but the buildings are too close together with no green space, just parking.  Put the parking 
under the buildings and replace the parking lots with green space/play area.  It’s one time cost up front, and I 
get it’s expensive, but it contributes to mental health and air quality.  The long green swath on Union and Mason 
(with trail) really help a neighborhood be more than housing. 

10. EV infrastructure 
11. Central bike parking lots near stores, not just in front of stores who choose to put them in, in areas where there 

are many shops.  Proctor is one such area that could use a central secure bike parking facility. 
12. When designing the transit system, include bicycle parking at transit centers, so you can bike park and 

ride.  Include bike rental near transit centers. 
13. Maybe consider inviting a shared vehicle company to place cars in apartment complexes in high density areas. 

More input than you want, I’m sure. 
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Elly 
 
 
 
_____________________ 
Elly Claus‐McGahan, PhD 
Climate Pierce County 
https://climatepiercecounty.com/ 
drelly@sound‐decisions.org 
253‐219‐9129 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: THOMAS CLINE <clinetg@comcast.net>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:34 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project feedback

Dear Planning Commissioners  
   
Tom and I both listened to the public hearing comments on Wednesday April 7th, 2021 via the Zoom 
mtg.  There was a great mix of ideas/comments and we now feel more informed than we did with the 
postcard and looking briefly at the maps as to what the Home In Tacoma Project would change in the 
city of Tacoma.  
   
Current land use is 90% single family, 10% multi-family (low density)  

 Scenario 1 is low-scale residential 75%, mid-scale residential 25% 
 Scenario 2 is low-scale residential 40%, mid-scale residential 60% 

This proposed change is extreme.  We do not agree with either Scenario.  
   
Housing density needs to be where there are services to support it.   
   
Please slow this project down and do the necessary analysis and listen to home owners in Tacoma, 
not the Master Builders Association. Tear downs in established neighborhoods is not a green 
approach.  Look instead to areas that have abandoned buildings or City owned properties that can 
support more dense affordable housing.  
   
Sincerely,  
   
Gail & Tom Cline  
7535 S Hegra Rd  
Tacoma 98465  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Saul Cline <saulcline@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:57 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning comments (trouble leaving comments on the map)

Hello Planning Department,  
 
Here are my random thoughts regarding 3800 through 4000 East G Street specifically, and some general 
thoughts about the Eastside and Up‐zoning. I apologize for the 5 pins placed at that location on the map with 
no comments.  As I mentioned in my previous email, although I tried different browsers, the "save", "delete" 
and "close" buttons were not visible. 
 
The short story is that I am opposed to the re‐zoning of this neighborhood from single family to mid‐scale 
residential.  As a side note, the choice is the same for both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2. It would have been nice 
if Scenario 1 had at least offered low‐scale residential. 
 
My first concern is the height and footprint of new construction. Have you seen the four, 3‐story units put into 
one lot next to 3614 McKinley?  Under your proposed guidelines, that is the type of development that would 
be allowed.  The 45‐degree rule used in the UK to restrict height and footprint is interesting. It is used by the 
planners as a guide in assessing the acceptability of new construction to prevent undue loss of daylight to 
neighboring properties, to avoid excessive overshadowing of yards and preserve a reasonable standard of 
outlook. Please consider this, or something similar to avoid what has happened at 3614 McKinley. 
 
My second concern would be street parking.  There are very few driveways on the street.  Multi‐family 
development would only make it worse.  
 
My third concern would be more street traffic.  Although close to McKinley, we are a dead end street with lots 
of kids playing, basketball hoops, etc.  Additionally, the 38th and McKinley light is already crowded and tough 
for the Fire station to get their trucks in and out.  I don't feel we need more density. Proximity to centers and 
bus routes doesn't tell the whole story of a street or neighborhood. 
 
I also feel that the Eastside/McKinley area is already diverse in income, race, and housing. There are low 
income, affordable rentals on this street.  We also have low income housing on McKinley that take large 
numbers of sex offenders. We have a tiny house village for the homeless.  I'm not sure we need more zoning 
"help".  If the goal is diversity of options in all areas equally, I would think that there are many areas in North 
Tacoma that could use more economic housing options for all people.  Vassault comes to mind, as does North 
Orchard.     
 
Is this area a "Center?”  McKinley elementary is closed.  We have no grocery store, 38th between McKinley 
and Pacific is hardly walking friendly and the McKinley Community police station is long closed. Is McKinley 
Avenue a corridor?  Maybe, but the streets just off McKinley are established, quiet neighborhoods.  Should 
they be moved straight to Mid‐Scale Residential?  
 
These zoning strategies have not always worked in other cities.  Studies show it might fix capacity, but not 
affordability. We do not have all of Seattle's problems and we shouldn't have to rezone to fix their overflow. 
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Tacoma is not as dense, and we do not have their growth rate. A current growth rate of .78% annually is not a 
call for re‐zoning the city. 
 
I realize I am not a planner, but would ask you to strongly consider the opinions of residents who oppose re‐
zoning.  It is statistically unlikely that all the people against the up‐zoning are misguided and lack 
understanding of the problem. It could be because the people who chose to live here, and invest in the 
community, feel they are being put in second place to an unproven fix.  I would encourage the planning office 
to truly value the public comments of tax paying, loyal, current residents who oppose re‐zoning. Honestly, 
after reading accounts from around the country, it seems that up‐zoning rarely works out as promised. 
 
Anyway, I appreciate the opportunity to weigh in with my thoughts, even though I assume you are all in 
support of this plan.  
 
All the best, 
‐Saul  
 

From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 4:50 PM 
To: Saul Cline <saulcline@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: trouble leaving comments on the map  
  
Hmmm…. I am bringing this to Elliott’s attention. Meanwhile, I would suggest that you send your comments to this 
address (planning@cityoftacoma.org) by Friday, April 9th, 5:00 p.m., so that at least what you wanted to say is in the 
record. When you send in your comments, briefly describe where your pin is placed, so we have a location/area 
reference about your comments. Thank you, and sorry for the trouble.  
  
LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 
Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
  

From: Saul Cline <saulcline@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 3:27 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: trouble leaving comments on the map 
  
I can place the pin, and type comments, but the "save", "delete" and "close" buttons are missing. 
  
Any suggestions? 
Thanks, 
‐Saul 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Malik Clinton <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 5:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity.  

Malik Clinton 

Malik Clinton  

sevendapantha@gmail.com  

4425 Pacific St SW #9  

Lakewood, Washington 98499 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bill Clogston <bill.clogston@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Email Tacoma Housing Scenarios (Scenario 2)

Hello, 
 
I live in the 20th St Ct W. neighborhood.  With scenario #2 this splits up the 15 house culdesac into two different 
residential scale single family dwellings.  The area closest to Westridge is considered Proposed Mid‐Scale Residential and 
then split in the middle somewhere the culdesac is deemed Proposed Low‐Scale Residential.  This is unacceptable for 
those of us who live in the Proposed Low‐Scale.  This would make it difficult to impossible to sell our homes at equal 
value as our neighbors in our culdesac.  I would strongly suggest revisiting this scenario before making any 
decisions.  You will find a lot of not happy citizens of the city of Tacoma. 
 
Sincerely, 
William Clogston 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Stephen Coates-White <scoatesw@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 6:37 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma feedback

April 8, 2021 
 
We are electing to provide feedback through email instead of the proposed map overlay feedback mechanism as 
that seems onerous and confusing. Here are our comments: 
 

1. Eliminating or significantly reducing single family zoning is not something that we support without 
further analysis and an understanding of the impacts of proposed changes. 

2. The reduction of single family zoning to increase the "missing middle" between mixed use centers is 
compelling, but the City of Tacoma recommendations seem arbitrary and create "gray area" zoning 
sections that arbitrarily may place lots in or out in terms of zoning change. For instance, some streets are 
being described as transit corridors, when, in fact, public transit has been reduced/eliminated. 

3. Here is what we do support: 

 We are in support of the development of City of Tacoma general guidelines for zoning changes, coupled 
with neighborhood control/input to design standards, light/shading, parking, and proportion of 
construction to lot sizes. A one size fits all approach is too utilitarian. 

 We are in support of neighborhood density studies, with the intent to drive development to areas of the 
city that are least dense. This could be updated every three years or so, with density numbers changing 
to drive development to different areas that have become less dense as a percentage to other 
areas/neighborhood of the city. This drives development relatively equally across all parts of the city. 

 We are in support of infill that is embraced by and is value added to the surrounding neighborhoods 
 We are in support of low income housing as a value added community asset in all new development and 

neighborhoods 
 We are in support of development that is proportional to surrounding buildings 
 We are in support of having developers fund traffic mitigation and environmental/safety/design 

standards with required non-advisory driven community/neighborhood input. 

Based on our readings of the Home in Tacoma plan, the proposals do not hit the mark and our recommendation 
is to go back to the drawing board. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Stephen and Emilie Coates-White 
3619 North 28th Street 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 11:53 PM
To: Planning; jillcohn@hotmail.com
Subject: RE: Single family zone adjustment

Hello, 
I am sorry to have gotten back so slowly to your inquiry. We got many emails and I am afraid we missed this one. I will 
forward your inquiry to the Planning Commission, as part of their public review package. It raises a valid question of how 
the proposed Mid‐scale Residential should work in VSD areas.  
 
To respond, that has not been determined yet. To this point the proposal has no proposed changes to the VSD heights. If 
Mid‐scale is included in VSD areas, then the allowed housing types would need to meet those height requirements. The 
Planning Commission has not yet made their final recommendations, and nothing would be changed until the City 
Council takes action. 
 
All the best, 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
 

From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 5:08 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: FW: Single family zone adjustment 

 
Can you respond? Thanks. 
 

LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
 

From: jillcohn@hotmail.com <jillcohn@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 4:37 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Single family zone adjustment 

 
Please clarify yhe impacts. If I currently live in a VSD 25 veighborhood, will the zoning heights be adkusted as well to enable a 4 plex 
to be constructed on a VSD 20 neighborhood? 
 
Sent from my T-Mobile 4G LTE device 
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Tacoma Planning Commission 
Tacoma Municipal Bldg. 
747 Market Street 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
April 7, 2021 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members, 
 
Thank for the opportunity to comment on Home in Tacoma.  I fully endorse the goal of 

expanded housing choices in Tacoma’s single-family and multi-family areas, enabling the 

missing middle housing.   

1. My preference is for Scenario 1 (Evolve) but only with the following changes, making it 

more restrictive: 

a. Expand single-family zones to allow the following uses only: 

i. Single-family 

ii. House and ADU 

iii. Duplex; Triplex 

iv. Cottage 

v. Tiny/mobile homes 

b. The following housing types should be in the mid-scale:  Fourplex, small lot, 

townhouse, small multi-family. 

Scenario 1, limited as described in my paragraphs 1 and 2, is still a huge change for 

Tacoma and will provide the missing middle housing while preserving the neighborhood 

character and existing housing stock.  With appropriate design standards it will provide 

additional density, yet avoid the impacts of out of scale buildings (shade, privacy impact, 

traffic, noise, etc). 

2. The Mid-scale Residential should be only in the following areas:   

a. High capacity transit corridors only (not all transit corridors).  This would mean 

along the existing and planned Tacoma Link including out to Tacoma Community 

College, and Pierce Transit Routes 1, 2, and 3. These corridors provide the 

frequent transit that is best suited for higher density residential. 

b. The areas around the key Mixed Use Centers, including regional centers like 

downtown and Tacoma Mall.  (While you are not revising your Mixed Use 

Centers through this proposal, I have long thought that there are too many (13) 

and development should be focused—so that some of the neighborhoods 

beyond Proctor can have the benefits of that walkable,  lively scene.) 
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3. I am very concerned that you will promote a backlash against any higher density 

housing, similar to the backlash you are seeing in Proctor.  (Proctor is a wonderful 

success and the new development has enhanced it greatly.) Scenario 2, if enacted, will 

certainly result in a much greater backlash than what you are hearing in Proctor, but 

even Scenario 1 is likely to do that.  That backlash will make Tacoma worse, not better, 

for equity and affordability.  While it may be tempting to follow current trends, it will be 

more long-lasting to be strategic. Make these changes incrementally so that the plans 

and standards can be tweaked appropriately over time. 

4. With regard to informing the public, I understand that you mailed a postcard and I 

finally saw one article in the paper Monday; but most of us with busy lives did not 

realize the depth of the change being proposed.  As a progressive who is extremely 

supportive of more housing options , particularly for lower income and homeless, I was 

surprised and shocked that such a major change would be proposed with so little public 

outreach.  This is a very complicated proposal.  Public outreach of this detailed proposal 

started on March 3.  The FAQs are dated March 31, about 1 week ago!  There is a lot to 

understand:  The FAQs are 12 pages; the video is 45 minutes; the staff report is 21 

pages.  The map is very informative but tricky to use.  We need more time:  Please 

extend the comment period and expand your outreach for at least 3 months. 

5. Adopt the package with design standards so people can understand the protections for 

existing housing.  I understand that code adoption at the same time as land use 

designation is not the typical planning process, but for such a fundamental change in a 

City it is necessary.  Clear design standards could greatly increase the support of the 

residents.   

The Mid-scale designation and the larger buildings allowed under the Low-scale 

designation create uncertainty for homeowners. The advantage of living in a built-out 

city is not worrying about what might be developed next door.  That uncertainty means 

that existing property owners may not want to invest in preservation.  This is the 

opposite of your goal. Therefore, adopt the design standards and incentives at the same 

time as this proposal.  Don’t just expect us to “trust the City”. 

6. I endorse the concept of mandatory affordability standards and standards that require 

units to remain affordable over time.  Please keep in mind that new construction is not 

affordable.   

a. I strongly encourage you to promote micro-apartments.  These are affordable 

particularly if done as remodels of existing buildings.  

b. I encourage allowance of modular and other non-stick built housing. 

7. The scale of Scenario 2 is radical – please imagine full build-out:  it is similar to 

Washington DC or San Francisco.  Those are wonderful cities but not like Tacoma. 
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8. I encourage you to spend more time talking and listening to developers and architects 

with experience in historic preservation and providing mixed income housing.  That way 

we can include the standards and incentives that will preserve what is wonderful about 

Tacoma’s neighborhoods while increasing the diversity of both housing and residents. 

 

 Sincerely, 

 

Sue Comis, 43 West Road, Tacoma 98406 
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1   April,   2021   

To:   Planning   Commission   for   the   City   of   Tacoma   
RE:   Affordable   Housing   Action   Strategy     

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

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

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

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

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

➢ Crucially,   senior   citizen   riders   and   disability   riders   are   often   most   disaffected   by   
disruption   to   transit   services.   If   these   transit   rider   sub-groups   cannot   afford   housing   
near   their   transportation   services,   everyone   loses.   As   a   public   service,   public   transit   
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1   April,   2021   

agencies   must   take   these   riders   into   consideration   when   planning   and   developing   
routes.   CTAG   asks   the   City   to    consider   policies   that   would   intermix   various   housing   
options   that   would   allow   everybody   an   equitable   opportunity   to   live   within   2-3   blocks   
of   transit   lines .   

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

  

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

  

Sincerely,   

  

Cody   S   Bakken,   CAPM   

Member,   Community   Transportation   Advisory   Group   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Wille, Tadd
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:03 AM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

 
 

From: Mary Connolly <info@email.actionnetwork.org>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:51 AM 
To: Wille, Tadd <tadd.wille@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 ‐ Tranformative Housing Choices 

 

Tadd Wille, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  
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4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  

7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Mary Connolly  

mteconnolly@gmail.com  

611 S 14th St  

Tacoma, Washington 98405 
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One of Tacoma’s major assets is our predominately pre-WWII working class housing.  People 
who live here today ignore the reactions from others when they learn of our address in 
Tacoma.  We know these compact, first growth structured homes are efficient, not taking up 
too much land whether on 2,500 up to 7,000 sq ft lots, with just enough separation to allow for 
airflow and day light between homes.  They were built shortly after the 1918 pandemic and it’s 
not surprising that some of the lower number of COVID cases are found in these types of 
neighborhoods. 
 
The City has to meet the State’s Growth Management Act preparing for future residents to 
ensure the infrastructure is in place to welcome returning or new arrivals.  
 
However, the proposed revised Infill plan, barely announced 4 months ago added a new 
classification called Mid-Scale which would bring a revolutionary change to Tacoma’s 
neighborhoods.   The focus of comments at PC April 7th meeting primarily were concerned with 
this new Infill type.  I live in the abutting neighborhood to the Proctor MUC, but obviously can 
apply to the other MUC’s.   More thoughts on that shortly. 
 
The Mayor and some Councilpersons tout that over supply of any type of housing will exceed 
demand and drive rental pricing down.  This is a mis-guided strategy: 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

317

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


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

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

 Then there are all the issues with hard surfaces, global warming etc.   
 
One “crisis” should not overshadow all other policies, especially when Planning noted these 
changes will take place over a long time, then what is the rush? 
 
The City’s strategy only focuses on densifying primarily the North End, a High Opportunity Area.    
How will that elevate Tacoma’s Low Opportunity Areas?   
  
Affordable and Low-income housing can only be achieved through home ownership. 
The only way to truly guarantee affordable-low-income housing is home ownership.  
Helping those who are cost burden, who live in the areas identified on the Equity Index Map as 
Low Opportunity areas of Tacoma can be significantly improved by helping them buy in to 
eventual home ownership.  Rents will always move with the market and in many examples, 
lower income persons are forced out of their apartments as demonstrated in Tacoma’s 
gentrification of the Hilltop.  Investors/landlords oust residents for refurbishing apartments to 
attract higher revenue earning tenants.   
 
Stabilizing the most important expense through locking in a monthly payment, can not only 
provide peace of mind, but allow children to remain in their school, develop some of those 
lifelong friendships and the knowledge those house payments have an end date.   Seniors can 
remain financially independent of family or the government.   And yes, potentially passing an 
inheritance to help younger family members 
 
Tacoma has a lot of Buildable Land 
Pierce County has a published Buildable Lands report 2014, that identifies Tacoma having 
significant amounts of buildable land.  A map highlights a specific area which is S. Tacoma Ave.  
This corridor connects east and southern areas of Tacoma, who are considered Low-
Opportunity areas per the Equity Index Map.  It is a flat transportation corridor that could allow 
mass transit and bikers to connect easily into Downtown, which is where businesses with higher 
wage opportunities should be encouraged.   Not the low wage service-based jobs based on 
minimum wage found in retail or restaurant establishments in MUC’s.   
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Why not examine building out this land with housing that supports only finance purchases?  
Not rentals, that leaves people at the mercy often times by outside investors who again are not 
vested in Tacoma and raise rents often causing displacement.   
 
How to accomplish?   
Present a plan to the citizenry of Tacoma to weigh in on the merits to buy City bonds to 
buildout this area.  Our Tacoma Housing Authority has smart bankers on the board and 
demonstrated success in managing housing that is actually affordable.   Combine efforts with 
Habitat for Humanity, allowing future owners to contribute sweat equity to keep costs low.   
Tap into our technical colleges and universities to create safe new and novel architectural 
design standards that could make Tacoma the regions most livable City.  It’s easier to 
incorporate lush open space, playgrounds, walking and bicycling corridors like what was 
achieved in the award winning Salishan Development off E. Portland Avenue.   
 
Give Tacomans a chance to invest in Tacoma.  Because they have a record of supporting City-
wide programs like Tacoma Creates; building of new or renovating schools; street initiatives and 
perhaps the most telling, an initially Metro Parks plan that did not go far enough voters 
rejected and approved later when a larger scale vision was presented.   
 
Major Issues with the scenarios Evolve and Transform. 
 

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

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

 A postcard was sent to some but not all addresses the end of February.    

 The TNT only published a story this week, with few details outlining the new Mid-Scale 
Infill, because there are not any details  

 The Director of Planning and Development Peter Huffman stated the Mixed-Use 
Center’s would “protect and enhance established neighborhoods”, which does not 
support the new strategy of 3 to 4 apartments within established R2 neighborhoods 
surrounding the Proctor MUC and others.   

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

 Voters have entrusted City staff and most importantly our City Council and Mayor to 
bring major changes in a forth-right manner to its citizens.  A litmus test of how well 
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that’s been achieved are reflected in the numerous shocked comments made at PC 
meeting this week.   

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

o Remember the billboards announcing this health issue. 
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“The Pacific Northwest has one of the highest concentrations of Multiple Sclerosis. 

There is not much that is known about this disease; therefore, an advertising campaign 

was created to inform and produce awareness to the area. The target audience was 20–

30-year old’s who would most likely get diagnosed with MS.”  

 

Show us a proposal that can actually produce Affordable Housing and give cost burden families 

a “leg up” to achieve financial stability through home/condo ownership.  There is plenty of land 

to build in Tacoma the City needs to use its tools to encourage revitalization to the Low 

Opportunity areas.   Significant work has been accomplished by City Planning, more needs to be 

done. 

 

Thanks, Jodi Cook 

3608 N 25th St 

Tacoma, WA 98406 

(1)  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Alice Cooper <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 5:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Alice Cooper  

alicecooper20222@gmail.com  

3021 pacific hway eat  

Fife, Washington 98424 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Wille, Tadd
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:28 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

 
 

From: Evlondo Cooper <info@email.actionnetwork.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:48 AM 
To: Wille, Tadd <tadd.wille@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 ‐ Tranformative Housing Choices 

 

Tadd Wille, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  
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4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  

7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity, 

Evlondo Cooper 

Evlondo Cooper  

evlocoo@gmail.com  

6635 S Lawrence Street  

Tacoma, Washington 98409 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Glenna Coopershear <glennacoopershear@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:47 PM
To: Planning
Subject: I support Home Tacoma

I moved here last year  after being priced  out  of my neighborhood. I think Tacoma needs to increase diversity 
in Housing. Thank you Glenna Coopershear 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

From: Barbara Cordis-Lowe <bcordislowe@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: HOME IN TACOMA COMMENT

“More people are interested in history in the past year or so then I can remember in my 31-year career.  I think 
people understand how relevant it is.” – Anthea Hartig, director of the National Museum of American History. 

By implementing the Housing Growth Scenarios put forth by Elliot Barnett and the other city planners, you will 
destroy the history of Tacoma. As the plan is stated now, I don’t see how it will benefit low-income 
communities. The units proposed are expensive or market value. The low-income apartments are tiny, 400 
square foot holes that would not support low-income families. As far as I can see, this is a scheme put forth by 
developers to enrich themselves, not a way to revitalize Tacoma and provide housing for all. 

In addition, I find it despicable that the city is trying to push this through during the pandemic when we cannot 
have a proper town hall. I would like to hear opinions from representatives from all Tacoma cities and 
organizations like BLM Tacoma about how this plan would hurt or help diverse communities across our city. 
Without a proper town hall, all we have are white opinions on a Zoom call and a serious push by the developers 
who stand to make the most money from this proposal. 

If the city gives a blank slate to investors, you might as well rename Tacoma NEW SEATTLE because that is 
what we will look like; a place devoid of history with little thought to the impact of over-developing 
neighborhoods. There has been no thought to the traffic, parking, and environmental issues that full-lot 
apartments and condos will pose to our community. 

Listen to your citizens! Slow this plan down so that you can actually listen to the community’s needs!  

  

Barbara Cordis-Lowe 

Resident of Tacoma 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: James Cornelius <jimcornelius@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 10:16 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Hines, John
Subject: Home In Tacoma comments

Hello – 
 
I am a resident and homeowner at 3004 N. Puget Sound Ave., I live here with my wife and four young children. Our 
home is very near to the boundary proposed for the expansion of the “Mid‐Scale Residential” designation if a city‐wide 
rezone occurs. I am opposed to any rezoning performed with a “broad brush” (so definitely not the ‘Transformational’ 
option) as that would demonstrate to me that the city is more interested in trying to be “trendy” and making headlines 
than in thoughtfully changing policies for the better of everyone. 
 
I have two anecdotes to share that explain why I am opposed to rezoning the area I live in to allow four‐story multifamily 
development. I wouldn’t necessarily be opposed to infill and more multifamily options but what has occurred in Proctor 
(especially the latest project proposal, I have donated to Mr. Lonergan’s lawsuit fund) was illustrative and the reason 
why, if broad‐brush rezones are passed, I will very motivated to move to raise my family elsewhere. 
 

1) We already live across the street from a multifamily property – there is an existing threeplex at 3500‐3504 N. 
Puget Sound (on the corner of N. 30th and N Puget Sound.)  We have had numerous issues with the transient 
tenants there, culminating in the two‐year‐long occupancy of a drug dealer who was arrested out of the unit 
twice while they lived there – once for selling drugs, once for D.V. (confirmed with our sector CLO). They were 
NOT good neighbors; noise and loiterers all day every day. This situation was exacerbated by the pandemic; the 
landlord could not evict them. This situation ended a few months ago as the landlord moved into the unit herself
to legally dislodge the deadbeats. I’ll acknowledge that not every renter is a problem but there is MUCH lower 
probability of a neighbor becoming a problem if they own the property they live in. This is common sense and 
I’m pretty sure the universally agreed‐upon rationale for not wanting renters nearby. Disingenuous people can 
cry “racism” all they want but most decent people would prefer not to have criminals of any color living next 
door to them, and owner‐occupied properties tend to mitigate that risk. 

 
2) My second anecdote is a cautionary example of wide‐open zoning – N.E. Portland. I work for Providence Health 

Services, the company’s regional headquarters for Oregon are located right in the middle of Northeast Portland 
so I spend a lot of time there at the junction of the Laurelhurst and Hollywood neighborhoods. These 
neighborhoods of grand old historic homes were obviously destroyed over time by negligent permitting of infill 
and multifamily development. The remaining houses themselves are now subdivided and clearly not maintained 
as a general rule, trash and street people are present everywhere. I can’t help but think that Tacoma’s city 
planners will allow the same to happen to the North End if residents don’t push back.  Anyone desiring a high‐
level quality of life will look elsewhere to live. 
 

This is leaving aside immediate personal concerns like privacy, traffic, noise, loss of greenspace and sunlight. That as‐
mentioned existing three‐plex across the street from me, if redeveloped into a four‐story, would have people on the 
upper floors able to see directly into my backyard, where we have a swimming pool and – currently – PRIVACY from 
other people. My worst fear is that the current owner sells and it’s redeveloped into a tall structure. I’d be in the same 
situation Mr. Lonergan finds himself in today. 
 
Please do not perform social‐justice planning experiments with our city. 
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Thank you. 
 
Jim Cornelius 
3004 N. Puget Sound Ave 98407 
jimcornelius@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

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

Recommend the “Evolve Housing Options” strategy, At Least Initially  
Regarding the two proposed growth rate scenarios, please recommend the "Evolve Housing Options" 

strategy.  Later, after we have the opportunity to evaluate the consequences of the new regulations, we can 

decide to either continue regulating the growth rate or allow market forces to determine the growth rate. 

My foremost request is for the Planning Commission, City Council and the Planning Department to humbly 

assume that everyone is going to make mistakes in this endeavor.  Using the Tacoma First 311 service, please 

advise City Council to establish a process where anyone can send a comment, complaint, recommendation 

and/or complement with supporting files (e.g., photo, video, etc.) directly to Planning with regards to a 

specific construction project in real‐time, so Planning receives timely feedback about how the new rules are 

being applied at construction sites and can immediately take action to address unintended consequences. 

Well‐designed regulations are rarely drafted behind a desk.  Instead, they are the consequence of many 

iterations of drafting, evaluating, modifying, re‐evaluating, and continuing this iterative cycle until it produces 

little new information about intended and unintended consequences.  Please advise city council to require 

Planning to host a “listen session” after the completion of each of the first construction projects authorized 

under the new regulations and invite everyone involved in the project (including those who filed comments, 

complaints, recommendations and/or complements) to discuss what went well, what did not go well, and 

proposals for improving both the process and product.  Hopefully, the “listening sessions” will help Planning 

modify regulations that result in unintended consequences, and give them to opportunity to test the modified 

regulations using the next construction project to see whether the modified regulations produce a better 

outcome.  This iterative approach of designing regulations (i.e., putting them to practice, assessing whether 

they produce the desired outcome, modifying them if necessary, and testing the modified regulations with the 

next construction project) will be the quickest and most practical strategy for designing regulations that work 

in Tacoma while minimizing unintended consequences.  Eventually, these meetings will reveal few, new 

unanticipated consequences with the new regulations, Planning will develop a good understanding of the 

strengths and weakness of the various variations of regulations, the consequences of the interactions when 
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two or more regulations are put into effect at the same time, their usefulness in achieving desired outcomes, 

and everyone involved will have some investment in them.  

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

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

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

City Planning Department & Tacoma City Council. 

  

Is housing in Tacoma unaffordable?  Based on the current market, I would argue no.  If you list your home, it sells within 

a week with multiple offers above your market price.  If the market was unaffordable, wouldn’t these homes sit for an 

extended amount of time? 

When I bought my first home, my interest rate was 8%.  I did what I could to make sure that I saved for projects that my 

home needed and avoided spending my money on things I did not need.  I built equity and moved into a larger home. 

I think the number of participants on your April 7th call showed that while some of our community is in support of 

your  A/ B proposal, there appears to be several gaps in your proposal.  Kudos to you for finally involving the community 

and finding the faults of your proposal.  Now you know your frailties, if you make the unwise decision to move forward. 

To declare that your proposal is to build affordable housing is a fallacy, and to eliminate racism is just not true.  What 

your proposal does promote, is investment from outside our community, and the profits will leave our 

neighborhood.  (see the attached article).  When this committee railroaded the DADU and ADU proposal through, you 

eliminated the requirement that part of the unit be owner occupied.  I live near UPS, and many of these DADUs are 

causing parking problems, and really don’t build a sense of community.  It becomes a slum. 

Besides the obvious neighborhood issues, what impacts will building have on our greenspaces, watershed and 

environment?  At this point the city has a garbage issue.  Let’s address that first. 

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

PROPERLY educate our children? 

I think it prudent for this committee to come up with a plan C.  We have several underdeveloped parts of Tacoma where 

a newer community will benefit the entire area. Back to the drawing board or face an uphill legal battle. 

  

 Rod Cory 

253‐221‐6350 

https://www.insightnews.com/minneapolis‐residential‐upzoning‐risks‐unintended‐consequences‐alissa‐luepke‐

pier/article_e2ffa2f2‐af56‐11e9‐8bfa‐43e57ad786ad.html 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kristine <skyeval@harbornet.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:49 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning Changes

Planning Commission, 
 
NO, NO and NO! Stop.  We do not want the growth (any of it) that you are suggesting.   
 
The video presented was so incredibly disingenuous.  To try to associate affordable housing in any way with North End 
growth is DISINGENUOUS to the core! This is all about developers having access to our beautiful and quiet North End! 
There will never be affordable housing in our North End.  Let’s face it: it is too desirable. That is a fact. Show me one 
project that has yet created affordable housing in our area? Just one! Developers and builders are just getting richer by 
turning our area into a zoo with high rises looking down and eliminating our privacy, streets clogged with cars, and 
houses that run from one edge of the property to the other.  Big boxy things that do not fit aesthetically in our 
neighborhood!  If you wanted to create affordable housing, you would look to areas in the North End that have been 
neglected like the K‐Mart property.  Why not develop that?  No, not in our quiet old neighborhoods. What we need are 
more STRICT building codes and this whole project ‐ movement has really awakened me to see we need to join together 
and fight this hard. If this plan goes forth, I promise to start a group who will work hard to oust those City Council and 
Planning members who are pushing this disingenuous proposal. 
 
We don’t want growth, we want peace and quiet and the developers out! 
 
Thank you, 
Kristine Countryman 
Old Tacoma 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Doug Crane <cranedb@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:48 PM
To: Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; Hunter, 

Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina; Woodards, Victoria; Planning
Subject: Comments on Home in Tacoma Proposed Up-zoning

City Leaders and Planners, 
 
We have been in a worldwide pandemic for over a year.  People have not been gathering and discussing civic policies like 
they might otherwise do at school related events, at the library, restaurants, and over coffee.  Additionally, this past week 
has been spring break for all of Tacoma Public Schools.   
 
Just for these reasons alone, the decision to move forward with the Home in Tacoma Program proposed by Planning 
should be delayed at least until end of this year.  The time between now and then should be used to inform and solicit 
more input and comments from Tacoma residents.  
 
Both options presented by planning would have major implications for the City.  Even if your personal opinions are that the 
future of Tacoma housing means transitioning from single family to multifamily, stakeholders who have invested their lives 
in Tacoma should have their voices heard.  Just in the dozen or so families I have reached out to, none of them were 
aware of the widespread up-zoning being proposed.  Tacoma is not in a bubble.  There are numerous other communities 
that have up-zoned and lost community as a result.   
 
Smart growth is necessary, but the Home in Tacoma program is too extreme and seems to be fast-tracked at a time when 
people are unaware of what is being proposed.  Economic multi-family housing can coexist within our current 
zoning.  Please get a much better representation before making recommendations on the future of housing growth in 
Tacoma.  There are many more options than the two widespread up-zoning scenarios being proposed. 
 
Focus growth on downtown and mixed use centers throughout the City. 
 
Doug Crane 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

 

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

 

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

From: Susan Cruise <susanmcruise@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments Home in Tacoma due April 9, 2021

The Planning Commission's stated goals to increase affordable housing by 
introducing city wide zoning changes to eliminate single family low 
density housing are misleading and not credible. At the Zoom 
hearing/meeting of the Planning Commission on April 7 when pressed on 
what salary was necessary to afford such affordable housing the Planning 
Commission responded $80,000. This higher salary to afford living in the 
new structures demonstrates that the Planning Commission lacks facts and 
data to support that the zoning changes will create affordable 
housing.  Rather the more correctly stated goal is that the zoning changes 
will support the financial goals of out of town developers without creating 
affordable housing. 
 
The City needs to require builders and developers of new ADUs, 
duplexes, triplexes to obtain a permit and provide notice to neighbors 
within a two block radius of any proposed new structures. The Planning 
Commission's stated goal is that such new structures complement the 
distinctiveness of Tacoma neighborhoods, the neighborhood scale of 
buildings  and height,  and limit the bulk of the new structures. It is naive 
to rely on the good graces of developers to build with such aesthetic goals 
in mind. And if the builders/developers do honor the Planning 
Commission's stated  goals the process would be smooth and 
unobjectionable.   
 
The Planning Commission has not done due diligence to support 
proposed changes to TMC 13.06.080 et seq./TMC 13.06.080 et seq. 
regarding the size of any new allowed ADUs, duplexes, triplexes and 
occasionally fourplexes in single family neighborhoods. The one size fits 
all sizes of the new structures'  footprints will not achieve its stated goal of 
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complementing the distinctiveness of Tacoma neighborhoods, the 
neighborhood scale of building  and height and of limiting the bulk of the 
new structures. It is an inherent weakness in the 
TMC/proposed revisions  concerning the size of  ADU, duplexes 
and  triplexes because the neighborhoods, lot sizes and footprints are so 
different and unique. An allowed ADU of not greater than 15% of a 6000 
sq ft. lot would result in a rather large 900 sq. ft ADU that is bigger than 
an 800 sq ft. main house on the lot and depending on where the 
main house is situated could be jarringly close to it. It is not credible for 
the  Planning Commission to say that it wants new structures to 
complement the distinctive character of the single family neighborhoods, 
many which include gardens and green breathable space along the 
sidewalk. When new structures use  usable yards and eliminate setbacks 
from the sidewalk, the neighborhood loses gardens and green 
breathable space that support well being.   
 
The TMC and revisions need a lot of work and need to reflect that there 
are many different distinctive and diverse aspects to Tacoma's various 
neighborhoods.  In its current form the TMC is vague and lacks guidance 
and definitions. For example  what is a "usable yard and what sizes any 
new structures can be is vague. Simply saying for example an ADU can be 
"up to 15% of the sq. footage of the lot" and other similarly vague 
measurements  do not clarify how such measurements are to be arrived at 
so that they complement the neighborhood's  distinctiveness. The City 
needs to honor its residents who have built and supported the city, not out 
of town developers, and work harder to draft a TMC that supports the 
residents and creates affordable housing in other than name only. 
 
Regards, 
 
Susan Cruise 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Sarah Daanen <sdaanen@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 11:15 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Question/Comment about Home in Tacoma Project

Hi Home in Tacoma Project Team, 
 
I recently watched the recording of the Information Meeting that was held on 3/18/2. I know this project is 
largely focused on new affordable housing options in Tacoma, but will this plan also take into account 
affordable commercial buildings? If multi-use space is planned (i.e. commercial at street level with 
apartment/condo living on upper levels), is there any thought to also providing affordable commercial space to 
encourage businesses to move into historically single family home neighborhoods and create smaller versions of 
areas like Proctor?  
 
Looking forward to the Public Hearing on the 7th! 
 
Thanks, 
Sarah 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

From: Ann Dasch <daschitall23@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:49 AM
To: Planning
Subject: I support Home in Tacoma

 
Anna Petersen, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
 
Dear Chair Petersen, 
 
My name is Ann Dasch. I live in South Tacoma, at 1016 S 68th St. I support Home in Tacoma. 
 
I’m so pleased the plans will increase housing choices and diversify our neighborhoods. My own small house is 
on a large lot, nearly 15,000 square feet, which could easily accommodate several more households.  
 
Adding units within the city, near bus lines and amenities, will increase the utilization of existing parks, 
libraries, businesses, and transit, and reduce pollution. The plan can give current homeowners new rental 
income streams, and provide more affordable housing options for all. Folks will be better able to age in place, 
staying in their neighborhood and community, including young people like my 20-year-old son. 
 
Please convey my support to other members of the Planning Commission and the City of Tacoma. And thank 
you for your work on the Commission! 
 
Best regards, 
Ann Dasch 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Craig Davis <cadavis@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:53 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Comments

Today is the final deadline for comments. I have only just learned about this sweeping reform of the zoning of 
Tacoma. These proposed changes will forever change Tacoma, and this is our chance to get this right - in short -
the city that we build today will be the one that our children inherit after us. This is the time to take careful and 
considered actions and develop a comprehensive plan that allows this city to grow in a responsible and 
thoughtful way. 
 
The fact that most people in this city know nothing of this plan is unjust and unfair to the city. Pushing this 
through during a pandemic when public hearings are not allowed seems underhanded, unnecessary, and unkind 
to future generations. It feels like a cash-grab on behalf of the developers, and a theft from the future of this city 
that we all hold dear. 
 
This plan has grave shortcomings - This is our chance to set the aside parks and greenways that could transform 
Tacoma into a walkable and beloved city. And yet this plan does not even contain environment studies or 
considerations of other infrastructure that this city needs to grow in order to be a home for all. As proposed this 
gives the developers the opportunity to ransack this city for their own profit while leaving us all with 
mismanaged growth.  
 
This new planning needs to be paused for now. We need to wait and take a measured approach to this, and most 
of all we need to plan these changes to the city in person, and not over Zoom calls with crackly voices and 
attendance that is prejudicial by the very nature of the medium. 
 
We can do better than this, and I urge you to do so. 
 
Craig Davis 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

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

From: Molly Davis <dmolly733@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:47 PM
To: Planning
Subject: House Zones in Tacoma

Hello,  
 
My name is Molly Davis. My husband and I purchased our first home last year in South East Tacoma. We have lived in 
Tacoma as renters for our entire adult lives. We understand that this city needs more housing options. 
 
We live off McKinley, an area not many would consider to be a great place to live. But we love our lives here. We don’t 
want people to be displaced but we don’t want to find our neighborhood transformed into apartments. 
 
Our household and our neighbors want Housing Scenario 1. Housing Scenario 2 is going to hurt everyone. Even the 
people staying in those potential apartments. We would know, we lived it. Keep the soul of Tacoma alive please!! 
  
What this city needs is Housing Scenario 1! Please keep our neighborhood a place we still want to live in!! 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Esther Day <Dayesther214@outlook.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 6:42 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezone of Tacoma - NO VOTE

Dear Planning Commission, 
I spoke at the public hearing on Friday and wanted to provide my NO VOTE for this.  I 
am making sure that my comments and NO VOTE is recorded. 
 

1. We are in the middle of a Pandemic.  People are not reading stuff that does not 
look important.  THIS IS TOO IMPORTANT AND SHOULD BE DONE IN A 
FACE TO FACE MEETING WHERE FOLKS CAN ASK QUESTIONS AND 
RESPOND TO THE CITY/PLANNING. 

2. We need our infrastructure to be in place – we don’t. 
3. We may or may not have enough water to provide all these folks. Do we know for 

sure? 
4. Are these homes/buildings going to be retrofitted to withstand earthquakes?  
5. We do not need to do this because we have failed to make sure that we 

complete the process on our Mixed Use Centers that are already set up to 
provide housing above a business.   

6. Developers are not building HOMES or townhouses with green space for 
children.  They make excuses that it does not pencil in.  Children and families 
MUST be penciled in.  That is your job to ensure that any construction in our City 
ensured green space and parking. 

7. This rezone is too broad.  We need a pilot program but before this is done, we 
need to make sure that we build our business community. 

8. I DON’T BELIEVE WE WANT TO BE BEDROOM COMMIUNITY TO OTHER 
CITIES.  THIS WILL HAPPEN BECAUSE YOU ARE NOT BUILDING YOUR 
BUSINESS INFRASTRUCTURE.  BUSINESSES ARE LEAVING.   

9. Do not go forward without full face to face.  I vote no on this citywide rezone 
where  only Developers win – homeowners lose.  
 
Citizens of Tacoma deserve better than a quickie review of this while we are in a 
pandemic. STOP THIS PROCESS NOW! 
 
Regards, 
Esther Day 
214 S 54th St 
Tacoma, WA  
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

From: Rachel DeMotts <rdemotts@pugetsound.edu>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 6:03 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma project comments

Dear planning officials: 
I write to voice my strong opposition to the rezoning and construction of "missing middle housing" in the 
immediate area in which I live - the area at the northeast corner of McKinley Park bisected by E L St and E 29th 
St. My own home, in which I have lived for 8 years, is at 1210 E 30th St. This is a wonderful, relational, 
connected little corner of Tacoma.  
 
As someone who works on issues of environmental justice both locally and abroad, missing middle housing is 
absolutely of great concern to me. But you all are well aware that middle housing does not simply appear, and 
that locating it well and thoughtfully is crucial to whether or not it will actually serve its purpose. I chose to live 
here because I wanted to live in a more diverse neighborhood - culturally, socially, economically - than the area 
around my workplace at the University of Puget Sound in the North End. I appreciate that affordable housing is 
on the City's agenda, as it should be in this time of spiraling costs that make it difficult for people to live well 
and reasonably in proximity to their workplaces. But this project is totally misplaced. The idea that view condos 
that rob existing homeowners of their own views and the character of their neighborhood is a solution is 
ridiculous. These proposed buildings are not affordable. They are clearly for people from Seattle who want to 
buy view apartments and commute. There is no significant public transport in this immediate area, no place for 
parking, and it is not walkable. By your own Home in Tacoma project overview, this proposed work should:  
 
"help to create a strong and cohesive neighborhood identity, while the housing options 
support affordability, diversity, walkability and thriving neighborhood businesses."  
 
None of this is supported here. The closest business is a gas station on Portland Avenue. There is no walkable 
social life without a walk of more than half a mile up to McKinley. There is nothing equitable about this kind of 
elitist development. I am struck by the certainty that this would never happen so invisibly and rapidly in the 
North End. The white folks like me in that neighborhood would not have it, and the City would listen. Here, 
once again, it seems to me that the City is looking for a pocket where resistance and critique would not be 
expected. Please prioritize sites for middle housing that have some of the above claimed priorities to offer and 
not a site that will not only not be affordable but that will ruin the character and investment of those of us who 
already live here. This serves no one that the City is supposed to care about.  
--  
Rachel DeMotts 
Professor and Director 
Environmental Policy and Decision-Making Program 
University of Puget Sound 
1500 N. Warner St. CMB 1029 
Tacoma, WA  98416 
253.879.2891 
rdemotts@pugetsound.edu 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Brian Denesen <brian.denesen@fierceinc.com>
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2021 3:21 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home Owner in Tacoma

Hello, 
 
I am a home owner in Tacoma 
 
I would support this bill if the 60‐40 split is off the table. 
 
Quadrupling the land available for large scale developments will put strain our roads that we can not keep up with, as 
we have shown in our inability to keep traffic low with 10% being zoned multi‐family right now. 
 
Too many units now may be great for the cities taxable basis to collect more revenue, but it WILL NOT provide the 
residents of Tacoma a higher quality of life. 
 
I would also stress that all 15% of the additional units be built within 1,000 feet of a bus route or half a mile within a 
freeway on ramp. With the parking exemptions that the city has allowed on high density development, we can not let 
too many of these buildings be built away from public transit. Otherwise, no one will want to move in to them. 
 
To me, it makes sense to add most of the additional units around the new link line where the older houses are. It doesn’t 
make sense to re‐zone houses from the 1970’s/1980’s as they are in better shape and the lot sizes are a fraction of the 
older homes. 
 
I would also exclude lots with small lots from conversion. Why convert the 5,000‐10,000 sf lots when there would be a 
much bigger impact from converting the .25 acre+ lots? 
 
Thank you, 
 
Brian 
  
  
Brian Denesen 
Manager of Technology 
 

Fierce, Inc.  |  300 Lenora Street, PMB 1674, Seattle, WA  98121 
P  206.787.1116  |  F  206.787.1120  |  fierceinc.com 

 

Twitter  |  Facebook  |  LinkedIn  
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF COMMERCE 
1011 Plum Street SE    PO Box 42525    Olympia, Washington 98504-2525    (360) 725-4000 

www.commerce.wa.gov 
 
April 8, 2021 
 
 
 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington  98402 
 
RE: Home in Tacoma Project Planning Commission Recommendations  
 
Dear Planning Commission: 
 
Thank you for sending Growth Management Services the proposed amendments to Tacoma’s 
comprehensive plan and development regulations that we received on March 10, 2021.  We especially 
like the following: 

 
 Tacoma proposes changing housing descriptions to low-scale and mid-scale residential, which still 

define the types of residential structures that are envisioned, but are much more broad and allow 
for attached housing types. 
 

 You have added comprehensive plan policies that support infill development and focus 
development around centers, corridors and transit service, where it makes sense to add more 
diversity and density, and provides the ability to walk to basic services.  You also include policy 
support to reduce required parking where appropriate, which will allow for greater intensity of 
development, and supports a multitude of other goals such as increased public health and 
decreased greenhouse gases. 

 
 We are impressed by the anti-displacement strategy, but we think that strategy #2 “Require that 

developers benefiting from land use changes, property tax exemptions, fee waivers, expedited 
processing, and city funding use affirmative marketing in advertising unit availability.” could be 
strengthened to provide density bonuses for affordable housing, or require the provision of 
affordable units when densities are increased.  This is consistent with Policy H-3.7.  Also, the 
work of the Home in Tacoma Housing Equity Taskforce looks like a terrific effort that should be 
replicated around the state. 
 

 Many policies also explicitly address displacement and equity, which will help Tacoma support 
inclusive communities, and many policies have been strengthened to indicate greater support.  We 
especially like the changes to Policy H–2.6 When If plans and investments are anticipated to 
create neighborhood change, proactively mitigate involuntary displacement under-resourced 
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Tacoma Planning Commission Chair 
April 8, 2021 
Page 2 
 

residents through increasing affordable housing in affected areas, providing relief from rising 
housing costs, and implementing programs to support small and neighborhood-centered 
businesses. pursue corrective actions to address involuntary displacement of under‐served and 
under‐represented people. Use public investments, incentives, and programs, and coordinate with 
nonprofit housing organizations, to mitigate the impacts of market pressures that cause 
involuntary displacement. 
 

 Near term code changes to address accessory dwelling unit provisions, bonus densities for 
religious organizations and streamlining subdivision procedures should also help support housing 
affordability and accessibility. 
 

Congratulations to you and your staff for the good work these amendments represent.  This will help 
increase the diversity of housing and the ability of your housing supply to meet the needs of all 
economic segments of your population.  If you have any questions or concerns about our comments or 
any other growth management issues, please contact me at (360) 259-5216.  We extend our continued 
support to the City of Tacoma in achieving the goals of growth management. 
 
Sincerely, 
 

 
Anne Aurelia Fritzel, AICP 
Senior Planner 
Growth Management Services 
 
AAF:lw 
 
cc: David Andersen, AICP, Managing Director, Growth Management Services 

Steve Roberge, Deputy Managing Director, Growth Management Services 
Ben Serr, AICP, Eastern Region Manager, Growth Management Services 
Laura Hodgson, Associate Housing Planner, Growth Management Services 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Venus Dergan <vadergan@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 10:51 PM
To: Planning; Woodards, Victoria; Pauli, Elizabeth; Beale, Chris; Hunter, Lillian; Ushka, 

Catherine; Walker, Kristina; Hines, John; McCarthy, Conor; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Planning Commission, Mayor, City Council, City Manager, 
 
On Wednesday April 7th I  provided comments on the proposed Home in Tacoma project.  
I voiced my concerns regarding the  rezoning proposals.   Below are some of the concerns. 
 
Outreach - only three out of the eight Neighborhood Councils had a presentation regarding this project that 
would impact all residents of Tacoma.   800 Comments out of $200,000 residents is not the voice of the 
community / residents. 
 
Developers are outbidding  home buyers. 
 
NO design standards. Developers do not reflect or match the character of the neighborhoods. 
 
Many apartment owners do not live in Tacoma. 
Property issues are difficult or not addressed.  
 
No Affodable housing units for the homeless, on fixed-incomes, or income of $30,000 or less. 
 
Pierce County Transit route reductions. 
 
No equity for home ownership regardless of race, gender, or income. 
 
The lack of services and infrastructure. 
 
Below is an article worth reading.  It's addresses unintended consequences. 
 
The quality of life and the character of our city is at risk. 
 
Respectfully,  
Venus Dergan 
 
Minneapolis residential upzoning risks unintended consequences: Alissa Luepke Pier 

  

Minneapolis residential upzoning risks 
unintended consequences: Alissa Luepke 
Pier 

Recently, a few strategically positioned, sympathetic urban journalists 
have begun lauding the city of Minneapolis for spearheading a 
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“breakthrough new trend" to address the affordability of urban housing: 
the elimination 

  

 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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April 9, 2021 
 

Re: Home in Tacoma Public Comment 
 

 
Chair Petersen and members of the Planning Commission,  
 
I support the City of Tacoma’s efforts to address our housing and affordable housing 
supply issues through, broadly, the comprehensive Affordable Housing Action Strategy 
and specifically via the Home in Tacoma project, and elements of both proposals to 
increase market rate and affordable housing development opportunities in the City.  
 
To address our housing shortage, we must utilize strategies to increase the opportunity 
for housing development in our community and make it easier to construct housing of all 
types for households of all income levels.  
 
Under the City’s current zoning approximately 75% of Tacoma’s residential areas are 
limited to single-family detached houses. This greatly limits the supply of housing. The 
Home in Tacoma proposals would update zoning in our residential areas to permit a 
wider variety of housing of appropriate density.  This would create the development 
opportunity for “missing middle” type of housing that will be needed to meet our housing 
production targets. 

 
The proposals show care and thought in selecting the areas of the City to be rezoned.  
It focuses the modestly higher densities near designated centers and corridors, and 
then appropriately transitions the density into the areas that would remain lower density 
zones. Utilizing streets to separate the different allowable densities would avoid having 
a notably larger structure next to a notably smaller one, separated by only a boundary 
line or an alley.   
 
I favor a strategy to create the greatest amount of opportunity to increase the supply of 
housing. The modest increases in density, smartly located, will better support the 
transit, commercial, and retail services the City needs. 
 
It’s also important to note a secondary strategy to incentivize the development of 
Affordable housing in newly zoned residential areas.  
 
I encourage the City to expand the areas available for developers use of the 12-year 
multifamily property tax exemption program (MFTE).  To do so, the City would need to 
expand its residential targeted areas (“RTA”) along corridors and residential transition 
areas newly zoned as a part of the Home in Tacoma project. Expanding the RTAs 
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beyond their current mixed-use center areas would allow the City to offer the 12 year 
MFTE in areas of the City that developers are currently unable to access the incentive.  
 
In considering this expansion, it is important to note that since 2019 the City has 
approved twenty-one 12-year MFTE projects and only 5 of those twenty-one projects 
have had more than 34 units. This appears to be a clear signal that the residential 
housing market is interested in utilizing the 12-year program and provides more 
opportunity for the program to be used to provide critically needed Affordable housing.  
 
Tacoma’s housing market and the City’s housing policies will determine in large 
measure the type of community Tacoma is or will be. The proposals will determine who 
can live in Tacoma, whether their children will be able to stay when they are grown, and 
whether Tacoma will have the locally centered workforce it needs for its own prosperity. 
Housing will determine the well-being of nearly every other civic interest: education, 
child development, public health, transportation, land use, growth management, 
economic development, climate conservation, and racial justice.  
 
Thank you for your work on this issue.  

 
Sincerely, 
 
(Individual Sign-Ons) 
Andrew Van Gordon 
Cassie Schmitt 
Corbin Ensminger 
Claire Spain-Remy 
Aimee H 
Mark Merrill 
Jason Gauthier 
Oneida Arnold 
Sean Dennerlein 
Cynthia Stewart 
Verda Washington 
Michael Mirra 
Madeline Sanders 
Syed Ashraf Meer 
Sarah Rumbaugh 
Karla Rixon 
Melissa Sanchez 
Julie Bissell 
Anne Jones 
Alison brady 
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Kamau Chege 
Eric Boyd 
Danae Dotolo 
Sarah Farahani 
Chris Ferguson 
Susan Haigh 
Sarah Gray 
Michael Yoder 
Morgan Blackmore 
Megan Kilpatrick 
Theresa Boyle 
Rosemary Powers 
Chuck DeSteunder 
Lauren Saxton 
Ander Erickson 
Nolan Hibbard-Pelly 
Nathe Lawver 
Adam Vance 
Justin Camarata 
Caleb Jaesler 
Maddy Mixter 
Veronica Craker 
Logan Portteus 
Debbie Regala 
James Irby 
Chris Govella 
Rob Huff 
Jessica Thompson 
Dara t'Sas 
Ruben Casas 
Nicholas Pollock 
Rachel Larrowe 
Amanda DeShazo 
 
(Organization Sign-Ons) 
Tacoma Pierce County Habitat for Humanity 
Shared Housing Services 
League of Women Voters of Tacoma-Pierce County 
Tacoma Housing Authority 
Windermere Abode 
Associated Ministries of Tacoma-Pierce County 
Tacoma-Pierce County Affordable Housing Consortium 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Denise L Despres <ddespres@pugetsound.edu>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 10:59 AM
To: Planning
Subject: rezoning

I have followed the proposals for increased density and housing equity in the North End with interest.  I 
believe that housing is a human right, and I am dismayed by the unsustainable cost of housing in the North 
End.  My own home in North Proctor is now unaffordable for my son's generation of Tacomans, as well as 
unaffordable to my younger colleagues at the University of Puget Sound.  Even if I wanted to sell my own 
home at a usurious profit, I'd be unable to find a home in which to grow old that was affordable.  I recognize, 
however, the value of my 1925 home in North Proctor. 
 
Nonetheless, my quality of life has diminished considerably due to increased traffic on North Proctor and 
within Proctor without any infrastructure.  It is now difficult simply to cross the street at North 35th and 
Proctor due to constant traffic. Cars do not stop at the stop signs, making for dangerous traffic patters for all 
of us, but especially children and the elderly.  There are few places to cross legally in safety, but this hardly 
matters because cars routinely drive ten to fifteen miles over the speed limit, as if this were a thoroughfare, 
which is is for many now  entering the North End and North Proctor.  I no longer drive through Proctor on my 
way to the University of Puget Sound, and I time my trips to the grocery stores in Proctor due to a shortage of 
parking and unsafe driving conditions due to density of traffic in the Proctor district.   
 
Before there is any more development, Tacoma has to address this issue of infrastructure and the fact that 
most of us chose to live in the North End because of the quality of life issues that are now in danger to due to 
overdevelopment.  Denise Despres 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Joel D <joel.detweiler@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 19, 2021 11:37 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Feedback from Home in Tacoma Information Meeting

Hello, 
 
I attended the information meeting last night for the Home in Tacoma proposal. I am happy to hear about these 
efforts, and I am extremely supportive of any plan that seeks to make drastic changes to how housing is 
managed in our city. To that end, I would like to lend my voice of support for the transformative scenario. Our 
city needs big changes, and picking and choosing small areas of town to be up-zoned (as in the evolve scenario) 
feels like a weak step in the face of the scope of the problem. 
 
That said, I would also like to offer a point of critical feedback. I appreciated your discussion of the historical 
effects of redlining and desire to have this policy be antiracist. However, there was no discussion of what 
aspects of this would be antiracist or combat the effects of redlining. When I asked about whether this would be 
targeted to combat historically biased policies I was told that this should positively impact all of Tacoma. 
However, I do not agree that your proposed changes are antiracist. Doing nothing to explicitly combat a history 
of racial bias means you are not implementing an antiracist housing policy, just a neutral housing policy. But 
since neighborhoods are not all starting from the same level, applying a neutral policy is unlikely to overcome 
that history. For example, what are the chances that an upzoned single family property gets converted into 
multifamily housing in the north end versus in the east side (where I live)? Property values are much higher in 
the north end, making it more difficult to buy property with the intention of adding more housing units. The 
north end has benefited more than the rest of the city from the current single family zoning restrictions, yet they 
seem to have the least amount of planned upzoning under either of your scenarios. That just doesn't seem right, 
especially for the areas that are close to downtown and the planned link extension.  
 
So, my specific request is this: continue the language of antiracism and bring it into all parts of your proposal 
and clearly identify how each scenario is or is not antiracist. Alternatively, I would rather see you drop the 
antiracist language and the mention of redlining from your proposal documents if they are not going to 
specifically motivate any choices. 
 
I know that was a long critique, but I do want to again affirm that I enthusiastically support what you all are 
doing here. I believe you do intend to be antiracist in this policy, but I just hope to see that motivation lead to 
clearer policy decisions.  
 
Thanks, 
 
Joel Detweiler 
 
P.S. Please also consider getting rid of parking requirements as part of your proposal, as they are 
bad: https://www.washingtonpost.com/news/in-theory/wp/2016/03/03/how-parking-requirements-hurt-the-poor/
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Todd Detweiler <t.detweiler13@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:11 PM
To: Planning
Subject: I support Home in Tacoma

Hello, 
 
I wanted to make sure to send in my voice of support for changes to the city's zoning and 
construction guidelines in order to support increased development and housing change. One only needs to look 
at the rising cost of living within the city, real estate's findings of Tacoma's attractive market, and the current 
state of homelessness within the city to know we need revolutionary changes.  
 
My wife and I are homeowners within Tacoma currently having an ADU built that is only possible due to ADU 
building changes made in 2019. However, it is only a small drop in the bucket for what is actually needed and 
we need further changes in order to bring rapid development that meets the needs of the people in this city. 
NIMBYism is not a valid reason to ostracize individuals - we should be a city that supports housing first and 
housing as a human right. In order to do that we need to adapt to the population growth in metro areas and the 
remote culture changes due to covid. I hope these changes will be passed and additional efforts will be done to 
promote increased housing development done in a safe and productive way. 
 
Thanks, 
Todd Detweiler  
Hilltop Resident  
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From:  Felicity Devlin, Tacoma 

 

Dear Planning Commissioners, 

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposals for Low-scale 

Infill and Mid-scale Zoning.  I frequently listen to Planning Commission 

meetings and I appreciate the huge amount of volunteer time you dedicate to 

the City as commissioners.   I’ll first briefly comment on Low-scale Infill. 

 

Low-scale Infill:   
I was impressed by the Planning Department’s efforts in crafting the Low-scale infill 

proposal:  The proposal was developed over several years; the public was kept apprised 

of ongoing developments through public presentations; feedback was requested, for 

example via the infill survey; and the public’s concerns appear to have been considered in 

honing the proposal.  

 

Low-scale infill will allow a variety of housing types that I hope will provide a greater 

range of housing choices, and possibly prices, than are currently available in our 

neighborhoods.   

 

The time the City invested in working with the public and the collaborative nature of the 

project have helped convince me that Low-scale zoning could balance the need to 

provide housing choice with the need to preserve neighborhoods. 

 

I do have concerns:  

 The risk of residents’ displacement as areas are redeveloped  

 The potential loss of well-built, historic housing for new construction 

 Ensuring that this new development helps contribute to affordable housing for 

those most in need (below 50% of AMI). 

 

The PD assures us that these concerns will be addressed in the second phase of the zoning 

process.  But I ask that they be addressed before the zoning changes are included in the 

Comprehensive Plan.  Otherwise there’s a risk that these challenges will prove 

impossible to solve or will be put on the back burner.  (This was the case with the MUC 

Rezoning, 2007-09.  The Comprehensive Plan was changed first, with reassurances that 

mitigation to reduce impacts (master planning, increased open space, design standards) 

would follow.  Such mitigation has still to materialize.) 

 

Of particular concern:   

 The success of the program relies heavily on the Planning Department creating 

robust design guidelines for Low-scale infill.  However, we are still waiting for 

design review to be completed for the MUCs.  When will the Planning 

Department get the staff to create and monitor this completely new program? 

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

neighborhoods. 
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Mid-scale Zoning Proposals:   
I apologize for the length of these comments.  But due to the minimal time provided for 

public discussion and the scale of these proposals, I have a multitude of questions and 

concerns. 

 

The abrupt rollout of the Mid-scale proposal is stunning.  As is the scale of the proposed 

rezoning:  from 25% to 60% of Tacoma’s neighborhoods.  The potential for disruption to 

existing neighborhoods is far greater than what Low-scale infill will bring.  And yet the 

vast majority of the public was unaware of the Mid-scale proposal until very recently.  

All public outreach was focused on Low-scale infill.   

 

It’s particularly disturbing to realize that residents of areas zoned Mid-scale shouldn’t 

merely prepare to receive a few new dwellings on their street; they should anticipate the 

wholesale redevelopment of their neighborhood into a Mid-scale  “transition zone” 

between a high density MUC and low-scale neighborhoods.   

 

Despite the scale of these proposals, I’ve seen no in-depth analysis of the potential 

impacts of Mid-scale zoning.  It seems that the Planning Department is about to unleash a 

vast experiment on Tacoma with little warning to the public and inadequate discussion or 

evaluation of what may result.   

 

My concerns fall into two categories: 

 - The speed with which this proposal is being pushed forward  

 - The proposal’s potential negative impacts and lack of concrete mitigation 

 

 

Mid-scale is being pushed forward too fast, with insufficient 

outreach to the public and insufficient collaboration  

 
Insufficient Public Awareness:   

 The Planning Department states that it has conducted comprehensive outreach.  

However, this outreach concerned only Low-scale infill, not Mid-scale.  Until 

recently, Mid-scale development received only the barest mention in public 

outreach. 

 The survey soliciting public feedback focused on Low-scale housing; it did not 

include any examples of 3 and 4 story apartment buildings.   

 The Home in Tacoma Café’s and presentations to neighborhood councils did not 

include discussion of Mid-scale development. 

 The City cannot extrapolate from residents’ answers to questions on Low-scale 

infill and presume they reflect their opinions about Mid-scale development. 

 While I appreciate the PD’s efforts to publicize Low-scale infill, even that 

outreach hasn’t reached a large section of the Tacoma public.  Developers, 

housing advocates and others whose job it is to pay attention will have had the 

topic on their radar.  The general public in the middle of a pandemic has other 

concerns.  A response of 870 to the infill survey is about ½ of one percent of 

Tacoma’s population.  It is not a random sample and it is not representative. 
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Insufficient opportunities for input: 
 The Low-scale infill proposal gathered public input over many months.  For the 

Mid-scale proposal, residents had just one month after they received the 

notification postcard to get educated and respond to what is proposed.   

 And they first have to be aware of the need to respond.  It’s not realistic or fair to 

expect residents who are contending with a pandemic to have zoning issues top of 

mind. 

 I understand how frustrating it can be to try getting people’s attention.  But the 

postcard sent to notify residents of the Zoning changes lacked any sense of 

urgency.  On seeing the header inviting the reader to “Help shape the future of 

housing in Tacoma,” most recipients would have thought this was something they 

could safely put aside.  Most of my neighbors don’t remember receiving it. 

 There’s also the significant problem of inequitable access to the Internet.  Some 

residents are at a complete disadvantage because they can’t access the public 

information documents or attend the public hearing.   

 

 

Inadequate communication of what’s intended: 
 The information provided in the information packet does not clearly communicate 

what is proposed. Mid-scale zoning is merely described as: “Mid-scale 

multifamily, Live-work, Limited retail/office.”  But Planning Commission 

meetings have made it clear that apartment blocks of up to 4 stories are 

envisioned.  Not spelling out this essential detail lacks transparency. 

 In the “Project Overview,” the graphic showing “Mid-scale Residential Housing 

and Transition to Low-scale Residential” gives the impression that mid-scale 

buildings will be confined to the edge of a neighborhood.  It does not convey what 

is actually being proposed—that is, allowing 3 to 4 story buildings to be built 

throughout that neighborhood.    

 Most significantly, it does not clearly spell out that the ultimate goal is for a mid-

scale neighborhood to become a “transition zone.”  

 

 

The risk of negative impacts; the lack of concrete mitigation 
 

Will Mid-scale Zoning create affordable housing?   
 Charts provided by the City’s consultants indicate that Mid-scale zoning will not 

provide affordable housing for those experiencing the greatest housing needs, 

those making from 0 – 50% AMI.  Missing middle development will serve those 

making over 80% AMI.  And, if mid-scale buildings are allowed in 

neighborhoods across the city, it’s likely that developers will focus on 

neighborhoods where they can reap the greatest ROI by building high-end 

apartments.  

 The MUCs are zoned for mid-scale apartment buildings and are already providing 

housing at 80% AMI.  Proctor has gained around 300 units and hundreds more 

units are coming.  Development is also gearing up in the Hill Top, Stadium and 

6th Ave MUCs.   

 Much additional space is available for similar development in all the MUCs. 
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 Tacoma’s Director of Planning recently stated that the City targets development 

to the MUCs in order to “protect and enhance established neighborhoods.” 

 If we want to create affordable housing, why isn’t the City utilizing the MUCs?  

Proctor has proved especially profitable to developers. The City should require 

developers to include affordable units in Proctor multi-family buildings or pay 

into a housing trust fund. 

 

 

How will environmental impacts be mitigated? 
 Houses in Tacoma’s older neighborhoods are densely packed.  A three or four 

story apartment building inserted into such a setting will tower over its neighbors, 

shading out solar panels on roofs, casting shade onto previously sunny gardens, 

and eliminating privacy.  

 Tacoma has the lowest assessed tree canopy in the Puget Sound region.  Large 

development projects will remove trees.  And once a building covers most of a 

lot, tree cover can’t be grown back. 

 The planning document makes the claim that extra open space will be created.  

How is this possible when a Mid-scale structure will actually cover up open space 

that was previously available?  

 Mid-scale neighborhoods will become more congested and must accommodate 

more traffic.  Since, unfortunately, we should anticipate that people will own cars, 

streets will become choked with vehicles.  The PD acknowledges these mid-scale 

zones will also become noisier. 

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

they will be mitigated. 

 

 

Uneven and unpredictable impacts on neighborhoods:   
 The PD surmises that Mid-scale change will come gradually.  But change is 

already rapid in some neighborhoods, such as the URX zone near 6th Ave. 

 Mid-scale zoning will open up new and rewarding development potential.  An 

apartment building that can rise up 3 or 4 stories will gain expensive mountain 

and water views in certain neighborhoods, such as McKinley, Lincoln, Hill Top, 

Proctor.  These neighborhoods could thus be especially vulnerable to large-scale 

redevelopment and displacement.   

 In areas that promise a high ROI, Mid-scale zoning will provide perverse 

incentives for developers to snap up the most affordable properties to redevelop 

into high-end apartment buildings that will provide the highest rents. 

 How will the City retain control over the number and location of mid-scale 

developments?  Will it be up to the free market to decide according to its own 

priorities? 

 As the new development potential increases the value of properties around MUCs, 

some homeowners will be incentivized to sell up and move out. 

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

existing neighborhood will unravel. 

 It’s jarring to realize that it’s actually the City’s intention for these neighborhoods 

to redevelop into “transitional zones.”  These are established neighborhoods and 

people’s communities we’re talking about, not merely pink circles on a map. 
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How will the PD create effective design guidelines to make Mid-scale 

structures compatible with the existing streetscape? 
 The design policies in the updates for the Comprehensive Plan appear written 

with only Low-scale infill in mind.   

 Policy DD-4.4 promotes Missing Middle housing and states infill will be 

“consistent with the massing and scale of neighboring structures” and will use 

“compatible design language.”   

 Policy DD-4.3 encourages “residential infill development that complements the 

general scale, neighborhood patterns, and natural landscape features of 

neighborhoods.”   

 Policy DD-4.13 seeks to update Tacoma’s zoning standards in order to promote 

the housing supply “while ensuring that infill housing complements neighborhood 

scale and patterns.”   

 The Staff Report, pg. 6, states that Missing Middle housing can achieve a lower 

perceived density because the scale and form will be similar to a single-family 

house. 

 Throughout the documents on the Home in Tacoma website, the promised design 

standards apply only to Low-scale development.  Four story apartment buildings 

cannot reflect the scale of a neighboring bungalow or 1 ½ story craftsman, nor can 

its form be similar to a single-family house. 

 The PD has offered no specific guidelines for how such visual transitions could be 

created.  And I suspect that Mid-scale buildings won’t be required to 

“complement” the existing neighborhood because the vision is for the Mid-scale 

buildings to replace the existing neighborhood to create the transition zone. 

 And if a neighborhood doesn’t fully transition, then the streetscape will be left as 

an incongruous mix of large apartment buildings and small houses. 

 I’m very concerned by the likelihood that streets will transform into a jumble of 

ill-assorted buildings.  Tacoma’s cohesive and visually appealing neighborhoods 

are amongst its most valuable assets. 

 

 

Mid-scale zoning appears to risk the destruction of well-built, “carbon 

neutral” housing stock:  
 Goal DD-13 of the Comp Plan aims to “protect and preserve Tacoma’s historic 

and cultural character.” Policy DD-13.1 Encourages “the protection and 

restoration of high-quality historic buildings.” 

 However, the newly added Policy DD-13.10 only discourages “demolitions and 

supports reuse and conversions of existing viable structures where feasible and 

consistent with the growth vision for the area” (my italics).  This policy provides 

a huge exception to the overall goal of preserving historic buildings.  In Mid-scale 

areas, preserving houses will rarely be deemed “feasible” because they can’t 

easily be converted into 4 story apartment buildings.   

 Several of the Mid-scale zones are around the Neighborhood MUCs, which 

contain some of the oldest housing stock in the City, with many houses over 80 

years old.  Not only are these houses historic, they are also built to a standard of 
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durability not met by most modern construction.  They will continue to provide 

housing long into the future without increasing our carbon footprint. 

 We should not be specifically targeting these irreplaceable resources for 

demolition.   New buildings, even when built to the highest environmental 

standards, take decades to pay back the carbon emissions generated from the 

construction and demolition process. 

 

 

Mid-scale zoning is being presented as a blunt instrument.  It requires 

much greater refinement: 
 The Scenarios Map indicates in pink all the areas that are suggested for Mid-scale 

rezoning.  Thus it appears that the default position is that these areas are all 

equally appropriate for rezoning.  If residents fail to comment on their 

neighborhood, will the Planning Commission presume that they have no concerns 

and recommend the neighborhood should be zoned Mid-scale?  

 As the PD is aware, Tacoma’s neighborhoods are very varied and differ greatly in 

their capacity to absorb growth and retain livability.   Some areas are already 

growing rapidly and should not be opened up to yet more development. 

 If Mid-scale zoning is to be contemplated at all, I ask that it be done with a fine-

tuned focus and with reference to the actual, diverse characteristics of the 

neighborhoods concerned rather than to circles drawn on a map.  

 

 Criteria could include: 

 The risk of a neighborhood merely being opened up for high-end 

development 

 Amount of growth the area is already experiencing and future projected 

growth (under current zoning) 

 Ideal growth targets: assessment of maximum density before livability is 

severely degraded 

 Vulnerability to displacement of existing residents 

 Risk of high-quality housing stock being incentivized for demolition 

 Width of streets and ability to accommodate more congestion 

 Current density of a neighborhood 

 Amount of potential open space 

 The number of public amenities in an area and their capacity 

 Adequacy of existing infrastructure, such as sewer and water 

 Adequacy of current transit service and capacity for future growth 

 Ability to accommodate more traffic and provide adequate street parking 

 

 

Conclusion: 
As it stands, I don’t support the Mid-scale Zoning proposal.  The proposal is huge in 

scope.  The proposed mitigation is too vague, the benefits dubious and unpredictable, and 

the possibility of real harm being done to our neighborhoods too great. 

 

I ask that the City greatly extend the project timeline, conduct far more public outreach, 

collaborate with residents, and provide analysis and discussion of the potential impacts of 

Mid-scale zoning before incorporating it in the Comprehensive Plan. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Karen DeWitt <karensedge51@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 8:26 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Loss of Vision... 

   I'm a PNW native who's lived in & lived Tacoma for 40 years. I've always been proud of our Council & 
Planning Department, their vision & public care. The responsible development of the Foss & Commencement 
Bay waterfront with a primary focus on natural beauty, & Tacomaa public access over the temptations to 
increase density, increase the tax base, commercialize gave me a heart of gratitude. 
    When the celebration & definition of unique neighborhoods began, I was so pleased... But things have 
changed, & not for the better. The people of Tacoma no longer have your care & concern. You're now focused 
on accomodating & pandering to all the people elsewhere who are greedy for what we've created. It's not just 
about creating accessible low & middle income housing. It's about destroying desirable neighborhoods with bad 
zoning laws & irresponsible development in the thinly veiled guise of increasing the tax base & attracting 
developers. 
   The care, concern, & respect for the people & unique character of Tacoma & it's people has been swallowed 
by some misplaced sense of responsibility & guilt over housing...There is more than ample space to increase 
housing without degrading & destroying existing neighborhoods. But the idea that you can squeeze more people 
into mire space, increase the tax base, attract wealthy investors, has taken precedence over responsible planning 
& even common sense. 
   It's a tragedy I cannot stay to watch, especially here in the North End. 
 
Get Outlook for Android 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

To whom it may concern, 

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

From: karend@harbornet.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:45 PM
To: Planning
Subject: At Home proposal - comments for tonight's planning commission meeting

Dear Planning Commission, 
I haven't had the time I'd like to spend going through the planning department's proposal, but I want to share my 
concern - no, alarm - that there is such a sweeping proposal to do away with single family residential housing. 
That might be where Tacoma is headed in the distant future, but not in the next couple of decades. We need a 
plan for the next 5 years that takes appropriately sized steps to rectify the fact that the development that has 
been encouraged to date has been mostly high-end, not affordable, and that too many projects have been ill-
sited without appropriate transitions between housing types and sizes (mostly, heights). Tacoma is well on the 
way to being an unbearable urban heat island because we are losing trees and mature evergreen vegetation at a 
rapid pace. All properties need to have setbacks and requirements to preserve and enhance the vegetation on the 
site. This makes any neighborhood more aesthetically pleasing and walkable. 
 
Please recommend to the City Council that the planning department go back to the drawing board on this one. 
Making buffers around neighborhoods shows a lack of knowledge of conditions on the ground. Staff need to 
spend time getting to know these blocks and parcels, and in the end we need to focus the high rise buildings in 
the downtown and mall areas. Homeowners should not live in fear that a building three times the height of their 
house could go in next door at any time.  
 
I'll try to put together some more thoughts before the comment deadline. 
Thank you, 
Karen Dinicola 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

From: rickd@harbornet.com
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:37 PM
To: Planning; Wung, Lihuang
Cc: Woodards, Victoria; Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, 

Chris; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina
Subject: Comments on proposed Home in Tacoma
Attachments: Dear Tacoma Planning Commissioners and Honorable City Council Members.docx

Dear Tacoma Planning Commissioners and Honorable City Council Members, 
 
The following are my comments and impressions on the “Home in Tacoma” initiative proposed for our city. 
Note that my catching up on the proposal has been extremely rushed. I never received the postcard that was 
supposed to be mailed out in February. I scoured the Planning and Development Services website only to find 
long outdated information on the Annie Wright School Expansion, McMenimans, the Residential Infill Pilot 
Program etc. One would never get the impression from that site that zoning was proposed to be changed for the 
entire city!  It was not until a neighbor at the April 5th Northend Neighborhood Council Meeting pointed me to 
the materials that are under discussion. 
Overall, the goals of allowing more housing types throughout Tacoma's neighborhoods is a laudable one, but 
the “scenarios” under consideration are in no way ready to even begin implementation. I have lived for 30 years 
near the Proctor center so will keep my comments focused on that area which I know best. However, I imagine 
that many of my more distant neighbors in other neighborhoods across the city will have the same reaction of 
how the historic, beautiful, unique character of all of Tacoma’s neighborhoods is being summarily ignored in 
this process. 
For some background on my perspective, my entire neighborhood is now elegantly coupled to the lively Proctor 
commercial center by transitional “buffers” of schools, a library, a post office, and single level grocery stores. 
The transition from busy to quaint is in the visual, the vertical, and the vitality. As you likely know, the 
neighborhood is largely beautiful, well-cared for homes that are a quintessential part of our city’s history. Yes, 
there was red-lining and all the ill-conceived baggage of a city that grew up in the twentieth century. But there 
are also stories of immigrants having the opportunity to own homes, the grit of regular citizens to survive and 
win-out the drugs and gangs of the ‘70s and ‘80s (where was Master Builders Association and Rush 
Construction in that era?), families raised, homes brought back from the edge, and a community brought back to 
prosperity through a common vision of a good neighborhood. 
I attended the recent Planning Commission meeting so I will try not to replicate the many comments I heard 
there. So here are two somewhat new comments. 
I heard at the Planning Council meeting that destruction of homes will somehow “be limited”, but under both 
scenarios presented, a 600-ft thick brown crayon was used to set the stage for obliterating about 500 homes in 
my neighborhood. Once the allowable “highest use” zoning is for buildings larger and more valuable than a 
single-family home, the dominoes will start to fall…rapidly. First, property taxes will skyrocket to reflect 
highest and “best” use rather than actual use (I heard nothing in the plans that would at all hinder this outcome). 
Then the developers will come to the rescue and offer inflated prices to those who become financially stressed 
and need a way out. And then once you have a few dozen of those 4-story boxes in place with a few dozen more 
planned, the remaining neighbors flee while they can. So what is now a unified neighborhood full of history and 
sense of place, becomes a suspicious competition between neighbors of when to take the bait. “Is it too soon?” 
“I heard Rush offered so-and-so over a million for their place.” “Did you hear that the library closed and the 
land will be sold?” I regret to say that my scenario is far removed but far more likely than the rosy scenarios 
painted by Home in Tacoma; it is realistic and has been played out around the country for decades under 
planning conditions that were far better thought out than Home in Tacoma. 
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My second comment is that the marginal level of effort that went into planning the two scenarios that will 
substantially affect the lives of thousands to tens of thousands of households in Tacoma is truly insulting. There 
are indeed plenty of opportunities for new housing choices throughout the city, but they will not be found by 
applying a 600-ft+ GIS “buffer” around every commercial area and arterial and opening it all up under the guise 
of affordability, walkability and transit options. It takes work! It requires careful consideration of every parcel 
in every neighborhood. Sorry, but we deserve that. We deserve the effort required required to recognize the 
parcels that might be best for ADUs, or for mid-scale apartments, and perhaps even the blocks that may be 
prime for a complete overhaul. But changes must be made with the homeowners and neighbors, rather to them. 
That means R1 stays R1 until a change is agreed upon by the owner and the neighbors, not just the “city.” Sort 
of like applying for and selling your neighbors on a variance you seek; difficult but fair. 
So keep the goal but scrap the proposed approach and have the planners go back to the drawing board. And the 
goal of more housing does not need to be interpreted as much housing as possible in Tacoma. We can add our 
share and still keep the city livable. 
 
 
Thank you for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to helping rescope a new Home in 
Tacoma proposal once the pandemic is over and we are able to truly meet as a community. 
Rick Dinicola 
3615 N 26th St 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
  
PS The Home in Tacoma website clearly states “Comments are due by Friday, April 9, 2021”, but there is no 
guidance on how to submit comments or to whom! 
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Don Divers 
2802 N Warner Street 

Tacoma, WA 98407 
 
 
Planning Commission (PC)  
City of Tacoma 
 
Re:  Diverse and Affordable Housing Initiative 
 
As a North End resident for 26 years, we object to the City’s residential and growth strategies that focus 
on up-zoning mature residential neighborhoods such as the North End (NE).  The PC’s strategy mirrors 
that of Seattle where you want to increase density under the guise of buzz words such as Social and 
Economic Justice, Racial and Economic Diversity, Equity, and Affordable Housing.   
 

North Slope Rezone 
 
Several years ago, the PC attempted to upzone the North Slope neighborhood for the same reasons to 
increase density.  The residents objected for the very reasons we now object to this recent initiative.  
Residents obtained over 2500 signatures in opposition and the proposal was rejected and withdrawn. 
 

North End 
 
Now, the PC is attempting to accomplish the same initiative and we strenuously object.  The North End 
is a mature neighborhood with nice, expensive homes and good-sized lots, primarily single-family 
residences privately owned and occupied.  The infrastructure (roads, parking, traffic lights, etc. are 
suitable for the current density.  Increasing density rationalized by the underlying social activist goals as 
listed above will increase congestion to an unacceptable level, severely deteriorating the quality of life 
of current and future residents.  Already, the infrastructure is overwhelmed by your approval of large 
multi-family in Proctor, and now proposing to allow another 3rd and 4th new multifamily structure much 
to the objection of the current residents.  In all these apartment buildings, you have approved variances 
or rezones to modify current zoning restrictions.  But it is evident the PC is only just getting started to 
destroy the NE neighborhood by now proposing to rezone the entire area, including my home, by 
allowing 1) up to four floors, 2) ADUs, 3) multi-family – all in a single-family zoning.  The infrastructure 
cannot handle it and there are no plans to address this! 
 

Social Activist Strategy 
 
This density initiative is driven by the PC’s social activism -- as Social and Economic Justice, Racial and 
Economic Diversity, Equity, and Affordable Housing.  Lets address each one. 
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Social and Economic Justice 
 
This goal involves providing housing (primarily rental housing) for low income people, primarily people 
of color.  The rationale is that poor people should be allowed to live in nice neighborhoods, even though 
they can’t afford to.  That is where “justice” is accomplished in your view.  First, the poor cannot afford 
the rents in the NE.  Unless you plan to institute rent control, the NE will never be “affordable” to the 
poor.  Apartments, turning single family into apartments, adding ADUs indiscriminately will not provide 
any low-income housing.  We know this, because the apartments you have allowed in Proctor have 
none.  However, this is how you “sell” the concept of increasing density.  It is a complete lie.  Yet, you 
can say – hey, we provided increased density, but all you have done is provide $Millions in profit to the 
insatiable, wealthy developers while overwhelming our infrastructure. 
 
Instead, why don’t you look at neighborhoods that will prosper from redevelopment and increased 
density, such as south of 12th Avenue S, Sprague area, south of the Tacoma Mall, South Tacoma.  These 
areas are less expensive, have many homes that are in ill repair, close to bus lines and commerce – areas 
that are in need of a face lift.  The North End is none of these and increasing density in the NE will 
accomplish none of your social agenda goals. 
 
Racial and Economic Diversity 
 
You will not succeed in infiltrating the NE with racial and economic diverse populations.  They can’t 
afford to live here, no matter how many units you create.  Residents who convert their homes to 
apartments, add ADUs or developers who build apartments will charge market rents.  They are not 
cheap in NE and never will be. 
 
Even if you adopted rent control and/or subsidized housing, and somehow forced landlords to accept 
low-income renters, many low-income families bring a host of problems to good neighborhoods because 
of the consequences of disfunctional families (i.e. single-parent homes) – such as unsupervised kids 
which leads to increased drugs and crime, inability to maintain their homes and deteriorated properties, 
increased noise, etc.  Low-income residents just cannot maintain their residences due to lack of 
resources.  We live in the NE, can afford to maintain our properties, because it is the quality of life we 
have worked so hard to attain.  We deserve what we have accomplished through hard work and 
accomplishment.  We are not interested in participating in your social justice experiment! 
 
Equity 
 
Social Equity is a buzzword for why shouldn’t poor people be allowed to live in rich neighborhoods?  The 
reason is simple – they haven’t earned it and they can’t afford it.  No one has the right to live here, it is a 
privilege and the privilege should be earned, not given.  There is nothing the PC can do to accomplish 
this except bring rich neighborhoods down to the level of poor neighborhoods.  We will not allow the PC 
to destroy our nice neighborhoods that we have earned the opportunity to live in. 
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Affordable Housing 
 
This is biggest lie of them all.  I have addressed this issue previously, but will expand here.  There is no 
“affordable housing” in the NE.  It is expensive here and getting worse.  Why?  Because it is an amazing 
neighborhood that everyone would strive to live in, but they must earn it just the same way we did.  
Affordable housing is important, but you must look in less expensive areas where the land cost is less, 
the buildings need improvements or replacement and the amenities are within bus or walking distance 
since a lot of low-income people don’t own vehicles. 
 
Look elsewhere to add affordable housing.  We do not want to endure the side-effects of low-income 
populations in our neighborhood because it will only deteriorate our NE, not improve it.  On the other 
hand, adding low-income housing in distressed areas will improve those areas.  You are well aware of 
where those areas are and I have listed some options earlier. 
 

Increased Density Impacts 
 

Increasing density through allowing up to 4 stories, ADUs in every backyard, conversion of single-family 
to multi-family, and other options will only create parking and traffic congestion, more crime, loss of 
views, loss of sunlight, more noise, etc.  People living next to increased density will be irreparably 
harmed and their properties will be devalued.  We already heard from residents who have been 
impacted in these ways by development next to them that cannot be undone. 
 
Finally, allowing such increased density options must be supervised to enforce the rules.  The City will be 
overwhelmed with complaints of non-compliance due to the huge spike in development this will cause.  
The City has proven they can’t even control the homeless population which has already destroyed large 
parcels of our City’s neighborhoods – we have no confidence that the City can enforce the rules that will 
surround the flood of activity this proposal will create, leaving current residents victims to this social 
justice program.  Once the conversions, ADUs, and apartments are built, there is nothing we can do to 
reverse the dire consequences. 

 
For example, all you have to do is drive through the neighborhoods in Seattle.  No one has yards for kids 
to play in, dwellings are on top of each other, you can’t park in front of your own home, you can’t drive 
down the streets without fear of hitting a parked car, car prowling is rampant, garbage is everywhere, 
the homeless set up camp on any vacant land…..and on and on.  Is this what you want the NE to look 
like?  If you proceed on this path, that is exactly what the NE will look like in 10 years.  I will fight you 
every step of the way if you continue your efforts to destroy the NE.  The developers are licking their 
chops at the prospects of making a fortune at our expense.  Don’t let them prevail and don’t wittingly or 
unwittingly fall into the trap. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Don Divers 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Matthew Doctor <matthewldoctor@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 8:27 PM
To: Planning; Hines, John
Subject: Proctor Development

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
My family and I moved back to Tacoma in 2015.  We left Seattle after 20 years because of many reasons, but a 
primary one was that the city was unrecognizable to us; and it had become that way in a very short amount of 
time.  The transformation of neighborhoods like Ballard from a community with shops, restaurants and bars, a 
bowling alley, and the feel of a neighborhood became a mess of generic apartment buildings and snarled 
traffic.  We thought we might miss living in Seattle, but we really don't, and that is apparent every time we visit 
there.  
 
When we first moved to Proctor we were supportive of Proctor Station being built.  It was about 50% complete 
and it seemed like the neighborhood could benefit from a little density.  Also, we absolutely go to some of the 
businesses on the ground floor such as Top Pot.  Then, when Madison 25 was being built, we started to become 
a little concerned about parking, but still felt like development made sense and welcomed it.   
 
Unfortunately, now that a new development is being planned on 27th that will cast a number of houses into 
shadow, still doesn't account for enough parking, and there's talk of more apartment buildings we're starting to 
become concerned that this feels exactly like Seattle in the early 2000's.  Also, changing the zoning to allow 3-4 
story apartments with reduced setbacks anywhere in the neighborhood simply invites a neighborhood of renters 
who are strangers beholden to landlords that don't have any interest in our community.    
 
Most important in my mind, is these buildings do not address housing equity in any way.  These apartments are 
not creating affordable housing.  People having a difficult time finding housing will not suddenly be able to 
afford an apartment in Proctor.  So as much as these apartments help to add density to our neighborhood, they 
don't do anything to address the housing inequality or inequity in our city.    
 
The question needs to be asked, at what point will there be enough apartment buildings in our 
neighborhood?  Development and density are good, but please don't let it destroy the charm that we love about 
Proctor.  Please don't let Tacoma become Seattle. 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
Sincerely, 
Matt Doctor 
3718 N 29th St. 
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Vanessa & Mark Dolbee       April 9, 2021 

Tacoma resident since 2008 

 

Subject: Home in Tacoma Public Comments 

 

Dear Planning Commission:  

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

Affordable Housing 

1. True affordable housing can only be achieved by regulatory measures that reduce the cost of 

housing via restrictions in rent or sale price to an identified Area Median Income.  I encourage 

Tacoma to participate in these programs to advance true affordable housing at all income levels, 

particularly targeting 30% of AMI or less where we see the biggest need.  

2. Missing middle housing is not affordable housing.  This is market rate housing developed in a 

different form then a single-family home.  A variety of housing types does not guarantee 

affordability or attainability for first time home buyers or our work force.  Any home sold on the 

free market will sell for what the market will bear.  

3. The proposal to “up zone” all single family zones will not create equity or diversity in 

communities.  There are no laws today that prohibit families of any race or background from 

purchasing a single family home, townhome, or condo.  The historic regulations that stemmed 

from the GI Bill that created the disproportionate distribution of wealth and race in our 

communities was based on discriminatory lending practices not zoning.  In turn, changing zoning 

cannot and will not undue these past inequities.   

4. Up zoning all neighborhoods in this community to incentivize redevelopment (which is what will 

happen) will result in more affordable communities being impacted more by investment 

property purchases and new developments then higher cost communities.  Those few homes 

that are small in size and therefore more attainable for first time home buyers in high 

opportunity areas will be more competitive to purchase, resulting in families competing to buy 

these homes against large home builders and investment property owners with cash on hand.   

5. True market rate attainable housing is the City’s existing housing stock, particularly older smaller 

homes.  The economics of this proposal will undoubtably target these properties for re-

development with new market rate townhomes or duplexes.  Which, if sold on the free market 

will sell for more then the existing small single family home. Retention of the City’s existing 

housing stock is a key factor to preserving attainable and work force housing in our community.  

Suggested Solutions:  

1. Create missing middle zones that permit both midrise and townhome style housing.  Apply these 

zones in areas that make since based on specific factors noted below. This would increase 

housing units to accommodate growth and diversify housing types in a strategic manner.  

2. These zones should be placed in targeted areas and not a blanket application city wide.   

3. The target areas should be focused on the following factors:  
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a. Access to high capacity transit (not just one bus stop) 

b. Access to services 

c. Walkability 

d. Considerations should be given for the existing affordable housing stock ensuring these 

homes are retained moving forward.   

e. And most importantly an economics analysis that identifies where these zones will not 

result in displacement and gentrification of our communities.   

Design and Community Considerations 

Assuming we can apply zoning appropriately to meet the goals of accommodating growth and 

affordability. The following factors need to be considered with infill development: 

1. Tree preservation  

2. Neighborhood compatibility in design, bulk, and scale 

3. Pedestrian connectivity through a robust sidewalk system that is designed and developed in an 

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

park on the City sidewalks.   

4. Access to open space and parks.  As we increase our population and infill our neighborhoods the 

importance of open space and parks increases.  Meaningful green space and open spaces should 

be required for all developments.  

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

communities.    

Tree Preservation 

As our communities grow, we need to protect the City’s existing urban canopy.  Studies show that trees 

can help mitigate negative environmental factors like heat islands, which have negative health impacts, 

by shading & cooling neighborhoods. Other studies (Hoffman et al, 2020) have shown that this 

disproportionately affects neighborhoods of color or low-income areas, neighborhoods which typically 

have less tree cover and were stigmatized by ‘Red-lining’. In many instances canopy cover density 

perfectly mirrors those boundaries.  To ensure equitable health outcomes for our community an 

emphasis on tree preservation needs to start now.   

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

Sincerely, 

 

Vanessa & Mark Dolbee 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jo Dowell <jolynndowell@comcast.net>
Sent: Saturday, April 3, 2021 7:05 PM
To: Planning
Subject: New zoning to provide more housing

Hello...  I agree we need to figure out the housing crisis in Tacoma.  My question is, what is being considered in 
regards to handling the additional traffic and parking needs?  How will that be addressed?  
   
Thank you,  
Jo Lynn Dowell 
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

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

From: Traci Drake <traci.drake.phd@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 11:08 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Infill/zoning code changes

Hello, 
 
I am frustrated with the city. 
 
We have an DADU that we cannot use as such because the City wants the building upgraded to new energy codes. 
 
So, it will sit vacant for the foreseeable future when it could be used as housing. We get many calls and knocks on our 
door about renting it. We have to turn everyone away. It has off street parking & a washer/dryer in the unit.  
 
We do not have the money to upgrade insulation more than we have already done. It appears to us that the city only 
wants the wealthy to be able to avail themselves of the infill projects.  
 
Meanwhile, the city continues to approve projects that fundamentally change the character of neighborhoods. 
 
In general, this has soured me on the City of Tacoma. 
 
I DO NOT support ruining my Proctor Area neighborhood by changing zoning as proposed. 
 
Traci Drake 
4911 N 27th 
Tacoma 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Traci Drake <drtldrake@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:05 PM
To: Planning
Subject: NO to mid-scale housing

Public Comment regarding the mid-scale housing proposal: 
 
Hell no! 
 
You will completely destroy my neighborhood! 
 
I live at 4911 N 27th ST 
 
I am already upset with the city about not supporting our current DADU without requiring us to spend 
THOUSANDS of dollars to super insulate the building. 
 
If the City of Tacoma cared about housing, start with APPROVING existing units for occupancy. 
 
Traci Drake 
4911 N 27th ST 
Tacoma 98407 
--  
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bill Driscoll <outlook_6BB2B874F28A1986@outlook.com> on behalf of Bill Driscoll 
<BillDriscoll@LincolnParkPartners.com>

Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 2:06 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project proposals

Good afternoon, 

Greatly appreciate all of the work in this area.   
 
Managing the margin between housing types is obviously the crux of the issue. 
 
My strong preference would be to limit the zoning changes to along the major thoroughfares which connect the 
shopping and transit hubs (where the mid‐scale housing will be allowed).  Wait for a decade, get a better understanding 
of the pro’s and cons of the changes and then consider whether the changes should be made universally throughout the 
City.    
 
Seeing all of the signs in the Proctor district protesting the third large Multi‐family building drives home the point people 
won’t really engage or understand the reality of the changes until they actually see the new development.    
 
Create some logical areas to test the strategy (make these areas large enough to actually make a difference) and see 
how it plays out.   Please don’t adopt it universally throughout the City at this point. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Bill Driscoll 
253‐219‐6953 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: greg duras <gregduras@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 14, 2021 5:29 PM
To: Planning
Subject: HOME IN TACOMA

While I appreciate the city's attempt to be proactive on housing issues, I am concerned that the 
proposed redesignation of zoning types will eliminate protections from aggressive builders and 
developers for existing single family neighborhoods. It will put the onus on the homeowners rather 
than on those wishing to change a neighborhood to establish the propriety of doing so. That is unfair 
and could result in an unconstitutional taking by reducing values and enjoyment of existing homes. 
Let them seek a rezone, pay for it, and justify their requested changes. If the county reduces property 
taxes for existing homeowners when a multiplex is allowed next door, that might help but that won't 
happen without a homeowner's appeal to the county, while it looks like the city will be helping to get 
property tax exemptions for the builders. Not very fair!  
 
I think you should make the changes only in the downtown corridors which will encourage growth 
there where you say you want 80 percent to occur.  Leave existing single family neighborhoods 
alone. If you don't, you know where the developers and builders will concentrate - not downtown but 
where they can maximize their profits, i.e. existing popular neighborhoods. This project seems to 
favor developers and builders over existing homeowners and taxpayers. Your initiative will not reduce 
costs of housing including for minority groups.  How many reasonable priced units are there at Point 
Ruston including non-view units? 
 
Tacoma is not Seattle nor Portland and we don't want to be. Just because the home prices have 
recently spiked is not a good reason to overhaul the entire system that over many years has proven 
effective at developing our neighborhoods for all citizens and has given a more pleasant way of life. If 
you buy a house in a single family home neighborhood you should get a house in a single family 
home neighborhood.  There are parts of Tacoma where multiplexes are tucked in amongst the single 
family homes and it certainly has made a difference. The crowded hustle bustle of the big city isn't for 
everyone and those who want it can move to New York, LA or Chicago, and enjoy all that they have 
to offer. 
 
Greg Duras 
North End 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Daniel Dye <dctdye@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 9:25 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Public Comment

Hello, 
 
I am writing in strong support of the "Scenario 2: Transform Housing Choices" option to increase housing 
availability in Tacoma as quickly as possible. I have lived in two places in Tacoma, in Proctor and on the east 
side. Proctor is a prime example of how businesses and communities thrive when multi-family housing is 
brought to a neighborhood and density is increased.  
 
I now own a single family attached small lot home on the east side, and believe that more of this type of missing 
middle duplex, triplex, and multi-family housing is desperately needed to reverse alarming trends in increasing 
home and rental prices.  
 
I also strongly believe that all areas of Tacoma should be home to increasing density, and that areas like the 
North End and NE Tacoma are due to see increased growth, despite the lack of growth exhibited in these areas 
in the past. I believe upzoning the entire city is necessary to ensure equitable housing development, rather than 
picking certain areas with less political clout to bear the burden of growth alone.  
 
Please choose the benefit of the many over the loud and squeaky wheel voices of the few who oppose growth.  
 
 
Thanks, 
Daniel Dye 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Sorum, Doris
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:37 AM
To: Wung, Lihuang
Subject: FW: Tacoma Planning Commission (Home in Tacoma Project)

FYI see below 
 
Doris Sorum 
City Clerk 
253‐591‐5361 
dsorum@cityoftacoma.org 
 
 
 
From: ElderJusticeAdvocacy <ElderJusticeAdvocacy@protonmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:16 PM 
To: City Manager <CityManager@cityoftacoma.org>; Sorum, Doris <DSORUM@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Tacoma Planning Commission (Home in Tacoma Project) 

 

Dear the Honorable Mayor and Tacoma City Council 

Unbeknownst to numerous residents, the Tacoma Planning Commission is taking comments on the proposed re-
zoning of single-family neighborhoods. The two re-zoning options available to the public, excludes non-
disclosed concerns and options specified by a majority of residents.  The disclosed public viewing options 
specifically excludes the failing business districts.  Numerous box stores, store fronts are vacant, boarded up, 
fenced off and filled with debris on major thoroughfares. The same business districts that were specifically 
ignored by Tacoma Planning Commission. Full disclosure of all discussed options including that of the failed 
business districts and disclosing of all conflicts of interests by governing bodies must be disclosed to the public, 
before any re-zoning proposals are introduced. 

Furthermore, it has been reported by residents, that stakeholders, planning commissioners and/or via their 
businesses, associates, affiliations have targeted senior residents specifically to sell, grant easements, access and 
right of ways through unethical business tactics, unlawful means, including but not limited to false 
impersonation.  These same unlawful business tactics are found within Endicott v. Saul 142 Wn. App 897, 176 
P.3rd 560, involving predatory real estate practices by Windermere broker. In recent open-sourced publications, 
April 2021, Windermere’s Chief Economist, Matthew Gardner has stated, “Over the last year, housing prices in 
Seattle and the greater Puget Sound area have skyrocketed. What can be done to manage that? The solution may 
lie in ending single-family zoning once and for all.” Simultaneously, there are reports of seniors, widows and 
residents being targeted by predatory developers to grant easements, access, sell and even change their deed 
under guise of social statement. Given the overt nature of the targeting of seniors and residents by developers 
and those with direct and/or indirect benefit thereof, we are referring and requesting a criminal investigation by 
the United States Department of Justice, Elder Exploitation Division. 

  

Angela Strege 
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cc: United States Department of Justice Elder Exploitation Task Force 

Kayla Stahman, Assistant United States Attorney 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kari Ann Elling <kariann713@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 28, 2021 4:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezoning of 900 block of S Ridgewood Ave

Dear commissioner: 
     I support the city’s desire to increase density in the urban center, especially areas near transit and businesses. 
However, I don’t believe designating the north end of the 900 block of S Ridgewood Ave as mid‐scale is the best 
decision. Here are my concerns: This block is one of the most narrow in all of the Hilltop.  Our personnel vehicles have 
been hit twice (hit and run) along with several of our neighbors.  The 900 block of S Ridgewood parallels Sprague.  We 
see a constant flow of vehicles “speeding” down our narrow  block presumably to avoid the lights on Sprague. This has 
been a perennial problem for years and multiple residents from this block have contacted the city on numerous 
occasions to address this concern. We have not had any follow‐through from the city.  Our concerns have never been 
addressed and we have followed the procedures outlined by the city to address this type of concern.  This is a safety 
concern because there are many young children (under the age of 10) that play outside in the front yards and cross the 
street to visit each other.  Also,  the intersection of S Ridgewood and S 9th backs up with traffic during the morning and 
evening “rush hour”.  This space has become very constricted.  Adding more density to this space would create a larger 
safety concern.  Additionally, many children need to cross S 9th to walk to and from Bryant Montessori.  It’s very 
common to not have cars stop while attempting to cross, sometimes even going around us while we are in the middle  
of the road.  Unless, the city is willing to address these multiple concerns regarding congestion and unsafe traffic 
patterns, they should not consider adding mid‐scale housing in this area.  My recommendation, at this time, is to zone 
the entire 900 block of S. Ridgewood Ave low‐scale.  
 
Sincerely, 
Kari Ann Elling 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ander Erickson <awerick@uw.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:56 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment in Support of Scenario 2 for 4/7 public hearing

To whom it may concern, 
 
As a resident and community member of Tacoma, because of my commitment to undoing Tacoma’s racist past 
and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid 
forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great deal in the plan to recommend it. Reducing rents and 
increasing housing affordability is functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. 
Inclusionary zoning requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 
shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along transit lines and more 
walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less emissions heavy and more healthy city. 
  
I also support the following proposed recommendations for improvements in the plan:  
  
1)    A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning regime 
 
2)    A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 
 
3)    Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a veto point for 
housing production  
 
4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 
 
5)  Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  
 
6)    Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only weaken the ultimate 
product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
 
7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income (AMI) 
 
Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our housing crisis and 
care for all of our community. 
 
Thank you for listening, 
 
Ander Erickson 
--  
--  
Ander Erickson 
Assistant Professor of Mathematics Education 
University of Washington Tacoma 
Tacoma, WA  98402 
Phone: 503-858-7387 
Pronouns: he/him/his 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Andy Evancho <andy_evancho@wamail.net>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:55 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Proposal

Dear Planning Commission Members: 
 
This is Tacoma's attempt to provide more development in the residential areas of the City. I agree that more affordable 
housing is needed. 
 
However, this is a sweeping change to huge areas of the City and I do not believe it will achieve the stated goal of 
affordable housing. I could see no requirements mandating affordability. This gives great benefits to developers rather 
than residents. 
 
Proposals to allow 2‐story four‐unit apartments in existing single family neighborhoods or to convert larger homes to 3‐4 
unit multifamily would change the entire fabric of the neighborhood. This will increase traffic on streets that are already 
in poor condition, create parking problems on narrow and crowded. The associated real costs would not be anywhere 
near affordable for the average family. 
 
This decision is a significant change to the City of Tacoma. More time should be provided to fine‐tune the proposal and 
ensure that its provisions will truly increase affordability and home ownership opportunities in our city. 
 
Thank you for taking time to consider my concerns. 
 
Andrew Evancho 
 
 
 
‐‐ 
This email has been checked for viruses by AVG. 
https://www.avg.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: +12067885660@tmomail.net
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2021 1:48 PM
To: Planning
Attachments: text_1615412860840.txt

 

Please don't do any more destruction of the Procter 
neighborhood. How can you have anti-displacement 
programs when your goal is displacement? I inherited 
my house from my parents, Doris and Bob Evans. I 
would like to live out my days in this house but your 
Ballard South policies are making it less likely that 
will happen. Please let Tacoma be the town with lots 
of neighborhoods with 2 story buildings that have 
apartments over shops. No big chain stores and 
restaurants  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Katy Nicoud Evans <katy.nicoud@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 10:04 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Enthusiastic supporter of diverse, affordable housing options in Tacoma

I live on N 13th near Puget Sound University, and work in Tacoma Public Schools with youth and young adults. 
I love the Home in Tacoma project, specifically when I think about our youth who inspire to live on their own 
yet there are almost no affordable living options for them, or anyone who is compensated near the minimum 
wage. I want diverse neighbors and diverse neighborhoods in Tacoma where everyone has the opportunity to 
find a home! 
 
 - Katy 
 
 
--  
KATY EVANS 
working & playing for a just & creative Tacoma 
katy.nicoud@gmail.com 
she/her|253-583-4718|twitter|about.me|calendly.com/katynicoud 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Saul Farber <sjf8@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 10:40 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on "Home in Tacoma" plans

Tacoma Planning and Development Services, 

I'm writing as a homeowner in Tacoma, to provide comment on the proposed "Home in Tacoma" plans 
presented for public review on April 7th. 

Given a necessity to make a choice, I would strongly favor the "Tacoma Evolves" plan.  Given the size and 
scope of these proposed changes, however, and the speed with which they have been proposed to our 
community, I feel more time for Tacoma to discuss and evaluate these significant proposals is the best 
course of action for our city. 

Our city is more than a flat space on which to build buildings - it is a vibrant community made up of 
families and businesses which can easily be damaged or destroyed in a rush to build higher and 
wider.  The discussion about the nature of change in our city deserves more consideration than 1 
information session and 1 public meeting before being put before our elected officials as a full "plan". 

As the city planning division, I deeply hope that your staff and leaders can engage a politically charged 
subject with grace, thoughtfulness and transparency. 

Thank you for your time, 

Saul Farber 
2909 N. 28th St 
Tacoma 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Carol Farer <carolfarer@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:19 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed zoning changes for Home in Tacoma

I live in North Tacoma, off a business intersection and on the fringe of the Proctor District. Most of the homes east of 
Stevens are larger, older – some over 100 years – and on lots with larger, older trees. There are a few small, one story 
apartment complexes that fit into the neighborhood nicely – some barely visible from the street. The entire North End is 
targeted by builders and spec buyers, along with prospective buyers from Seattle and California seeking attractive lower 
cost housing in nice neighborhoods. The people who already live in Tacoma can’t afford to move into this part of town, 
or nearly anywhere these days. Existing residents in need of housing need to be the current priority of this housing plan, 
even as it evolves to accommodate others in the future. 
 
My main concern with any major housing policy changes is that they address the need for affordability and that any 
incentives (not sure that this is even necessary any more, at least not in the North End and Stadium districts) given to 
builders and any requirements address the priority of affordability. The new Tacoma housing I have witnessed has gone 
at market rate, which is not affordable to most current residents. Whenever the eviction moratorium ends, there will be 
an even greater affordable housing crisis. Attractive, older housing stock (even if in need of repair) exists in all original 
Tacoma neighborhoods, but these neighborhoods are not targeted by builders, except to erect large apartment 
complexes (like near the mall) or expensive apartments and condos in the Pt. Ruston area. 
 
Many older homes can easily transition into duplexes, without major change to the neighborhood character. Larger lots 
can accommodate accessory units and mobile homes/trailers. New building of duplexes and triplexes could fit into 
existing neighborhoods if their design and height matched existing structures. Zoning and planning requirements need 
to support those efforts. Mobile home parks need to be available within city limits once again. Historic districts need to 
be protected. The business/banking community needs to support these efforts.  
 
Existing public transportation does not currently support the elimination of the car as the main transportation mode, so 
new building still needs to accommodate the car. All housing changes need to be evolving and incremental in order to 
sync with transportation, utilities, work, and education systems and changes. 
 
Neighborhoods in need of revitalization should be targeted for increased affordable housing and support for small 
businesses, grocery options,  and public transportation. If this means incentives for builders, than that should be the 
priority. Gentrification should not push existing residents out of their neighborhoods. Their neighborhoods should be 
strengthened and revitalized, so that current residents can remain if they choose. 
 
Idealized plans often do not match reality, so any changes need to be carefully monitored, with the impact on residents 
the first concern. The City needs to operate and communicate with full transparency. 
 
I look forward to learning the outcome of this process. 
Sincerely, Carol Farer 
 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Alex Fazekas-Boone <alexfazekasboone@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 10:24 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma

Hey Planning Crew! 
 
Hope you're well! Not sure if you're still taking comments but I just looked over the proposed scenarios and I 
think we should go with housing scenario 2. Thanks 
 
-Alex 
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From: Thoms, Robert
To: Barnett, Elliott; Hunter, Lillian; Boudet, Brian
Subject: RE: Thoughts on Home in Tacoma
Date: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 4:15:32 PM
Attachments: image001.png

Thank you CM Hunter for forwarding, and the team for helping answer some of the concerns of Ben.

Sincerely,
 

Robert S. Thoms
City Councilman, District 2
City of Tacoma, Washington
253-229-2508
Robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org
 

From: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 4:08 PM
To: Hunter, Lillian <lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; Boudet, Brian <BBoudet@cityoftacoma.org>
Cc: Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: RE: Thoughts on Home in Tacoma
 
Dear CM Hunter,
We would be happy to do so. We will also include Ben’s comments as part of the public record for
the Planning Commission to consider prior to making their recommendations.
 
Thank you,
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner
 

From: Hunter, Lillian <lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 2:36 PM
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Boudet, Brian <BBoudet@cityoftacoma.org>
Cc: Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: Fwd: Thoughts on Home in Tacoma
 
Hello Gentlemen:
 
Thank you for the presentation today.  Here is a communication and an example of a concerned
constituent who wants to be supportive but needs more information.  Could you please see the
communication, respond to the constituent and include CM Thoms and myself in the response?
 
Thanks.
 
Lillian
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Sent from my iPad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ben Ferguson <bferguson@fergusonarch.com>
Date: March 23, 2021 at 2:11:11 PM PDT
To: "Thoms, Robert" <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>, "Woodards, Victoria"
<victoria.woodards@cityoftacoma.org>, "Hines, John"
<John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org>, "Blocker, Keith" <Keith.Blocker@cityoftacoma.org>,
"Ushka, Catherine" <cushka@cityoftacoma.org>, "Hunter, Lillian"
<lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>, "Beale, Chris" <chris.beale@cityoftacoma.org>,
"McCarthy, Conor" <Conor.McCarthy@cityoftacoma.org>, "Walker, Kristina"
<Kristina.Walker@cityoftacoma.org>
Subject: Thoughts on Home in Tacoma


Tacoma Council and my neighbors,
I am a pro-development community member.  I am a local Architect that owns a
practice that building single-family, missing middle, and mid-rise multifamily projects.  I
am likely to financially benefit from this policy more than most would.  I am pro-density
and believe we need to get more urban in our development patterns.  Despite being
supportive of these goals I have concerns that the current Home in Tacoma program is
too aggressive and is too coarse of a solution for Tacoma and the current market.  I am
willing to speak to any of you in more detail about these thoughts.  I would love to help
provide some development insight for how we might be able to improve this plan to
help it become good policy.
 
Some fundamental questions:

How many housing units does Tacoma currently need to have a healthy balance
that provides affordable units without destroying the value of existing homes

My research leads me to believe this number is somewhere between
5,000 and 10,000. 

How many housing units will we need in 5-yrs to keep this balance, how many in
10-yrs, 25-yrs, 50-yrs? 
What is the likely amount of development that we need to meet these
numbers?  How much up-zoned land is necessary to make this possible? 

My guess is that none of these growth strategies will require us to get rid
of all single-family zones

Would it be more appropriate to phase up-zoning so we pick some easy upzone

areas (Sprague, S 19th, Portland Ave, Pacific Ave, 38th, Pearl, etc) now and
prioritize which areas would be next?
The public outreach for this program has primarily been with people in the
affordable and social services.  TPATF has seen it.  The broader community has
not been meaningfully involved.
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Thoughts about Equity:
Home in Tacoma could potentially increase the rate of gentrification, not lessen
it
Missing middle housing is necessary, but it is likely to be owned by developers
not our neighbors
If missing middle housing is placed where a SF house used to be we will be
lessening the quantity of SF homes and driving up the prices of the Sf houses
Developers have the incentive to find value, low-cost land in our SF
neighborhoods is likely to come from our poorest neighbors
Shouldn’t we be looking for policies that make affordable home ownership more
likely?

 
Is this good for our community:

·         I have been asking lots of people how they would feel about a 4-plex to be
built in their neighborhood.  Only Architects, contractors, and planners seem
to be in favor

·         No-one is interested in having a 3-4 story apartment building next to their
house

·         Most people understand we need more housing, but we should be able to
find other methods to add “soft-density”

·         Personally I think ADU’s and duplexes that do not look like obvious
multifamily could be ideal… potentially tri-plex could also be done with the
right design standards

 
Suggestions on how to improve it:

·         Start with data, we should remove our individual bias from this conversation
·         Set goals for how many units we need and limit the areas that are available so

that we consolidate the uncomfortable changes to areas that negatively affect
the least amount of people

o   Removing SF zones from heavy traffic arterials should be the place to
start

·         Create phases for which areas will be added as the current phases start filling
up

·         Create a few more levels of housing zones, two is too coarse.  Keep some fully
SF zones with ADU’s only, have some low-density but eliminate 4-plex and
higher, create a transition to the medium density for four-plex and higher only
with a max of 3-stories.  Keep the 3-4 stories limited to the highest traffic
arterials and possibly one-block immediately surrounding the mixed-use
centers. 

o   Spread them around all districts and economic tiers 
·         Create materials that show the affect on REAL NEIGHBORHOODS.  Not as

planning maps, but as birds-eye massing studies for a sample of a real area for
each Neighborhood Council.  Let the people who live in Proctor and McKinley,
and South Tacoma Way see how it might affect where they live.  We cannot
expect our neighbors to read maps that we understand and truly understand
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the impacts to them.  This is a MAJOR change to our city and the burden to
truly communicate to our residents is on the city

·         Allow the most density where major transit routes are located
 
Low-hanging fruit that has the same result but is outside this program:

·         The current zones that are intended to be 3-4 story housing is the Transition

Zone and C-2 Commercial.  Examples of this zone are Old Town and 6th Ave on
either side of the Mixed-Use zone.  I am not aware of a single location where a
3-4 story mixed-use or residential only building is actually being built. 

·         A group of my friends has purchased land on 6th Ave with the intent to build
this kind of project.  We learned quickly that the parking requirements for the
ground level retail/restaurant space makes our project unfeasible.  Current
requirements are for 100% offsite which displaces any potential for residential
units.  In mixed-use centers ground level retail is exempt from parking. 

·         If Tacoma added an exemption for the first 5000 sf of ground-floor retail it
should make these parcels viable.  This alone could spark a bunch of new
housing units.

·         Expand the 12-year MFTE program to the Commercial Zones and the initial
phase of Home in Tacoma so there is an incentive for the private-market to
add affordable housing to our stock

 
I realize this is a lot of information, thank you if you read this far.  This is the time for
BOLD action, but bold does not mean we should not consider how to better minimize
negative impacts.  Staff is smart and they have great intentions.  With the right
constraints I am confident this policy can become a plan that will ensure people of all
economic levels and social backgrounds can someday afford to live in Tacoma again. 
     
  
Ben Ferguson, AIA, LEED AP
Managing Principal
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ben Ferguson <bferguson@fergusonarch.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 6:48 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Jamie Sandberg; Christian Truscinski
Subject: Home in Tacoma - Comment

Please accept my public comments for the Home in Tacoma project: 
 
Overall I am supportive of the program.  The goals are necessary, the defined issue is real, and we need to find more 
opportunities for housing.  Our neighbors of all economic, social, and racial tiers deserve the right to have a safe place to 
live.  Please accept this feedback and critique as it is intended… to be helpful and make the process successful and 
better. 
 

1. This program needs to be better communicated to the average Tacoma resident if you intend to truly gain their 
feedback.  I understand planning maps and policy but most people do not.  I recommend 3D massing of actual 3‐
5 block areas for each major neighborhood to show the residents what is possible.  This does not suggest a SF 
low‐density neighborhood should be shown with all triplexes and multifamily, but it does mean it should include 
some triplex, multifamily, DADU, etc.  This is the biggest zoning paradigm shift I can remember and it is 
important our community understands the true impacts.  Slower is better if that is what it takes. 

2. I am concerned with how this program could increase the rate of gentrification.  The houses that will be 
purchased and redeveloped are likely to be low‐quality houses, which may be owned by our poorest 
homeowner residents. Please be thorough in your research about the impacts and how to mitigate them. 

3. Please implement policies that will encourage missing middle housing (especially side‐by‐side typologies) that 
allow fee‐simple purchases.  This housing could be the ideal candidate for people who sell their homes to 
developers and also for first‐time home buyers.  We need more resident‐owned housing if we want a long‐term 
economically stable community. 

4. Promote the use of ADU’s in the program, even though the code already exists.  ADU’s provide the same density 
as a duplex but they are softer density for a neighborhood.  They also create income for the homeowner which 
provides an economic safety net. 

5. Develop policies that make it less likely quality houses will be demolished.  We need density but we also need 
architectural character.  It would be a shame if our Bungalows, Craftsman, Tudors, and Victorians as the 
payment for adding housing.  Please be measured and wise. 

6. I am in favor for the low‐density zones so long as the above policies are implemented.  There is risk, but also a 
ton of reward. 

7. The area I have the most concern is the medium‐density zone options. 
a. Consider phasing this work.  Both plans are potentially too much medium density for existing 

neighborhoods.  Make all residential zones low‐density in Phase I, and 1‐2 priorities for the options 
below. 

b. Major Arterials are a no‐brainer for medium density zones.  Do this tomorrow if you can.  This should be 
phase I. 

c. The other no‐brainer is to remove the first 5,000 sf of first floor retail/restaurant/commercial off‐street 
parking and adjust the parking per unit requirements in the C‐2 and Transition zones.  This is the ideal 
zone for Missing Middle.  It should be part of this plan. 

d. The 2nd priority for medium density zones should be the 1‐2 blocks immediately surrounding mixed‐use 
centers.  This zone would increase density where there is transit and services, which is ideal.  Neighbors 
in Proctor are not going to appreciate it, but it is the right thing to do. 
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e. Consider limiting the medium density zones to these areas first.  It is ideal to concentrate the major 
change to a small area for now.  This will force development to a smaller area (similar to the idea for the 
mixed‐use centers) and have a higher chance of creating livable dense neighborhoods. 

f. Create multiple phases for the additional up‐zoning and metrics for what triggers them.  Additional 
phases should be based on data, not bias. 

8. Expand the 12‐year MFTE program to all the areas listed above so they are being incentivized to add housing for 
all economic tiers. 

 
Thank you,     
 
Ben Ferguson, AIA, LEED AP 
Managing Principal 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Chris Ferguson <ferguscd@plu.edu>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:28 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Support for Home in Tacoma

I'm writing in strong support for the city's Home in Tacoma initiative, especially the proposed change in 
residential zoning.  R1 zoning has been one of the greatest, most intransigent barriers both to expanding the 
availability of affordable housing and a meaningful reduction in racial disparities in housing.  Which, of course, 
is no coincidence, given the social and political origins of R1 zoning in the early 20th century.  
 
Changing our zoning regulations, therefore, is far more than an economic or political matter.  It is a moral 
issue.  I urge you, and Tacoma city government generally, to advance and adopt the residential zoning changes 
proposed in Home in Tacoma. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Chris Ferguson 
502 N. 11th St. 
Tacoma 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jeff Fields <jafields@ymail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 12:46 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed Home in Tacoma Project Homeowner Feedback

 
 
Hello, 
 
My name is Jeff Fields and I am a homeowner in the north slope historic district along North I St. (one of the densest 
populated areas of historic north Tacoma). I purchased my home at the end of 2019 after beginning my career in the 
construction industry in 2002 and working tirelessly for almost 20 years. I bought and sold several "starter" properties 
along the way to help finally get me to a point where I could afford a historic home in a community rich with history and 
character (my dream) such as the north slope historic district. I work in an industry along side the BIPOC community- all of 
whom are afforded the exact same opportunities that I have. Many of whom make more than I do and are often selected 
for projects before me based solely on their ethnicity to fulfill city of Seattle or project requirements. I've worked hard for 
what I have, and take pride in the home I own, and it shows. I make an effort to clean the sidewalks and gutters when no 
one else in the many apartments that surround my home steps up. I'm the one that gets to make the runs to the dump 
when the neighboring apartment becomes vacant and they decide to leave all their household items in the alley blocking 
my garage or on the corner in a trash heap for someone else to take care of. 
 
And this is the element you prefer to accommodate and focus on prioritizing to make more room for!? 
 
The home owning tax payer just get's to clean up the city's mess..? 
 
Is it your goal to punish those of us that have worked hard our entire lives to finally live in a community we're proud of by 
enabling those that have proven to have zero concern for their surroundings and forcing them into an area they don't 
deserve and haven't earned? 
 
Does nobody have to work for the things they want anymore? Just rely on the city of Tacoma to give them their handout..?
 
How does this address the systemic issues that are ACTUALLY responsible for their lack of upward mobility? 
 
A new zipcode to struggle in doesn't address the issues of a lack of good paying jobs / the initiative to acquire and keep 
said job.  
 
You don't bring people up by lowering the bar -which is all this re-zoning would do. DESTROY PROPERTY VALUES 
 
How will this re-zoning incorporate current historic building standards for new construction?? 
 
Currently there is a home next door to me that is already zoned for four units but currently holds SEVEN. 
 
The city can't even maintain or enforce it's current zoning laws and infrastructure- the roads are garbage, parking non 
existent, homeless out of control, trash / graffiti everywhere, common areas / sidewalks unkempt & dilapidated........ 
 
    
Now, I'm proud to call the historic north slope home. I search regularly for photos of the community that it once was prior 
to the destruction of it's history during the mid-twentieth century to make space for the many egregious apartment 
complexes that now stand where incredible pieces of Tacoma's history once did. ie- The Vista Palms apartment complex. 
 
I am pleading with the commission to not make the same mistake again!! 
 
It isn't wrong to have neighborhoods where people want to work hard and raise a family. Those places are disappearing 
and cannot regain their character once destroyed. 
 
The historic districts of north Tacoma have sacrificed enough.  
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There are many other locations along mass transit routes in Tacoma that would suffer far less if re-developed. -Please 
direct your focus there. 
 
Those that want to call historic north Tacoma home can earn it just like everybody else. 
 
Thank you, 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Timothy F. Fikse <tfiks@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 1:02 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Email Tacoma Planning

The letter of April 5, 2021, from Historic Tacoma on Zoning Changes to city planners expresses my concerns 
about the proposed zoning changes very well.   
 
I urge you to study this letter very carefully, and be prepared with complete answers to the concerns that are 
raised.   
 
Please keep Tacoma a livable city for families and neighborhoods.  Do not sell us out to developers.  
 
Sincerely, 
Janice Fikse 
1698 S Meyers St 
Tacoma, Washington 98465 
 
Sent from my iPad 
 

Janice  
 
 
"In a time of universal deceit, telling the truth is a revolutionary act." -George Orwell 
 
 
Sent from my iPad  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Michael Foley <folm235@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on Home in Tacoma Midscale Zoning

TO: Tacoma Planning Commissioners 
FROM: Michael Foley, Tacoma 
  
I am writing today to oppose the proposed mid-scale rezoning plan that has been put forward by the 
Planning Commission. While I see the merits of the low-scale option and would like to see that 
pursued, with some further detail on design guidelines, I do not think the mid-scale option is right 
for the historic neighborhoods surrounding the MUCs, and more importantly, I do not think the 
mid-scale option will address Tacoma’s need for affordable housing options. 
 
First, I want to address a couple of factors that I see as distorting housing prices in the short-term. 
 
The housing market is currently in a very unbalanced state due to two transitory factors: the 
COVID pandemic and the historically low interest rates on mortgages. The COVID pandemic is 
depressing the supply of existing homes on the market as sellers remain leery of opening their 
houses to potential buyers. This is keeping inventory at record lows all over the country, not just 
here in Tacoma. Furthermore, low interest rates are spurring many renters to jump into the home-
ownership market, along with investors seeking to flip properties. Both the COVID pandemic and 
the era of super low interest rates are transitory, and once they are gone, supply of existing homes 
will increase, and demand will cool. Both factors should help ease the pace at which house prices 
have been rising, and may even cause them to fall. 
 
Beyond these short-term factors, I agree that Tacoma faces issues of affordability that will 
remain unless steps are taken. However, the mid-scale plan that is under consideration is very 
unlikely to be effective, given the incentives faced by the private-sector developers who are being 
relied upon. Under the mid-scale plan, the housing that will be built near the priciest areas in 
Tacoma will likely be priced at or above the current average rents and prices in that area. This is 
what happened within the Proctor MUC with both of the large apartment buildings that went up 
over the past decade. Modest-sized single-family homes were torn down and were replaced with 
high-rent apartments. While population density (and traffic) certainly increased, the affordability of 
the housing got much worse. This is exactly what will happen with the mid-scale 4-story 
apartments that will be allowed under the plan. Many buildings will go up, but these will not be 
priced at a level that will address the housing needs of present residents of Tacoma who can’t find 
affordable housing near the MUCs. Tacoma is not a “closed” housing market. Building more high-
end apartments here will simply attract the in-migration of residents from even higher cost areas 
such as Seattle, rather than triggering a local reduction in rents and prices down the wholehousing 
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cost curve. Tacoma’s current residents will not only see more congestion, they won’t see any 
benefit in reduced housing costs. 
 
The construction of numerous 3-4 story apartments near the MUCs will bring irreversible changes 
to our urban environment. As such, it would make more sense to slow this process down, evaluate 
the impact of the low-scale option and see how much housing stock gets built and how affordable it 
is. 
The low-scale option, with its lower capital costs per unit, will be much more likely to generate 
affordable living spaces and to fit into the interstitial spaces throughout the city without disrupting 
the aesthetic harmony of the neighborhoods.  
 
The best way to increase the supply of affordable housing is not to wait for private sector 
developers to build it. They will always choose to build for the higher end of the market as long as 
appropriate locations are made available for them. This means Tacoma must commit public funds 
to building affordable housing directly. A prime example of this was the Tacoma Housing 
Authority’s redevelopment of Salishan. It remains an affordable option for residents of Tacoma, 
and it is a far more efficient and effective way to provide housing for moderate-income residents 
than would happen under either of the private-sector led options being considered by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
I urge the Commission to pause the mid-scale option, institute the low-scale option and evaluate its 
success, and pursue the publically financed construction of affordable housing. 
  
 
Thank you. 
 
Michael Foley 
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April 9, 2021 

 

To: City of Tacoma Planning Commission 

747 Market St. Room 349 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

 

Subject: Forest Community of Interest at the Puyallup Watershed Initiative Comments on Home in 

Tacoma 

 

Members of the Planning Commission and PDS Staff,  

 

I represent the Forests Community of Interest at the Puyallup Watershed Initiative, which is a 

collaborative body that shares a mission of keeping forestlands forested, and ensuring equitable access 

to the benefits of trees across the Watershed. I am writing you today to share our thoughts and 

recommendations for a holistic approach to infill that will work towards ensuring all residents of Tacoma 

access to the myriad benefits of trees.  

 

The Home in Tacoma effort is needed, and regardless of scenario, it is necessary to enact these changes 

to increase the “missing middle” housing access in Tacoma and begin to tackle Tacoma’s mounting 

affordability crisis. Often, concern about trees is cited as a reason to oppose infill or increasing density in 

urban areas. I want to make it clear that we are a YES to infill housing, and emphasize that we shouldn’t 

have to choose between trees and housing – we can have both, and indeed, need both for a healthy, 

livable urban environment.  

 

In their letter to the planning commission, the City’s Environmental Services department shared a 

concern that the proposed changes might lead to mature tree loss and conversion of plantable areas to 

impervious surfaces. We share this concern, as under current city codes and policies, there is extreme 

potential to lose trees due to any type of development or land use change -- the city does not currently 

have tree preservation codes or even strong incentives for tree preservation. To prevent significant tree 

loss, the City needs to fast track enacting better tree protections and incentives along with this effort. 

Mature, established trees provide vastly more health and stormwater benefits than young trees – 

cutting down a mature tree and planting new tree somewhere else on the lot is not a sufficient 

replacement. 

 

Trees are not a “bonus” in urban areas. There is a strong and growing body of research that shows that 

access to trees and green spaces has direct physical and mental health impacts. Our concern about tree 

loss is rooted in concern about exacerbating existing patterns of tree access – in the City’s own equity 

index, areas of Tacoma that are “lowest opportunity” areas also have the lowest tree canopy cover. A 

recent Urban Heat Island study showed these same areas as being substantially hotter than wealthier 

areas of the city on an extreme heat day. This disinvestment in trees has roots in environmental racism 

and redlining, and we risk exacerbating these patterns if the majority of the higher density infill 

development (like 4-plexes) goes into these areas of the city with no tree codes or incentives.  
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Strategies and policies for protecting and growing Tacoma’s existing tree canopy are outlined in the 

City’s 2019 Urban Forest Management Plan1, and the 2015 Environmental Action Plan (N6- “Improve 

regulations to encourage tree preservation and protection on private property and in the City right-of-

way”).  

 

There are also opportunities to alleviate concerns around tree removal and conversion of pervious 

surfaces through the current Home in Tacoma process. Portland provides an example of a jurisdiction 

that incorporated some tree preservation measures within a “missing middle” infill program. One of the 

largest impacts to tree retention was decreasing and eliminating parking requirements for certain types 

of infill, as requiring parking spaces decreases the available space for trees in the right of way. The city 

should consider waiving parking requirements so as to preserve as many existing trees as possible, as 

well as the planting strips where new trees should go, and particularly if they would result in the direct 

preservation of an existing mature or significant tree. Similarly, another strategy suggested during this 

process in Portland to preserve trees within infill developments is to increase flexibility by allowing 

adjustments in lot-line setbacks in exchange for real tree preservation.  

 

Ideally, tree preservation should not be a barrier for someone building an DADU in their backyard to put 

on the rental market. Similarly, infill should not be an excuse for a well-resourced developer to remove 

multiple mature trees and convert a lot to mostly impervious surface without mitigation. We think that 

tackling Tacoma’s outdated tree code with policies outlined in the Urban Forest Management Plan that 

put preservation of significant trees at the forefront in the very near future is imperative, and within this 

process, building in a set of incentives for tree preservation can provide that “yes AND” – yes to infill, 

and yes to trees.  

 

 

Sincerely,  

 

Lexi Brewer (lbrewer@pwi.org) 

Manager, Forests Community of Interest 

Puyallup Watershed Initiative 

1208 S 10th St 

Tacoma, WA 98405 

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

From: Terry Forslund <taforslund@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:16 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

I can’t find any other button to use to submit a comment on the website, and the comment editor in the GIS is not user 
friendly, so hopefully you are able to get this message.  More than 20 years ago my wife and I moved into our 
neighborhood and there were 4 rentals on the block. The houses were in disrepair, there were petty crimes, and we all 
had concerns that as more houses went up for sale there would be more rentals.  Fortunately, the rentals were sold and 
families moved in.  The properties were cleaned up, there were friends to play with, and we all benefited from the 
diversity of our neighbors.   
Recently I’ve heard so many stories about investors and people moving from more affluent areas out‐bidding home 
sales with crazy over asking price cash offers and no inspections of the properties.  Anyone wishing to sell their home 
will be essentially guaranteed that the buyer will be either an investor or someone from a more affluent community.  I 
wonder how my children, my neighbors children, my friends children are supposed to compete with this?  Must the 
American dream that has existed in so many neighborhoods (maybe like 75% of Tacoma) be changed so drastically, so 
quickly?  Must I move from Tacoma to be near my family in the future?  Hard to say.  I fear that in solving the Missing 
Middle problem by eliminating 100% of single family housing a new Missing Families problem will become apparent 
several years from now. 
What kind of development can occur on a 6000 SF lot that increases density?  Will it be able to house a 
family?  Hopefully any land that is available to be put to use for the public will do so, and not be converted to additional 
housing at the sacrifice of open space that will be increasingly needed as the City population increases.  And hopefully 
the developers pay their fair share for the immediate impacts they have on the community instead of not contributing 
to the tax base for infrastructure and services that are spread thin by this new development.   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ian Franzel <ian.franzel@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:45 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma supporter

Hi:  
 
Have owned my house (along with the bank note) lived in the Pine St. neighborhood for almost five years.   
 
I support home in Tacoma.   
 
Ian Franzel, 206.495.1331 
 
... 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Valerie Frazier <valerie.frazier@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 6:11 PM
To: Planning; Hines, John
Subject: Rezoning Issues

I would like to address the rezoning that is up for consideration by the Tacoma City Council.  I hope that my 
remarks here will not fall on deaf ears because several homeowners have genuine concerns about this issue and 
need to be heard because WE ARE THE TAXPAYERS.  
   
When my husband and I moved to Tacoma 7 years ago, my husband had been doing a 2 hour round trip 
commute for 3 years.  We bought a home in a wonderful neighborhood near a park and near places we liked to 
frequent that we considered to be our home for several years and to retirement.  We loved the feel of the city 
and it reminded us of the city in Oklahoma that we both grew up in.  
   
A couple of years ago, our views began to change.  Our park began to have homeless people sleeping in cars, 
kids hanging out and leaving garbage everywhere, a shooting, drug deals being done in front of kids and 
families, cars racing up and down our streets, garbage everywhere in our city, homeless being able to camp 
wherever they want and an overall sense of not being safe in our city.  Our city leaders have failed us.   
   
Two apartment buildings have already changed the Proctor district that so many used to love and there are more 
planned.   Are they "affordable" or "low income" apartments? No, they are not.  There are new apartments and 
million dollar condos that have been built on Ruston Way.  Are those affordable or low income apartments? No, 
they are not.    
   
I do not want to live in a neighborhood where all my neighbors will be building accessory dwelling units and all 
of my neighbors around us are agreeing that they do not want it either.  All of us use our garages for our cars to 
reduce theft (which I was told by someone online that I should convert to a living area to rent), our backyards 
are small in scale and parking in our alley ways is very limited.    
   
Home ownership needs to be protected.  Yes, there needs to be more types of housing, but that does not mean 
that you tear down people's homes in neighborhoods and put up an apartment building!  We need to preserve 
our single family homes as such.    
   
Thank you for taking time to read my letter.  
   
Sincerely,  
   
Valerie Frazier  
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Wung, Lihuang

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

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

located in a true ‘transit-rich’ environment such as along high capacity transit 
corridors (e.g., LINK and bus rapid transit routes) or adjacent to centers served 
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by high capacity transit which can actually support reductions in parking.  In no 
circumstance should mid-scale residential be located along any street classified 
as residential (e.g., S. Adams, S. Washington, East F, East I)  

b. With adoption of a full package (policies, designations, design standards and 
incentives), the city should also require an in-depth biennial review of all the 
developments that occur under the plan to ensure the goals are being met and 
negative impacts are addressed; revisions may be necessary. 

 
5. The City has had a 30 year plan to develop a variety of Mixed Use Centers to 

accommodate anticipated growth.  Of the 13 centers, only a handful (Tacoma Mall, 
Downtown, Proctor, Stadium) have experienced some new development and only in the 
past 5-6 years.  The City should carefully analyze the regulations, infrastructure and 
incentives in these areas to identify why more growth has not occurred in all centers.  
The city should analyze why growth is not occurring in all centers and focus 
infrastructure investments and incentives in these areas as a priority since this is 
where the greatest number of housing units can be realized in the shortest amount of 
time. 

 
6. Address current housing conflicts to this plan.  Consider regulating other items that 

influence housing conditions, demand and affordability.  
a. Vacation rentals are big business.  Tacoma should consider limits to the number 

of vacation rentals along with permits and fees that can be driven back into 
housing assistance. A quick search of AirBNB shows an excess of 300+ units 
available in Tacoma on any given date. Adding more rentals does not necessarily 
bring down the price of housing if we continue to allow uncontrolled access to 
vacation and nightly rentals, and Puget Sound is a popular vacation destination. 

b. Tacoma needs better codes, practices and policies regarding rentals.  Too many 
people live in substandard housing.  Tacoma should create a program that 
requires landlords to provide decent rental housing with clean air, energy 
efficiency and safe access.  Rentals should be required to pass city inspection 
every 3 years to ensure rentals in Tacoma provide decent housing for all. 

 

Thank you again for bringing the conversation forward about how we can best provide housing for all 

Tacoma residents, today and for future generations.   

Sincerely, 

Kimberly Freeman 
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Tacoma Planning Commission 
Planning@cityofTacoma.org 
 
April 9, 2021 
 
RE:  Home in Tacoma 
 
Dear Planning Commission Members, 
 
I appreciate your time and many hours of work and thoughtful discussions that have gone into the 
proposed Home in Tacoma package.  Thank you for your service and commitment to our city, and a big 
shout out to staff who have devoted time and research to this effort. 
 
We are lucky to stand in this challenging and exciting moment.  We have the opportunity to look at 150 
years of our past and bring forth what was good, while thoughtfully walking away from and changing 
those practices and patterns that were harmful.   We are fortunate to live in a democracy where our 
many voices allow for richer discussion and wider consideration of new ideas and solutions.  I look 
forward to engaging thoroughly in the upcoming process to lend my voice and, more importantly, learn 
from others how we can best balance our past with our future.    
 
What I like about the Home in Tacoma package: 
 

1. Diversification of housing stock and the goal of creating a variety of housing types, particularly 
the ‘missing middle’.  Also agree the diversification of housing stock should occur in existing 
single family neighborhood zones, not in MUCs where densities should remain high. 

2. Allowance of diversified ‘missing middle’ housing into all single family zones, not just select 
neighborhoods.  Support this for two reasons:   a) it (hopefully) will not result in select 
neighborhoods experiencing wide destruction and instead provides for appropriate infill and 
small scale change opportunities; b) it creates equal opportunity and equal pain across the city.  

3. The creation of design standards that aim to ‘enhance and complement’ existing neighborhoods.  
In order for this package to work, the design standards and approval process are important 
components.  It will be important to create these standards and review process with the 
appropriate input including financers, developers, homeowners, residents and architects.   

4. Incentives to support opportunities for more housing and housing affordability.  
 

What I don’t like about the Home in Tacoma package: 
 
1. The proposal falls short on creating opportunities for home ownership.  It seems disingenuous to 

present this as a package that addresses equity and challenging past racial practices when it largely 
creates more rental units.  I agree more rental units are needed and should be provided through a 
variety of housing type options and throughout the city.  However, it is highly likely the current 
package will only increase rental units for those who can afford high rent which is actually outside 
the reach of most people in Tacoma.  The package needs further examination of how best to create 
actual affordable home ownership opportunities.    
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2. Mid-scale residential designated for ‘centers and corridors’.   IMO, neither proposal has correctly 
identifies the optimal locations for this zoning.  Mid-scale needs infrastructure and economic energy 
that can accommodate it so that it becomes a reality in the next 20 years. The current proposal relies 
on an unrealistic ‘transit-rich’ environment will not be a reality for decades.  The proposal is not ripe 
at this time and should instead focus on where (and how) it could be achieved in the next 20 years.  
Please note, many of the proposed locations for mid-scale designations are along residential streets 
(S. Adams, S. Washington, East F, East I, N. Cheyenne, N. Gove, etc) or adjacent to centers (6th Ave, 
South Union, Proctor) with existing strong and healthy housing stock that would take decades and 
decades to convert to mid-scale if ever. But this is a disingenuous approach to the current residents 
and generation.   
 

3. Reduction in parking requirements for high densities and ADU’s.  This concept works when the city is 
transit rich and is supported by a strong active transportation system.  These parking requirements 
should only be reduced in high capacity transit areas such as near the LINK or BRT.   

 

4. Revisions to ADU code.  I disagree with the code revisions that allow the height and bulk of ADUs to 
be greater than the main home and believe this should be removed.  Also, please require an annual 
review of the ADU code over the course of the next several years to ensure the goals are being met 
and make adjustments as necessary.  Please review the recent ADU code changes in the City of 
Renton wherein all fees are waived and base plans provided if the ADU structure is built with one of 
the city’s base plans which also provides for green, energy efficient homes that match the current 
home architecture. 

 

Suggested Revisions and Considerations: 

 
1. Focus.  The city seems to be going in a lot of directions at once but resources (including staff and 

investments) only stretch so far.  Letters from city departments and infrastructure providers 
indicate major investments would be necessary to handle the proposed changes and increased 
densities.  University Place has invested in their vision and developed public-private partnerships 
and their city has achieved much of what Tacoma is reaching for.  Rather than dilute resources,  I 
suggest Tacoma focus on three items at this time: 
 

a. Focus on centers.  For many years the city has had the 'centers' policy where 13 mixed 
use centers are targeted to take most of the growth.  Generally only 4 of these centers 
have experienced some growth and only recently.  The city should analyze why growth is 
not occurring in all centers and focus infrastructure investments and incentives in these 
areas as a priority since this is where the greatest number of housing units can be realized 
in the shortest amount of time.  Also consider are other areas of the city appropriate for a 
center?  ST3 and BRT create new opportunities and new locations could be considered. 

b. Focus on getting the design standards, appropriate incentives and code changes in place 
for the new citywide low scale residential.   Look to ensure incentives actually address 
overcoming affordability and work to allow a more diverse ‘middle housing’ in upcoming 
years. This will not be an easy task since most of the codes in place today will not allow 
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for the mixed middle historic housing that is in current neighborhoods.    Incentives 
should look at the entire range of possibilities to support Tacoma incomes and 
affordability.  How will the incentives ensure housing remains affordable over time?  
Strategies and funding such as first right of refusal for renters, vacancy taxes, and impact 
fees may be of assistance.   However many strategies have been tried e.g., tax abatement, 
parking reductions, fee waivers, density bonuses - but all simply shift the impact and 
expense back to the city in some form.  We need to look beyond these practices. 

c. Explore creative solutions with the ‘development industry’ and citizens.  The city will need 
to roll up sleeves, take risks and form several partnerships with private and non-profit 
entities to achieve the vision.  Bankers, developers, architects can help identify best 
combinations and opportunities but only working with neighborhoods will new create 
ideas emerge.  The city will likely need to make very large investments on several pilot 
projects rather than blanket rezoning.  Only through innovative, creative pilot projects 
will we learn what existing codes need revising and what incentives work.  
 

2. I encourage the city to adopt the package of design standards and incentives with the policy 
package since it is impossible to fully understand impacts to infrastructure, costs to city, or short 
and long term implications without these as part of the package.  I also suggest the design 
standards are analyzed and reviewed annually for the first 3-7 years to ensure goals are being 
met and if not, adjustments can be made. 
 

3. Consider other items that influence housing conditions, demand and affordability.  
 

a. Vacation rentals are big business.  Tacoma should consider limits to the number of 
vacation rentals along with permits and fees that can be driven back into housing 
assistance.  Adding more rentals does not necessarily bring down the price of housing if 
we continue to allow uncontrolled access to vacation and nightly rentals. 

b. Tacoma needs better codes, practices and policies regarding rentals.  Too many people 
live in substandard housing.  Tacoma should create a program that requires landlords to 
provide decent rental housing with clean air, energy efficiency and safe access.  Rentals 
should require a city license that is inspected and renewed every 3 years to ensure rental 
units provide decent housing. 

 
Tacoma has been a city for nearly 150 years.  Mistakes have been made but much good has occurred 
too.  This is a moment of great change, let’s get these changes right so future generations can enjoy our 
wonderful, diverse, healthy community in years to come. 
 
Again, thank you for your kind consideration of the above comments and your many hours of service to 
the Tacoma community. 
 
Sincerely, 
K. Freeman 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kristy Fry <kristyfry31@msn.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 8:27 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Mid scale housing proposal 

First, I'm very much in support of increasing housing density in Tacoma. But, we HAVE to fix infrastructure 
first. I live on Tacoma's Eastside in the Dometop neighborhood where there is a SIGNIFICANT issue due to the 
lack of storm water infrastructure. If we don't correct the storm water issue on Strawberry Hill and Dometop, we
run BIG environmental risks if we upzone further. The increased density and infill would make an already 
precarious situation worse. 
 
The Eastside has a LONG history of being undeserved this is most apparent when walking around on a rainy 
day. Especially on East L Street and Valley View Terrace where there are no sidewalks and storm water runs 
straight down the hill to the Puyallup River. We can do better than this.  
 
I also feel it's important to target derelict properties for redevelopment, walking around, you'll find dozens, 
including the former Gault Middle School, let's get these properties cleaned up and redeveloped, let's get our 
infrastructure ready for infill, then we can talk about housing density.  
 
Kristy Fry  
 
Sent from my T-Mobile 5G Device 
Get Outlook for Android 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: pyrrhuloxia2 <pyrrhuloxia2@protonmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:15 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning plan comments

Hello, 
 
I'm a newer resident of Tacoma, and I decided to take interest in the public hearing on the proposed rezoning 
plans. I looked over the plan and maps and viewed the tail-end of the 4/7 comment hearing.  I've shared my 
thoughts below. 
 
I agree with the language being used and the goals outlined, but I am very, very skeptical that this would 
actually fulfill any of the stated goals of making affordable housing or providing more equitable and diverse 
neighborhoods. 
 
I would be happy with a rezoning plan that brings more density if there was rent control in place. As I'm sure 
you know, municipalities are prohibited from instituting rent control by the state legislature according to a law 
signed in 1981. 
 
When it comes to affordable housing, supply side economics in increasing the housing supply to lower rents and 
housing prices simply does not work. Consider the structure of the larger economy as it is now. In economic 
slowdowns where consumer demand lags and in economies with no infrastructure projects to stimulate 
production, those with considerable financial equity looking to keep abreast of inflation move away from 
investing in domestic industrial production (simply put, in making jobs) and instead invest in non-productive, 
passive assets like real estate. Real estate will always have demand, as it can either be sold for a markup during 
a speculative bubble, or the owners can extract increasing rents in a market that is increasingly unaffordable. 
Rather than affordable housing, new rental units are often "luxury apartments," which are basically regular 
apartments with a higher price tag, to attract middle-to-high income professionals. Lower income families and 
individuals end up priced out to inner-tier suburbs, or on the streets. 
 
Any proposal that encourages a development boom without rent control will likely result in massive 
displacement through rising rents and through possibly illegal foreclosures (after all, there were thousands upon 
thousands of illegal foreclosures pushed through by banks to clear out families from land slated to be built upon 
all across the nation 11 years ago; there were no consequences for banks for this, so there is no reason to think 
that this won't happen again). The US Department of HUD likely would not be able to offset displacement 
issues accompanying a development boom, as the speed of any boom will far outpace the glacial pace by which 
the Section 8 program helps those seeking assistance. 
 
To underline the ineffectiveness of supply side economics for addressing affordability in housing and rents, 
according to data taken in 2019, in the state of Washington, there was a 37:1 ratio of empty properties per each 
homeless person. (source: https://www.self.inc/info/empty-homes/ ) Affordability is not an issue of supply. It is 
an issue of shelter having an inelastic demand when commoditized, and the concentration of the supply into 
fewer hands allowing owners to charge rents and housing prices far above what people can afford, as there is 
little choice but for buyers to pay a higher share of their incomes to rent. 
 
I would call for a rejection of ALL proposals that would trigger a development boom until a rent control law is 
instituted. This would require a referendum to overturn the state law; perhaps neighborhood councils could be 
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the vector to organize a push to overturn state law. A stopgap between then to provide affordable housing or 
rooming would require subsidized housing or rents in a development plan. 
 
 
I was concerned by a few comments heard during the meeting: first, that the council/commission has been in 
constant communication with developers throughout the process, and second, afterwards, that - in response to 
concerns that this process was "rushed" with not enough community outreach - commission members wished to 
emphasize that a postcard was sent out. The asymmetry between developer and citizen involvement hints at a 
possibility that a rezoning agreement has already been decided upon and may be pushed through in spite of 
citizen concerns. I hope this is not the case and that the planning commission's stated motives are fully sincere. 
 
In reading the stories of people currently dealing with the real estate market nationwide, sellers are getting 
exceptionally very high offers from multiple sources, often from large private equity firms. This happened after 
the last recession, as well (one instance given as example is Clayton Homes - subsidiary of Warren Buffet's 
Berkshire Hathaway - systematically buying up trailer parks and raising rents so people were priced out of their 
lots). I feel there are too many similarities to the environment of the late 00s-early 10s which give the 
impression that another speculative mania in real estate is underway, and there is nothing preventing a similar 
outcome to what happened then. So I implore you to avoid letting the effects from a foreclosure and rent hike 
crisis wreak havoc on the people here in Tacoma. I ask that you please make sure that proper safeguards are in 
place against lower-income renters and owners being priced out before any rezoning plans are implemented.  
 
If anything else, it could help prevent widespread political resentment from Tacoma citizens who end up upset 
by their friends and family members being displaced by the rapid pace of transformation. With responsible 
action and effective communication, Tacoma could be a refuge from whatever 20's equivalent of a Tea Party 
movement people pile their resentments into as a reaction to displacement. 
 
Thank you for your time, 
Mick G 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marisa Gallo <marisasimone13@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:21 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on proposed changes to zoning in the North Slope District

Hi, 
 
I received a post-card announcing there are planned changes (two options) in my neighborhood to increase housing density and 
increase affordability. As someone who previously lived in very urban cities, in small apartments, I understand and support the 
need to increase availability of this type of housing. However, I am very confused why the city council’s focus is on achieving 
these goals primarily via residential neighborhoods that surround the downtown core. I consider the North Slope and Eastside of 
UPS to be almost purely residential neighborhoods- there are a few bus lines, and small isolated pockets of shops and 
restaurants - we don’t even have a grocery store in this neighborhood beyond a tiny convenience store and bodega rendering 
these neighborhoods are far more suburban than urban. These neighborhoods simply look and feel nothing like any urban area 
I’ve ever lived in before - because they are not even close to what the council is considering “urban." Despite the lack of 
services and public transportation which would normally be required to consider an area walkable or urban, my neighborhood is 
already currently saturated with what were originally single family residences that have already been converted to duplexes, 
triplexes, apartment buildings, ADUs, carriage/garage houses, multiple small houses on a single lot, etc. Frankly, the 
surrounding streets feel like they are at capacity with diverse housing options - I am not sure who surveyed these streets and 
found them to be full of single family homes and thought changes were needed - they clearly don’t regularly live and walk here 
and seem very unaware of the current status of mixed housing options. I suspect this is because many of these creative 
conversions were completed without permits and therefore are not on the city’s radar. I don’t have issues with the current 
conversions but don’t feel the current scope of diverse housing is being fully considered by the council. Here are my reasons for 
being against either planned option: 
 
 
 - I don’t feel that out of town developers need additional encouragement from the city to outbid prospective buyers that want to 
live in Tacoma by incentivizing their already strong desire to buy up single family housing to convert into lucrative apartment 
buildings and rentals, or in the case of the house across the street from me, a single family residence that was purchased and has 
been exclusively used as a nightly hotel rented out on AirBnB. By easing zoning restrictions (beyond what is already pretty 
permissive in terms of allowing property owners to build ADUs), you will create a more enticing housing market for real estate 
investors that don’t have local ties or care about the community, and put single family homes further out of reach for even more 
residents to rent or buy (said AirBnB was recently rented for a year by some neighbors undergoing construction on their own 
home for $9000 a month because the owners can charge $300 a night on AirBnB - this more than triple what that home would 
rent for if it were a regular rental with a consistent yearly tenant). 
 - My neighborhood already struggles with the speed of traffic, potholes and generally poor road conditions on N Steele St - 
increasing density and traffic by packing more people into an already dense area is not feasible or sustainable since the city has 
already demonstrated it struggles with road maintenance, traffic control and conversion of old sidewalks into surfaces that are 
ADU accessible - a neighbor of mine still has to navigate her wheelchair in the street because our sidewalk corners don’t have 
ramps 
 - Most single family homes in these neighborhoods are built on small to modest sized lots - the current size of backyards and 
personal green space is appropriate for city housing and should not be overrun or covered with more buildings. To encroach on 
such limited green space within existing properties by building tiny houses and encouraging multiple homes on small single lots 
would absolutely take away from the beauty and character of the neighborhood. 
  
I would really like to see Tacoma’s downtown thrive. Having moved here from flourishing larger cities, the downtown core 
seems completely underutilized but has so much promise. Vacant parking lots and buildings should be bought from owners that 
aren’t developing them and turned into modern and affordable condos, apartments, townhomes and cottage housing per your 
current plans for this neighborhood. The city council should also work with local companies that are based in Seattle and the 
East Side to try to bring more professional jobs to downtown Tacoma to decrease reliance on I5 for commuting and 
encouraging live/work lifestyles in and around our downtown core. Additional retail and shopping downtown should also be 
supported and encouraged for the same reasons. I don’t support neglecting our existing downtown area that has plenty of 
existing space and unused buildings by shoving higher density housing into residential neighborhoods West of the city. Focus 
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on making downtown an urban area where people want to live, work and recreate. There is no reason we all need to live on top 
of each other in small neighborhoods that are already saturated with diverse housing options. Finally, please introduce policy 
that makes it illegal for out of town buyers to buy up single family housing in non-commercial areas to exclusively rent out by 
the night or week on sites like AirBnB - this removes housing from the market for local buyers and renters, drives up housing 
costs, allows hotels to essentially operate in residential neighborhoods without oversight, negatively impacts residents that live 
near the “hotel” due to increased noise and trash, and adversely contributes to Tacoma’s goals for more equitable housing. I 
think this is a serious problem that is not being considered and there need to be regulations in place to mitigate or prevent it 
from removing housing options for local residents. 
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
Sincerely, 
Marisa Gallo 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Laura Gardner <laurajmgardner@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 3:54 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comment

I am supportive of Scenario 2 ‐ Transform Housing Choices.  The need for affordable housing is great and the City of 
Tacoma should use this opportunity to make substantive long‐term changes in housing policy.  I am an interested 
resident and attended the three Home in Tacoma Cafe series.  I appreciated all the information from the various 
stakeholders and planning experts.  I live in a view home on a large lot and these recommendations would change the 
type of housing allowed in my neighborhood.  I know I have privilege and am willing to give it up so there is more equity 
in Tacoma. 
 
My main concern relates to gentrification and displacement:  I would like to see policies that minimize displacement of 
current residents in the name of gentrification.  For example, replacing a $150,000 single family home with a duplex with 
each unit valued at $500,000.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Laura Gardner 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dick Garrett <dickgarrett@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:36 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed housing growth strategy

I live on N Alder St near the 15th St entrance to UPS. The proposed zoning changes to increase multiple family 
housing in our historic district is unacceptable. Rational is as follows: 
 
-  This area is already congested and the residents are having to tolerate population growth from a new high-rise 
apartment building at 6th and Alder, which will exacerbate the problem. Adding even more multiple family 
housing permits in this area is not acceptable.  
-  N Alder St and 15th St are frequently used by fast moving emergency vehicles in narrow lanes.  
-  N Alder St is only 2 lanes wide with no room for parking on either side for a nine block section along the 
UPS campus, which must already accommodate a relatively large pedestrian population.  
- Side streets off N Alder St are very narrow with barely enough room for two opposite direction automobiles to 
safely pass, let alone commercial vehicles.  
- N Alder and 15th St intersection is the site of frequent collisions as is, let alone the additional traffic from an 
increased population density.  
- Historic homes would likely be torn down or heavily modified to make room for more multiple family 
residences. This is contrary to the objectives of defining a historic area in the first place. 
 
Please take these points into consideration with the Planning Commission's recommendations to the City 
Council.  
 
V/r  

Richard Garrett 

1513 N Alder St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kerry Geffen <kgeffen@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:39 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Tacoma Zoning

City of Tacoma, 
 
 
I am concerned that new zoning regulations will not lead to affordable housing. Yes, it will add more units but 
not necessarily affordable. Please take a hard, long, look at this before you change the landscape with the 
promise of affordable housing. New construction is expensive and market prices determine rental rates. Even 
new duplexes and triplexes intended for ownership are often priced comparable to single family homes. A better 
way to make housing affordable would be to find ways to help people who qualify with down payment 
assistance as that is often the barrier to home ownership for many. 
 
 
--  
Kerry Geffen 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: ann giantvalley <agiantvalley@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:00 PM
To: Planning; Ann Giantvalley
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

To Whom It May Concern: 
 
Thank you for taking feedback from residents regarding this project.  I appreciate the opportunity as well to 
comment. 
 
I realize there are needs for affordable housing in Tacoma.  I believe the city is taking well intentioned steps to 
improve the opportunities for housing. 
I think most of the ideas presented on your website are good possibilities.  Allowing for 
duplexes/triplexes/fourplexes, small lots, tiny homes, townhouses, small multi-family homes are all viable.   
 
My concern is that these scenarios not be developed by allowing tear downs in single family 
neighborhoods.  The home I purchased, a Craftsman Bungalow,  at 4518 S. 7th Street is in a decent 
neighborhood with other single family homes. I bought it that way because that is the type of neighborhood I 
wanted.  Many homes in this neighborhood are Craftsman style, a few are 1940s-1950s era SINGLE FAMILY 
homes.  I have a huge desire to keep that neighborhood as single family homes.  The addition of ADUs would 
not be appreciated in a single family home neighborhood.  Most/many of the lots in the part of the city 
designated to change code on housing have lots that are too tiny to comfortably add an ADU. I also live in 
Idaho and the ADUs there have become abundant and are changing the makeup of our single family 
neighborhoods. So, obviously, that is my thoughtfully considered idea on ADUs: don't allow these on any single 
family lots. 
 
Lowscale residential multiple family dwellings should be placed closer to retail areas and not be intrusions into 
single family neighborhoods.  Small lots, tiny houses(NOT MOBILE HOMES)...those are okay in a single 
family residential. Midscale residential needs to be in a neighborhood by itself, not intruding into single family 
neighborhoods. Cottage style housing takes up a large amount of space and needs to fit into the neighborhood it 
is a part of. 
 
Parking OFFSTREET should be part of any building plan/change of housing regulations on any additional 
housing projects. I would suggest a minimum of two parking spots per residence.  ie: a duplex needs four 
parking spots offstreet. A tiny house needs two parking spots offstreet. If for some reason you try to allow 
ADUs to single family house neighborhoods, TWO ADDITIONAL OFFSTREET PARKING SPOTS MUST 
BE PROVIDED. I find in the neighborhood of my home, 4518 South 7th Street between Stevens Rd. and 
Mullen, already has enough on street parking issues. To help with the horrible street conditions in Tacoma, 
requirements for new paving done by the builders could be considered. 
 
Thank you for your thoughtful consideration regarding future housing development from the people who live 
and own homes in this large area of Tacoma. 
 
Sincerely, 
Ann M. Giantvalley 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Debra Gibson <livingoutloud55@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:47 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing

The city could work with vocational colleges, trade unions and building suppliers. There homes and 
buildings around Tacoma that could use some love. Talk with high school students who are interested 
in trades and give them real-time experience by rehabbing these buildings for individuals to live in. 
Give credit to these students for high school credit or college credit that trade program.  
 
Ask businesses and corporations to get involved by donating, money, material, blueprints or whatever 
it takes to make them livable. Provide low-cost loans (according to their income) to assist them in 
purchasing or renting. 
 
Thinking outside the box.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: rgirvin@harbornet.com
Sent: Saturday, April 3, 2021 5:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
Let's accept that housing density MUST increase in the city of Tacoma. The only way to do this is to build 
MORE units per lot. How can this be done without destroying the attractiveness of the city? That's what is 
happening in Seattle. That is why Seatlleites are leaving their city!!! 
 
Your goals are laudable: increasing housing supply, affordability and variety. But how can this be done without 
destroying what makes Tacoma attractive? We have room to breathe here...Seattle doesn't! Let's NOT become 
Seattle! Case in point, a developer buys a big old house in Capitol Hill and tears it down. In its place he builds 
an ultramodern three story fourplex that fills the entire lot. It dwarfs the existing homes, crowds the sidewalk, 
does not provide greenspace, trees or parking...but does increase density (and profitability). Let's NOT do that 
in Tacoma. Density done the wrong way is harmful and unhealthy. It leads to urban flight and decay. 
 
Infill housing must fit the lot. If you have a big lot with a tiny house...and there are many in Tacoma...by all 
means build bigger housing! But leave some front yard and breathing room for the pedestrians. Require on site 
parking for multiunit houses. Require street trees. Don't allow a fourplex to fill the entire lot. That's ugly...and 
increases stress. 
 
Encourage home ownership. Sure, make housing more affordable...but don't just increase rentals...make 
ownership more attainable. A big problem now is that private houses are too expensive. Home owners tend to 
have a vested interest in their property and their city. Let's encourage more of that. 
 
Restrict big projects to big lots. There are several large, undeveloped tracts in Tacoma...most notably on the 
hillclimb above downtown. This is where the high density apartments should go...not in quiet neighborhoods. 
The project must fit the lot. 
Sincerely, 
Robert Girvin 
Tacoma, WA 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: D Golding <d.b.golding@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 9:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: In Support of Scenario 2

Tacoma Planning Commission, 
 
My name is Dustin Golding. I strongly support scenario two.  If we could do more, I'd support that too. 
 
A little about me 
 
My family moved to Tacoma in 1990 when I was five.  Coincidentally they were leaving California in part due 
to rising housing costs.  The house I grew up in is now estimated at nearly 10x what they paid for it.   
 
Today I have a career with a tech company, I'm married, and I have two children.  We bought a house here in 
2015.   
 
We paid 189k for a four bedroom house in central Tacoma.  These days I receive estimates that my home is 
worth "at least" 425k if I wanted to sell it today.   We feel lucky.  Even with two incomes we could have trouble 
finding a home like this in Tacoma's current market. 
 
Why do I support scenario two 
 
Housing prices today are rising for a great number of factors.  

 Limited supply. 
 Existing zoning is prohibitive. 
 Developers can build elsewhere for cheaper. 
 Building costs are increasing. 
 REITs, PE, and anyone with a desire to flip a property into a rental will reduce supply and drive up 

market prices for profit. 
 Tacoma is a great place to live, and a lot more people want to live here. 
 Regional prices are going up. 
 I could go on and on, but you get the point. 

I think not acting is asking for runaway price growth to continue with more people being priced out of their 
existing homes by property taxes.  We will only see more homeless families, and more economic divide within 
our own city if that happens. 
 
That said, I don't expect these zoning changes will bring down prices, but prices may slow their runaway 
growth. We will still need to do everything in our power to keep homeowners in their homes, help first time 
homebuyers, and provide a pathway for low income families to attain housing solutions that work for them.  
 
Additional Suggestions 
 
I don't really know what other power the planning commission has, but we should: 
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 Maximize access to green spaces. 
 Research incentives for interested single family home owners to work with developers to redevelop their 

property into multi family homes.  Sometimes the cost of the sale, and/or moving is a barrier to mutual 
opportunity. 

 Include bike lanes, easement for transit, and/or waste management access in high density zoning 
requirements. 

 If possible, measures to prevent abuse by investors who target single family homes with an intent to rent 
them instead of develop them into multifamily housing. 

 Rental controls which tie Tacoma rental price growth limits to Tacoma average gross income growth. 

In short, all the things!  
 
 

 
 
I appreciate your time, dedication, and effort in putting together these proposals.  
 
Good luck, and best regards. 
Dustin Golding 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Melinda Gordon <melinda.m.gordon@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment on Home In Tacoma

Hello, 
 
Thank you for taking my comment. I am writing to say I am opposed to the rezoning plans presented as part of 
the Home In Tacoma project and my concerns include but are not limited to the following: 

1. Density does not equal affordability and I think it is irresponsible to be representing this proposal as an 
effort to create affordable housing. The types of housing that have been created in Proctor etc. have done 
nothing to combat homelessness or displacement and this plan seems to encourage more of the same. 

2. There is not enough protection against demolition. This plan actually seems to encourage demolition by 
replacing single family homes with large apartment complexes in order to create the missing middle. My 
entire neighborhood and surrounding areas are proposed to be replaced by the missing middle in 
scenario 2.  Talking points of this "not happening overnight" are of no comfort to me. My husband and I 
thought we were purchasing our forever home and at no point in our lives do we want our family home 
to be completely hemmed in like the Victorian near N 8th and Prospect. I'm concerned that not even the 
historic district will be protected from this plan. 

3. Design standards cannot be made to wait until this initiative has already gotten started. There are too 
many examples in the city of recent development being completely out of scale and style of existing 
neighborhoods and the lack of protection for existing single family homes in terms of proper setbacks 
and shadowing is horrifying. 

4. Too sweeping of a plan. I agree with testimony in the recent zoom meeting about how there needs to be 
a pilot program for this before imposing such a sweeping change on the city. 

5. There has not been enough public engagement. The pace of this change has been too quick for normal 
circumstances, let alone in the midst of a global pandemic while families are scrambling and cannot pay 
as much attention to zoning matters as they might want to. 

6. Infrastructure plans, impact fees, environmental impacts and parking plans need to be further developed. 
Schools are already overcrowded and the city seems to be having a hard enough time supporting the 
current density. 

7. I strongly believe that this type of change should require a vote from the people.  

Thank you. 
 
Melinda Gordon 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: chris@chrisgovella.me
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 5:44 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment of Support for 'Transform' Home in Tacoma Project 

April 8, 2021 
 
Dear Chair Petersen, members of the Planning Commission: 
 
The City of Tacoma has an opportunity to make ‘Transform Housing Choice’ a part of the city’s solution to providing 
affordable housing, and I recommend pursuing this option. By designating the more areas as Mid Scale Residential and 
taking single‐family detached areas to Low Scale Residential, the City can allow for builders and developers in the market 
to experiment with a swath of housing types that have been missing in action for over fifty years.  
 
Currently,  the city has a large percentage of rent‐burdened households, and there is a deficit of affordable housing at all 
income levels, especially for those making less than 30% of the area median income or roughly $15.5k/year. Estimates 
from local government and the housing authority put the additional amounts of affordable housing needed at around 
17,000 for the year 2017, and around 30,000 by 2040. But by the City’s current zoning plans, approximately 75% of the 
area is limited to constructing single‐family, detached homes, which greatly limits the supply of housing. By loosening 
the restrictions on development on areas throughout the city, Tacoma would have a pathway forward to create new 
opportunities in affordable housing. The ‘Transform Housing Choice’ along with improvements in incentives in the form 
of the multifamily property tax exemption would help to create more affordable units.  
 
Adopting the ‘Transform’ option would allow for more rental and more homeownership; both renting and owning play 
an important role in determining people’s abilities to stay housed and prevent slipping into homelessness. As we know 
from surveys conducted by the annual Point‐in‐Time Count, a large percentage of people who are currently homeless in 
Pierce County were living in Pierce County; homelessness is a homegrown problem. Dr Gregg Colburn, a UW professor, 
makes the comparison between Seattle and Chicago, the housing types, and the homelessness population; in his 
upcoming book he finds that Seattle’s homelessness population is dramatically higher than Chicago, and housing types 
correlates very tightly with this comparison. Tacoma’s current zoning of single‐family homes is even more restrictive 
than Seattle’s, but if Tacoma can transform it’s zoning, than the people who live here will have more opportunities to 
stay in housing longer. While Tacoma’s homelessness population is not as large as Seattle, by creating more affordable 
units through the free market and through subsidies, we can step in front of homelessness, push the needle forward on 
creating thousands of more affordable units. 
 
Thank you for considering my comment, and I hope that your choices will support the city of Tacoma as an inclusive 
environment for all people. Respectfully,  
 
Chris Govella 
206‐669‐9902 
http://www.chrisgovella.me  
All rights reserved. All wrongs reversed. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Judith Greene <jhgreene67@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:29 PM
To: Planning; Thoms, Robert
Cc: Walker, Kristina; McCarthy, Conor; Hunter, Lillian
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project – citizen letter

April 9, 2021 
Home In Tacoma Project – citizen letter 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners and City Council Members, 
 
I did not get the postcard the city mailed out and the information on the website is difficult for me and my neighbors to 
get through. I am in my 80s and I think that what you are proposing to do sounds terrible. You say that too much of the 
city is single family, but every house that goes on the market is snapped up. Tacoma is always going to need single family 
homes, and this proposal is going to make sure there are fewer and fewer of them. 
 
Both proposals will get rid of too many good houses, like my daughter’s family’s home, and good neighborhoods that 
attract people here. The city should focus on improving neighborhoods that are not currently as desirable. Where you 
add multi family, be sure you’re also adding parks and open spaces for the children, and make sure there is enough 
parking available. 
Both of the proposed maps with pink and yellow buffer areas throughout the city are too much of a broad brush 
approach. Instead, how about identifying specific blocks and parcels where apartment buildings make sense? They 
should be near similar properties so Tacoma’s many neighborhoods will maintain their distinct feeling with transitions in 
between them. Multi family is fine if it’s not dwarfing the buildings next door.  
 
Please also preserve mature trees, we’ve lost too many and we need to plant more. Don’t reduce building setbacks to 
where the only vegetation is scrawny, unkempt trees and weeds. Tacoma is becoming an urban heat island and climate 
change is going to make healthy shade trees and evergreen bushes even more important for my grandchildren and their 
kids.  
 
Thank you for considering these comments. Covid is a terrible time to make big sweeping changes like this project. We 
really don’t know how things are going to be when the pandemic ends, and what prior trends are going to continue, 
particularly the growth. Please focus on building truly affordable housing where possible, with walkable streets to 
schools and parks and grocery stores. Identify more sites for homeless shelters like the one behind the church at 6th and 
Orchard. The big developers don’t need the City’s help to pad their bottom line. All of Tacoma’s neighborhoods deserve 
to be better served by the planning department. 
 
Sincerely, 
Judith H. Greene 
8201 6th Ave #331 
Tacoma WA 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: rebecca greene <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 8:56 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

rebecca greene  

rebeccagreene749@gmail.com  

3502 E Mckinley Ave apt 12  

tacoma, Washington 98404 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Karen Griffin <kgriffin@fwps.org>
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 2:05 PM
To: Nowman, Nicole; City Manager; Woodards, Victoria; Wung, Lihuang
Cc: Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; Hunter, 

Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina
Subject: Home  in Tacoma

Hello, I am writing in response to the open forum (?) meeting that I happened to see while scrolling through Facebook, 
last evening. 
It was the first time I heard anything about a meeting, kind of like the surprise meetings held re the Norpoint “Warming” 
Shelter. 
It was ½ way over and only had a ½ dozen residents  were in attendance‐ because no one was aware of it, or we would 
have been out enmasse again (300+). It was mentioned that a color postcard had been mailed in the recent past but I 
imagine it didn’t call out new zoning coming to Northeast Tacoma including:  multi‐family, subsidized housing  or we 
would have noticed.  
 
The next 2 meetings are in  a few days (little time to tell out neighbors) and during spring break, when every one is 
off/away, how convenient. And while most government sponsored change takes time, ie getting lights or sidewalks in 
Browns Point hasn’t happened yet in over 10 years, this proposal will begin this June! 
 
One of the leaders in our area asked that you notify the residents,  schedule another time to hear from them, that you 
slow down to actually come out and make a map of the real proposal, figure in transportation, sidewalks, lighting, 
schools ect. and delay the implementation as timing stinks‐ so close to the Warming Center issue and during covid. 
Hopefully, you will do just that.  
 
A Council member likened this zoning change to when ADU were approved‐ that is not a good example as in that case 
Owners can choose to have one or not, choose who they allow to live there, how much they charge etc. In fact, we have 
one that is working well.  In your case, the city is making the decision and we don’t want it!  
 
You also mentioned  1 of your goals is affordable housing for all in Tacoma. That is not  the goal of the owners in NE 
Tacoma.  
 
Does anyone on the City or Planning council live in NE Tacoma or have this zoning in their neighborhood? It will 
drastically and negatively impact our home values, which in our case is our major investment for retirement. We are 
against the proposal and will oppose this in every way possible.  
 
I look forward to hearing that the next meeting is publicized and delayed until the  majority of residents (not people you 
bring in to speak from outside the neighborhood)  can express their opinions in a public forum. You are public servants 
and need to listen to the people you serve or we will speak with our vote and our dollars.  
 
David & Karen Griffin 
Homeowners in NE  Tacoma 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Karen Haas <karenstoryteller@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:36 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on Home in Tacoma

Dear Tacoma Planning Commission, 
 
While we are well aware of the need for increased housing in Tacoma, we do have some concerns. 
 
-Infrastructure. This needs to be one of the main items addressed BEFORE adding housing.  Transportation, roads, police, stormwater, etc are 
all stretched to the max with existing residents.  We shudder to think of the chaos that will result from adding people before infrastructure needs 
are addressed. 
 
Related to that: 
-Developers MUST be held accountable in paying their fair share of said infrastructure improvements.  Current residents cannot be held 
accountable or taxes will soar to a rate that many of us will be forced to move. 
 
-We live in a neighborhood with mostly small houses on small lots.  We’ve looked around and have realized: we cannot afford rent in 
Tacoma.  But we have been able to afford our house.  This concerns us - in changing the small dwelling, lower income neighborhoods to mostly 
apartments, the cost of housing will actually rise for many of us. 
 
Many of us in the aforementioned small houses are concerned: should we bother making any improvements to our houses, or should we just 
be planning on having our houses demolished when we move?  We’re not planning on moving in the foreseeable future, but this is a major 
consideration.  We’ve heard it said, “existing structures will not be demolished.”  How, then, will more apartments be shoehorned in?   
 
Developers are already chomping at the proverbial bit. While we heard “change will be slow”, we’ve seen otherwise in too many other 
communities.  We’re already getting numerous “we’ll buy your house as is!” offers, which is clearly “we just want your land”.  There needs to be 
some sort of clear, enforceable structure or guidelines in place to make sure this does not turn into a free-for-all for developers, destroying 
communities as they raze sturdy homes, erect flimsy unaffordable multi-family slums, and tax existing residents out of the neighborhood. 
 
Thank you for taking all the many comments you have received into consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
Karen & Patrick Haas 
3349 S Cushman, Tacoma, WA   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: cascadian@yahoo.com
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 10:11 AM
To: Planning
Subject: The end of SFR.

I oppose the ending of SFR zoning in the City of Tacoma, and ask that this plan be stopped immediately. 
 
We all know that the impacts with only be felt south of North 30th as a practical matter due to political influence.  The 
burden will fall upon the rest of us.  Now if your proposal STARTED with the rich sections of town, it might be more 
palatable.   
 
Having said that and knowing that you will do what you have always intended to do regardless of the community’s 
desires; I could grudgingly accept ADUs, Small Lot Townhomes and single story duplexes.  Those would be low impact 
and is working well in the south end of Everett.  Being sandwiched by 3 4 plexes is intolerable. 
 
I do not believe that increasing new build housing stock will lower prices or create more affordability.  New builds don’t 
go for below market rate.  That and lands in the new designation zone are likely to be valued at higher amounts for the 
commercial potential of the property resulting in higher taxes on the property.  (and, more ‘revenue’ for the 
City)  Densification and ‘Transit Oriented Development’ are nebulous and not homeowner friendly in the slightest.  I look 
at Snohomish County’s attempts at Urban Villages and the failures (with the exception of wholly planned communities) 
and know that I don’t want that here in Tacoma. 
 
Please reject this plan and preserve a little bit of Tacoma along the way. 
 
Thank you 
 
Stephen Hagberg 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Noel Hagens <noelhagens@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:10 PM
To: Planning
Subject: proposed rezone

I agree with the need to move away from single family homes in Tacoma.  The low scale  seems very 
reasonable.  There are questions about how mid scale will be realized. 
 
However, despite concerns and questions, I (as a long time resident in a single family neighborhood in 
Tacoma's north end) support the changes. 
 
Noel Hagens 
3214 N 27th St, Tacoma, WA 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang 
From: Alison Tracy Hale <ahale2778@gmail.com>  
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 11:33 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma Public Comment 

 

 April 3, 2021 

  
Chair Petersen and members of the Planning Commission,  
  
I own a home in Tacoma’s North End where I have lived for almost 16 years. During that time, I have watched 

the increasing pressure on our city’s inadequate housing supply, the shocking rise in the number of unhoused 

residents, and the effects of Tacoma’s history of inequitable economic status and redlining. I am aware of the 

pressures facing Tacoma, and the need to address the legacies of racism and inequity in our city. I appreciate 

the work of all who have contributed to developing a comprehensive plan. 

  

That said, I cannot support the  Affordable Housing Action Strategy, specifically the Home in Tacoma project, 

particularly as it would be applied in the North End/Proctor area.  As regards the Proctor neighborhood in 

particular, the plan offers inadequate provisions for the preservation of the existing neighborhood. Instead, 

the plan will exacerbate the negative effects of recent developments that have brought increased traffic even 

as public transportation has decreased, and have produced luxury housing and profits for developers at a 

substantial cost—both financial and personal—to local residents.  

  

Those of us concerned for the preservation of our neighborhoods and the safe walkability of our city are too 

often dismissed as NIMBYs. My concern is not with the larger goals of At Home in Tacoma, which are 

admirable, but with their failure to address the following concerns. To be frank, given the way the city has 

handled the recent developments in the Proctor neighborhood, I have little confidence that this plan will be 

thoughtfully implemented,  and little trust that those supporting it have any real regard for the wellbeing of 

current residents. To be clear: I recognize that recent developments in Proctor are NOT a part of AHAS and 

Home in Tacoma, and that these new programs are intended to provide a better alternative. But they overlap 

with and therefore must be contextualized in terms of other recent and ongoing changes. 

  

Over the several years, two substantial housing developments in Proctor have proceeded with NO 

concomitant improvements in local infrastructure. Among other stressors, this growth has added 

tremendously to the traffic flow on both arterial and neighborhood streets. Such  “costs” in quality of life are 

born not by developers, but by current residents, our children, pets, and local wildlife. The Proctor 

developments were allowed to proceed (and are ongoing!) despite being over-height and significantly out of 

scale with the existing structures. Both Proctor Station and Madison 25 offer luxury units and thus fail to 

provide any of the “missing middle” housing we need, but were granted substantial tax exemptions to the 

developers and significant structural allowances. These developments—and those that threaten us—explain 

the reluctance of many of us in the neighborhood to trust city leaders with our future. 

  

Both “Home in Tacoma” proposals threaten to substantially alter what is already a functional, middle-income 

family neighborhood in the North End. As housing prices and attendant costs continue to rise, long-time 
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residents will increasingly feel pressured to sell, likely to speculators who will build to the absolute maximum 

allowable density and height on each lot, rendering the homes of those who do remain far less pleasant. 

Those “investors” will reap the benefits of generous tax exemptions which will—as has been the case with the 

Proctor developments—further burden long-time residents whose incomes cannot keep pace with rising 

property taxes. There are insufficient provisions in the plan, too for dealing with the substantial increases in 

parking needs and for promoting non-automobile transit, which means that our pleasant, tree-lined streets 

will become further congested and unfriendly to pedestrians--although our trees will likely be among the first 

victims of new growth.  

  

Tacoma has a tremendous amount of underutilized or poorly utilized land, empty lots, and small commercial 

hubs that are not already thriving, including some that will soon be served by light rail. Those areas would be 

much better served by the kinds of transformation being proposed than would a settled and established 

neighborhood like Proctor. I would like to see our city commit to developing and promoting those commercial 

hubs and neighborhoods, rather than destroying those that are already fully developed, and to creating the 

kind of infrastructure and educational system that makes *all* of Tacoma a more desirable place to live. 

 

The Home in Tacoma proposals clearly emerge from a desire for a more just and inclusive future for all of 

Tacoma—a goal I share. That said, I do not believe that the proposed changes will in fact improve the quality 

of life for Proctor or the North End, nor will they truly address the histories of exclusion that initially produced 

Tacoma’s inequities. Instead, these changes will destroy the open spaces, historic homes, and mature trees 

that make the North End a wonderful place to live and give our city much of its beauty and appeal. They will 

enrich developers at the expense of long-time residents without substantially altering the neighborhood’s 

demographics toward greater equity. They will further exacerbate the problems of Tacoma’s inadequate 

infrastructure, adding even more vehicles to N. 30th St. and Ruston Way and further degrading air quality and 

pedestrian safety.  

  

Sadly, Tacoma’s leaders have a history of pandering to developers while dismissing the needs of their 

constituents. This history makes me doubt whether the “protections” and restrictions of even the less 

sweeping plan—the promised preservation of green space and trees, the greater design coherence--will 

actually be upheld, or whether the city leaders will once again sacrifice their residents on the altar of 

developer greed. 

  

I appreciate your work on this issue. I hope you will hear these concerns and adjust the plans that have been 

proposed. And I sincerely hope that Tacoma’s leaders will hear and respect the voices of the city's residents. 

  

Sincerely, 

  

Alison Hale 

 

--  

Alison Hale 

4419 N. 30th St 

Tacoma WA 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marshall <marshallwa2000@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 1:10 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing proposal

 

First let me say that I don't think the planning department has done enough outreach for these proposals. Zoom 
calls do not take the place of in-person question and answer sections!!! 

I would like to postpone any decision until you have held in-person meetings at the various libraries and other 
large gathering places within the city. I would also like you to place information booths at all the of the farmers 
markets this summer. 

As far as the proposal, until I can see what I'm buying, I'm against moving forward with either proposal , 
especially adding any additional mid-scale residential housing. 

I'm very concerned that mid-scale housing will reduce green space, increase noise, and will increase a lack of 
respect for the neighborhood. When I look at the apartment complexes around the Tacoma Mall, I want to 
vomit. The Tacoma Mall residential is a post child for how not to build mid-scale housing. 

Clearly I'm not for the Transform Housing Choices proposal! 

Frankly, it's up to the planning department to show me with scale models and examples as to exactly what to 
expect. So far I basically seen a wish list, and that's not good enough. As such, I can't get onboard with either 
proposal. 

 

Marshall Hampton 

4715 North 31st Street 

Tacoma, Wa 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Erik Hanberg <erikemery@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:44 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Public comment on zoning changes

Hello, 
 
I’m taking a moment to write and thank you for presenting changes to densify Tacoma and improve our 
affordable housing. 
 
I am committed to parks and open space. And the best way to make sure we have our public parks and open 
space protected is to build up on existing land. Allowing more density in our residential neighborhood will 
improve our quality of life in our community.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erik Hanberg 
--  
Erik 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Charles Harnish <harnishc@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 5:50 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Please Don't Seattle my Tacoma with Low-scale Residential Housing Types 

Hello City of Tacoma Planning. 
 
I am writing to request that you do Not implement Low-scale Residential Housing Types across all neighborhoods in 
Tacoma. The Missing Middle Housing strategy failed Seattle and it would be a terrible mistake to allow this same bad 
planning to happen in Tacoma especially in the north end, north slope, central Tacoma and UPS neighborhoods which 
are very livable and walkable. 
 
In Seattle and the run-away development has destroyed major portions of single-family neighborhoods.  In Seattle, 
residents are forced to sell their home to developers who tear them down or risk being eaten up by neighboring 4-plexes 
on all sides.  In Seattle, very open, walkable and livable neighborhood streets have become caverns of multi-family boxes.
 
 Don't try to Seattle my Tacoma. 
 
No Low-scale Residential Housing Types across Tacoma.   
 
Thanks, 
Charles 
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Tacoma Planning Commission 

Tacoma Municipal Bldg. 

747 Market Street 

Tacoma, WA  98402 

Sent to:  planning@cityoftacoma.org 

 

April 9, 2021 

 

Dear Planning Commission Members, 

 

I’ve lived in my house in Tacoma for the last 35 years. I love and enjoy the quietness and beauty of my 

residential neighborhood.  I know that housing prices have skyrocketed and the number of available 

houses has greatly diminished over the last few years, and appreciate that your committee is working to 

change that.  I too, would like more affordable housing for people, but feel keeping the feel of the 

existing neighborhoods is also a priority.   

 

Looking at your plans for the future of housing in Tacoma, I definitely prefer the Evolve Housing 

Choices over Transform Housing Choices.  Adding duplexes, triplexes, cottage housing and small 

multifamily housing would increase housing, yet could maintain the character of the neighborhood 

with specific restrictions.  I’ve seen time and again that building codes were either ignored or a 

“bonus” given to developers.  Then we end up with a building a couple stories taller than stated in the 

policy.  The character and feel of the neighborhoods need to be maintained. 

 

I think that mid-scale residential should be removed from Option 1 except when located in a true transit 

rich environment such as along high capacity transit corridors or adjacent to centers that could handle 

reductions in parking.  In no circumstances should mid-scale residential be located along any streets 

classified as residential. 

 

I am very concerned that adding more people to existing neighborhoods by turning single family 

dwelling into duplexes, triplexes, etc, will have a damaging affect on the current infrastructure.  And, it 

would be me who would pay through increased taxes the changes needed to infrastructure.  I am also 

concerned that the quietness of my neighborhood would cease to exist. These proposed changes do 

cause concerns. 

 

As I drive around Tacoma, I see many new apartment/condo developments such as Pt. Ruston, on 6th 

Avenue near the bridge, in the Stadium District, and on Orchard near 19th, and wonder why those 

developments haven’t included more affordable opportunities for folks.  Those prices preclude even 

middle income people being able to afford them.  I think it would be wise to take advantage of what is 

already being built, make changes there rather than trying to squish more people into existing 

neighborhoods. 

 

I have read of the City’s 30 year plan to develop a variety of Mixed Use Centers to accommodate 

growth.  Of the 13 centers, only a handful have experienced some new development in the last 5 or 6 

years.  I think the city should focus on these areas as a priority and not abandon this plan before 

executing new plans. 

 

During the Zoom April 7 meeting several examples were given of opportunities for community 

involvement in this planning process.  Included were surveys, virtual housing cafes, city council 

meetings, AHAS TAG monthly, taskforce, planning commission, and 30+ stakeholder commissions. 
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For your information, I don’t know what many of those are, so am not sure how effective they have 

been in alerting or involving the community.  I received the Public Hearing Notice postcard, attempted 

to navigate the website for more information (one needs to be very computer competent), read the 

article in the News Tribune (Tacoma looks to move away from single-family zoning), and listened to 

the April 7 Zoom meeting.  I would appreciate slowing down this process to enable more community 

participation. The proposed changes would have a lasting effect to our community.  We should proceed 

cautiously. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

Susan Harp 

3724 N Cheyenne 

Tacoma, WA  98407 

 

253-988-7417 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barbara Harrison <barbrha@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: new zoning plans for city of Tacoma

Hello Planning Commission,  
  
I am writing this in regard to the zoning change for single family neighborhoods.    
  
Here are a few ideas, so generally, people won’t be so unhappy with your plan:  
  
Please leave alone the single‐family neighborhoods as is, except for designating some   
neighborhoods that need improvement, to fall in the new zoning you are proposing.  Have a study 
done to find out where those neighborhoods are.  I can think of some.  
  
As I understand it the need for affordable housing with your plan would allow development of this 
kind of housing that you propose in any neighborhood.  So, say in a lovely neighborhood, 
someone buys a home/property and with your plan they can put up a multi‐family structure.  It 
could be out of harmony with the architecture of the other houses and occupied by people who 
don’t take care of it.  This would run down the neighborhood and also decrease the value of the 
homes in the immediate area. There would be more cars on the street, more noise.  This is just 
what shouldn’t happen.  But, it is what you are inviting with your plan.  
  
If there isn’t any affordable housing in SOME neighborhoods, don’t’ encourage the kind of housing 
plan you are proposing in those neighborhoods.  Make a plan so that affordable housing can be 
built somewhere else.  If I didn’t have enough money to buy a home in the Northend Proctor 
district, I wouldn’t look for affordable housing in the Northend Proctor District.  That’s just how it 
is.  Don’t punish the neighborhoods that are well cared for.  They worked hard for where they 
live.  There should be affordable housing in some other district.  There may be the argument that 
this segregates by income, etc.  That’s the kind of country we live in.  Quit trying to make one size 
fits all.  I know that if this sounds like "not in my backyard!" that's exactly how many people 
feel.  Those of us who feel this way are going to fight this.  Why would you do this to OUR 
city?  We live in a democracy.  We should have a say in what effects us.   
  
Please leave the beautiful old well kempt single‐family neighborhoods alone!!!!!!   You’re going to 
ruin some of these beautiful neighborhoods.  Just because other cities in the nation are doing this 
type of re‐zoning doesn’t mean it’s right or that Tacoma has to follow along.  
  
Before you go any farther with this plan, involve the community in the planning.  That way people 
will trust you.  Right now we don’t.  
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AND please better inform the citizens of Tacoma what you are planning.  Yes, the last couple of 
days we have seen news in the Tribune, but not until now.  Some people don’t even take the 
Tribune.  There should be a city‐wide mailing.  
  
Thank you for taking the time to read this and consider the suggestions.  
  
B. Harrison  
3622 North 29th  
Tacoma, WA  
Proctor District    
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barbara Harrison <barbrha@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:34 AM
To: Planning
Subject: How to solve the zoning problem

Dear Planning Commission,  
  
After listening to the public meeting last night I came away with a greater 
appreciation for you all on the planning commission.  You have an immense job to 
do.  
  
Hearing all the comments made me think that there must be a way to lift thought 
so this controversy can be healed.  So I thought about the goal of this new 
zoning.  Isn’t it to find homes for all who need a home and to save the 
neighborhoods that people already have without hurting anyone.  But how can 
you accomplish this?  That’s the big question!   The answer speaks to every 
listening ear.  I don’t know what the answer is and you all probably don’t either.  If 
we are all still and listen, the answer will speak to us.  The answer may be in the 
comments you heard last night.  
  
One thing stands out to me and that is the thought that was voiced by many, 
which is to slow down.  Don’t do this in a hurry.  Is there a time line for 
funds?  Think about what would happen if you had a too hurried time‐line for 
finishing your home, you’d have a crummy outcome.  We don’t want that in our 
city.  
  
Another thing that stands out to me from last night’s comments was what a plan 
like this has done to Seattle’s older neighborhoods.  
  
Also from the voices giving comments you could tell that most of the older people 
had more thoughtful comments than a lot of the younger people.  The living 
experience that older people have is a positive thing.  That should be taken into 
consideration.  
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This idea keeps coming to me:  choose single family neighborhoods that need 
uplifting to fall into the new zoning rules and leave the ones that don’t need 
uplifting alone.   
 

We don’t have to be against each other.  Everyone wants a good outcome. 
 
 
Barbara Harrison 
North End Neighborhood‐‐Proctor District  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Beth Harrison <bethaha@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:06 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Citywide re-zoning (Evolve and Transform plans)

4/8/21 
 

Dear Planning Commission,  
  
I’ve been to the North End Neighborhood Council meeting and the public comment meeting on the At 
Home In Tacoma Plan and talked to many neighbors in the past couple of days. The	vast	majority	of	
those	people	had	no	idea	about	the	re‐zoning	or	believed	it	was	just	about	Proctor	III.	Neighbors	
are	speechlessly	furious.	I	am	heartsick.	 
	 
I	would	vote	for	the	Evolve	Plan	but	believe	we	can	make	it	better	for	single	family	zoned	
neighborhoods.		 
  
Please:  
Slow	down	this	process.   

 Although the Planning Commission feels it communicated the re‐zoning plan well, ask the public and 
my neighbors who are in a highly affected Mid‐Rise zone. (We are shocked. We found out last 
Thursday.) This huge change is too big not to make sure every citizen of Tacoma knows about it. I daily 
listen to our local TV channel 13. We’ve never heard about this (did we miss it?). Not everyone takes 
the Tribune. People just don’t know about this. Did everyone get a survey from the Planning 
Commission? Suggestions: Get channel 13 to cover it as well as some of the Seattle Channels. Do a 
mailing to every citizen in town, make it clear it’s about rezoning the vast majority of the city.   

 The Planning Commission stated they gathered ideas/comments September thru February—we’re in 
the middle of a pandemic with kids going back online school at home and families trying to support 
them and work. I teach and I know it has been/is a huge burden for families. Most people focused on 
day to day needs. (And intended or not, it feels like this plan is trying to be railroaded thru while we all 
can’t get together in person and meet.)  

 It made my head swim hearing all the environmental, design, tax, infrastructure etc. issues involved 
with this. Let’s take the time to get it right for each other and avoid unintended consequences.  

  
There is an	issue	of	distrust	of	the	city	with	the	planning/zoning. Why? I live in the Proctor area and 
the first 4 story apartments were going to be bad enough. Then someone who knew someone got thing 
waived and we ended up with 6 story buildings! Proctor neighbors were vocal, eloquent, and had genuine 
concerns but we felt no one listened, they just went ahead and did what would make the most money. 
How do we trust that where 3-4 story buildings are zoned they won’t end up 6 stories? Suggestion:	Some 
how, there has to be some trust building.  
  
I know housing is a problem. I want everyone to have a safe, peaceful, beautiful neighborhood to live in. I 
believe we can get at it in a way that doesn’t undermine the quality of well-established neighborhoods. 
Let’s	uplift	every	neighborhood.	In	current	single	family	zoned	building,	does	increased	traffic,	
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parking	problems,	lots	less	light	due	to	build	ups	and	outs	of	new	buildings,	less	private	outside	
space	contribute	to	that?	The pandemic has taught us the value of light in our homes, of beautiful and 
safe places to walk, and the importance of outside space to enjoy.   
  
I	invite	you	to	come	and	walk	my	neighborhood during this glorious time of year. Walk down N. 29th 
from Washington to Junette. Notice the beautiful old magnolias, the cherry trees, all the green budding 
things in yards, bright yellow forsythia. See the love and care neighbors pour into their properties—large 
and small flower beds, new fences, raised boxes for veg. Wend your way back toward Proctor on 28th and 
27th. Enjoy the bright sunshine and the budding promise of established trees and shrubs and their 
promise of new leaves.   
  
The Proctor neighborhood is truly a unique neighborhood. And	it	is	the	surrounding	neighborhood—
not	just	the	shops‐‐that	makes	Proctor	a	desirable	place	to	move	to.	The	zoning	plans	for	our	
neighborhood	will	destroy	the	very	characteristics	that	make	it	special.	I	don’t	understand	that	
reasoning.	Once the yards, privacy, quieter streets are gone, they’re gone. Gone those things that make 
our neighborhood desirable and a great place to walk. Suggestion: I wonder if the plan is backwards—
moving more people in to a desirable neighborhood. Wouldn’t it make more sense to replicate the 
qualities of the desirable areas all over the city? Make every neighborhood the one people want to move 
into?  
  
Thanks for taking the time to read this. I know there are serious problems to solve. I believe they can be 
solved. Please slow	down	this	process.	Let’s get this right so it can bless everyone. So changes feel 
neighborly, like we truly respect and care about each other.  
	 
Respectfully,  
Beth Harrison  
 
 
Sent from Outlook 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: hausemary <hausemary@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:11 AM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: PROCTOR DEVELOPMENT

 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy Tablet 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Mary Hause <hausemary@gmail.com>  
Date: 3/31/21 9:29 AM (GMT-08:00)  
To: satkinson@ci.tacoma.wa.us  
Subject: PROCTOR DEVELOPMENT  
 
Dear Mr Atkinson, 
 
How do I find out what is in the planning works for development on my block?  I've heard from neighbors that 
multi dwelling units are considered.  I'd like to know if this is true and finalized, what the time frame is when I 
might expect to see this,  and what the size restrictions would be on new development. 
 
I`m all for population density IF parking sites are included for EACH unit, and single family homes and gardens 
are not overshadowed by higher structures abutting them.  I also think that the Proctor and Stadium 
neighborhoods have absorbed their share of apartment buildings, for now,  Downtown Tacoma is ripe for 
walkability upgrades, use of existing abandoned structures for multi dwelling units, and transportation 
access.  As it is,  DowntownTacoma would be a ghost town if The UW hadn't moved in. 
 
My family has been in The Proctor Neighborhood for over a hundred years.  I've witnessed a gradual loss of 
soul in the past twenty.  Apartment dwellers walk their dogs and leave poop/poop bags, toss wrappers and 
cigarette butts, and park on the streets to save money on paying for apartment spots.  The sky is disappearing 
unless you rent a $3,000 penthouse. 
 
Density vs Soul.  It's a sign of the times, but then again I've seen the best.  Soon, soul will be history in my 
neighborhood and the streets will resemble Seattle's Capital Hill.   
 
Please send information to me on the plans. 
 
Mary Hause 
4118 N 26th Street 
Tacoma, Wa 98407 
 
253 380 9279  
Hausemary@gmail.com  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Susan Hayami <ltacatz@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:26 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments

I am currently listening to the Zoom meeting about the Home In Tacoma project. What I am hearing is a city 
that feels it is being shoved into a project w/o time to process what the City is proposing. I do not know of one 
person that knew about this Zoom meeting.  
Most of the proposal, in my opinion, is too fast, too far-reaching and too overwhelming for most people to take 
in. Give Tacoma residents time - after all, we are going through a pandemic that has caused havoc in many 
peoples' lives. 
I live in a single family dwelling right off So 19th and Union. I do not want a duplex or tri-plex or bigger going 
in right next door to my home. South 19th is going to have the Link going down the middle of it and I can see 
how easy it would be to make this corridor one huge multi-family living area.I have lived in this house for 24 
years, I am retired and I could not afford to move.  
Please do not push this project through w/o more thought and input from the neighborhoods affected by these 
changes. Don't let Tacoma go the way of Seattle.  
Thank you. 
Susan Hayami 
1817 S. Adams St 
Tacoma WA 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang 
 
From: Amy Heinze <amy.heinze@comcast.net>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:40 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: College Park Historic District 

 
Hello,  

 

Thank you for the opportunity to register my opinion that we should NOT nominate our neighborhood to 

the City of Tacoma Register of Historic Places.  

 

I am concerned that this designation will limit our community’s ability to explore options to increase 

urban density, will limit new construction specifically related to multi-family housing, and that it will 

limit home owners’ ability to modify the exterior of their homes, as they see fit.  

 

Sincerely, 

Amy Heinze  

253-298-1152 

 
 

>  

> Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marc Heinzman <heinzmanmarc@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 22, 2021 10:35 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Residential zoning changes

Hello, 
I’m writing to express my support for the proposed changes to Tacoma’s zoning regulations regarding housing. I fully 
and deeply support eliminating the exclusionary single‐family zoning and encourage the City of Tacoma to move quickly 
toward increasing the supply of our “missing middle” of low‐ and mid‐rise multi family housing in all corners of the city. 
 
The Tacoma City Council has declared our current epidemic of homelessness as a crisis. This is the type of response 
needed (among many others) to properly respond to a crisis. Our home prices continue to skyrocket due to a supply 
shortage, and we can’t only rely on private developers building 5‐6 story apartment buildings to meet our needs. 
Likewise, Tacomans are lacking adequate opportunities to move from apartment living to homeownership without the 
ability to afford a $450,000+ home. An increase in townhomes and condos is needed to provide these “smaller price tag” 
opportunities.  
 
These are the types of developments that make for vibrant and unique neighborhoods. As a homeowner in our city’s 
North End, I would value having a neighborhood filled with a variety of housing styles and the diversity of neighbors that 
would come with them. Again, I fully support changing our city’s residential zoning to maximize our supply of low‐ to 
mid‐rise multi family homes in all neighborhoods. Thank you.  
 
Marc Heinzman 
3924 N Cheyenne Street  
Tacoma, WA 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Danielle Hennigan <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:17 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Danielle Hennigan  

hennigank@aol.com  

5627 s pine st, Apt, Suite, Bldg. (optional)  

Tacoma, Washington 98409 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hayley Henry <hayley.henry@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 12, 2021 11:05 AM
To: Planning
Subject: In Opposition of Affordable Home in Tacoma/rezoning proposal

To Whom it May Concern,   
  
I am writing in opposition of the City of Tacoma Planning Commissions new Home in Tacoma affordable 
housing/rezoning proposal.   
I strongly opposed the 2019 Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulation proposal in my neighborhood of 
Strawberry Hill and I strongly oppose your ongoing project which is a rebrand of the last proposal.   
  
Let me refresh your memory on the outcome of the 2019 Future Land Use Implementation Summary of 
Planning Commission Review and Recommendations for the E L St & E 29th.   

"The Planning Commission recommends maintaining the existing zoning and re‐designating these 
properties in the Future Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan as Multi‐Family (Low Density) rather 
than Multi‐Family (High Density), consistent with the current zoning. Furthermore, the Commission 
recommends a reconsideration of the View Sensitive Overlay District and the application of the District 
Citywide”.   
  
“The recommendations  are supported by the following considerations:”  

 Public Testimony  
 The existing zoning is supports missing middle housing  
 High density zoning is supported in the McKinley Neighborhood Center  
 Potential View Impacts  
 Establishing appropriate zoning transitions  
 Lack of adequate supporting services and infrastructure  
 Lack of connectivity to surrounding business districts  

  
Document is listed on:   
2019 Amendment PC Recommendations (6‐19‐19) size reduced.pdf (cityoftacoma.org)   
  

  

What has changed since 2019 when rezoning was not recommended in the Strawberry Hill neighborhood? Have you 

followed through with the recommendations to provide equitable distribution and protection to homeowners city wide 

with the application of the View Sensitive Districts?  

I recently received a notice (received on 3/9/2021) that the Tacoma Planning Commission is looking to rezone Tacoma 
for the 2nd time since 2019. Specific to my immediate concerns is the transition of my neighborhood (Strawberry Hill) to
the new proposed zoning designations of "Low‐Scale Residential" and "Mid‐Scale Residential" (or in Scenario 2, 

entirely "Mid-Scale Residential"). Frankly, these do not seem far removed from the existing zoning designations 
of "Multi-Family Low Density" and "Multi-Family High Density", respectively. In fact, this seems more of a 
rebranding and a proposal that even more aggressively impacts the Strawberry Hill neighborhood than what was 
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proposed in 2019 (2019 Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulation Amendments)- which our local 
community was strongly and vocally against.  I find it such a disappointment that another attempt to rezone the 
neighborhood and rebrand/rename the last plan utterly disregards the voices of the community who banded together, 

had a voice, and strongly voted against this. As a leader of this community, I'm asking you to listen and honor the 
voices of the people who live in the community that would be directly impacted by the proposed plan.  
    
As a homeowner in this area, I strongly disagree with scenario 2. Specifically, imposing a vaguely defined new "Mid‐Scale

Residential” zoning to the entire area of Strawberry Hill (impact area in the map is roughly south of East 28th St to 
McKinley Road, east of East I St to East M St). Scenario 2 imposes a redefined zoning that effectively makes 
the entire area what would currently be considered “Multi-Family High Density”. Such a push was recently 
(~July 2019) met with strong feedback from our local community that this was a negative and unwelcomed 
change to our neighborhood. This is a historic Tacoma neighborhood (despite not being acknowledged as 
“historic” by Tacoma zoning standards) and is filled with residential family homes built in the early 1900s. 
Scenario 2 presents a drastic change to the neighborhood and risks the neighborhood’s character, at the 
detriment of existing and future homeowners of the neighborhood. If the intent of this new zoning designation is 
to provide “a transition between Centers and Corridors and low-scale neighborhoods” – Scenario 2 directly 
conflicts with this intent in this neighborhood. It simply says all housing in the neighborhood can be 3 to 4 
stories ("Mid-Scale Residential”), even if this is directly next to a small single-family home. Any zoning 
changes should adhere to the concept of a smooth transition between small residential homes and high 
scale/high density housing. Scenario 2 offers no form of smooth transition in Strawberry Hill whatsoever.     
 
Let's keep the character and integrity of our neighborhoods while Tacoma grows.  
 
Thank you,  
Hayley Henry  
 
Sent from Outlook 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mary Herman <marylenoreherman@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2021 5:34 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment for public hearing

Hello, 
 
I am emailing in regards to the public hearing notice I received in the mail about the proposed changes to allow 
for the development of "more diverse and affordable housing options". I own my house in Hilltop, and where I 
live is zoned for single family residential houses. As much as I enjoy less density, I fully support measures to 
create more housing of all types for people who need it. I would like to see more housing in ALL parts of 
Tacoma, even those that are predominantly white. I would like to see the expansion of low-income housing 
options as well as permanent supportive housing options for those who are chronically homeless with mental 
health issues and/or disabilities. I want the City of Tacoma to introduce a system for prioritizing housing 
options for residents who would otherwise be displaced or experience homelessness. What I love about Tacoma 
is the people who create this community, and I would like for us all to have our housing needs met.  
 
--  
Mary Herman 
Pronouns: she/her/hers 
206-979-8394 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Laurel Hicks <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:11 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Laurel Hicks  

lollihix9@yahoo.com  

801 N I st  

Tacoma, Washington 98403 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: jamie hill <politics@secretagentaudio.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 4:56 PM
To: Planning; Blocker, Keith; Woodards, Victoria; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, 

Kristina; shannon curtis; Tobias Nitzsche
Subject: home in tacoma thoughts

Hi friends! We wanted just to quickly send a couple of thoughts on the Home in Tacoma project. 
 
First: we're unequivocally for it. 
 
Second: we hope that you take pains to ensure that development fits into the neighborhoods it goes into — 
because the neighborhood feel is one of the characteristics that makes Tacoma special and unique. 
 
It seems, from looking at the Scenario 1 and 2 maps in the Home in Tacoma PDF, as though Scenario 1 might 
be a bit more sensitive to neighborhood character? 
 
We live in Central. You might remember that a couple of years ago an out-of-town developer tried to build a 
four-story storage facility on a residential lot in our residential neighborhood. (Unsuccessfully — we beat them 
in court.) So we're particularly sensitive to the idea that developers don't generally care a single bit about the 
character of the neighborhood they're aiming to build in; they just see lot sizes and profit margins. This applies 
to residential developers too; they generally want to build the biggest buildings possible, to maximize the return 
on their investment.  
 
So we are relying upon you to be vigilant on our behalf. You can do this right, and help create the next version 
of Tacoma in a way that enhances the character of the city long-term — or you can really screw it up badly. 
Both are viable options. We very much hope you choose Option A. 
 
Specifically, we want to give you feedback about our street, because we imagine that you might want specific 
input from property owners with roots and stakes in the community.  
 
We live on S 18th, between Cedar and Pine. Our block, in both Scenario 1 and Scenario 2, is color-coded 
orange, for "mid-scale development." This feels totally inappropriate. It makes a lot of sense for 19th Street! 
But 19th and 18th are very different streets. 19th is a border street, a corridor street, a transitional street — 18th 
is unambiguously a residential street.  
 
If you were to drive down our block and imagine a four-story apartment building, with no setback — that's just 
completely wrong. Really anything monolithic in feel or requiring a substantially decreased setback would kind 
of ruin the block for the homeowners.  
 
But "small multifamily" buildings, or a bunch of cottage houses around a central courtyard, or a lot filled with 
tiny homes, or townhomes with a healthy setback, feel like they would be totally appropriate to the scale and 
feel of the neighborhood! 
 
The point is: there's a line. And it doesn't seem like this line is being navigated totally well yet in either of these 
scenarios. So maybe this needs to be rethought a bit? 
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I want to note that this gentle pushback doesn't come for us from a place of NIMBYism. We spend all of our 
free time in our back yard, and really none of it at all in the front yard. So we will spend our free time outdoors 
looking at the backs of four-story apartment buildings on 19th, if and when they go in. We are literally 
encouraging you to do this in our back yard. But not our *front* yard. Our back yard and our front yard are on 
two very different sides of a scenario that it doesn't seem the people making these maps fully took the time to 
get their arms around. So if we could encourage them to do that, that would be excellent. 
 
Mostly, though, we just want to cheer you on. This is a bold project with transformative potential. Do good 
things, and please prioritize residents and homeowners over developers as you make your plans. We're the ones 
who will have to live with the results of the plans you make. 
 
Thank you  —  jamie hill + shannon curtis 
 
-- 
jamie hill 
https://deptofenergymgmt.com/work 
-- 
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Dear City of Tacoma Councilmembers and Planning Department Staff, 

I’m writing to comment on the Home in Tacoma project. This project would be transformative for 

Tacoma in many ways and I wanted to touch on a few areas. I’m also a Commissioner on the Landmarks 

Preservation Commission (LPC) and have seen Elliott’s presentation multiple times and discussed concerns and 

questions with him. I appreciate the time he has taken to listen to the Commission’s feedback. 

I appreciate that the Home in Tacoma project is seeking to address the challenging housing market and 

bring housing to all neighborhoods across Tacoma. In general, I think citizens are not opposed to more people 

moving to Tacoma, but they are concerned with how things will change in the process. And most of that comes 

down to design. This topic came up both times Elliott presented to the LPC. We know that people are moving to 

Tacoma in large numbers. However, a huge, transformative change to our housing inventory has the potential to 

erase that character and uniqueness that makes Tacoma a place people want to move to. Citizens would be 

more open to new development if there were design standards that could be enforced, as mentioned in the 

Home in Tacoma presentations. If a new structure was designed to be in concert with its surroundings plus 

provide additional housing, I believe this would be a win win. We’ve seen successful examples of this in North 

Slope and the Wedge neighborhoods with multi-unit buildings built in similar styles seen in the neighborhood. I 

would strongly encourage Council and Planning to form strong design guidelines that are enforceable. A drive 

down East McKinley Avenue between East 36th and Division Lane or by 616 North Oakes Street (see photo) 

illustrates that design standards are needed. A concern I have is that this won’t be possible, City staff is already 

stretched thin. How can design standards truly be enforced early on in the permitting process? I believe we are 

at a point where design standards can be enforced and it wouldn’t scare away development. 

One of the City of Tacoma’s initiatives and priorities is sustainability. At both presentations to the LPC, 

the Commissioners stressed that demolition is a real concern by citizens. We have seen what’s happening across 

Seattle with homes demolished and replaced by four-story plus condo buildings. This isn’t sustainable. It is 

creating more housing, but at what cost? That character and history that defines neighborhoods is lost in the 

process, plus a viable home is lost to the landfill, which isn’t sustainable. The Commission stressed that reducing 

demolitions is a high priority and questioned how this can be achieved. I encourage Council and Planning to 

really look into how demolitions can be avoided successfully instead of the language currently used in the plan, 

that demolition would be ‘discouraged.’ Unless there are penalties for unnecessary demolition, there will be no 

effort by developers to avoid them. If Tacoma is for sustainability, this needs to be considered. Encouraging 

reuse and conversion of existing homes should be a top priority. 

Another issue that’s been raised is affordability. That is the goal of this project, to bring prices down as a 

result of increasing housing stock. Over the years, developers in Tacoma haven’t frequently used the 12-year tax 

exemption, which requires affordable housing. Instead, the more popular option has been the 8-year exemption 

which doesn’t require affordable housing. Elliott mentioned that more 12-year exemptions have been coming 

forward recently, mainly downtown. If there is already a trend towards developments that do not offer 

affordable housing, how will this project get developers to offer it in the future? How will the City encourage 

projects across all of Tacoma, rather than only in high equity opportunity neighborhoods with high monthly 

rent? More housing doesn’t always mean its more affordable, especially in certain neighborhoods. These 

proposals are catering to developers and that is why the Master Builders and other developers are so 

supportive. There are plenty of examples in Seattle and Minneapolis of formerly affordable homes being 

demolished and replaced by expensive condos. This gentrification is pricing families out of the neighborhoods 

they currently live in, a consequence that should be considered. I’m concerned about this happening to 
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residents throughout Tacoma. Families that want to purchase homes will now be placed in an even more 

competitive position, trying to outbid developers, which is difficult to accomplish. On top of that, developers in 

Tacoma are not required to pay impact fees, another issue that needs to be seriously considered by the Council. 

With a hot housing market, why are tax exemptions offered for developments with no affordable housing plus 

no impact fees? We are at a point where tax exemptions aren’t necessary anymore, development is here. 

Another goal of this project is to encourage a livable city and protect neighborhood qualities. I believe 

these goals align with many of the points made earlier. Neighborhood qualities can be protected by enforcing 

design guidelines and promoting reuse of structures rather than demolition. I think its important to note that I’m 

referring to neighborhoods across all of Tacoma, not just our historically designated neighborhoods. One option 

to consider is if demolition is absolutely necessary, developers should be required to work with a salvage 

company, which ties back to the sustainability goals. This saves elements of a property, keeping them out of the 

landfill and helps a local business create inventory. 

Lastly, I’d like to comment on the proposed scenarios of Evolve and Transform. I currently live in an area 

that is light pink on the maps, meaning its currently multi-family low density and is proposed to be mid-scale 

residential. We live between University of Puget Sound and Sixth Avenue. As you can imagine, this area is quite 

dense as it is. It is filled with multi-unit homes for students (each with their own cars) plus multi story homes on 

small lots and DADU’s. I’m concerned about encouraging even larger or taller structures to be built in already 

densely built areas. If one of the goals is truly to encourage and promote livability while protecting 

neighborhood qualities, allowing larger structures than our current multi-family low density zoning calls for, in 

already dense neighborhoods, will make those livability goals hard to achieve. I’m not sure if either Evolve or 

Transform is the best choice, but rather pieces of both. 

I would encourage Council and Planning staff to look at reducing the height and massing limits in areas 

that would be upzoned to mid-scale. Currently, my neighborhood allows 35 feet tall buildings. Going any bigger 

is not a gentle transition, as has been mentioned. I would also caution against incentivizing developers by 

offering options to add height or reduce setbacks. If citizens are promised a certain zoning type and height limit, 

stick to it, don’t offer a buy out for developers. This creates distrust amongst citizens. 

Thank you for your time and I truly hope that Council and Planning staff take into account all the citizen 

feedback and make changes to the proposal to reflect feedback from all citizens. This has the potential to be 

transformative for our city, please do it responsibly.  

Thank you, 

Sarah Hilsendeger 

 

 

 

 

Example of old and new housing  

near Sixth Avenue & North Oakes: 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Laura Himes <himes2011@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:44 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comments

Hello Planning Commissioners, 

I attended the public meeting on April 7, read the Home in Tacoma storymap, and played with the ARCGIS Map 
layers.   While I appreciate the goals of the Home in Tacoma Project, I do not believe these zoning changes will result in 
the end goal of affordable housing.  If the end goal is affordable housing, the words “we can encourage developers to offer 
affordable units in larger projects” is not really reassuring. It reminds me of Lucy and Charlie Brown with the football – 
are you foolish enough to think that developers care about affordable housing especially when there are literally no sticks 
at all to enforce if they take your incentives, build some monstrosity, and bait and switch?!  

I fully disagree with the transform housing scenario.  I would be potentially amenable to the evolve housing scenario if 
appropriate procedures and guardrails existed and the zoning was not just a blank check for developers.   

It is my understanding that the Mixed-Use Centers have been unsuccessful in creating affordable housing and yet they 
have received tax incentives.  The current proposal is more of the same failed, market-oriented, pro-development practices 
that will only create more luxury apartments and drive gentrification across the city.  Seattle followed this same approach 
that has resulted in a glut of expensive housing units but little added at the much needed low end. My brother and sister 
both live in Seattle and have observed this.   

I agree with the Historic Tacoma letter dated April 5, 2021 and their assessment of the situation at hand.  The devil is in 
the details and the Home in Tacoma Project has provided virtually none of the details of what happens if these zoning 
changes happen. All the issues in the Historic Tacoma letter need to be addressed. 

Additionally I wonder where the 2019 tree canopy cover plan went in all this or is the tree canopy only in our parks.   I am 
not seeing how this matches with “The City recognizes that the wide ranging benefits of trees and parks are not spread 
evenly across our community, with those living in lower-opportunity neighborhoods having the least canopy 
coverage.”  How the Home in Tacoma project coexists with the 2019 tree canopy cover plan needs to be addressed.  

I look forward to your response. 

V/R 

Laura Himes 

Delong Neighborhood Resident  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kayla Hipp <kaylahipp14@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:59 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments in support of Transforming housing in Tacoma

Hello,  
 
I am writing to express my support for the Transform Housing in Tacoma (Scenario #2) of the Home in Tacoma plan.s 
about 4‐5 stories. I really enjoy the socio‐economic diversity of my neighborhood, and I hope that the Transform 
plan/Scenario #2 would contribute to more diverse neighborhoods like mine throughout Tacoma. I would love to see 
more midscale type housing throughout Tacoma. As I have seen more big apartments being built in Tacoma, such as on 
6th ave/Alder and Proctor/25th, I am on one hand glad to see more housing being built, but disappointed these options 
do not seem affordable for the low‐middle class, and often block beautiful views. Scenario #2 will provide mid‐scale 
housing, which feels like a perfect fit for almost all parts of Tacoma. Many residential neighborhoods, like Proctor, the 
West End, and Stadium would be able to have more affordable and attainable housing options that fit the style of the 
neighborhood. This to me, sounds like a win‐win, as it will provide the housing Tacoma desperately needs while still 
maintaining the small city feel Tacoma has that many residents and homeowners love.  
 
Thank you in advance for your support of this transformative project that will lead to more equitable housing options in 
Tacoma. 
 
Kayla Hipp 
Tacoma, WA 98403  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Liz Hirschhorn <liz.hirschhorn@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 2021 8:27 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment on Home in Tacoma Project

To whom it may concern,  
  
I am writing this email to submit my comment of strong support for this project. This approach to increasing 
housing density in a thoughtful and equitable way is exactly what Tacoma needs. I am a homeowner of a single 
family home in the North End, and I would welcome the diversity and opportunity that the proposed housing 
options (duplex, triplex, condo, all of the above) would offer to a much wider range of Tacomans. I am 
committed to holding local officials and projects accountable regarding incorporation of anti-racist policies, 
particularly in the arena of housing, and I am eager to see how this project would move anti-racist action 
forward with respect to housing.  
  
Sincerely,  
  
Liz Hirschhorn  
3924 N Cheyenne St  
Tacoma WA 98407  
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Mailing Address 

PO Box 7664 

Tacoma, WA  98417 

 

April 5, 2021 

Planning Commission  

Tacoma Municipal Building, Rm. 16 

747 Market Street 

Tacoma, WA 98402 

Dear Chair Petersen and Commissioners: 

Historic Tacoma recognizes Tacoma’s desperate need for more low-income and 

homeless housing and support those efforts actually addressing it. However, we have 

serious reservations about the Home in Tacoma changes as currently proposed and 

the way the city is justifying it. The proposal documents are laced with unsupported 

claims to address this grave housing crisis, affordability and equity. These same 

questionable rationales were cited to justify the 2007 creation of Mixed-Use Centers 

that have been demonstrably unsuccessful. Since 2010, a mere 109 affordable units 

have been created, and none of the large apartment buildings built or proposed in the 

Proctor and Stadium MUCs have contained a single affordable, much less low-income 

unit, yet all received tax incentives. Nowhere is this failure acknowledged, much less 

addressed. The current proposal is more of the same failed, market-oriented, pro-

development practices that will only create more luxury apartments and drive 

gentrification across the city. Seattle followed this same approach that has resulted in 

a glut of expensive housing units but little added at the much needed low end. 

Tacoma must do better.  

The Home in Tacoma proposal is confused and lacks sufficient detail for a reasonable 

judgement. First, it is a proposal to switch from zone-based land use regulation to 

form-based regulation. We agree that form-based regulation has many benefits, if it is 

done well with a strong set of detailed design standards and public review process to 

provide consistency and ensure compatibility with the unique character of Tacoma’s 

neighborhoods. However, Home in Tacoma provides nothing about the design 

standards for each building type, how they would be developed and assessed or how 

the design review process would be implemented to ensure public input and 

transparency. In the absence of clearly defined policies regarding the development of 

design standards, their continued assessment and modification, public review process 

and enforcement, we only have city employees’ weak claims that some undefined 

process with set design parameters, scale and character of Low-scale and Mid-scale 

Residential property types will “fit” into largely one to two story neighborhoods. 

There is some acknowledgement toward “fit harmoniously with,” “compatibility 

with,” and “responsive to” existing neighborhoods, but nowhere are any of these 

vague references defined and elaborated in policies. Nor do any policies  
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address how “neighborhood patterns” will be defined, by whom and with what neighborhood input.  

At the very least, Policy DD 1-4 should be amended to require development of a city-wide, design review 

process that supports individual neighborhood identity, scale and historic appearance, that encourages 

public and especially neighborhood input, and that promotes high-quality design and building materials. 

Additionally it should require identifying the boundaries of unique residential neighborhoods, their 

design characteristics and development pattern from which to develop neighborhood-specific design 

standards. It should abjure any quick administrative-only review based on one-size-fits-all, cookie-cutter 

standards developed without neighborhood input.  

Nowhere do any policies address how new Low-scale or Mid-scale development will be dispersed 

through neighborhoods to ensure neighborhood blocks are not overwhelmed by gentrifying property 

values and developer pressure to sell. Nowhere do any policies address how the city will direct new 

development to areas currently with low density or greatest need. That all appears left to market forces 

that will seek always to maximize extracting profit. 

Historic Tacoma is especially concerned that the Mid-scale Residential proposal will endanger huge 

swaths of Tacoma’s historic and cultural resources. Most bus routes and transportation corridors in 

Tacoma follow its early streetcar routes, along which its earliest development occurred. Reference is 

made to “avoid creating incentives for demolition or within historic districts” but with no indication of 

how that will be done. Therefore, Tacoma’s demolition review process must be expanded immediately 

to include all buildings in all Low-scale and Mid-scale areas as it is now in all MUCs. Policies are needed 

to ensure that the city undertakes concerted and well-funded efforts to identify historic resources and 

pro-actively list individual landmarks and create small historic districts where appropriate.  

Oddly Tacoma’s historic districts are not even referenced as “sensitive areas” in the proposal although 

there are vague references to protecting them. The best way to protect historic districts to allow only 

Low-scale Residential development within them. Also MUC boundaries need to be reassessed and 

redrawn so that, for example, the historic E. Wright Avenue area of McKinley Hill or the six contiguous 

blocks of the Stadium-Seminary National Register Historic District are excluded from development 

pressure.  

Home in Tacoma repeatedly refers to “smooth transitions” from MUCs to correct a fatal flaw in the 

current MUCs. In the original MUC proposal citizens were assured that a “transition zone” would be 

within the MUC where it belongs by limiting height bonuses to within 200 ft. of an MUC’s core. But that 

transition zone was eliminated at the last minute by City Council without citizen input on July 14, 2009, 

thus causing the current outrage in Proctor. Instead Home in Tacoma simply proposes making the entire 

city one huge “transition zone”.  

To its shame Tacoma has the least tree canopy and the least access to open space of any municipality in 

the Puget Sound Region. Nowhere does the current proposal address this growing crisis, yet it refers 

repeatedly to “shared” open spaces and yards but makes no provision for creating more. In fact it 

exacerbates the problem by allowing surplus land ONLY to be used for “mixed-use housing” (Policy H-

4.2) with no thought for creating desperately needed open space, especially in areas like the Proctor 

MUC that was already designated as lacking open space before its four new large apartment buildings 

were developed. The proposal refers only to “street trees” as if small replacement saplings in parking 

strips adequately compensate for the loss of mature trees on parcels. McKinley and Lincoln 
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neighborhoods are seeing increased loss of tree canopy as absentee landlords and developers scrape 

parcels to maximize profit extraction. This proposal needs a policy that strongly protects mature trees 

on parcels and in city right of way. 

In short, Historic Tacoma believes that the Home in Tacoma is being rushed through without adequate 

study or real citizen input. What has been provided is simply inadequate to allow citizens to make an 

informed judgement of the actual consequences of what is proposed. Moreover, pushing this proposal 

through based on a poorly designed “push” survey and during a COVID lockdown has substantially 

limited the opportunities for Tacoma’s citizens to provide earnest input in this process. We request that 

additional analysis and policies be developed along the line we have suggested prior to asking citizens to 

accept a vague proposal that will have profound and long lasting impact on Tacoma’s neighborhoods.  

Sincerely, 

 

 

Kathleen Brooker, Board President 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Erick Hohnstein-Van Etten <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:54 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Erick Hohnstein-Van Etten  

erickhve@gmail.com  

1716 S Cushman Ave  

Tacoma, Washington 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Katie Hohnstein-Van Etten <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:04 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Katie Hohnstein-Van Etten  

kevanetten@gmail.com  

1716 S Cushman Ave  

Tacoma, Washington 98405 
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Tacoma is a beautiful city containing miles of waterfront view properties. After reading
the News Tribune article regarding single-family zoning, I have the following concern.

During mfr t~ir~~ (~~) years v>ror€cing ~ ~~r~ ~acom~ ~Tann~ng ~ep~ri~ent, the city
established view areas for homes overlooking the waterfront. The permitted height
was lowered from thirty-five (35) feet to twenty-five (25) feet. This height should - remain
and not allow for four story buildings. People pay more money and higher taxes for
view property and their view should be protected from taller buifdings.

Sincerely,

George Hoivik
3402 North Union Ave
Ta~~m~s WA 98407
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mieke Hoppin <miekehoppin@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:32 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comment Period

Good Afternoon 
Thanks for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed Home in Tacoma Project.   
I'm in the middle of listening to an interesting podcast: Where Did The Neighborhood Go? about 
housing in New York City.  I can't even imagine being a City planner because there is no real 
solution to housing crises - there is a lot of try, slightly improve or totally fail, and retry.  I can tell 
you put a lot of thought into this and I commend your efforts to date.  What really resonated for 
me listening to that podcast was many people alluding to "a sense of community" or  living where 
we are most comfortable.   
 
I did not read all the documents in depth so I could have skimmed right over what I was hoping to 
find which is a requirement everywhere for the new housing options to be consistent with the 
neighborhood and have a requirement to really understand what consistent with the neighborhood 
means to the people in that neighborhood.     
 
I saw it pretty clearly written for historic districts: "Infill in historic districts is supported to expand 
housing options consistent with the low-scale designation, but must be consistent with the 
neighborhood scale and defining features." 
 
I have the following suggestions: 

 Make language similar to historic districts apply City-wide. 
 Make it a requirement or provide incentives to developers to speak with the neighbors 

before housing of certain size is allowed (for example if a 4 unit building will be installed 
where there are only single family homes require at least one public meeting or public 
comment period). 

 Provide incentives to developers that reside or work in the area where they will be 
developing because they will have a better idea of the defining features of a neighborhood. 

 Provide incentives to developers who put due diligence into understanding a neighborhood. 

Lastly, housing crises can be solved - by a smaller population, so it is suggested that the City, as part 
of the House in Tacoma Project, allocate funding to the TPCHD, Tacoma Schools, or other 
appropriate entity to increase funding for sex education programs and require education about 
what is really means to have children (cost, responsibility, etc.).   
 
Thanks!  
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Cheers! 
Mieke Hoppin 
  
-Sent by carrier pigeon. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: melissa_james_hubbard <melissa_james_hubbard@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:52 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning changes in single family neighborhoods

I've been crying, off and on, since I found out that these zoning changes are possible, and my 
address is right in the 4 story mauve area. My family has lived in our home for the past 27 years. Our 
entire neighborhood, North 26th and Orchard, is 1960's, single story ramblers. The possibility that an 
investor could build a 4 story multi-family home, next door, will ruin what we worked so hard to build 
for ourselves. Both my husband and I, grew up in single mother households, dependent on the 
welfare system. We know all about poverty, loss of our childhoods, abuse, absent parents, filth, rats, 
and everything else that comes with that. We worked our behinds off, to buy our own little piece of the 
American dream. We put every penny we had into homeownership. When our classmates were 
buying homes in our childhood neighborhoods, for 60% of what homes sold for in our desired 
location, we made all kinds of sacrifices to buy in this modest north Tacoma neighborhood. Our 
friends couldnt understand, why we were willing to pay so much more, to live where we live. We 
bought a house, in a single family neighborhood. We bought a house, that is not nextdoor to 
apartment units, gas station, or restaurants. Yes, we are on a semi busy street(its become more 
busy, over the 27 years we've lived here), but that was the only way we could afford to raise our kids 
in the north end. If this zoning change goes through, we lose our privacy. Who wants to be out 
floating in their backyard blowup pool, with neighbors looking into your yard? My body, and my fruit 
and vegetable gardens, will be shaded from getting the sunshine, which we've always enjoyed. This 
would decrease available parking, which is already at a premium. If anything like this is built, nextdoor 
to me, I would be forced to sell my HOME. A home that gave us the stability that we never had 
before. A home where we raised our children. A home that we've lovingly cared for and put every 
penny we have into updating. Sure, we could sell it, but where are we to go? Should we have to move 
to an urban sprawl area, where we might be able to find an affordable home? Why not let 
homeowners decide if we want an ADU, duplex, or tiny home in the yard? Why not make it easier for 
property owners to do such things. I looked into an ADU, as soon as the city approved them. With all 
of the restrictions, rules, setbacks, etc., and the way my lot is setup, it just didnt seem feasible. It 
seems like when an investor comes in, all of the rules are thrown out the window. They can build 
things up to the property line, in some cases. I wouldnt more low income apartments, being brought 
to the north end(we already have some), but put them in areas that are already zoned for those size 
of projects, or on commercially zoned, dilapidated land, that's not currently being used How about the 
old Kmart area? Probably because investors wouldnt make very much money, since that land is so 
much more valuable, than my nextdoor neighbors house. This idea also will make it harder for my 
adult children to buy a home in the neighborhood that they were raised in, because there'll be less 
single family homes. Bring on the cottage homes, or even duplexes, but keep the single family 
neighborhood feel. If people want apartments and love that live and shop vibe, they can go and buy 
their home in that kind of neighborhood. 
Melissa Hubbard 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rob Huff <rob@whiterabbits.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 10:41 AM
To: Planning
Subject: RE: Housing

I am submitting my comments on the Home in Tacoma Project proposals. In short, I am in favor of changes to 
Tacoma’s zoning structures to support more housing within the city limits - especially to address the “missing 
middle” housing. Too much of our city is currently zoned for single-family housing only. 
 
There is currently a severe shortage of housing in Tacoma, and that has led to drastic acceleration of housing 
costs and spurred many who would prefer to live within the city to move to suburbs outside the city just to be 
able to afford somewhere to live. Our communities are more vibrant with density and varieties of housing. 
 
I will close with the comment that I would hope that these changes will be accompanied by real transportation 
infrastructure that scales for a city with more density, meaning real public transportation with much more 
frequent buses and rail on established routes that provide predictability and access. 
 
Rob 
 
 
 
-- 
Rob Huff ---------- Tacoma, WA 
Author of Washington Disasters (Globe Pequot, 2006), Birding Washington (Falcon Publishing, 2004) and 
Insider's Guide to the Olympic Peninsula (Globe Pequot, 2001) 
www.whiterabbits.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dennis W Hug <dhug@UW.EDU>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 1:19 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing in Tacoma

My Question is to what extent will the City look at Traffic an How it will impact local communities just so you 
can make affordable housing? This is a subject that never gets talked about an that is Traffic impact!! Are the 
builders for this city wish of affordable housing be responsible for that??  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kris Hall <powerratt@icloud.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:57 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Email Tacoma Planning

Good afternoon, 
     I am writing in response to the proposed projects. Both of the maps go to far and would destroy local neighborhoods 
and living quality for Tacoma residents. The assumption that we need need more affordable housing may or may not be 
accurate but this proposal fails completely to provide that, of the two proposals the transform is completely 
unacceptable and would not be sustainable. 
    The council proclaims that we need affordable housing but there is nothing in the proposal to guarantee that any of 
the new high density housing would be affordable. I. Recent years, townhomes were built on hilltop and high rise 
apartments in downtown, of which the selling and renting prices were exceedingly high and anything but affordable. 
This was the opportunity for the city to offer affordable housing and instead the gave tax breaks for the projects in order 
to get more revenue from property taxes. 
     Secondly the bus system would not support this. They have cut back so much that nothing connects and it takes three 
times as long to get anywhere in Tacoma over driving.  
    Finally, there is not room on for parking. The tenants would be spilling over to the few remaining single family areas 
where streets are not designed for heavy traffic or parking. This is a heavily flawed planned meant to force extreme high 
density on Tacoma and will end in making it an very undesirable place to live. 
    Finally, Tacoma is not attracting any industry to support jobs. Instead it continues to loose very good companies that 
employ large numbers of people. 
Tacoma can do better. 
Kristen Hulscher 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jenny Jacobs <jennyjacobs253@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:20 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Hello, 
 
I live in the North Slope neighborhood and I am writing to express my support for increased housing density in 
Tacoma. There is a major housing shortage across all income levels, and increasing density in compact, 
walkable neighborhoods will benefit everyone.  
 
Tacoma is enriched by racial and economic diversity. Those who say they want to "preserve" our 
neighborhoods are being racist and classist. Population growth is inevitable for our desirable area. It is 
ridiculous to claim you want that growth confined to neighborhoods other than yours.  
 
I have owned my home for 12 years, before that I owned a home on the Hilltop. Both of these neighborhoods 
would be improved by greater density, in all price ranges. We live in a city. Cities are full of people. If some 
residents of my neighborhood and the surrounding neighborhoods in the North End would like to live in an area 
with more personal space, they are welcome to move outside the city. 
 
Lastly, our planet is burning and we must make changes in how we build and how we commute. Density in 
urban neighborhoods makes the most sense to limit sprawl and keep our green spaces green.  
 
Proud YIMBY, 
Jenny Jacobs 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Catherine Jaquish <catherinejaquish@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 6:59 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezoning

 
I realize that the housing shortage is a serious issue and that rezoning could be of help to that. I ask that city 
planners first deal with roads, parking and other infrastructure issues before allowing more density in the North 
End. The new zoning should benefit those who live here and those who will live here and not merely bring in 
more money to developers. 
 
Catherine Jaquish 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Laura Jensen <jensen_jensen48@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 12:25 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma - Planning event in April, 2021

Pedestian traffic right‐of‐way, Green‐lining, Preservation, and Problems with neighbors in buildings 
 
I use alternative transportation.  A cashier would ask for my driver's license.  Not willing to be useless if needed, I took 
lessons and got a license.  I learned to get a state ID.  I have never owned a car, I use public transit or walk, and in 1990 I 
got a bike.  I have biked a lot since then.  To represent my alternative transportation methods, I have chosen to 
participate, when I can, with city planning citizen projects.  I participated in a Point Defiance charette at one point.  I 
appeared as one commenter on a MLK Subarea plan video with experience at First Lutheran Church and at the Valhalla 
Hall.  
1. 
I want to express some details I have experienced about density housing because I think some ombudsperson group 
should respond to people who live in density housing.  I have lived in diverse equal opportunity apartments in Tacoma 
since 1974.  These neighborhoods later were named the North Slope District and the Stadium District.  These units have 
been small, have been in old converted houses and in an old brick apartment building.  Now I live in a small apartment in 
a newer building with forty‐eight units.  
 
My comments involve at least four priorities:  pedestian traffic right‐of‐way, green‐lining, preservation, and problems 
with neighbors in buildings.  A book I have been reading, Right of Way: Race, Class, and the Silent Epidemic of Pedestrian 
Deaths in America, expresses conditions that cause pedestrian risk. Density new buildings must build in pedestrian right‐
of‐way and pedestrian accessibility.  Tacoma advances along a plan for growth management that determines growth in 
the urban area that will offset with green preservation in more rural spaces.  Tacoma advances to preserve historic 
buildings.  Tacoma Public Schools have newly found opportunity to show students examples of history as they preserve 
old buildings.  And, where people live, people can find problems with neighbors. 
 
I want to express some details I have experienced about density housing.   I think some ombudsperson group should 
respond to people who live in density housing.   
 
Residents in density housing have agreements with management, and as long as intervention is not necessary, 
agreements may seem fine.  Sometimes ntervention may seem necessary.  A building resident can be so alarmed at 
problems from neighbors that they must complain.  If an building resident complains of persistent noise abuse to the 
police, the police will refer the caller to the management at their building.  Management may volly the complaint to 
another section of the business.  To the building resident alarmed by the problems, tired out from their efforts to see if 
something can be done about the problems, it may seem that nothing has been done to solve the problem.   
 
The resident may need contacts beyond management to respond to their complaint.   In density housing neighborhoods 
the city can need an ombudsperson presence that can be willing to respond to complaints of abuse. 
Another difficulty in density housing:  if a building resident acts out near the building office, the office worker can take 
action against the resident on their own behalf because they witness the situation.  But if a resident complains of similar 
behavior to the management, the management will not take action on behalf of the resident because they have never 
witnessed it themselves. 
2. 
The Core Coordinating Team presently also referred to as Heal The Heart is addressing anti‐racism concerns and 
systemic racism in Tacoma.  A group like this can appropriately be concerned with challenges presented by density 
housing.  Their concerns are about racial diversity.  There are other concerns, including gender and sexual 
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diversity.  Perhaps this concern about density housing problems with neighbors should matter to this Core Coordinating 
Team. 
 
In Portland Oregon in 2019 I stayed at a bed and breakfast partly made of several old houses in a row reused as hostel 
rooms.  Plans like this surely might support historic building preservation or to re‐use more recent houses as an 
alternative to family house homes only.   
 
Also, I think some streets might not be necessary, and inset housing might change some of that infrastructure.  Streets 
that are not park‐like might be used in this way.  I think cars should be not used around Wright Park, that streets there 
should be redesigned, but such street change would not be for housing, though.  Contact with nature matters so much 
for people.  The park might be among the most consistently used parks in Tacoma, the arboretum will continue with 
replanted young trees, the beautiful arboretum lends a slight illusion of size that can cause drivers to think there is space
‐ to prevent car entry has been realized by the most recent Wright Park redesign.  The park aged beautifully and many 
remember an aged park with lovely features, the newly designed park is also beautiful and a part of the future.   
 
3. 
At the building where I live the management has acted in exemplary good ways about Covid‐19 that have been 
important to the residents.  A one‐page newsletter arrives at each door at least once a month.  There is a van, which 
became social distanced for early morning trips to stores.  Members of the staff arranged for Salvation Army weekly in‐
building food bank visits for all, van drivers pick up boxes at the Salvation Army, their workers also have helped load and 
unload.  The building residents, senior citizens, have given two money donations to the Outreach.  The building 
contacted a clinic in the 26th and Proctor neighborhood which sent a team twice to vaccinate a large percentage of the 
building residents.  The in‐building food bank and the vaccinations co‐ordination was located in the building common 
activity area, which is closed to normal use during the emergency. 
 
4. 
So, I think pedestian traffic right‐of‐way must be built in to the plans of new density buildings, along with green‐
lining.  Historic preservation is a must, and it can be important that problems with neighbors in buildings be monitored 
by city ombudspersons.  Elected city representatives must become aware of what life is like if people live in small 
apartments as density continues in Tacoma.  Density continues in Tacoma, my experience is that it can be difficult to 
manage in a place that is small.   
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: R Powers <ironbird9@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:11 PM
To: Planning
Subject: New zoning with important resources

To the planning commission. 
 
    I understand the planning commission is looking to change the zoning laws in Tacoma for more affordable housing 
units.  
     My fear of increasing the density without having the proper resources in place will create a dangerous situation for 
those of us who reside in Tacoma.          We are undermanned and understaffed in the police force as it stands in the city 
of Tacoma.  Violent crime is up, property theft is quite high, personal safety has diminished.   Will the current staff be 
able to handle a higher population? 
     We have undergone a pandemic that has affected every hospital in our area, affecting bed status, staffing status, and 
a higher level of care this year meaning ICU beds.  With the increased density will our hospitals be able to handle the 
amount of patients, the care needed with appropriate staff.  Will the total bed count be enough.  Those hospitals do not 
service just Tacoma area residents. And the pandemic has caused a staffing crisis.   
    Currently our roads in Tacoma are in terrible shape, will the roads be able to handle an increase in traffic? With 
increased density we will have more cars on the road.  Our commute services are not up to task yet to help commuters 
so more cars. 
   There are certain areas in Tacoma that are more desirable for a developer to build.  Building in an area that potentially 
can get a higher rent is more attractive than in certain other areas of the city. But certain other areas of the city mean 
more affordable housing. Where some areas of the city are already quite dense, but builders still want to build them so 
that they can get quite high rents. My fear is quite a few older homes may be torn down so a duplex or triplex can be 
built on a small plot of land. The neighborhood then loses their sense of community and companionship by having some 
developers come in and being very insensitive to the needs of neighborhood by building for only their pocketbooks. I 
question how many of them would want to live next to some of the possible building designs.  There is a question of 
parking.  Many homes only have a one car garage, but families have more than one car.    
   Are we going to put the cart before the horse by opening Tacoma up, open up the zoning laws and losing who we are 
as the city of Tacoma.  Will we give outside developers a red carpet to change a livable small city into an unrecognizable 
town.   
   Can the zoning and planning committee look at areas of Tacoma that need more affordable housing and also look at 
density numbers and limit the building in some neighborhoods that density is high?  Can you also look at residential 
homes and neighborhoods as valuable and the desire to keep this intact instead of squeezing multiplexes on small plots 
of land? 
Thank you 
LoriAnne Johns 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Brett Johnson <bmjohnson75@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 18, 2021 5:08 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments regarding proposed zoning/housing changes

City of Tacoma Planning Services,  
 
I would like to express overall support for much of the proposed zoning changes to increase density and 
provide "missing middle" housing within the city; to address housing supply, affordability, and choice; and to 
establish equitable and anti‐racist rules and policies. By providing greater housing within already‐developed 
areas, we are protecting outlying areas of the county that are experiencing tremendous pressure by 
developers and the demand for the housing the provide. By encouraging the building of more multi‐family 
housing units, we are providing viable alternatives to our families of varying incomes. This allows more of our 
rural areas to remain in use for agriculture, forestry, wetlands, natural areas, groundwater absorption, etc. 
 
With that said, we encourage the city to continue to be mindful about how and where we make these 
changes. Part of what makes Tacoma special is its array of charming, walkable neighborhoods with nearby 
parks and schools, which was a major reason our family bought a home here. Many other residents share this 
feeling, and would prefer to maintain this character while also encouraging expanded housing options in 
targeted areas near transit routes. 
 
Multifamily housing units should indeed be located close to shopping and transit as you have proposed, but 
we must not underestimate the need for parking. My job as an itinerant teacher requires that I use a vehicle 
as I hop from school to school each day. Many fellow citizens will share similar stories in which a vehicle is 
needed for daily employment. Let's continue to encourage the purchase and ongoing use of hybrid and 
electric vehicles, and keep this in mind in planning for new developments. 
 
The City of Tacoma has an opportunity to strike a great balance between the old and the new with these new 
zoning policies. We encourage you to be bold in encouraging greater density, yet considerate of the realities of 
current and incoming residents alike. We prefer a balanced approach. Thank you for your thoughtful 
consideration. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Brett M. Johnson 
4609 N 13th St 
Tacoma WA 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Joy Johnson <joyintacoma@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 10:21 AM
To: Planning
Subject: comments/HomeinTacoma

I am writing to submit comments for the proposed changes to the residential single family housing zoning--I 
live on the West Slope of Tacoma on South Sunset Drive. 
 
1- Our neighborhood has covenants that state only one home per parcel--would the proposed changes supersede 
these covenants? 
 
2-Are there any proposals to restrict large property management companies from purchasing a multitude of 
single family homes only to turn around and build quads for rentals only. How does this address the inequality 
in home ownership? Nationwide trends show the large companies are buying up the housing keeping supplies 
low-why do we allow this on one hand while on the other hand we're saying there is a supply issue? 
 
3-Looking at both scenarios for the Planning Commision changes, there is a large "tongue" that goes down 12th 
from Jackson to nearly Sunset. Is this accurate? Are you considering mid-range development down 12th 
where there are currently single family homes? 
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
Joy Johnson 
932 South Sunset Drive 
Tacoma 
253-820-2394 
joyintacoma@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Celestial Seasonings <celestialseasonings78@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:22 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Tacoma housing Rezoning

I would like to make a few suggestions regarding the rezoning of Tacoma.  
 
1. I believe no subsidies should be given to developers who will not provide 50% rental units at affordable 
pricing. Affordable pricing being $1200 maximum for a 2 bedroom and $800 max for 1 bedrooms. 
 
2. The inner city/Hilltop area does not need housing above 3 to 4 stories high. 
 
3. ALL new development MUST include basement parking, alley parking or a secondary lot available for 
parking. And parking passes should ,most assuredly, be included in the rent. 
 
I am available if you would like to discuss further. Thank you for providing a chance for community input. 
 
 
Lora Celeste Johnson 
425.922.2658 
Celestialseasonings78@gmail.com 
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For Bobby Turner, if you want to cure a problem in 

socety, you need profitable solutions instead of relying
on government and philanthropic resources. A self-

described "evolved capitalist and enlightened philan-
thropist" he has spent the past 20-plus years proving 
the need to use business as a force for good and becom- 

ing a pioneer in social impact investing 

While social impact investing has been bantered

about frequently, he makes clear that it's not an asset 

class and it's not philanthropy. 

"At its core, social impact is an ivestment strategy 
based on a simple premise-you don't need to choose

between doing good and doing well. You can accom- 

plish both," says Turner, principal and CEO of Turner
Impact Capital. 

He says part of the challenge around impact 

investing is that most investors have been trained that 
"profits and purpose don't play nicely in the sandbox." 
However, since founding Turner Impact Capital in 
2014, he has proved that's not true. 

Based in Santa Monica, California, the firm focuses 
on sustainable solutions around housing, education, 
and health care by developing and investing in infra-

structure in densely populated, underserved commu-

nities. It has a triple bottom line: achieving successful 

financial results, fostering opportunities for communí-
ties, and embracing environmental responsibility. 

Turner, who raised his first social impact fund in 
1998 with basketball legend and businessman Magic 
Johnson, also is drawing high-profile investors who 
"want to do good and do well" into his funds. NBA star 
Chris Paul and actress Eva Longoria are investors and 
ambassadors for the firm's housing funds. Tennis leg- 
end Andre Agassi is co-managing partner of the firm's 
education strategy. Famed hedge fund manager Bill 
Ackman has also invested in four of the firm's funds 

The Turner Multifamily 

Impact Fund ll acquired
the 350-unit Portola Del 

Sol in Las Vegas in 2020.

Bobby Turner and NBA 
star Chris Paul, who is an 
Investor and ambassador 
for Turner Impact 

Capital's housing funds. 

"These are truly authentic human beings that 
recognize, with their wealth and fame, they can set an 
example of paying it forward," he says. 

Working for the Workforce 
With the nation plagued by an affordability crisis that's 
been exacerbated even further due to the COVID-19 
pandemic, the firm has responded to the growing and 
unmet demand for workforce housing.

"When you have 204 million families who are rent 
burdened and 78% of Americans living paycheck to 
paycheck, social impact investing has never been more 
important and never been more rewarding" Turner 
says. "Youre not trying to create demand, you're fulfill- 
ing existing demand that's going unmet."
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Multifanily Investor
Houndtable 
Five industry experts weigh in on 
challenges, opportunities, and hot markets

BY CHRISTINE SERLIN 

While multifamily deal activity hit a pause at the 

start of the pandemic, transaction volume started
to pick back up by the third quarter of 2020 and 

is expected to see a boost in 2021. According to 

Newmark's "Multifamily Capital Markets Report"
multifamily investment sales volume saw a quarter-

over-quarter increase of ss.9% in the third quarter,

the strongest sequential gain since 2011. 

"Multifamily sales volume was down 28% 

in 2020 versus 2019, according to Real Capital 

Analytics. However, activity rebounded significantly
in Q4, making it one of the most active quarters
in recent years," says Lili Dunn, president at Bell 

Partners. "With the onset of the pandemic, we 
intentionally paused activity for about six months 

until there was better visibility on risk, underwriting, 
and pricing. By year-end, Bell closed approximately 
$1.2 billion in transactions, and we were able to 
exceed pre-COVID pricing levels on our disposition 

activity" 
Multifamily investment firms LYND and 

Rastegar Property Co. also reported strong
performance for the overall year.

"Considering the fact we are in the middle of 
a global pandemic, our team was happy with what 
we achieved last year," says David Lynd, president 
and CEO of LYND. "We finished up 2020 at $4oo 

million in acquisitions and new development 
combined, up about $so million over 2019."

Ari Rastegar, founder and CEO of Rastegar 
Property Co., adds that he considered 2020 to be 
the "greatest real estate buying opportunity of the 

last 100 years with vintage multifamily apartments 
in up-and-coming cities, like those in the Sun Belt.

Because of this, our transaction rate remained
steady throughout the year and will likely continue

The firm's first fund, Turner Multifamily Impact

Fund 1, invested nearly $700 million to acquire and 

preserve 7,840 workforce housing units for more than 

14,000 residents. The firm is nearly doubling its efforts 

with its second fund. 
In December, it closed on Turner Multifamily 

Impact Fund II that will invest an additional $1.25

bilion in workforce housing communities across the 

country over the next several years. To date, the second

fund has acquired eight communities totaling more 

than 3,000 units for more than 5,500 residents. 

"What we're focused on is residents earning 
between 60% and 100% of the area median income.

These are essential service providers-like teachers, 

firefighters, and police officers-who generally don't 
earn enough money for ownership or luxury rentals but 

earn too much for subsidized housing" Turner says.

"Everyone suffers when housing is not proximate to 

employment, education, and health care."

Given the cost of land and labor, it's more dificult

than ever to build new construction and charge afford-

able rents while earning market-rate returns.

In addition, three-quarters of America's estimated

12 million affordable rental units are unsubsidized,

according to Harvard University's Joint Center for 

HousingStudies. Plus, an estimated 100,000 multifam
ily units are being removed from the market each year, 
according to CBRE. 

"Demand is growing, and there's practically no new 

Supply he says. "What drove me into the space, the 

existing supply of workforce housing is shrinking 
When [Class) B and C or subsidized properties eome 
onto the market, they are often bought by opportunistic 
investors who plan to demolish or complete value-add 
improvements to increase rents"

The frm manages multifamily communities in the 

into 2021 as well." 

For Avanath Capital Management president 
and chief investment officer John Williams, it's 
important to look at "2020 as the aberration it was" 

when assessing year-over-year sales. 

From top: Li Dunn, David Lynd, Jay Madary, Ari Rastegar, and John Wlams 
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"More relevant than comparlng last year's transaction volume to 2019's is 
noting how multifamily fared in comparison to other asset classes during the 

pandemlc and its outlook for the future," he says. "Whlle COVID-19 had a 
dampening effect on sales In virtually all commercial real estate asset classes,
multlfamilly was comparatlvely one of the least-impacted sectors. Even though
overall apartment vacancy did rise a bit during the pandemic, it is expected to 
make a full recovery by early 2022, according to CBRE, with affordable housing

Atlanta; Austin, Texas; Dallas; Houston; Las Vegas; San 

Antonio; Seattle; and Washington, D.C, areas. Turner 

says when looking for workforce housing acquisitions, 
the firm focuses on the four Ds: 

Density Markets characterized by the density of the 
population-at least 250000;

Diversity: Communities of color and immigrants; 
Existing Demand: Markets where there is an exiat 
ing mismatch in housing, education, and health 

as one of the star sectors." 

Looking at 2021, CBRE Research also expects to see multifamily investment 
volume rebound with 33% growth. It predicts that volume will reach about $148 
billion, lower than 2019's record of $191 bllion but higher than 2020's estimate

of $11 billlon.
care; and 

Doing Good: "In all my investments, I have to be 
confident I can drive positive financial returns and 

positive societal changes in communities where I'm 

trying to foster hope," he says. "Social impact invest-

in can d 
tional investment strategies" 
Turner adds that by investing in underserved com- 

munities he is driving 10% returns-all while address-

ing the critical and growing need for affordable work 
force housing. 

Experienced investors Dunn, Lynd, Rastegar, Williams, and Jay Madary, 
president and CEO of JVM Realty, diseuss what's ahead for 2021, including their
outlooks, the biggest challenges, and the hottest markets. 

MFE: What ls your investment actlvity outlook for a021t
ve better risk-adjusted returns than tradi-

DUNN: We expect to be more active this year, which is driven by the relative 
risk-adjusted returns that apartments offer, fueled by attractive long-term 
fundamentals. At the same time, we expect to remain cautious and judicial 

about our underwriting and investment selection. 

LYND: We are ramped up and looking for as many development and value-add 
acquisitions that align with our strategy. We are fully invested during all cycles.

We believe there are always opportunities. 

"SOcial impact RASTEGAR: We have no plans of slowing. We expect to continue investing in 

cities all along the Sun Belt.

investing can WILLIAMS: While we seek to achieve economies of scale by investing heavily
in certain markets, each property we acquire in those markets has to make 
sense for us before we will commit to it. 

We also have plans to expand our footprint in new markets that fit within

our investment thesis. For example, we recently purchased our first property in 
Boston late last year and plan to continue to expand in the region.

drive better risk- 
adjusted returns

MFE: What are your biggest concerms as an investor this year 

than traditional 
DUNN: The appeal for U.S. multfamily has generated strong demand from 
global investors. This could drive prices up and compress yields. In addition, the 
cost of debt has been rising and could continue to increase if in flation pressures 

persist.
investment 

strategies." LYND: My biggest concem is simply jobs. Jobs equal renters. I believe in the 
U.S. economy, and we will rebound.

MADARY: The incoming administration and potential government intervention
in the multlfamily industry is of concern. If implemented, tax changes to capital

-BOBBY TURNER 

gains and the eliminatlon of 1o31 exchanges may affect valuations and reduce 

transactlon activlty. Mandated lockdown orders, eviction moratoriums, and rent 

controls in some markets all create challenges to our industry. Furthermore, the 

damage to our economy from the economic shutdowns may exacerbate what 
we were already seelngas an insatiable desire/need by many local governments 
to Increase commerclal property taxes. 

Resident Satisfaction 
To preserve this much-needed housing, Turner says 
he has figured out how to generate these market-rate 
returns and not raise rents-and it all comes down to 
creating pride in rentership. 

The biggest expense in multifamilyhousing is turn-
over. It's not real estate taxes, not tenant improvements 

or maintenance. When there is no pride in rentership, 
it leads to transiency," he says. "If we can create a pride 

in rentership by enriching a community with essential 

services and maintaining rents at an affordable level, 
then tenants will stay longer, which in turn drives down 
hurnover costs and leads to increased profitability" 

RASTEGAR: My only concern is all the fuss that has been made about the 
office belng dead and people will no longer need to base their living situation off 
of where they work. I can assure you that the future of work is going to mostly 
be In the office. As the pandemic subsides, we will likely begin establishing a 
hybrid schedule of different teams congregating in the office on different days 
of the week, but we need in-person communication and interaction; we cannot 
alljust move away to secluded summer homes and work remotely forever. We 

20 wwLTFuaU UECITIVE MACI 27 
MULNFANTLTEXECOTTE.COM 

505



need to break bread and exchange ldeas together, and, with that, people will still
need to llve within reasonable distance of thelr workplaces. The in-house property management team has 

implemented a wide array of needs-bnsed services

designed to enrich the residents' lives-from children

to seniors This service-enriched programming helps
reduce those costly turnovers and vacancíes, genernte

positive social outcomes, increase resident satisfnc- 

tion, and allow the communities to stay affordable. 

For Rachel Mavrothalasitis, director of impact at 
Turner Impact Capital, the services and programming 
have been a source of pride personally and for the resi-
dents."We have seen that over 40% of our current resi-
dents are participating in the programs, and over 80% 
of prospective residents are citing these programs as a 

reason to move to one of our properties. Enrichment 

wILLIAMSIA major concern for all Investors Is how qulckly the economy will 
recover relatlve to the COvID-19 shutdowns. This will depend on how fast 
the vaccine ls distrlbuted, how soon businesses reopen, and the pace at which 

people feel comfortable Interacting in person agaln. The more qulekly all of 

this takes place, the sooner we can get back to rebuilding our economy and 

restabillzing the investment landscape. 

Many investors stood on the sidelines during the pandemic walting to see 

which way the pendulum would swing. Now that we have a new administratlon 

and a clearer picture of what this year holds, Investors wll become increasingly 

confident about placing capital in the market again, albeit with a few altered

strategles due to the pandemic. 

MFE: What opportunities do you see in the year ahead? 

programming is attracting people as well as motivating 

people to stay where they are living"
DUNN: While the markets and opportunities continue to change, our focus and 

disciplined approach will not. We are focused on leveraging our research and 

data analytics platform with our extensive local market experience to continue

our successful track record of out-performance. We are paying close attention 

to new supply, which will likely be a key focus area in the Sun Belt markets that 

are experiencing strong population and job growth.

LYND: l feel like the market is wide open, and the playingfield is leveled.

Companies that are able to figure out what residents want and need in the 

future will be able to carve out niches and do very well. 

MADARY: Although we are not yet out of the woods from the pandemic, 
vaccines are becoming more readily available, and it appears that COVID may 

be under control later this year. I believe there is significant pent-up demand for 
apartments, and we will see a sharp recovery by the end of the year. 

RASTEGAR: The biggest opportunity will come in the form of millennials 

currently living with their parents. There are more young people living at home
than any previous generation, including the Great Depression. As jobs begin

to return and it comes time to move out of mom and dad's house, vintage
multifamilly units will be the perfect, affordable optlon for many of them.

A multifamilly unit is the perfect choice for millennials who haven't saved
up enough to buy a house and don't want to live in an expensive shoebox

apartment in the urban core.

Urban Palms in southwest Houston
was acquired as part of the 1uner

Muitifamily Impact Fund 

Services are tailored to residents' needs and desires

at each community after informal feedback sessions, 
but some of the most popular include nutrition and 

physical fitness classes for all ages; after-school tutor- 

ing and school support; and seniors programming. 

The firm also taps resident professionals, including 
first responders, teachers, health care professionals, 
mental health workers, and social workers, to help en- 

gage and deliver services and programming to the resi-

dents in exchange for deeply subsidized rents.

Since 2015, Turner Impact Capltal has delivered 

more than 90,000 program participant hours and 

more than 6,500 events with more than 120 program

professionals and 140-plus network organizations. In 

addition, it rolled out a program for residents to build

their credit scores and gain upward mobility by paying
thelr rent on time. The fArm has achieved about 94% 
for overall resident satisfaction and 989% for program

wILLIAMS: We believe there will be opportunities to acquire assets at 

a discount in the urban cores of primary markets that show promise for a 
comeback in the coming years. Cities are still a big population and business

draw, and once the pandemic ls behind us, with the help of vaccines, they 
should once again attract people and companies. In the meantime, the 
opportunity exists to leverage any distressed assets that are up for sale in these 

markets, make improvements to them as needed, and enhance the long-term 

value of the assot. 

MFE: What markets do you anticipate being hot for muleifamily 
investors? 

DUNN: The markets in highest demand are suburban areas of most major 
metros and Sun Belt markets that are benefiting from migration trends.
However, If demand for assets in these heavily sought-after markets outpaces

the opportunlty set, the risk-adjusted return may no longer be appeallng. 

satisfaction. 
"The fact that we have driven tenant satisfaction 

to such high levels-an overall 94% satisfaction rate-
really epitomizes the kind of lift the residents are 

receiving by a landlord reaching out and delivering 

services in a bespoke fashion, Turner say 

LYND:I think the obvious ones are South Florida and Texas (major markets). 

Less obvlous ones are Colorado Springs, Colorado; Bolse, ldaho; and San 

Antonio and El Paso, Texas 
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RASTEGAR The Sun Belt is going to continue to be a hot spot for those looking

to relocate amid the ongoing pandemic, especially for young people hoping to 

tech Industry. Cities like Austin; Tulsa, Oklahoma; and Raleigh 

and Charlotte, North Carolina, are seeing massive growth as traditionaly 

coastal frms are setting up roots in these cities. Already we've seen Tesla and 
Oracle make moves to Texas while Fujifilm is considering a larger presence in 

Pandemic Pressure
The COVID-19 pandemic has put a spotlight on just 

how vital workforce housing is across the nation. While
it's too soon to tell the magnitude of disruption, Turner 
says it is going to highlight just how fragile underserved 
communities are, and it's going to exacerbate the gov- 

ernment's ability to create lasting solutions. 
"Because the properties we target are in moder 

ately dense communities, we expect to see increased 
demand. What COVID has done is demonstrate the 

break into t 

Charlotte. 

wILLIAMS: Avanath is currently in the process of acquiring two properties in 

Orange County, California. In addition to being where our company is based, we 

like Orange County for its temperate climate and lifestyle and will continue to 

seek out opportunities in this market, which is less expensive and less crowded

than Los Angeles. It also fared better during the pandemic than LA, with fewer 
need for affordable housing and the preservation of 
affordable housing" he says. "It has proven that invest 
ments in impact outperform more traditional invest-
ments because the underlying demand is less sensitive 

to things like pandemies. Demand for workforce hous 
ing is not impacted by economic and other crises. It is 

only growing" 

cases and better outcomes. 

We have also recently completed acquisitions in Denver; Boston; San Jose,

California, Detroit; Orlando, Florida; and Sterling, Virginia, and have a very 

poaitive outlook on those markets. Our strategy is selecting markets and specific

locations that have a definitive need for affordable/workforce housing, strong
demographic trends relative to job/population growth, are near employment and 

transportation centers, and have barriers to developing new supply. 

MFE:What is an emerging trend you're seeing as an imvestor? "My goal is to keep 

folks happier,
DUNN: Investors will be watching the urban segment of the market and how 
the return to the office ervironment willaffect demand for urban housing. Some 

investors see a permanent structural change in demand for housing in gateway 

and urban areas toward the Sun Belt and suburban markets, while others expect

demand for urban housing to return. Also, the purpose-built, single-famlly- 
for-rent business has gained a lot of momentum. This segment of the rental
market offers attractive growth prospects; however, investors, developers, and 

operators have a lot to leam about the space.

healthier, and safer 

for the long run. 
LYND: Renters want outside space, outside amenities, and the nicest, largest 

units they can get-all due to staying inside more or for more potential 

lockdowns. 
-RACHEL MAVROTHALASITIS 

With an average rent of $924 in the first fund,

Turner says overall collections have been phenomenal 
despite the challenges from the pandemic and eco 

nomic downturn. "We reduce the need for evictions 

by charging an affordable rent. If its affordable, people 
can pay the rent," he says. "We also encourage residents 
to be proactive about reaching out to us when they are 

having hardships. For those residents having difficulty 
we connect them with resources for direct subsidies 

MADARY: Multifamily investments are in demand-some investors who had 

been pursuing other commerclal investments (such as office, hospitality, or retail)

pre-COVID are now looking to deploy equity In apartments. Increased demand 

has created lower yield requirements and increased valuations. Also helpful

to valuatons hs been the low interest rate environment and lack of aternate
investment options offering cash flow.

and help them navigate through unemployment and 
stlmulus benefits. Just because those programs exist

doesn't mean the residents have visibility to them." 
So far, Turner Impact Capital has connected its res- 

idents with more than $1million in rental assistanceas 

RASTEGAR: Right now, vintage multfamlly properties have emerged as a 

winning Investment and the best buying opportunity in the last 100 years. 

Vintage multifamily assets combine certain elements of Class A, B, and C 

mutifamly properties. Generally, vintage multifamily assets are heavily
renovated Cass C properties located in areas adjacent to the urban core, 

amongst Class A properties that attract Class B level property rents.

WILLIAMS: We are seeingrenewed focus and interest in workforce and 

affordable housing. COVID-19 placed an emphasis on our first responders and 

front-line workers, many of whom live in these types of communities. Senior 

housing is also gamering more attention from Investors. 
All three of these asset classes are generally more stable than market-rate 

Cass A lununy apartment communities, which suffered far more in terms of rent 

collection and vacancy during the pandemic. Investors are realizing the stability 

and downside protection in workforce, affordable, and senior housing and 

therefore are Increasingy placing captal in those sectors.

well as other critical resources. 
For Mavrothalasitis, the recent eforts during the 

pandemic sum up the impact that Turner Impect 
Capital is having on residents' lives on a daily basis 

Knowing that I can contribute to our mission to 
deliver social impact at scale means a lot, and gives me 
hope that we can get ahead of negative and tough out- 
comes that I have seen in crisis environments where I 
have worked in the past," she says. "My goal is to keep 
folks happier, healthier, and safer for the long run" w 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Frank Jones <fljones@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:39 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comment

Greetings, 
 
I'm writing to express my support for the Home in Tacoma project, and hope that the City Council can help 
make the second, more ambitious "transform" option a reality as quickly as possible. 
 
I was born in Tacoma and lived here for most of my life. Professionally, I have worked in roles which address 
youth homelessness, displacement and many other concerns which are always made worse by housing scarcity. 
I recently purchased my first home in Tacoma, and the city's new ADU rules made that choice easier. Now, I 
am truly excited by the upcoming changes and the possibility that my one Eastside lot could provide housing 
stability for several families, not just one or two.  
 
Thanks to the Commission for their hard work, and if any opportunities for outreach or volunteering arise I'd be 
happy to help. 
 
Frank Jones 
fljones@gmail.com 
(253) 495-4990 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jean Jones <captmom@earthlink.net>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:09 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma. No

I do not want my neighborhood to be rezoned. I have lived in my neighborhood for 25 years. I bought here because it is 
single family residential area. What kind of environmental impact will all this have in surface water run off, tree canopy, 
The birds and other animals we share our  community with?   My neighborhood does not have wide roads. Where will all 
this traffic go?   How about infrastructure like more sewers or transformers.  We are in the middle of a covid pandemic 
and no one can come to a city council meeting to discuss this issue. Zoom doesn’t cut it! The maps you printed don’t 
even make it clear where the low and high density will be. Why are you rushing this?  It is clear to me that builders and 
developers have got themselves a goal to push this through.  Slow down. Do a Better job of getting information out. The 
only way I even knew about this was from a neighbor. I did not receive any literature from the city.  Affordable housing 
is well and good but not at the expense of having a livable city.  
Jean Jones  1740 S Fernside Dr Tacoma, Wa 98465.   
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Valinda Jones <vmj22@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:21 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Hines, John
Subject: Comments

Regarding the hearing today to discuss re-zoning efforts for Tacoma.  I wish to say that my husband 
and I are fully against this.  As I consider the issues as the presentation laid out regarding anti-racism 
and white supremacy, it confuses me that we would allow developers to build multi-family dwellings 
for rent and disregard the importance of providing BIPOC individuals and families the opportunity to 
accrue wealth through affordable home ownership.  It is well known that home ownership benefits all 
and provides a legacy for generations to come. Changing zoning laws to build multi-family dwellings 
to me is another form of "redlining" by  singling out BIPOC families and creating  low income rental 
opportunities that benefit the developers that have no vested interest in our city other than to collect 
rent.  Creating spaces for multiple families who are low income to dwell creates a type of economic 
segregation that is unacceptable.  Creating spaces and opportunities for home buyers to afford to live 
seems a much better solution.  Although not as lucrative for those who prefer to continue to step on 
the heads of the poor to continue to gain wealth.  
   
I am confused why the Pierce County program for low income first home owners to access up to 
$25,000 for a down payment is not available in the city of Tacoma.  This seems like a better option to 
allow low income families the opportunity to purchase a home.  Partnering with Habitat for Humanity 
is another viable option that actually empowers families and does not line the pocketbooks of 
developers who have no vested interest in our city other than to gain as much income as possible 
from the smallest piece of land by piling people on top of each other.  
   
Jeffrey and Valinda Jones  

510



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Erika Joslin Joslin <erikajoslin@live.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 11:50 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments for Hearing on Housing Affordability 
Attachments: Untitled document.pdf

Attached you will find a letter I wrote and distributed around my neighborhood in Hilltop. You will see in that 
letter my concerns over the housing crisis and its effect on safe living for all Tacoma residents. The reality is, if 
I made just 500 more dollars a month, I'd move to a "better" part of Tacoma because I could afford it. As a 
college student intending to improve my financial standing through a trade (thus I can only work part time to 
pay my bills), I am stuck in this neighborhood seeing dicks in broad daylight because people are pissing in the 
street, breathing BURNING PLASTIC because displaced and homeless individuals have nowhere to put their 
trash and they are freezing, living outdoors. This city is a disgrace. I have lived in this neighborhood a decade 
and never seen such things.  
 
I'd like to add that a decade ago when I was 18, I was renting a studio for 450$ a month making 19$ an hour. 
That same apartment is now 1200$. I can't help but think about my younger brother, who is 18 right now 
making 20$ an hour, the same wage I made a decade ago. Had he been in my particular situation at that age, 
he'd be homeless. When I was 17, I was faced with homelessness and did contemplate selling my body on the 
street because I was desperate for food. By the grace of the school I was in, (shout out to Tacoma School of 
the Arts for being awesome), I was able to get food from a food bank and eventually I got my first job through 
their internship program. People at school also gave me food, I was lucky to be in such a supportive 
environment. At that time, there were no shelters for minors and as a minor you couldn't just walk up to a 
food bank and get food. I was able to volunteer at a food bank to get food until I landed my first job through 
SOTA's internship program. That job I made 19$ an hour at, which never would have landed me into an 
apartment that cost 1200$ a month. 
 
The rent situation in this city is unsustainable. I make on average 28 to 35$ an hour part time, yet as a single 
person with two cats I'm finding trying to find housing is damn near impossible. These 2k a month, 400 sq ft 
studio apartments need to go. These condominium developments need to stop.  
 
Eventually y'all will price out the working class. Who do you intend to deliver your packages, cook your 
restaurant food, make your coffee then? Hmm? There is a demand for these jobs yet these people are being 
pushed out of the community so landlords can grease their wallets. I have two years, at most, left in this city 
which I have lost all respect for. Then, like many other of the working class, I will be moving south where 
things are still affordable. Taking my college education, my trade, my business (Before Covid I was fully self 
employed running a business. Thanks to covid I'm in school retraining. After covid I will continue to run my 
business, open a new business, and find employment in my trade) and taxes with me, away from this city. 
Tacoma has nothing to offer me or my business, not with this cost of living.  
 
Much regards and best luck on your planning for this city's future,  
Erika Joslin 
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From: Erika Joslin (via Google Docs) <erikajoslin8@gmail.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 10:20 PM 
To: erikajoslin@live.com <erikajoslin@live.com> 
Subject: Untitled document  
  
erikajoslin8@gmail.com has attached the following document: 

 
Untitled document          
 

 

Google Docs: Create and edit documents online.  

Google LLC, 1600 Amphitheatre Parkway, Mountain View, CA 94043, USA 

You have received this email because erikajoslin8@gmail.com shared a document with you from Google Docs. 
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Hello fellow neighbor, 
 
I’m writing this letter to you because I am concerned for the safety of not only the residents of 
this neighborhood, but also the homeless people who are inhabiting the space. I am hoping this 
letter reaches people with similar concerns.  
 
While the City of Tacoma is aware of what’s happening in our neighborhood, they are not 
inclined to do anything about it without pressure from the residents. The homeless people are 
living in inhumane conditions while also creating an increasingly unsafe environment for 
residents who own property or rent here.  
 
Here are a few things I have witnessed by my house or on this street: 
-People urinating or defecating in broad daylight. 
-Individuals openly carrying knives or other weapons such as a cross bow, hatchets etc... 
-People leaving their belongings stored against our house and using our electrical outlets. 
-Heroine needles.  
-Loud music blaring at all hours. 
-Burning trash 
 
The last issue is my biggest concern and ultimately why I am writing this letter and leaving it on 
as many doors as possible, imploring you, my neighbors, to report things you see to the 
appropriate authorities. Burning trash can be reported to the fire and health department.  
 
Here is a list of numbers to call based on circumstances. Only call police over immediate 
threats of violence or public indecency.  
 
Tacoma Police Emergency Number: 911 
Tacoma Police Non-Emergency Number: (253) 287-4455 
Tacoma Fire Department Non-Emergency Number: (253) 591-5737 
Statewide Arson Alarm Hotline: (800) 55-ARSON (27766) 
Tacoma Health Department: (253) 649-1500 
 
In addition to these resources I also urge you to participate in the Public Hearing on Housing 
Affordability happening in Tacoma very soon. The Planning Commission is seeking public input 
on a package of policy actions intended to increase housing supply, choice and affordability in 
Tacoma. INFORMATION MEETING: Thursday, March 18th at 5:30 p.m. on ZOOM. PUBLIC 
HEARING: Wednesday, April 7th beginning at 5:30 p.m. on ZOOM. COMMENTS 
DEADLINE: Friday, April 9th to planning@cityoftacoma.org or Planning Commission, 747 
Market Street Room 345, Tacoma WA 98402. 
 
Thanks for reading this letter. If you are concerned about the direction this neighboorhood 
has been heading, just know you are not alone.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Laurel Juergens <ljuergens@fpctacoma.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:01 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on Home in Tacoma

Dear City Planners,  
 
In response to the Home in Tacoma plan, I am writing with concern about parking & the preservation of 
Tacoma's beautiful neighborhoods & family communities, particularly in the Proctor neighborhood.  I support 
the idea of curbing the overpriced market, providing options for new home buyers, and finding shelter for our 
homeless friends, but not at detriment of Tacoma's beautiful family communities. 
 
First, Proctor does not have parking space now to accommodate who we've invited in, and cannot afford to 
move more friends in without a parking solution. We live on the corner of 25th & Madison and have seen the 
good, bad & ugly as the apartment was built in our front yard.  On the one hand, we have loved meeting & 
befriending many of the Madison 25 neighbors, but because of those new friends, we now struggle to park even 
close to our house, often settling for 2 blocks down, carrying our groceries in the rain. This is also caused by 
Cactus employees & patrons, along with renters who do not pay to park in the underground lot (too expensive), 
and Met Market shoppers.  The city assumed the residents of Madison 25 would ride the bus - they don't.  My 
husband & high school son do!  But our friends next door like their Teslas. 
 
Second, Tacoma is known for its beautiful homes, gardens & parks.  If we encourage ADUs, duplexes, or other 
units to be built in our backyards and tower over our neighbor's homes, we would permanently erase the beauty 
& history of our neighborhoods.  We see this on the North Slope.  And by sacrificing our backyards and cutting 
up our historic homes in the name of more real estate, we are putting at risk the family neighborhood.  If my 
neighbor builds a unit in his backyard, my yard & property is directly affected (I already know what it's like to 
stare at a wall of bricks & windows thanks to the apartment).  Families are less likely in the future to buy a 
home with a building in the backyard instead of a garden & play space. This will shift the neighborhood away 
from a family community to a transient community, which, like the North Slope, eventually causes the overall 
deterioration of the homes.   
 
I do appreciate your mission to support those who are desperate to find affordable housing, but not at the 
sacrifice of our beautiful neighborhoods, family homes, greenspaces and backyards.  Please consider the huge 
parking conundrum before moving forward.   
 
Thank you,  
 
Laurel Juergens  
4005 N. 25th St. 
(3600 259-0291 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Peter Jung <peterj2@uw.edu>
Sent: Friday, March 26, 2021 3:30 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing is a mental health need

Hello, 
 
My name is Peter Jung and I am a lifelong resident and homeowner in Tacoma. I want to reach out and state my 
support for increased low income housing in Pierce County as a mental health need. I have lived in the Hilltop 
neighborhood for about six years, and during that time, I have watched many families be evicted and forced out 
of their homes due to increased rent, often times triggering situations where they face relapse, loss of custody of 
their children, or homelessness as the prospect of stable housing becomes unavailable to them. In turn, I work as 
a mental health worker for family stabilization, and can absolutely attest to the impact of a lack of affordable 
housing on the mental health and wellbeing of the children and families I work with.  
 
I see many voices, in particular those from more affluent areas, decrying any new housing development while 
also bemoaning the presence of tent cities. The level of absolute cruelty inherent in this outlook is as abhorrant 
as the cognitive dissonance present in those that would complain about the homeless, but deny them 
opportunities for housing- often while offering paper thin platitudes about social justice.  
 
Put simply, people need stable housing. It is a serious mental health need, and as affordable housing availability 
increases, it allows us in the mental health field to help more families. I support more affordable housing near 
transit so at-risk people can continue to have access to social services and community resources in Tacoma, and 
identifying housing unit targets by income level to ensure that those making less than 50% of area median 
income (AMI) can access housing.  I would like for the City to go further and to establish a well-funded social 
housing program to create deeply affordable units not constructed by the market, but oriented towards 
affordable housing for high risk families and individuals.  I do not support tax breaks for new housing projects 
that do not include affordable housing, but I do support expanding tax breaks to new areas for housing that does 
include affordable units.  I support building affordable two-bedroom options to reduce overcrowding and to 
support young and at risk families.  I encourage the City to develop anti-displacement programs so that the 
development of new housing does not push out low income residents who are on the brink of 
homelessness.  Finally, given the options presented, I support option 2, since it offers the greatest potential to 
add housing at a lower cost per unit than option 1. 

Thank you for your time and consideration, 
 
 
--  

Peter Jung M.Ed. 

(He/Him pronouns) 
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From: Gary Kammerer <kammerergary@live.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:03 PM
To: Planning
Subject: homeintacoma zoning proposal

Dear sir/madame planner, 
I am strongly opposed to the proposal to allow multifamily development throughout Tacoma. I am especially 
opposed to the "transform" proposal. Home ownership is key and cornerstone of achieving and realizing the 
American dream. This is the goal. Not renting. Not allowing developers to opportunity to outbid a prospective 
private homeowner for any home or property for sale throughout the city of tacoma, which you and I both know 
that they will be able and anxious to do given that their primary incentive will be making money, not 
establishing roots, raising a family, and contributing to the stability and betterment of the neighborhood and 
community of the property that either developer or primary home owner and occupant would be in competition 
for.  
Especially, do not for allow the destruction of sound, vintage, durable and quality Craftsman style homes for the 
construction of cheap multifamily units. If a home is dilapidated and not able to be saved, that might be a more 
appropriate location. Please do not allow multifamily dwellings in single family residential areas. 
Thank you. 
Sincerely,  
Gary Kammerer 
Tacoma homeowner 
 
Get Outlook for Android 

516



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: karen dugan <dugankidd@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 12:17 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning change

The city of Tacoma is a beautiful, diverse and historic place that requires preservation. 
Future generations deserve the history of this area be perpetuated, not destroyed. 
Every facility has a capacity.  
That capacity cannot be altered by someone's vision of need.  
The impact to our daily lives, by increasing without limit, the population, would degrade everyone's lifestyle. 
We cannot preserve the integrity of our historical culture by this broad sweep of zoning change that would 
forever, and to the detriment of our community, compromise us. 
As stewards of our land, our history and our future, please reconsider the proposed zoning change. 
 
Sincerely, 
Karen Kammerer 
4809 N Vassault St 
Tacoma, WA. 98407 
 
I am a lifelong resident of Tacoma and want to see us all flourish, not perish. 
 
 
Get Outlook for Android 
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From: karen dugan <dugankidd@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:57 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Zone change

Zoning, density, land use and neighborhood are considerations of homeowners when they decide to purchase. It 
is essentially a contract between the municipality and the purchaser. Is the city going to compensate the 
landowners for the degradation of the financial value of their property and for the loss of enjoyment of its use? 
Owners who invest in property want to be surrounded by people who are equally invested in the area. Rentals 
invariably brings transient residents that are not financially invested in the area. It brings with it crime and 
congestion. This is the wrong move for Tacoma to just broad-brush the entirety of this beautiful city with this 
short-sighted change. 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Karen Kammerer 
Lifelong resident 
4809 N Vassault St 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
 
 
Get Outlook for Android 
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From: Jadyn Kane <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:16 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Jadyn Kane  

thejadynkane@icloud.com  

6103 E F St  

Tacoma, Washington 98404 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ken Karman <kkarman63@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 3, 2021 10:05 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Traffic is impossible

The new zoning would highly impact my neighborhood near Wapato Park.  Sometimes the traffic backs up almost to 
Sheridan just to get to the freeway.  Our neighborhood is getting more and more difficult just to exit from 75th and 
South M. They have rebuilt Birney Elementary School and in the process with new parking have narrowed Sheridan 
Street for traffic and it just seems like we are already over congested in our area.  We walk our neighborhood everyday 
and enjoy the fact that we don’t have to walk by multi family homes that typically bring in hoards of parking, trash and 
clutter.  I had to laugh at the article saying that it is evident by all the homeless on the streets as for the need for 
housing.  Most of the people on the streets are on drugs and that is the reason they are there, they don’t qualify for 
housing when they use drugs, at least they shouldn’t.  We have lived in our house since 1972 real close to Birney and I 
have already been in one accident because of congestion and inability to get out of our street.  If this starts impacting 
our neighborhood we will leave Tacoma with good riddance. 
 
Road maintenance is way behind in the city of Tacoma and not keeping up with traffic much less if you add more traffic.  
School impact would be horrible, not to mention the poor design for traffic control around Birney.  Buses come from all 
over Pierce County and outside because of the special Ed programs.  This place is a zoo when school is open.  I have seen 
traffic impact studies and for some reason they always favor the developer with little consideration for the community 
surrounding the development.  I see your problems in needing more housing but lets get the roads fixed and look at 
traffic problems before you even start to approve more development.  You will find that the city is highly deficient in 
those areas.   
 
Also, transit does not help much as most of these people will drive anyway unless they work downtown or have to go to 
Seattle.  Even then they have to make it to I‐5, clogging the roads. 
   
 
Ken Karman 
Resident for 50 years. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kelly <vygermail@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 9:47 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project: AHAS Planning Actions

Please listen and discuss these comments and opinions at the Public Hearing 4/7 as I will be unable to 
attend.  Thank you. 
 
Crowding existing neighborhoods is a bad direction that will cause more problems than it will solve.  The 
assumption is that building more apartment buildings, putting a duplex/triplex on every corner lot and putting 
a rental in every existing lot will bring down the cost of housing.  But is this true? Do not let lobbying 
developers and empty City coffers make more buildings seem the only possible solution.  Also since so many 
people are out of work and will likely never return to their jobs - who is going to be paying the rent?  Are these 
future ghettos?  Be realistic and acknowledge this City's future will be much different than yesterday, last year, 
etc.  Throw assumptions, guesses or "it worked before" out the window; base future plans on facts - not 
assumptions. 
 
Much of the City of Tacoma was built over 100 years ago - that means old streets, old sewers, old electrical 
services (that are already crisscrossing every alley and trespassing lot lines) - make those improvements to 
our infrastructure FIRST so that you are not creating more problems.  It is plainly admitted in these 
proposals that Parking isn't going to be accounted for or a factor in future buildings.  How can that 
be?  Right now you cannot walk down Tacoma  sidewalks safely now (in any neighborhood) because every 
house seems to have at least 2 vehicles they are trying to squeeze into their lot frontage - sidewalks are now 
parking lots.  Now put a second house on every lot, build several story apartment buildings every few blocks 
(which has already happened) and forget to or turn a blind eye to everyone's vehicles? Is the reasoning that 
everyone will be taking the bus - after Covid?  That they will be using the light rail?  That isn't going to be the 
reality and Tacoma will suffer for this kind of irresponsibility.  When the Covid restrictions begin to be lifted 
you will find that there is massive traffic congestion already even if it isn't easily seen right now.  Do not 
make it worse!   
 
I have had to visit the Emergency Room more times recently (due to my aging parents) than I'd like and there 
are sick, bleeding people packed in against the walls like sardines.  Does Tacoma have sufficient hospitals, 
doctors, nurses, fire responders, police officers right now?  If not, how can anyone suggest building more 
housing when the existing population isn't protected?   
 
The most important problem facing my city right now isn't lack of housing.  I want to know what is going to 
be done to keep Tacoma from overflowing with the HOMELESS?  I see that Washington State showed the 
biggest increase of homelessness in the United States and that was Pre-Covid! Tents on city streets, 
alongside schools.  People living in cars and recreational vehicles everywhere now.  Excrement, needles and 
trash surround them.  Beggers in front of every grocery store parking lot.  This is Tacoma's, Seattle's, every 
city's biggest problem right now and there are not enough solutions or plans that really work.  Deal with this 
problem first.  Devote everyone's time, money and energy into this problem and find some answers.  Do 
not continue to overbuild Tacoma until it is ready and healthy enough to support everyone.   
 
Thank you. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kelly <vygermail@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:21 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma

Who believes that building multifamily units and apartment complexes every few blocks in 
Tacoma is going to help or make any difference at all in the number of people living in boxes or 
tents on the streets right now?  Stand up and raise your hand because I'd like to hear how these 
dirt poor people are suddenly going to get jobs, open bank accounts and start paying 
rent?  The homeless are living on sidewalks because they just didn't have better housing 
options?  Seriously? 
 
Oh and developers won't even have to worry about the parking needs of all these new buildings 

either? Wow, what a deal!  Fast forward and when every neighborhood will be stuffed 
with apartment complexes, townhomes and there will be a rental in every 
existing home's backyard - where do you think these new people will be 
parking?  How many miles will you be hauling groceries in the pouring 
rain to your front door in the future?  In the middle of a pandemic crisis 
(and there will be more) Tacoma will choose to pack more humans per 
every square inch of land, make zero lot lines, getting rid of yards. There 
is already a mad rush to build apartment complexes, townhomes - how 
about wait and see if every one of these new buildings are going to be 
filled to capacity and all the tent dwellers are gone BEFORE throwing out 
zoning?  Explain again how this proposal is going to make Tacoma a better place to live 
or maybe this just about making Tacoma a cheaper place to live?  
 
Does it matter that Tacoma already has old infrastructure, no parking, and not 

enough hospitals, police or fire protection? Apparently not.  But if you are 
for this proposal - do stand up and state your name for the record please.   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Devin Rydel Kelly <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 11:48 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Devin Rydel Kelly  

peopleofearth@gmail.com  

910 S M Street  

Tacoma, Washington 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Holly Rydel Kelly <t3transcription@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:08 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Email Tacoma Planning

Good morning, 
 
I spoke briefly at the comments meeting on April 7, 2021, and listened diligently to all of the other commenters. 
I was one of the very, very minority who support Housing Scenario 2: Transform Housing Choices. 
 
I am a homeowner in Hilltop Tacoma at 910 S M Street. It appears by the map that my neighborhood will be 
impacted by this change and I am in full support because I am invested in Tacoma, my community. My decision 
to buy a home in Tacoma was not speculative but a lifetime commitment to my neighbors, neighborhood, and 
city. 
 
There was a lot of talk about high rises and gifts to developers and property value loss, loss of "integrity" of the 
city, and lack of affordable housing. Someone even mentioned that these proposals would perpetuate red lining. 
 
Development is expensive. And without the proper guidelines in place, developers WILL BE THE 
BENEFICIARIES of housing market/property speculation in Tacoma. And there will be no affordable housing. 
 
I beg of you to not just rezone the city but shift the development of the city to the hands of its residents that 
want to continue to invest in their communities and not just speculate on the desirability and livability of 
Tacoma! Housing should be accessible, even mandatory.  
 
1. Rescind all tax breaks and give aways to developers of multistory units and make inclusion of 25% 
affordable units mandatory NOT optional.  
2. Public housing. This is not affordable housing but housing that is specifically for our fixed income, low 
income, no income population regulated by the city.  
 
When it comes to SFR units that are being rezoned to duplexes, triplexes, cottages, etc., this is a great idea for 
fill in but as we all know, IT IS VERY EXPENSIVE to build and many homeowners will not take on this 
financial burden choosing to sell or convert to rental homes and move away. Rental units will likely be 
converted but as mentioned, tenants move more frequently constantly shifting the fabric of neighborhoods. And 
landlords are rarely if ever present, much less invested in the fabric of our community. 
 
I would like to propose that all homeowners who live in and own only one property in the rezoned 
neighborhoods be given the opportunity for 25-year 1% loans to convert their SFR into a multifamily unit or 
add cottage housing. If the homeowner moves or sells, the loan must be paid immediately. Not only would this 
incentivize development of multi-family units in formerly SFR zones but it would help maintain the "integrity" 
of the community as current residents stayed in place instead of selling to developers or transitioning into SFR 
rentals operated by property managers.  
 
Finally: With all of the density of rental units in Tacoma we NEED rental/tenant support and protections. 
Again, our community is the residents invested in living, working, and playing IN Tacoma. Please stop giving 
so much power and influence to those who only choose to speculate here.  
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--- 
How the loan to homeowners could enhance the integrity of our neighborhood: 
My husband and I now have a home that is too big for us but we have no interest in moving. We are considering 
a roommate but even so, would rather have our home converted to duplex so we can share a common urban 
farm space but live our daily lives in unique units.  
 
Our neighbors next door have aging parents who need more attention but not full time care. We have a great 
relationship with our neighbors and would love to have them stay but they are now faced with the decision of 
how to care for their parents. One consideration is building a cottage home in their backyard but it is seeming 
prohibitively expensive. 
 
Our neighbor across the street lived in her home for 25 years until she finally sold last year. Why did she sell? 
The home that she had been living in with her daughter, son-in-law, and two grandchildren was suddenly way 
too big for just her when they decided "Hey, were ready to live on our own."  
 
With the proposed homeowner loan incentive, my husband and I could welcome in new residents to Tacoma, 
our next door neighbors could continue to live in the same house where their children have been developing 
relationships with all of our neighbors over the last four years and still take care of their aging parents, and the 
multi-generational residence across the street could have been further remodeled to support two families sharing 
space who wanted a little more privacy.   
 
Meanwhile, a developer 4-5 lots away has a transitional housing space for returning citizens and the triplex on 
the corner will continue to serve their functions in our community. These housing options with my 
hypotheticals are exactly what Tacoma needs providing a robust blend of stability, consistency, and 
accessibility.  
 
Respectfully, 

Holly Rydel Kelly 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jean Kelly <hanavanone@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:27 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Feedback on HIT proposal

Dear Planning Committee, 
 
After reviewing the materials provided, I have several concerns about the design and implementation of the HIT 
proposal: 
 
1. During the last few years especially, Tacoma is a hot real estate market, yet it still seems like the City of 
Tacoma is allowing developers to come in and call all the shots.  They are reaping all the profits, on the backs 
of homeowners who pay high real estate taxes. Perhaps in the past Tacoma wanted to entice developers to come 
in to build in the city, but these days, we are all worried about how this high density will affect our 
neighborhoods -- parking is already an issue, yet I don't see in these plans how that type of infrastructure will be 
addressed.  What are developers giving US, in addition to lining their own pockets? 
 
2. Parking is one issue, but how will this impact our real estate taxes - will the different zones have different 
rates? 
 
3. The City of Tacoma is already a trashy mess.  We don't have a City-led Litter & Trash policy - the cleanup 
efforts are run by volunteers and desperate residents who have to deal with the homeless trash crisis.  This needs 
to be addressed before we add a significant layer of density to our City. 
 
4. While I understand some preliminary environmental studies have been done, it does not appear that any 
FULL environmental impact studies have been scheduled or completed, so this important issue needs to be 
resolved. 
 
Many homeowners I have talked to feel that HIT is being put into place way too quickly - it seems like the City 
is looking to overcome the huge budget shortfalls caused by the pandemic and wants to quickly ramp up 
development to bring $ to the City coffers -- but many issues have not been fully addressed -- and we are all 
wondering why developers seem to be getting all the breaks and are in the driver's seat here?  The developers 
will all leave upon completion of their buildings -- and the residents will be left dealing with the consequences 
of a process that does not seem to be thoroughly thought through.  
 
Thank you for inviting feedback to HIT. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Jean Kelly 
 
West End Neighborhood Council Board Member, and Tacoma resident 
2002 Crystal Springs Road West 
Tacoma WA 98466 
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April 9, 2021 

Planning Commission, 

I attended the Planning Commission Zoom meeting on April 7, 2021. I listened to 

all the comments and agree with many who expressed concern about the rush to 

implement, infrastructure needs, tree canopy, green space, parking, and issues 

with developers who have no regard for the negative impacts their builds create 

for our City. Any units built will be sold or rented at market value, which we are 

witnessing now and are beyond the reach of many.  

I agree that the apartments located in the “wedge” are beautiful and were 

designed to complement the aesthetic of existing single family homes. However, I 

am concerned about the lack of design review for all current builds within the 

City. Home In Tacoma claimed there would be design review, which would occur 

should apartment complexes be allowed in established neighborhoods. A promise 

of review means nothing and apparently no one in the City does it now. An 

example is many new builds and the build in progress at 6th and Rochester, which 

consists of multi-level boxy apartment buildings that occupy nearly every square 

foot of the lot. 

The incredible number of buildings that have been a permitted for the 6th and 

Rochester site, with the lack of parking, will impact the single family home 

neighbors north of the project. I know the City wishes more people would walk, 

bike, or transit rather than drive, but as electric and hydrogen vehicles that do not 

contribute to greenhouse gases, become more accessible people will continue to 

have cars, drive and park.  

The effort to rush the Home In Tacoma proposal through requires much more 

research, information, and community outreach. I agree as residents of the City of 

Tacoma we should all share in supporting the affordable housing effort in all areas 

of the City. However, I am confident it can be accomplished without such 

sweeping radical changes throughout the City. I fear rushing this proposal through 

will result in unintended and adverse consequences to the entire City. Think 

Ballard. 

Thank you, 

Karen Kelly, 916 S Mountain View Ave. Tacoma, 98465 

Karen Kelly  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: rak6267 <rak6267@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:32 PM
To: Hines, John; Planning
Subject: Tacoma Home planning removal of single residential zoning

 
Dear Mr. Hines, 
 
I have never had the need to contact my council member before. I have lived in your district since 
1994 and am very concerned about proposed zoning changes in Tacoma. 
 
First, there has not been enough interaction with the City and its residents. The planning department's 
zoom meeting was small. When I speak to neighbors, many are not aware of the proposed changes. 
Changes are moving quickly for who's benefit...the developers? 
 
I purchased my house at 1609 Bridgeview Drive as a single dwelling in a nice 
neighborhood.  Allowing duplexes, triplexes and cottages will be most likely be rentals, degrading the 
neighborhood, bringing more congestion, parking issues and increased crime. Additionally, I believe 
this will bring the value of my home down.  
 
This is unacceptable to me and is the first time I have thought of moving. I'm sure I will not be the only one. 
 
I realize I'm only one voice of many. I ask that as our council member that you represent all of us in our views 
in this rushed process. Certainly more discussion is needed. 
 
Regards, 
Rebecca Kelly 
253.861.6267 
 
Sent from my Galaxy 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Zane Kennedy <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:04 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Zane Kennedy  

zkennedy92@gmail.com  

9716 veterans dr sw  

Lakewood, Washington 98498 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Erik Kessler <erik.kessler@outlook.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 9:43 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma - Comments

Good Afternoon, 
 
My name is Erik Kessler and I’m writing to voice my disagreement to the proposed zoning changes outlined in the 
planning commissions “Home in Tacoma”. 
 
I am a lifelong Tacoma resident and have family who have lived in and around Tacoma for five generations.  I recognize 
the urgency to provide more housing in Tacoma.  However, I think the changes proposed in “Home in Tacoma” are so 
drastic, they risk irreparably changing the livability of our city.  I have a few friends that lived in Ballard in the 1990’s and 
early 2000’s.  Once they started allowing multi‐family on single family lots, it ruined that entire area.  There’s no parking, 
tons of congestion and developers continue to cram low‐quality houses into an already crowded area. Families have 
moved out of Ballard in droves and migrated to Bellevue and the greater East Side with neighborhoods dominated by 
single‐family homes with yards. 
 
My wife and I are currently raising our three young children in Tacoma.  I am a the owner of a small construction 
company that has built numerous homes in Tacoma.  I’m also a landlord and property owner of quite a few rentals in the 
city.  If these zoning changes are passed, I would undoubtedly benefit financially.  However, I think the city will quickly 
transform into a place that loses its character and families that want some space will no longer want to live. 
 
I was cautiously optimistic about the new DADU zoning changes that were passed a couple years ago.  I’ve recently built 
a couple DADU’s and I think they’re a clever way of increasing housing density.  The DADU rules were well thought 
out.  The requirements of off‐street parking, aesthetic review, and limiting the size and scale of these structures limits 
the impact on the surrounding neighborhoods.   
 
Please don’t make such a drastic change to our residential zoning codes.  Stick with DADU’s for a few years and see how 
it goes.  If development isn’t happening fast enough, slowly scale in higher density as needed around commercial 
areas.  This is way too big of a change all at once. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Erik Kessler 
Kessler Construction, Inc. 
www.kesslerconstructioninc.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kirk Jay Kessler <kirkjaykessler@yahoo.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 5:34 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma  Program - Citizen Comment

Hello! 
 
My name is Kirk Kessler and I was born and raised in Tacoma and returned after college to raise my family and work in this great 
city.  I'm writing to weigh in on the Home in Tacoma program before it's voted upon.  I'm a professional engineer and now own my 
own small business as a homebuilder and property manager.  The program you are proposing would no doubt be a boon to my 
business, but I do NOT like the idea.  Please reconsider this program or at least try a pilot program first.   
 
I understand the need for more affordable housing and I think the DADU program you established recently was fantastic and just 
starting to do the job.  Unfortunately, this new program goes way to far and will eventually drive families out of Tacoma.  It's the 
American dream to own your own single family home with a little backyard and you won't be able to legislate that desire out of 
people.  They will simply move elsewhere - leaving Tacoma with a more transient housing, which will not result in the same 
community feel that everyone loves about our city.  I'll admit that this program will drive down housing costs, but at an incredible cost 
to the fabric of this city. 
 
Please reconsider or at least scale it in more slowly. 
 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kirk Kessler 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: t.kienberger <t.kienberger@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:36 PM
To: Planning; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; Hines, John; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; 

Blocker, Keith; Thoms, Robert; Walker, Kristina; Woodards, Victoria
Subject: Tacoma Planning Commission Proposed Rezoning (Home In Tacoma)

The Tacoma Planning Commission has presented a plan to completely change housing in Tacoma forever. This proposal is not 
ready to be brought forward to the citizens of Tacoma or the Tacoma City Council! The Tacoma Planning Commission is 
proposing to radically change Tacoma housing into a significant majority of apartments by eliminating single-family residences. 
Such as radical change should not be taken lightly or pushed through quickly. It is very concerning that the Tacoma Planning 
Commission members are all involved in large land use planning, large land use sales, and large land use development/building. 
This committee is not representative of the city residents. This plan was not coordinated with the neighborhood councils. And it 
has the direct appearance of unethical behavior to funnel money to developers. This fact was actually substantiated by testimony 
from development companies, who do not live in Tacoma, yet testified at the public hearing on 7 April 2021. My 
recommendation is the City disband this committee and reconstitute it with actual representation reflective of Tacoma residents.
 
This proposal is based on and justified against inaccurate information. The committee does not give credit for the numerous 
existing apartments already within the city. By ignoring the locations of existing apartments and converting single-family 
homes into multi-story apartments, the committee is defeating the HIT objective to creating transition between commercial 
areas and single family residence. And instead are putting 4-story buildings next to single story family homes. 
 
It is a fact that apartment vacancies are on the rise, even with declining rent!  Several articles are quickly found on the internet: 
"Apartment vacancies in Seattle on the rise as rents decline” <https://www.seattlepi.com/realestate/slideshow/apartment-
vacancies-seattle-rise-rents-decline-214673.php>. It is truly false and very misleading for the committee to claim we need more 
housing opportunities. We do not need vacant apartments throughout the city, instead the committee's energy should focus on 
the need to create more attractive areas to live! 
 
It is a fact that a house (single-family residence zone) is not racist but the realtor selling the house may be racist. I fully support 
people of every race to move next to me, and growing up in mixed race communities I always have. Apparently the residents 
(not associated with a development firm) of color and minorities testified in your 7 April hearing that single-family homes are 
not racist! That says it all. Is the committee implying people of color are not equal enough to live a single family home, because 
that would be a damming racist statement! 
 
The committee is creating false images by overlaying main streets with transit lines. Their map gives the appearance they are 
one and the same, so that the committee can expand 4-story apartments further into single-family residence areas. 
 
Where did the committee get the definition of a neighborhood center. An area of the city that is majority apartments is not 
a “neighborhood center”, see area at 6th avenue and Jackson street. It is a blatant effort to mask existing apartments and justify 
expanding rezoning for more apartments. 
 
The committee has not even provided an assessment of traffic and utility growth required and impact to support this radical 
change. The SEPA report is more of an advertisement than an impact assessment report - which is blatantly absent. Once again, 
the committee is intentionally providing misleading information. 
 
How has the committee vetted the information being used? In particular, when it is so clearly flawed! 
 
The implementation of the proposed “mixed-use” does not reflect the equality stated. There is zero change proposed for NE and 
North End Tacoma (reference Proposal 1 map). So, based on the committee’s opening statement in the 7 April 2021 hearing for 
mixed-use: it is alright to be racist and limit housing to only the wealthy but only if you live in one of these areas, i.e. NE and 
North End. How can the committee justify converting the south-end into almost only 4-story apartments when the committee 
does not even touch NE Tacoma? That is not equality. How can the committee justify converting 75% of the west-end south of 
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highway 16 into 4-story apartments when the committee does not touch the west side north of highway 16. This is not equality! 
And how can the committee propose converting the entire central region into 4-story apartments?  
 
What is even worse is that the committee does not address any of the failing business districts. We should have a clear plan for 
incorporating business areas into our community, such as the Fred Meyers on south 19th, the South Hosmer Street 
businesses, the Highland Hills businesses on 6th avenue, and the numerous businesses on 6th avenue and along Pearl St. The 
committee needs to focus efforts on improving these business areas and considering incorporation of multi-unit housing with 
mixed business/retail AND not focus on destroying the reason why people moved to the city of destiny. 
 
Finally, there is and has been blatantly no transparency on this entire rezoning proposal. At least the Tacoma Public Schools 
solicits feedback through multiple community meetings over a longer time period before even making a modification to a 
school. What the committee calls transform, many at the hearing called destroying. Such as proposal as this should be studied 
and feedback constantly solicited over a couple of years. Surely, if it took almost 150 years to build a city you can take a couple 
of years to mature your plan to destroy the city. 
 
I strongly object to this proposal being rammed through, and I question the objectives of this committee who have the 
appearance of a future benefit if implemented. My recommendation is the City disband this committee and reconstitute it with 
actual representation reflective of the Tacoma residents. 
 
Tim Kienberger 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Robert Klimas <bdklimas1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:59 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project Comments

-What was the criteria used to determine the zone separation between Mid-Scale Residential and Low-Scale 
Residential?  The boundary does not follow street separations, but traverses through neighborhoods and splits lots. 
-The unique homes and architecture found in the Tacoma neighborhoods will be lost in the enactment of this 
plan.  The striking example is 639 N. Prospect Street.  This classic Tacoma home style is sandwiched between two 
homes which do not adhere to the policy cited in the section H-5.11 of the Home in Tacoma Project 
comprehensive plan document.  
 "Policy H–5.11 Promote public acceptance of new housing types in historically lower density areas by ensuring 
that they are well designed and compatible with the character of the neighborhoods in which they are located 
through a robust design review process."  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Karen Knapp <kknapp913@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:55 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Change in Zoning for residential neighborhoods...

To whom it may concern: 
 
I strongly urge you to abandon the idea of rezoning Tacoma's neighborhoods. As evidenced by other areas 
that have tried this and failed, it should not be an option. 
 
Ruining neighborhoods that are flourishing with large, charmless buildings that block out the light for their 
neighbors, and contribute to an overall sense of gloom and claustrophobia does  
 
nothing to combat housing inequality issues, and you know this. This proposition of rezoning would be 
nothing more than a gift to greedy, cash-grabbing developers, many of whom won't  
 
even live in the area and don't have a stake in our town. We have seen this play out in cities such as 
Minneapolis and Seattle. Don't ruin Tacoma, please. Learn from the mistakes made by  
 
other cities. Consider density in the downtown corridor where it is not only expected but natural. Don't 
punish the neighborhoods and those of us who have scraped, and saved, and sacrificed  
 
to finally have a bit of respite and peace and the ability to garden. How will one garden when the sun is 
blocked out by the monstrosity of a four-story building next to you?  Using Seattle as  
 
an example yet again, (and I lived there for many years so I saw it play out in real time,) the idea that 
more apartments=lower rents is a falsehood that developers peddle to gullible city  
 
planning people in an effort to get their way and build their atrocious apodments and high-rises with nary 
a glance back at the neighborhood they destroyed. I'm amazed the city would even  
 
be considering this. Have you learned nothing from those that came before you or maybe you get 
kickbacks if you approve this sort of charade? Who knows? What I do know is that promises  
 
were not kept when this same sort of stuff when on in Seattle, and now in Tacoma, where all of the new 
buildings have apartments whose rent is now higher than a reasonable mortgage. 
 
Allow for smaller homes to be built on existing lots but for goddess' sake, don't even think of allowing 
anything higher than two stories to be built next to regular houses on residential streets.  
 
Are you trying to destroy this town? A person deserves a place to rest and relax and a bit of space to 
garden without having to worry about people peeking into their yard from the 3-4 story  
 
buildings built behind them. People deserve to not have to drive around and around and around, wasting 
time that could be spent with their families, competing for a parking space within  
 
walking distance to their house. I LIVED IN BALLARD IN SEATTLE FOR YEARS. This sort of rezoning 
proposition ruined that neighborhood, and you propose it for the whole city? Especially  
 
when there are so many other affordable smaller cities and towns directly adjacent to Tacoma? Terrible. 
Way to alienate the people that pay your salaries with our taxes. For real. 
 
My husband fought in Desert Storm and lives to this day with severe PTSD, yet managed somehow to 
scrimp and save with ABSOLUTELY NO HELP FROM ANYONE to buy our house in what we  
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thought was a nice neighborhood. He more than earned the right to spend the rest of his years playing 
with our son in the yard, and peacefully enjoying the garden and his own space without  
 
throngs of people around coming and going, etc. (When we bought our house, we got what we expected 
of a NEIGHBORHOOD--neighbors in regular, two-story houses on either side.)  
 
Precisely why we DIDN'T move anywhere DOWNTOWN. How dare you propose this chaos and expect 
people to be OK with it??? 
 
 
An extremely concerned citizen, 
 
Karen Knapp 
Jason Tauscher (homeowner) 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
If you are truly thinking of housing inequality and the unhoused, get on the horn and get together with 
the Housing Authority. There are *plenty* of empty lots that you could be building  
 
affordable housing in. I pass them everyday in my commute to downtown Tacoma. I can rattle off at least 
3 locations I can think of right now in Hilltop alone. BIG OLD EMPTY LOTS FILLED  
 
WITH TRASH AND ABANDONED BUILDINGS. Why aren't you focusing on building there, where nothing but 
fields of weeds and garbage would be disturbed? 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: jrknettel@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:02 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Blocker, Keith; Woodards, Victoria
Subject: Comments for Home in Tacoma 

Continued Perpetuation of Redlining: 
The city planning department in its representations in The Tacoma News Tribune attempt to paint this plan as a cure for 
the redlining policies of the past. Looking at a map of the plan next to a map of redlining, it is hard not to see that the 
neighborhoods that will be “protected” from density are the same ones that were “protected” using redlining policies in 
the past. Why not have a plan that treats all neighborhoods equally. Why is less density in my backyard OK for the 
wealthiest north end neighborhoods but called NIMBISM in lower and middle income neighborhoods. 
 
Parking and Transportation: 
The city planning department continues to believe “build density and public transportation will follow”. The city 
continues to push the idea that  with public transportation car ownership will decline. I have ask the planning 
department to provide data to support that supposition. The planning department has refused to answer that inquiry. 
There is data that car trips decline with adequate transportation. This data looks more like individuals are likely to 
substitute some auto trips with transit trips. The data doesn’t support the idea that large numbers of individuals are 
willing to forego owning automobiles. Auto ownership in the US and Tacoma is 1.3 vehicles per household. Any plan 
needs to assure that there is an adequate supply of on street and off street parking to accommodate 1.3 vehicles per 
household. 
 
Transportation Funding: 
I am not aware of any public transportation system that is self funding. Before the city commits to rebuilding  the city 
around a future public transportation system, it needs to identify a funding stream for that system. It needs to recognize 
the threat to that funding stream by the political reality of Washington State. The funding stream can be controlled by 
voters in eastern Washington through the initiative and referendum process. We have seen this multiple times with 
attacks on Sound Transit. In fact we have seen that Pierce County as a whole does not support transportation funding. 
 
Lack of parking is more than an inconvenience: 
The planning department paints lack of parking as a mere inconvenience that residents will have to live with until transit 
reduces car numbers. The fact is that the cars will not magically disappear. Residents will continue to have cars and park 
them. In the parts of the city that the city has allowed to build out without adequate parking we can see the results. Cars 
parked illegally. Cars parked on sidewalks, cars parked in bike lanes, cars parked on the planting strips, cars parked in 
crosswalks, cars parked in front of  fire hydrants, cars parked in handicapped parking spots and in access lanes. Failure to 
address parking is a health, safety and access failure. 
 
Parking and Climate Change: 
The city planning department in newspaper articles has indicated that density is the answer to climate change. While the 
county is changing zoning to accommodate electric vehicles, the city is hoping cars will magically disappear. By not 
requiring off street parking that can accommodate future electric vehicles, the city is assuring that city residents will be 
circling the block looking for parking in their gas cars even after automakers stop building gas cars. 
 
Planning Departments Paternalistic Attitude Toward Low Income People: 
In an email explaining why the city did not need parking, the planning department indicated that vehicles were 
expensive and that low income people would be better off taking public transit. I would suggest that cost is not the only 
reason that people own vehicles. Time and convenience play the same role in low income peoples decisions to own 
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vehicles as in other peoples decision. While planning may want to substitute their wisdom for that of poor people, those 
people are in fact choosing to have vehicles. Just check the parking situation outside any of the THA buildings. 
 
Outmoded Thinking About Transit: 
The transit planning for the area is designed to move people from residential areas to the city centers of Tacoma and 
Seattle. This fails to recognize the reality that most people don’t follow that commuting pattern. This failed analysis 
means that transit is not time competitive.  The biggest employer in Tacoma is Lewis McCord. Taking transit to Lewis 
McCord from Downton Tacoma takes approximately 3 hours each way. Similar results can be seen for taking transit to 
any large non city center employers. Before proceeding with a dense development plan the city needs to better analyze 
actual commuting patterns and work to align transit.  
 
Developers Externalizing Costs: 
Allowing developers to build without providing adequate provisions for transportation is shifting the cost to existing 
residents and future residents. If the development is not going to include parking there needs to have a transportation 
impact fee equivalent to the cost of building parking at a rate of 1.3 spaces per unit. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Halley Knigge <halleyrebecca@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:10 PM
To: Woodards, Victoria; Walker, Kristina; McCarthy, Conor; Hunter, Lillian; Beale, Chris; 

Ushka, Catherine; Blocker, Keith; Thoms, Robert; Hines, John; Planning
Subject: Submitting my enthusiastic support for Home in Tacoma

Good afternoon, fine city council and planning commission - 
 
I'm writing today to express my enthusiastic support for the Home in Tacoma project, and my deep 
appreciation for the team working on bringing it to life.  
 
I grew up and spent most of my life in the Proctor neighborhood, and have loved to see the neighborhood 
continue to develop and thrive with increased density.  
 
I love this project. We are on a high-speed train to a climate disaster, and we know that one of the best ways 
cities can combat the climate crisis is through urban infill and creating compact, walkable cities. We cannot 
afford not to do this. We owe it to our children and grandchildren.  
 
This is our opportunity to come together as a city to reimagine a vibrant and inclusive community that is 
welcoming and supportive to all of our neighbors. And good for the planet to boot!  
 
Please support this critically important project - I get chills imagining the Tacoma frankensuburb of 2040 we 
are in danger of creating without it. 
 
Thank you, 
Halley Knigge 
 
--  
Halley Knigge (Griffin) 
Writer | Editor | Spokesperson 
linkedin.com/in/halleyknigge/ 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Danette Knowles <wagpetmarkettacoma@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 3:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Single family zoning changes

To whom it may concern 
 
I have owned a business on north Proctor for 18 years and have lived on north 30th street for the last nine years during that time I have watched north 30th 
street turn into a highway with an extremely high traffic volume of speeding cars.  During the summer of 2020 our street/30th experienced large groups of 
motorcycles traveling at vey high speeds, it was consistently happening between 7 & 7:15 on a weekly basis.  My husband called the police who where very 
nice but informed him that they no longer have the man power to address traffic issues, if you can’t help with the existing traffic problems how do you plan to 
address the increased issues that will come with your higher density model.  There has been nothing put in place to control the increased traffic and speeding 
in the core of the Proctor district which is heavily used by pedestrians and where two schools are located.  Tacoma has given developers taxes breaks and not 
required them to put any traffic control in to manage the increased usage, should we expect more of this with your high density plan.   There is no parking in 
the core of the Proctor district due to the developments.  People are not going to give up their cars for alternative transportation when the city of Tacoma 
offers almost useless public transportation. 
So many of the areas that have been chosen will not be developed for affordable housing, they will just be more overprice apartments with transitory 
renters.  This plan does not build a community where people are vested in where they live and care about their neighbors. 
I don’t frequently hear my neighbors saying they want Tacoma to be like Seattle but it seems that the city management wants to take Tacoma down that path, 
so sad as people are fleeing in droves from Seattle.  It seems to me that Tacoma should listen to the voice of its citizens.   
 
Sincerely, Danette Knowles 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Blake Koehn <blake.koehn@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 1:42 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma public comments

Hello all, 
 
Please consider the paragraph below my submitted public comment for the Planning process regarding 
residential area code changes.  Thank you. 
 
Please heavily consider the impacts to car traffic and current street capacity when upscaling zoning.  While I am 
very supportive of the initiative to meaningfully increase housing density in our city, I have concerns 
surrounding the ability of current infrastructure, including roads and public utilities, to keep up with increased 
population.  Please be sure to only upscale zoning for properties within one block of public transit lines to 
mitigate effects of increased traffic.  I fully support "scenario one" to evolve housing choices as this seems the 
most realistic option.   
 
Regards, 
Blake Koehn 
3608 N 33rd St 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Annie Kolb-Nelson <annieknels@me.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 6:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments

Dear Planning Committee: 
 
Thanks for the opportunity to comment on the Home in Tacoma Proposal under review by the City of Tacoma. 
 
I still have a lot of questions and concerns about the proposal, but overall support the underlying objective to 
make housing more affordable and accessible in Tacoma. I support Scenario 1 that would phase in mid-scale to 
key areas, while maintaining design standards and affordability. 
 
After attending the meeting on April 7, I was reassured by what I heard, but please make efforts to back the 
promises with tangible action. As a North Tacoma (Proctor area) resident for many years, I hope the 
commission seriously considers the following concerns in adopting a proposal: 
 

 Scalable development in line with current neighborhoods, especially in terms of height and design, and 
making an effort to blend in with the current neighborhood. 

 Addressing infrastructure gaps, namely the poor conditions of roads and sidewalks, and transit access, to 
support planned growth. 

 Giving near neighbors a say in what’s sited next to or near their homes. 
 Keeping affordability at the forefront, and no giveaways to wealthy developers. 
 Promoting the goal of home ownership as opposed to apartment rental, especially in Proctor (and I mean 

making opportunities for ownership accessible and affordable to BIPOC communities who were 
historically shut out this area) 

 Seriously considering expanding the mid-scale Scenario 1 to include the Westgate area around Orchard 
between N. 26th and N. 20th. I get that Proctor is “charming”, but the Westgate area also offers 
tremendous access to shops, restaurants and transit, and with some adjustments could really be a great 
option for people seeking walkability and access to transit and services. 

 
 
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Annie Kolb-Nelson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Evy Angie Kontos <mmatteson@wamail.net>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:59 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on the Home in Tacoma scenarios

We are not happy with any option that eliminates single family designation. We just moved to our house from a house 
that was closer to the Proctor commercial district to ensure we would be in a single family zone. This is something we 
desired for our family, but still wanted to be close to the neighborhood and neighbors that we love. Now the rug is 
pulled out from underneath us. We bought this house specifically because it was not in a commercial zone, but in a 
single family residential area. 
 
These evolve and the transform options ruin the character of the neighborhood we love. Also the beauty of the historic 
homes is not even being considered the way these options are drawn. It seems like the maps use prescriptive distance 
measurements to determine the zoning, without consideration for the architecture of the homes and the large trees on 
each street. 
 
Potential development should be more gradual. There were mistakes made in the mixed use zoning in Proctor that is 
important not to repeat. A more thoughtful discussion of this with the residents in the area is important to ensure the 
mistakes are not replicated. 
 
Thanks for your consideration, 
Evy Kontos and Mark Matteson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rich Kronberg <richkronberg@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 7:01 AM
To: Planning
Subject: My Home in Tacoma Comments

Dear Planning Commission,  
 
You gave us two choices on the map. Neither were good choices. If I had to pick a map choice, of course I 
would choose Scenario One- Evolve Housing Choices. 
 
In both scenarios of Evolve and Transform our block at S. 15th and Geiger is heavily impacted as we are so 
near the transit areas of 6th, 12th, 19th, and Mildred.  
 
Our West End house sits between 12th and 19th Street, and on the same one mile square block of James Center 
North Center (opposite end) which THA owns. THA will build  approx. 400-600 apartments (exact number 
unknown to me). We are also near 6th Ave in  the southern end of the West End, and we will get dumped on as 
the city has identified our mixed economic transit areas as low income even though there is a variety of homes 
and incomes in the area.  
 
My Comments and Questions 
1. Move back the first deadline as most of our neighbors know nothing about this project. Everyone needs a 
second postcard with more details on HIT. 
2. I was not aware that Tacoma's Planning Commission was engaging the community. My best guess is nor did 
99% of the residents. I would like to have been on the planning committee for HIT. 
3. With increased density comes increased congestion in neighborhoods. What is your plan to address traffic 
and parking issues?  
4. Where will the GUEST PARKING be located for the crammed in multi-family houses? Is Guest Parking in 
the plans for each new home?  
5. With increased density comes more litter to our neighborhoods and parks (I mention parks as that is in your 
plan for greenspace). The State of WA, Pierce County, City of Tacoma, nor Metro Parks has an anti-litter 
campaign. City of Tacoma does not have trash cans or doggy stations in public spaces. Yes, the city council 
bldg has some. Tacoma is a littered city. Too many people litter. The West End suffers litter from their own 
litterbugs and drive-through visiting  litterbugs- people coming to the West End to enjoy the waterfront parks.  
 
Four Litter Questions 

 How will the City of Tacoma make sure our neighborhoods stay as clean or better yet, cleaner, than they 
currently are?  

 Where are the trash cans for the littering public in the Home in Tacoma project?  
 Will the City of Tacoma create an on-going  City Wide Anti-lItter Campaign? 
 Will the City of Tacoma host an annual clean up across town? 

6.  Developers will buy a house. Put up a 2, 3,4, 5, 6, house development and charge market rates or highest 
sales price they can get. They have INVESTORS to satisfy, not home buyers.  
7. With real estate prices going up, when a current homeowner sells, a corporation will buy. The City of 
Tacoma appears to be selling out to Corporate America.  
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8. Does the City of Tacoma plan to upgrade some of the bldg projects in the southern section of the West End, 
or will this  area continue to get dumped on, more density, and downgraded with the cheaper construction 
projects?  
 
An example of the dump is the 6th and Rochester construction site. The city told us at a WENC meeting that 
there would be one 12 plex and one high rise. Now they are building 7 more apartment/townhouse bldgs in 
place of the high rise.  That makes 9 buildings of townhouses CRAMMED onto approximately 4 
lots ????  Seven new townhouses to add to the 12 townhouses built last year= 9 buildings. 
 
9. DOGS.....will the dogs enjoy the little yards or shared spaces? Will there be city provided and serviced 
Doggy Stations in all of this increased density living? Dense city areas in Europe have street sweepers,  city 
trash cans and doggy areas. What is the City of Tacoma's plans to provide for clean streets, city trash cans for 
litter, and serviced Doggy Stations?  
 
10. Last  comments not addressed in your public zoom presentation: 
UPKEEP of a Home .  In addition to  affording a home, it takes extra money and desire to take care of the 
UPKEEP of a  home to maintain it. How will multi-family housing pay for this cost of homeownership? 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to give feedback. I did not learn of HIT from the city, but rather my wife. I 
recommend that the city resends that postcard with more information on it back out to the public and extend the 
deadline of the first phase.  
 
Rich Kronberg 
richkronberg@gmail.com 
 
Moderation in temper is a virtue... 
    moderation in principle is a vice 
        Tom Paine 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hunter, Lillian
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:50 PM
To: James Kuhlman
Cc: Planning; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina; Hunter, Lillian
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma program

Hello Mr. and Mrs. Kuhlman: 
 
Thank you for your outreach and your very well articulated questions.  I concur with your position of “agree 
with and understand the motivation of the planners for social equity, we have some unanswered 
questions”.  The endeavor has also raised concerns with a number of council members who are concerned about 
the “anything goes - carte Blanche” nature of the Home In Tacoma proposals.  We know that infrastructure as it 
is is challenged.  Parking continues to be a critical issue - people simply are not giving up their automobiles and 
likely won’t until our transit system expands. The vagueness of any design recommendations or standards is 
also problematic. 
 
In short, there are too many unanswered questions for the proposals to be satisfactory.  The public outreach has 
been lacking and people are feeling the entire endeavor to be rushed.  
 
Again, thank you for your outreach and the thoughtfulness with which you have asked your 
questions.  Expanding housing is certainly a priority, but it cannot come at wholesale disregard for the impacts 
to the existing communities and infrastructure. 
 
Certainly - more to come. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Lillian 

Sent from my iPad 
 
 

On Apr 7, 2021, at 1:09 PM, James Kuhlman <kuhlman39@gmail.com> wrote: 

 
Response to Zoning/Home in Tacoma 

  

We listened last night to the North End Neighborhood Council meeting where the new 
zoning changes and rationale were discussed.  While we agree with and understand the 
motivation of the planners for social equity, we have some unanswered questions and 
concerns that are of equal concern that we have heard no one address – and we have 
asked. 
  

1.    How are you determining what the ultimate density of people, housing, etc this 
area can sustain and NOT compromise the current quality of life?  <what is the 
standard you are using>.   Where is Tacoma aiming to be on this scale?   And if 
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some neighborhoods will bear the brunt of high density, which ones are they and 
what is the rationale?   How will people living in these areas be notified of this 
change?   Which neighborhoods will be unaffected by these changes?   We think 
sub-area plans would help us understand the impacts better. 
  
2.    We understand from the presentation that quality environment is a 
consideration.  All we see on the maps is where high and medium density 
housing will go.  No one addresses what new open spaces are being set aside in 
Tacoma for the increase.  Is there some formula being used that for every “x” 
number of people living within a certain area, “x” amount of green space needs to 
be available?    We see this last question as related to the issue in 
#1.  Conversely, if you have no plan to increase new open spaces in Tacoma/do 
not think it affects quality environment, let us know. 
  
3.    Can our current infrastructure support these additions?   <Sewer, power, 
streets, additional parking spaces/offset to emissions due to higher density, 
waste removal, internet capacity, metro parks>.   What has been done to expand 
these things ahead of the housing increase?   Who has the city worked with and 
how have they responded?   How is this financed both now and going forward? 

  
4.    How are you making sure new multi-family additions blend in with the rest of 
the neighborhood(s) in which they are being built?   Specifically, we are talking 
about insuring that multi-family buildings (non duplexes, triplexes,etc) are not 
harming single family dwellings sitting next to them, such as the project on N 8th 
and Prospect? 
  

We understand change is inevitable, but becoming a vast concrete urban area is not our 
idea of a liveable community for the City of Destiny.   If you address these issues, we 
think the public will be more open to what you are proposing.   If you can’t yet address 
these issues directly, give us a date by which you can and suspend all changes to the 
plan until these questions and requests can be answered. 

 

Thank you! 

Teri and Jim 
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Lihuang Wung 
 
From: James Kuhlman <kuhlman39@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 3:54 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>; Hunter, Lillian <lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; McCarthy, Conor 
<Conor.McCarthy@cityoftacoma.org>; Walker, Kristina <Kristina.Walker@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma program 

 

Response to Home in Tacoma Program (#2) 
April 8, 2021 

  
This is a follow up letter to the one my wife and I sent yesterday regarding the Home in Tacoma 
program.  After attending the North End Neighborhood Council meeting on Monday and now the Planning 
Commission meeting last night, we have the following comments. 
  
As we pointed out in our first letter, the infrastructure cannot accommodate this magnitude of 
change.  Sewers will need to be replaced due to age and lack of capacity.  Electrical service and water systems 
will be inadequate in numerous areas.  Additionally, to make these changes compatible with keeping the city’s 
neighborhoods livable, public facilities will need to grow as well.  Examples of those needing to expand are 
libraries, firefighting, police, etc. 
Perhaps most importantly, we see no provisions for additional green space!   
  
We believe that Scenario 2 will simply, quickly, become a giant land grab by developers.  As a retired architect, 
I can tell you that affordable housing is not at the top of a developer’s priority list.  Nor is preserving historic 
structures.  There will be many buildings demolished. 
  
We heard last night that this will be a gradual implementation.  We heard that blocking sunlight will not be 
allowed and there will be no significant loss of privacy.  I believe that if the planners and other city personnel 
believe that can be a reality they are very naïve indeed.  I would like to understand the mechanism that will be 
implemented that can enforce that kind of careful, deliberate design criteria. 
  
I’m attaching two photographs to illustrate some of our concerns.  One is two new buildings at 8th and 
Prospect that were allowed under the current zoning and permitting procedures.  They dwarf and completely 
block the sunlight to the historic home sandwiched between them.  How was this allowed?  How would it be 
stopped with a more relaxed zoning code that will encourage even larger buildings in this situation? 

  
The second photograph is of a house at 1010 N Yakima Ave, in a historic district.  It sold four years ago and has 
sat vacant since.  Earlier this month the garage was demolished and the house is now boarded up.  Notice it is 
next door to an existing multifamily building and is located on a large lot. Is it possible that the owner(s) are 
waiting for a zoning change?  My guess is that the next step is a permit application for demolition followed by 
development of a multistory building that uses the entire lot.  Another piece of history gone. 
  
We appreciate the goals for this program and are not necessarily opposed to them.  But it’s our belief that 
there are many other goals and factors that need to be included to maintain the standards of urban livability 
that residents of Tacoma enjoy. 
  
Thank you, 
  
Jim and Teri 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 10:13 PM
To: Angela Garner; Planning
Subject: RE: Question about mid-scale residential

Hi Ms. Garner, 
Regarding the percentages, here is a simplified overview (in rough numbers): 

 About 75% of the City’s housing land supply (the land where any type of housing can be built) is currently set 
aside for exclusively single‐family houses (this is about 50% of the total land area of the City). This project 
focuses on that single‐family area, as well as areas currently designated for Multifamily‐Low Density—we refer 
to that area as the “Missing Middle applicability area” 

 Within that area, currently about 10% of it is in the Multifamily‐Low Designation, and 90% is Single‐family 

 Scenario 1 would shift that to about 25% Multifamily (which would be renamed Mid‐Scale Residential), and 75% 
Low‐scale Residential 

 Scenario 2 would shift even further to about 60% Mid‐scale Residential, and 40% Low‐scale Residential 
I hope that explains? You can look at the housing growth scenarios map to see these areas visually. 
 
Regarding the Mid‐scale Residential and what could be allowed there, we are currently at the vision/policy level 
meaning that the specific height, building size and other standards have not been decided upon. Here is the proposed 
policy language that would guide future development of standards for the Mid‐scale Residential areas: 
 

Proposed FLUM Policy Vision:  
Mid-Scale Residential  
Mid-scale residential designations are generally located in close proximity to Centers, Corridors and transit and 
provide walkable, urban housing choices in buildings of a size and scale that is between low-scale residential 
and the higher-scale of Centers and Corridors. Standards for mid-scale housing support heights up to 3 to 4 
stories, a range of building widths and depths that prevents overly massive structures and provides visual 
variety from the street, smaller building setbacks and more site coverage than low-scale, and a strong pedestrian 
orientation. Standards provide for a smooth transition from low-scale residential areas by methods including 
matching low-scale building height maximums where mid-scale residential abuts or is across the street from 
low-scale areas. Housing types supported include small-lot houses, accessory dwelling units, duplexes, 
triplexes, townhouses, cottage housing, cohousing, fourplexes and multifamily. Community facilities including 
parks, schools and religious facilities are also desirable and some nonresidential uses such as small childcare, 
cafes or live-work may be appropriate in limited circumstances. Qualities associated with mid-scale residential 
areas include: Diverse housing types and prices, a range of building heights and scales, walkability, 
transportation choices, moderate noise and activity levels, generally shared open space and yards, street trees, 
green features, and complete streets with alleys. Infill in historic districts is supported to expand housing options 
consistent with the mid-scale designation, but must be consistent with the neighborhood scale and defining 
features.   Target Development Density: 15-45 dwelling units/net acre     
Zoning Districts: 
R-3 Mid-scale Residential District 
R-4L Mid-scale Residential District 
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From: Angela Garner <angelagarner00@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:44 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>; Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: Question about mid‐scale residential 

 
Thank you. From the hearing, I understood that it could be 3-4 stories max, but I am not sure what the other parameters 
are for building. Would they be the same set back and space requirements in the infill program? 
 
Angela LaFave 
 
 
On Friday, April 9, 2021, 12:39:39 PM PDT, Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> wrote:  
 
 

Ms. Garner, 

  

Thank you for the questions. I am including Elliott here so he can provide some answers. Meanwhile, I am 
going to enter your e-mail into the Planning Commission’s record.  

  

LIHUANG WUNG 

Senior Planner 

City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 

(253) 591-5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 

To help us improve our customer service! 

  

From: Angela Garner <angelagarner00@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:51 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Question about mid-scale residential 

  

Hello, 

  

My home falls in the mid-scale residential land use. What does this mean? How large could this potentially be?  

  

Also, on the Project Overview what do the percentages mean by applicability area? Does that mean how much of the land 
can be used for building? Or something else?  
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Thank you for helping simplifying this so I can understand better. 

  

Angela LaFave 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Angela Garner <angelagarner00@yahoo.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 10:53 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment for Home In Tacoma program

Hello, 
 
I would like to provide comments on this program.  
 
    First of all, I would like to say "Thank you" to the City of Tacoma for recognizing the housing crisis and setting a plan to 
move forward to help create solutions. My name is Angela LaFave and I have been a WA resident my entire life, and I 
lived a significant time in Tacoma and the immediate surrounding areas. Currently, my husband and I are Tacoma home 
owners and we own a few properties in the city of Tacoma. I 100% support the Home In Tacoma Project and believe this 
is a much needed change and will positively impact our city and our residents.  
 
    As a homeowner, this will allow me to build upon my land as I have hoped and dream to. I will be able to create housing 
opportunities, provide homes in a prime location near shopping and transit, and could provide multi-generational housing 
will keep families and extended families closer together. This program will add value to my property. This program will 
also create more jobs in Tacoma when it comes time to building homes. The current codes and so restrictive which have 
contributed to the housing crisis.   I see several upsides in this program, and I want this to pass. I prefer  Scenario 2 
Transform Housing Choices,  
 
I understand that the city is also looking at incentive ideas for homeowners who create affordable housing. Here are some 
that I thought of that would be beneficial as a homeowner building affordable housing: 
 
*discounts or permit fees being waived 
*discount in property taxes 
*grants to property owners to be able to build homes, more incentives for veterans, people of color  
*grants to help ensure there are trees available to be planted 
 
 
I am available if anyone wants more feedback or needs to hear from more people who are in favor of these changes. 
 
Angela LaFave 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tori Laird <laird.tori@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2021 8:06 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project

Hello,  
 
I live in West Tacoma, up the hill from Titlow Park. I would like to express my support of the Home In Tacoma project 
from what I have seen so far. I believe my neighborhood to be against initiatives like this so I thought it would be 
important to know that this type of project does have support from someone in this area. It is vital that we increase the 
housing supply and I’m glad to see a proposal that does that without a sole emphasis on giant apartment complexes.  
 
Thank you for your time.  
 
Tori Laird 
206.383.8674 
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City of Tacoma 
Landmarks Preservation Commission 

 
April 6, 2021 
 
 
Anna Petersen, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
747 Market St Rm 345 
Tacoma. WA 98402 
 
RE:  Home in Tacoma 
 
Dear Chair Petersen: 
 
The City of Tacoma’s Landmarks Preservation Commission (LPC) thanks the Planning Commission for 
the opportunity to provide comments on the Home in Tacoma proposal, and appreciates the outreach by 
City staff to present the proposal and gather our initial feedback on the policy phase of Home in Tacoma.  
I am pleased to offer the following comments on behalf of the LPC. 
 
The LPC firmly believes that preservation is part of the solution for the challenge of affordable 
housing in Tacoma. Tacoma is a city that retains much of its historic character, and residents and visitors 
alike benefit from our rich historic built environment. Retaining that sense of place and identity is an 
important consideration in the development of housing policy. 
 
The current proposal is a significant change for the City and one that will hopefully address the issue of 
affordability, choice, and availability. However, the transition away from single-family zoning will result 
in marked changes to Tacoma’s built environment and must be undertaken in a careful and inclusive 
manner in order to retain the character, identity, and essential qualities of our City.  
 
Many of our denser historic residential areas, such as the North Slope Historic District, possess a historic 
mixed density of buildings, including apartment buildings, duplexes and triplexes as well as single-family 
homes.  Historically, these areas were well served by streetcars and were dense, walkable areas. Some of 
the outcomes the Home in Tacoma policies seek to achieve already exist due to the historical 
development of some of our neighborhoods prior to the first zoning codes in Tacoma. 
 
Overall, the primary concern of the LPC is the protection of the essential characteristics and qualities of 
our neighborhoods and their built environment, which make our City a place that we are proud of and that 
makes others want to call this place home. We look forward to continuing to work on future design 
guidelines that will help protect the historical and cultural character of our City while moving it forward 
into the future.  
 
The LPC offers the following recommendations around three key themes that need to be addressed in  
moving forward with this proposal: New Development, Equity and Anti-Racism, and Sustainability.  
 
New Development 
 
New development should be focused on currently vacant spaces first, and then on adaptive reuse of 
existing structures, particularly those that have historical or cultural value to the community. If demolition 
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is proposed, policies should prioritize underutilized spaces (e.g., prioritizing proportionally small 
structures on large lots), and existing structures that are non-contributing or non-conforming to the 
historical development of a neighborhood.  

The LPC does not believe that exempting historic districts from zoning changes resulting from Home in 
Tacoma is appropriate. However, we do anticipate a marked increase in the number of requests for 
demolition permits in these areas. This would affect City staff and LPC resources significantly and result 
in large impacts to level of service. 

Recommendations: 

 Prioritize development on vacant land first.
 Provide regulatory incentives to prioritize adaptive reuse of viable structures.

 Adopt policies and regulations to dis-incentivize demolition (e.g., limit development potential on 
parcels where a historically designated structure is proposed for demolition).

 Focus demolition on underutilized spaces and existing structures that are non-contributing or non-
conforming.

• Address the resource strain to City staff and the LPC if policies increase the request for
demolition within historically designated zones and districts.

Equity and Anti-Racism 

Current City code includes demolition review of existing City landmarks, structures within historic 
districts, and limited review for other structures citywide, but does not include most single-family 
residential structures in the City.  Designated landmarks and historic districts in our City do not currently 
represent the geographic and cultural diversity of our City’s history.  If demolition review continues in its 
current state, the demolition related impacts from Home in Tacoma would not be mitigated.  Historic 
resources representing underserved parts of the community would be disproportionately affected. In stark 
terms, this would mean that this proposal would have potentially racist consequences in essentially 
erasing the physical remnants of our City’s diverse history. There needs to be a recognition of this fact 
and measures taken to address it moving forward.  

In addition to addressing the potential loss of historic resources in underrepresented neighborhoods in 
Tacoma, it is just as important to have policies and regulations that prevent the physical displacement of 
these communities. Some of the most affordable housing currently exists in these neighborhoods, 
particularly in Central Tacoma, South Tacoma, and the East Side. This affordability means that these 
neighborhoods will face increased development pressure within the scope of the current proposal. 

It is clear that the current proposal addresses  “affordability” and not necessarily the “crisis” of housing in 
Tacoma.  It is unclear for whom the proposed housing will be “affordable.” There are significant racial 
and socioeconomic issues that underlie the issue of “affordability” and of the “crisis” that are not being 
addressed in this proposal. There are underserved and underrepresented communities who are suffering as 
part of a real housing “crisis” in our City, and the current proposal does not recognize or address this 
issue.  

Ensure design compatibility for infill and new development through strong design standards/
guidelines and a robust public design review process, both within existing historic districts and 
citywide.  Key considerations include context  appropriate scale, materials, massing and form.

•
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Recommendations: 
 Recognize that the demolition of viable and historically significant structures outside of current 

historic districts, which are located primarily in North Tacoma, is a significant equity issue. 
 Expand current demolition review code language to protect structures of historical or cultural 

significance outside of current historic districts 
 Devote funding and resources to the proactive identification, documentation, and preservation of 

historically and culturally significant buildings in all areas of the City, particularly those 
historically underserved and underrepresented.  

 Create policies and regulations to address the preservation of existing affordable housing stock 
and prevent or mitigate displacement by prioritizing home ownership and the retention of existing 
communities.  

 Be transparent in regards to who benefits from this effort to address “affordability” and who is 
left out, particularly in regards to the “crisis” of homelessness and the issue of home ownership. 

 
Sustainability 
 
The current proposal will lead to an increase in demolition across the City. The waste stream impacts 
from redevelopment resulting from Home in Tacoma implementation will be significant. Demolition is 
often the least sustainable solution, with the most sustainable building being the one that is currently 
standing. Strong policy is needed to encourage adaptive reuse as the most sustainable solution. This is in 
line with the City’s sustainability goals. Historic preservation can help move our City forward in a 
sustainable manner that uses the resources of the past to serve the needs of the present while not 
sacrificing those of the future.  
 

Recommendations: 
 Provide regulatory incentives to prioritize adaptive reuse of viable structures. 
 Adopt robust architectural salvage requirements for demolition permits, when demolition is the 

preferred alternative. 
 
We look forward to continuing our collaboration with the Planning Commission on these issues as the 
current proposal moves forward to City Council and on the resulting amendments to the Land Use Code 
and related development guidelines. 
 
Sincerely,  
 

 
 
Kevin Bartoy, Chair 
Tacoma Landmarks Preservation Commission 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: DEBRA LARA <debsue52@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:59 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Regarding Mid-scale Zoning in the Proctor neighborhood

Dear Planners,  
   
I was surprised to hear (do not recall having any notice) of the Mid-scale proposal for our neighborhood.  I 
understand that we need more housing in the City of Tacoma, but feel that we are getting more than our fair 
share without consideration of the environmental impact and historic preservation.  Please pause further 
development at least on the Mid-scale range until more appropriate designs and impact can be found.  
   
Thank you,  
   
Debra Lara  
 

 

myesig.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Josh Lauer <joshuarlauer@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:34 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Scenario Comments

Hello, 
 
I just recently found out that you were looking for comments on the proposed changes to zoning and other items 
for the Home in Tacoma project. 
 
I had a few thoughts on the issue for you to consider with the first thought is on the implimentation approach.  I 
think there should be a bigger push to inform the public before any permanent decisions are made.  I pay rather 
close attention to what's going on in the city and this was a bit of a suprise.  I also thought that maybe instead of 
going full scale there could be a phased-in approach or a pilot program which would be even better.  Another 
option would be to put the final decison (or decision basis) to a vote for the city population.   
 
My second line of thought centers around more specific issues that I haven't seen addressed at this point.  I think 
the best way to convey my concerns would be a series of questions: 
 
1. How will parking and infastructure be handled for the new construction? 
 
2. Will developers be responsible for improving the public utilities they put extra load on?  Either directly 
through their own construction or indirectly through taxes and fees? 
 
3. Will tax incentives be removed for new construction or large scale modifications to existing structures?  No 
need for the existing homeowners to pay to subsidize indipendant companies construction in the HOTTEST 
housing market in the entire US.  I could see providing incentives for building in a less desirable area where 
they could potentially lose money, but that's just not a reality in our city. 
 
Thanks, 
Josh 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Nathe Lawver <nathe@lawver.us>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:00 PM
To: Planning
Subject: At Home in Tacoma

I support denser housing and the changing of areas in our community currently zoned for single family homes 
to permit more homes in those areas. 
 
We have a declared housing crisis in our region, and this will get us back on track to support the tens of 
thousands new neighbors moving into our fair city in the next 20 years.   
 
Thank you. 
 
 
--  
Nathe Lawver 
4215 N Gove St  
Tacoma WA 98407 
phone: 253-973-3765 
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Anna Petersen, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
 
Dear Chair Petersen: 
 
My name is Nick Leman. I live in Tacoma at 3518 S 10th St. I just want to let you know 
that I support Home in Tacoma. 
 
I am originally from Australia, a country of vast open country and wilderness, as well as 
dense and vibrant cities. 
 
I believe dense cities helps in a number of ways. Helps to provide affordable housing, 
helps small business and shortens travel time and traffic. It equally helps to reduce the 
development in outer city areas, reducing the stress on farmland and open areas to be 
developed into housing areas. 
 
I have rented rooms in my house to some low income families. I have witnessed the 
struggle they live to find affordable housing, sometimes I wonder where else they would 
live if I did not rent my room to them at an affordable rate. Smaller dwellings, and 
increased supply will really help these people find sustainable and long term places to 
live. 
 
Please convey my support to other members of the Planning Commission and the City 
Council. Thanks for creating Home in Tacoma. I look forward to its implementation. 
 
Best wishes, 
 
Nick Leman 
2069462485 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: karen Lemburg <klemburg@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 12:47 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezoning single family homes

I have lived in Tacoma for almost 40 years and do not agree with changing the zoning.  I know what Tacoma 
home owners (Victor and tax payers) say will not change what you intend to do so I will not even try to stop 
your plans, however if the Northend gets less "density", less zoning changes then say the Hill Top where I have 
a home over 100 years old, I will have a lot to say.  Like the property tax scandal a few years back where the 
Hill Top paid tax at a higher rate then the North end, it will come out and it will be public. 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Enrique Leon <enriquecleon@centurylink.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:51 AM
To: Planning
Subject: In support of home in Tacoma 

Dear city staff 
I support the home in Tacoma initiative. We can improve housing options for the poor.  
Sincerely  
Enrique Leon  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kristen’s Home Email <kristenleon@centurylink.net>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:35 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

To Whom it May Concern, 
I am writing in support of the Home in Tacoma plan.  We need more affordable housing options in Tacoma and I believe 
the plan with help support struggling families and individuals in our community.  Thank you. 
Kristen Leon 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

567



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: SERGEY Levin <levin5327@student.cptc.edu>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 10:58 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

All buildings need to have enough parking built-in for each apartment. If not then first there will be no parking 
for anyone, then the city will start charging for parking which will add to squeezing people out of their homes. 
 
And construction must be done by Pierce county construction companies. Keep jobs and money local. We have 
already seen non local construction and development companies come down to Tacoma and build properties, 
make profit, with little benefit to locals.   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mark Lewington <notgniwelm@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:23 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

I  am generally impressed with the thought and careful analysis that the City has put into the Home in Tacoma 
proposal and  I am very supportive of the efforts and the underlying reasons for them. 
 
I have two comments from the perspective of a resident of the West Slope: 
 
1. Could the proposal acknowledge that existing covenants, such as those on the West Slope, would not (and 
legally cannot) be eliminated by a Code revision? 
2. Could the proposal confirm that existing View Sensitive Ordinance requirements will not be affected by the 
new zoning?  We struggled so long for the West Slope to get reasonable accommodation, and so this is a big 
issue for us.  I personally am in favor of extending those protections to other areas  because I believe they 
reflect a benign and appealing aspect of Tacoma's development. 
 
Mark Lewington 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Megan Little <megan.c.little@live.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 8:36 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Megan Little  

megan.c.little@live.com  

412 S 30th st  

Tacoma, Washington 98402 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: mplonergan@nventure.com
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:53 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments Proposed Home in Tacoma Plan
Attachments: Comments on Home in Tacoma Plan.docx

TO: Planning Director, City Planning Staff and Planning Commissioners: 
 
I've attached my comments to your proposed plan to add much needed housing to meet the current shortfall as 
well as the anticipated future needs in our city. I want to be clear, I do not oppose growth in Tacoma; however, I 
do not approve of this  proposal as is to disrupt and (I believe) destroy existing neighborhoods. 
 
My lengthy comments explain my concerns about whether you will take my comments seriously, my belief that 
you're simply going through the motions and nothing substantive will change, as well as my belief that adding 
apartment buildings in established neighborhoods is wrong for our city and a suggestion for your consideration 
to consider other, more modest options that would allow for home ownership in Tacoma although it may not be 
in entirely in more desired locations. In spite of my doubts that you will make substantive changes to this 
proposal, or listen to others' objections to this plan to allow for multi-family units in established neighborhoods, 
I am (nevertheless) submitting these comments so my opposition will be on the record. 
 
Paula Wallace Lonergan 
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Comments on ‘Home in Tacoma’ (Missing Middle) Plan 

As a decades-long time resident of Tacoma, I appreciate having the opportunity to comment on 

the recently unveiled ‘Home in Tacoma’ Plan. While I appreciate this opportunity, I must 

confess that I have very little confidence the individuals elected to represent the citizens of our 

city, their appointed Planning Commissioners, or the individuals employed to implement their 

proposed policies and city ordinances (who helped shape this plan) will actually take my 

comments to heart.  

The basis for the previous statement is my past and current experience where I’ve tried to 

make my voice and concerns heard, only to see the ones who perceive themselves as 

inherently superior move ahead and implement exactly what they asked for input on after 

citizens told them they disagreed with their proposal. The most memorable case in point is the 

angled and other alternative parking in the Proctor area. While it didn’t happen right away, 

years later, my observations now that angled parking has been put in place, is that we not 

only have increased traffic, but also pedestrian and cyclist safety problems in the Proctor 

District where I current reside.  

As a result, it’s pretty evident city bureaucrats simply give lip service and really don’t give a rip 

about what the citizen think or want for their city or neighborhoods. Once they/you have 

decided you’re the ones who know best, what’s good or right for the rest of us who get to live 

with the mess created to fix a problem, you’ll proceed whether we like it or not even if there are 

better options available. Additionally, you now want to infer (in your presentations) that if 

anyone opposes this plan, they’re a racist because you’re only trying to address past red lining 

policies that were in place over 75 years ago! Nonsense!!!!  

You planners would like us to believe that you’re simply trying to right past wrongs when what 

actually needs to happen is much bigger and broader than this insidious plan. We need to 

help educate young adults about what they need to know to prepare to buy a house, like 

having a good credit rating and looking at how much they can qualify for to get a home loan. 

Our elected officials must stop rising taxes and allowing the destruction of existing 

neighborhoods by allowing single family homes to be destroyed and incentivizing builders to 

put up gaudy apartment buildings next to historical, existing single family homes. They give 

builders tax credits and you planners allow height exemptions while homeowners are forced to 

pay for the increased infrastructure costs associated with these buildings. Every effort must be 

made to oppose or limit increased charges on building new and purchasing existing homes as 

much as possible so young adults who qualify for a home loan can afford to purchase a house 

wherever they care to reside in this city! Elected must stop rising taxes and adding fees for 

new homebuyers to supposedly help others because it only raises the costs on consumers, 

which makes home ownership less and less affordable. 

Some things never change! The same dishonest technique is being used to ask for input when 

there’s no indication the City will actually listen to those who oppose this plan and stop this 

foolishness! You don’t seem to understand that people don’t want their neighborhoods 

disrupted. Case in point, many, many years ago I attended public meetings about proposed 

changes to the Proctor neighborhood that merchants wanted to allow for increased parking 

spaces to benefit them. At that time, I and many of my neighbors strongly opposed the 

proposed angled parking that currently exists on Proctor Street. We felt strongly there would 

Staff note: Attachment to e-mail from Paula Wallace Lonergan 
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be increased traffic, difficulty in trying to park a vehicle and back out of a parking space on 

Proctor Street (that, coincidentally, rear car cameras still do not adequately resolve): and, a 

danger to those trying to cross the street. Today, we have angled parking on Proctor Street; 

and, while some business owners may feel better about the existing parking situation, the 

traffic between 26th-29th Streets is pretty treacherous, especially during certain times of the 

day and on weekends! 

The other issue regarding this proposed plan is the way the city gives breaks for builders, 

seemingly ignoring the fact that changing a neighborhood by knocking down perfectly 

habitable existing, single-family homes for alternative housing options may seem viable, but 

it’s actually a detractor. Changes like this don’t enhance a neighborhood. Adding more rental 

options may allow for more housing but, only for a transitory population. Renting is a great 

option when individuals want to leave their parents’ home to be on their own and when they’re 

on the move; however, it totally ignores the fact that people who rent don’t normally want to 

stay in an apartment forever. No one wants to live their whole life, or even spend years or 

decade in a small, one room (studio) apartment that’s slightly bigger than a college or military 

dorm room or their childhood bedroom or spend more on a larger, more spacious apartment! 

Eventually, they realize they’re wasting their money. They will want more space and that 

means becoming a homeowner. 

There are many advantages to home ownership, to include the fact that neighborhoods remain 

stable and crime is lower due to the financial stability of the individual(s) that live there, as 

well as the desire and (hopefully) the means to take care of their investment. That isn’t racist 

or classist, it’s simply a reality--home ownership isn’t a privilege or right, it’s a responsibility. I 

know, because I have been both a renter and home owner. Just as most very young children 

want a bike to allow for greater mobility, when they mature to into their teens they don’t 

usually dream of purchasing a bigger bike or depend on a bus pass to go visit their friends—

no, they want a car. It doesn’t matter what their economic status is or whether or not they’re a 

single parent, people want to have control over their own life. People only take the bus because 

they have to. If you could afford it, you wouldn’t drag your young children out in the cold or 

heat, or wait in all kinds of weather for a bus when it’s so much easier and safer to place them 

in an automobile to get to and from daycare, report to work, go grocery shopping or simply to 

get out to take a day trip to see family, friends or take a day trip to the beach or walk in the 

woods! 

As a woman of color who grew up in a very large east coast city, I know what I’m talking 

about. I’m appalled that you’ve set up processes in my city that are very similar to early 20th 

century practices previously engaged to disrupt minority communities that brought in public 

works projects that destroyed neighborhoods and businesses without providing for any 

administrative remedy or allowing a credible way to ‘fight city hall’ when the decision was 

made to do whatever the political power in charge felt they wanted to do. Except to give the 

appearance of providing public notice of what is to take place, the bottom line is that if a 

citizen really wants to oppose a specific project in their neighborhood, this city won’t allow for 

any administrative recourse for the public to do anything about what you’ll end up allowing a 

builder to do. I know, because that’s what I’m dealing with now!  
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There’s a saying, there’s nothing new under the sun and that’s so true in this instance. This 

plan isn’t designed to provide more affordable housing; however, what it does do, is benefit 

builders, focuses on adding more apartments in residential areas to change them forever, and 

spreads the misery and neighborhood disruption throughout the city. I don’t want the north 

end or any other part of the city to be like the 6th Ave Business District. Again, I know because 

I had a family member who owned a house in that area.  

There’s insufficient residential parking between Alder and Sprague Streets on either side of 6th 

Ave to encourage people to visit that part of town. If you do go there to frequent a restaurant 

it’s way too dangerous to ride a bike, visitors must find parking in residential areas and 

compete with homeowners for parking spaces. There’s a lot more criminal activity in that area 

and because you’re a block or two from a restaurant or shop, the opportunity for a car break 

in is very high; and, when that happens, the police will do nothing more than take a report. If 

certain restaurants are able to come back from the shutdown, the noise from music will once 

again be played at fairly late hours and people walking around can be heard, which is 

problematic for those residing in their homes. Again, I know, because I had a relative that lived 

in the area who experienced all of this and more. 

I have no doubt this is a great area to live in while you’re single or a young couple in your 20s-

30s; but, when you have children and your life situation changes, there are other 

considerations and that’s where another reality sets in. Having different areas of town where 

one can live in a neighborhood that offers peace and quiet, safety and less crime, and school 

choices at differing levels of affordability isn’t about social justice or injustice as long as 

someone has the means to get a loan, can afford a mortgage payment and is willing to live in 

the area where they wish to purchase a home. Long term this proposed plan actually reduces 

the amount of single family options in Tacoma, which will only drive people out of the city into 

the suburbs and more rural areas of the county. Is that really what you want? Thanks to the 

post-pandemic economy isn’t there enough vacant space where new apartments can be built 

that won’t disrupt existing neighborhoods?   

Focusing on the north end to prove you’re woke without factoring in the reality that property 

values are not the same throughout the city, and that some places are much more affordable 

than others, instead of applying Bolshevik methods of redistributing or distributing housing, 

are you willing to look at other policy options instead? For example, years ago mobile home 

parks were outlawed in the city, but why not think about allowing areas where modular homes 

can be built as a very affordable option for first time and moderate income home owners? If 

your goal is to comply with the Growth Management Act, don’t set in place policies that force 

tax payers to stand by while you destroy their neighborhood! From what I heard in your 

presentations, it appears builders who want to build market rate apartments, and not increase 

affordable housing options, are the primary people who will benefit from your plan.    
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ushka, Catherine
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:00 AM
To: claire.m.longeway@gmail.com
Cc: Planning
Subject: RE: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Thank you for your comments. I am cc’in Planning to ensure your comments are captured, and hopefully some 
amendments may be made prior to the package coming to council.  
 
That said I want you to know that I am committed to affordable housing and particular housing justice. I 
frequently discuss design standards and just as frequently indicate that I do not wish these to be a barrier, 
rather to ensure that neighborhoods like mine, the Eastside and South End of Tacoma, also continue to have 
visual appeal while being developed. Affordable should not mean sub‐standard or low quality.  
 
I am also following up on the MFTE request, as I agree, and believe it requires legislative action (and was part 
of our legislative agenda) – but I am verifying that.  
 
I am hearing multiple concerns and receiving input from around our city and District 4, and value your 
engagement.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
 
Catherine Ushka 
Council Member, City of Tacoma ‐ District 4 
747 Market Street, Room 1020 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
253.594.7848 (Donlisa Scott, to schedule an appointment) 
253.355.1276 phone 

 

From: claire.m.longeway@gmail.com <info@email.actionnetwork.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:30 AM 
To: Ushka, Catherine <cushka@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 ‐ Tranformative Housing Choices 

 

Catherine Ushka, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 
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pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with 

the plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  

7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 
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claire.m.longeway@gmail.com  

1014 N K St  

Tacoma , Washington 98403 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: evelynflopez <evelynflopez@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 7:46 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma proposals

Thank you for soliciting comments on the proposed changes to Tacoma's zoning laws. Our family is 
enthusiastically in support of filling the missing middle housing gap through the transform option.  
 
We live in the West End of Tacoma, in the walkable Westgate area. I would like to see more 
duplexes, fourplexes, and townhouses in our neighborhood. All of my elderly relatives in New 
Zealand were able to transition to apartments and pensioner cottages as they aged. They could 
remain in their communities and continue their social activities, while living in housing that met their 
needs. I would like to have the same options as I get older, and modifying our single family zoning 
laws is a necessary step. 
 
Thank you for all of your work on this project. It really is a step into a better future! 
 
Evelyn Fielding Lopez 
2208 N Bristol Street 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
Email: evelynflopez 
 
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Courtney Love <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 10:17 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Courtney Love  

unluckyclovers@gmail.com  

3705 McKinley Ave  

Tacoma, Washington 98404 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tom Lowe <loweper@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 1:34 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

My name is Tom Lowe. I live in N. Tacoma.  
 
During a Pandemic Lockdown is not the time to push through sweeping changes to the Zoning Code.  
 
However, it seems you already have a pilot program running in the neighborhood between N. 6th to N. 8th from Trafton 
to Anderson. You have allowed developers to demolish at least 5 historic homes in this neighborhood and to build 3 ‐ 
Fourplexes, one 3 story mid‐scale and have begun construction on 2 ‐ four story mid‐scale buildings. When finished, I 
believe this part of Tacoma will look like phase 2 of your plan. Low‐Scale and Mid‐Scale mixed with existing single family 
residences and other low scale type dwellings. We no longer have to imagine what your vision is, it will be on full display 
by the end of the year! I also want to point out, as a shining example of the new set back codes, there is now a Victorian 
home that is in complete shadow between two of the fourplexes. It’s really gross what was allowed to happen there.  
 
City Planning keeps telling us there will be building codes to help keep the historic integrity of the neighborhoods. As 
proof that you are not holding developers feet to fire on this issue, these newly built structures do not match any 
historic quality. The new A‐Frame infill Fourplexes are eye soars that tower over the neighborhood. The materials used 
for these structures are cheap, the designs match that of a ski resort and in a decades time (or less) they will begin to 
show their age.  
 
The Four‐Story Mid‐Scale buildings will further push this neighborhood and its surrounding neighbors out of their 
historic quality. I can only imagine these buildings will have roof‐top dog parks or entertainment areas, as they do all 
over Ballard, providing great views for the tenants but destroying the sense of privacy for surrounding properties.  
 
Housing is a big issue and requires public input from all corners of the city as it will effect generations of Tacoma 
residents. I ask that the commission provide the public with adequate public notice, a delayed presentation to the City 
Commission until all citizens are given the opportunity to participate in a public forum (not just zoom), complete 
environmental studies, a full vetting of the transit support for these new areas, a comprehensive infrastructure plan for 
the proposed increased density and proof of a stringent system of preservation for the historic quality of our 
community.  
 
 
Thank you,  
 
 
Tom Lowe 
323‐791‐7705 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kelly Lucas <figliolalucas@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 12:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Multi Family Building in Tacoma

I would like to know, and for you to publicize, what communities you all live in, are you affected directly/personally by 
these proposals? 
 
I live in the west end and I can tell you the grocery supply situation is challenging already. With the 6th avenue Safeway 
closing we are left with more need and now you propose to build MORE multifamily housing? You need to address these 
needs BEFORE you authorize or approve more multi family building on the west side. NOT after the buildings are going 
up! 
 
In addition, parking will be a nightmare. You cannot plan to build without appropriate amounts of parking. This will 
never work, only create issues, trust me it will be a nightmare. 
 
I think those residents who live in these properties must be required to keep their spaces clean, with the city’s help (but 
NOT charged to tax payers!) or based on a commitment they make, in writing, to the property managers. Further prop 
owners/managers need to commit to keep repairs up, props clean and litter picked up. I have seen so many ‘nice’ multi 
family props go to crap because they are not taken care of, litter is everywhere, graffiti, damages that sit forever with no 
repair, etc. If these properties are built they need long term commitments in keeping them clean and managed and not 
an eyesore within a couple years of going up. A strict commitment to this will help make this idea more palatable to 
neighbors.  
 
I feel like building wealth, as many have said is a result of these proprosals, is NOT based on building oodles of rentals. 
How is this a stepping stone for those living below median income ranges to building wealth? 
 
Thanks for your response. I will share what is happening here with others and I plan to attend the zoom Wed evening. 
 
Kelly Lucas 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kezeiler <kezeiler@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 9:13 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Re-Zoning Feedback

Hello, 
 
I am a resident of the McKinley Hill neighborhood and am writing in support of scenario 1: Evolve Housing 
Choices with 75% low scale and 25% mid scale residential housing.   
 
Many of the neighborhoods designated for Mid-scale zoning in scenario 2 do not have the transportation 
infrastructure to support higher density housing.  We have already seen developers from outside the city of 
Tacoma, come in to poorer neighborhoods, bulldoze historic houses and build tiny studio apartments that are 
just small enough to avoid having a designated parking spot for each unit.  Which increases car density, attracts 
property crime, and decreases pedestrian safety (particularly for those who are disabled and cannot navigate 
sidewalks that have cars pulled into them).  In scenario 1,  I hope that existing buildings will be converted to 
duplex and triplex homes, and we can preserve the unique character of our city. 
 
 
 Additionally, I would love to see an effort to bring grocery stores and other essential services to neighborhoods 
like the Eastside that are experiencing food apartheid along with this development.  We have several vacant 
buildings along McKinley that could house these businesses.  With budget cuts and the decrease in bus service 
to this area, having essential businesses and walkable sidewalks is really important.   
 
I also feel it is essential to include provisions regarding the saving of large trees,  planting of new trees, 
creation/preservation of green spaces to improve the environment for those living in these 
neighborhoods.  (See https://www.npr.org/2020/01/14/795961381/racist-housing-practices-from-the-1930s-
linked-to-hotter-neighborhoods-today).  We have Verlo playfield off McKinley and 46th but it is nearly 
impossible and extremely  treacherous to cross over to the park from the west side of McKinley because there is 
no traffic light or controlled crosswalk at either end of the park.  There is also a huge swath of DOT owned land 
at the end of 40th and Fst that would make a fantastic park for residents on this side of McKinley.   
 
I also would love to see the city and TPS take responsibility for the Gault middle school property that has been 
allowed to rot and become a danger to the neighborhood.  There have been two arsons and an assault in just the 
past few weeks at that property.  There is asbestos that is being released into the air and soil as the building is 
being allowed to rot.  Residents have been pleading with the city to do something about this building for 
years.  I can only imagine how quickly the city and tps would have remedied the situation if this school was 
located in the North/west end where all the rich white people.  What is happening there is disgraceful. 
 
Best, 
Kelly Lynch  

584



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 11:03 PM
To: Lynett, Kristin; Planning
Cc: Jarot, Beth
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma Comp Plan Amendments

Thanks Kristi! Wung and I will include this in the Planning Commission’s public comments package. We appreciate it! 
 

From: Lynett, Kristin <kristin.lynett@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 4:56 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Jarot, Beth <BJarot@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comp Plan Amendments 

 
Thanks for all your hard work on this Elliott! 
 
Home In Tacoma Comp Plan Changes.pdf (cityoftacoma.org) 
 
page 46 of Comp Plan‐ Building housing that is healthy, clean and efficient, sustainable and resilient to 
address the climate emergency, urban forestry goals, and protect the health of the Puget Sound"  
 
Policy H–1.7 Consider Implement land use incentives (e.g. density or development bonuses, lot size 
reductions, transfer of development rights, height or bulk bonuses , fee waivers, accelerated permitting, 
parking requirement reductions, and tax incentives, surplus land sales) in appropriate locations to facilitate 
the development of new healthy, clean, and efficient housing units. 
 
Policy H–3.7 Provide incentives (e.g. density or development bonuses, lot size reductions, transfer of 
development rights, height or bulk bonuses, fee waivers, accelerated permitting, parking requirement 
reductions, and tax incentives, s) to promote the development of healthy, clean, and efficient mixed‐income 
housing citywide. 
 
Policy H–5.4 Promote energy efficiency, low carbon, green building practices, materials, and design to 
produce healthy, efficientr, resilient, durable, and adaptable homes. 
 
I didn't see any policy about minimizing stormwater pollution through low impact development best 
practices.  
 
And finally, I don't know if this is in the near term decision package, but I think that 3 story mid‐rise is 
appropriate but get the 4th floor for density incentives for affordable and green.  
 
‐Kristi 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: kclyons@harbornet.com
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 11:24 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Proposed Comprehensive Plan: Comments

Ladies and Gentlemen: 
  
The goals of the Home in Tacoma Project are ambitious and laudable. Unfortunately, the Project’s proposals are 
also amorphous and inconsistent. The Home in Tacoma Project Proposed Changes to the Comprehensive Plan 
(the “Comprehensive Plan”), fails to state how it will prioritize its goals or measure its progress. Without clearly 
defined priorities and objective standards the Home in Tacoma Project will be ripe for abuse and 
mismanagement. 
  
While the Comprehensive Plan enumerates a number of principles aimed at preserving open greenspace and 
protecting existing stakeholders it also presents proposals which would override and obviate those principles. 
For example: 
   

 How is it consistent to permit the expansion of a mixed-use center where the capacity for growth is 
limited and simultaneously limit a mixed-use center’s commercial use to the core and restrict the 
adjacent mid-scale area to low-rise multifamily development compatible with adjacent low-scale 
development? Compare Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-2.4, p. 17 “Support [mixed-use] boundary 
expansion only when a center demonstrates a sustained level of growth consistent with the centers [sic] 
strategy and planned densities, where the demand for additional growth exists, and where the capacity 
for additional growth is limited” with Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-3.9, p. 18 “Where existing 
development patterns allow, mixed-use centers, or adjacent mid-scale areas, should include areas outside 
of the core where commercial uses are restricted and low rise multifamily development that is more 
compatible with the scale, massing and form of adjacent single family low-scale development is 
emphasized.”. 

   

 How is it possible to expand mixed-use centers and simultaneously “Integrate nature and green 
infrastructure into centers and enhance public views and connections to the surrounding natural 
features”? Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-3.10, p. 18. Compare supra Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-
2.4, p. 17 with Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-3.10, p. 18. 

   

 How is it possible to “Establish mid-scale transition areas near to Centers providing a scale and intensity 
transition down to low-scale neighborhoods” where neighborhoods are bounded by multiple corridors 
like those areas abutting 6th Avenue, Union and Alder? Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-2.4, p. 17. 

   

 How is it consistent to encourage residential infill development that complements existing neighborhood 
scale, character, and entitlements while offering development bonuses such as lot size reductions, height 
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and bulk bonuses and tax incentives? Compare Comprehensive Plan Policy DD-4.3, p. 31 “Encourage 
residential infill development that complements the general scale, character, neighborhood patterns, and 
natural landscape features of neighborhoods. Consider building forms, scale, street frontage 
relationships, setbacks, open space patterns, and landscaping. Allow a range of architectural styles and 
expression, and respect existing entitlements” with Comprehensive Plan Policy H-1.7, p. 47 “Implement 
land use incentives (e.g. density or development bonuses, lot size reductions, transfer of development 
rights, height or bulk bonuses, fee waivers, accelerated permitting, parking requirement reductions, and 
tax incentives, surplus land sales) in appropriate locations to facilitate the development of new housing 
units.”. 

  
These incompatibilities beg the question who comes first, people or developers? Who determines a mixed-used 
center’s objectives and densities? See supra Comprehensive Plan Policy UF-2.4, p. 17. Who bears the burden of 
additional housing, the people who live in existing homes or the developers making profits? So in addition to 
laudable goals the City must adopt and adhere to objective, enforceable standards which prioritize the tax-
paying people of the City over for-profit corporations. 
  
Scenario 1 would better protect the interests of existing homes and neighborhoods. It would also provide better 
protection for environmentally sensitive areas. I live on the west side of Buckley Gulch, a former salmon 
spawning ground. Under Scenario 2 the area east of N. Alder between N. 15th and N. 28th would be re-
classified as mid-scale residential. That reclassification, with the attendant increase in surface water run-off, 
traffic and construction, would adversely affect Buckley Gulch, which has undergone habitat restoration, 
provides green space, community gardens and pocket parks. Scenario 2 also places historic homes and buildings 
at risk of demolition and fails to account for existing street narrowness where cars cannot pass simultaneously 
in both directions. 
  
For the west side of the Buckley Gulch Scenario 2 simply runs counter to the Comprehensive Plan’s stated 
goals and objectives. See Comprehensive Plan Policy Goal UF-13, p. 2 (“Promote the unique physical, social 
and cultural character Historic Residential Pattern Areas as integral to Tacoma’s sense of place.”). The 
Comprehensive Plan specifically states that the City intends to “Enhance Tacoma’s public realm, integrate 
nature into the city and link people, places and wildlife through active transportation facilities, green 
infrastructure investments and habitat connections.” Comprehensive Plan, p. 3. It is the Comprehensive Plan’s 
policy to “Recognize the importance of the city's established street grid pattern, block sizes, and intersection 
density in supporting multi-modal transportation, quality urban design, and 20-minute neighborhoods. 
Whenever practicable, the established grid pattern should be preserved further.” Comprehensive Plan Policy 
UF-1.8, p. 12. 
  
Scenario 2 is a one-size fits all aspiration that fails to consider the potentially adverse effects of development in 
established neighborhoods. Artistic renderings such as those displayed on page 48 of the Comprehensive Plan 
depict a highly fictionalized Tacoma where, in one block, housing can gradually transition from large-scale 
multi-family homes to single-family homes. The reality is that no such transition could exist within a single 
block of an established residential neighborhood. Imposing an aspirational Scenario 2 over established 
neighborhoods would run counter to the Comprehensive Plan’s policies to promote the City’s unique qualities, 
preserve the City’s historical places and support established intersection density and grid patterns. See supra. 
  
To keep Tacoma a vibrant livable place it needs more housing. But the creation of that housing cannot occur at 
the expense of the people and places which make the City vibrant and livable. 
  
Karen C. Lyons 
2514 N. Junett St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Shawn M <importman09@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 5:17 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed city rezone

Let's not kid ourselves. This will have disproportionate effects on poorer neighborhoods. We all know the 
developers don't buy up lots in well off areas of Tacoma because of unaffordability. This will put low income 
housing in already oppressed areas of Tacoma where there already is a large concentration of said housing. This 
is not fair for a part of town that has struggled with image due to crime, drugs and bad schools. There needs to 
be equitable low income housing distributed throughout city no matter the zip code. The true racism of our 
society  lies in housing opportunity and this city has redlined in past and is now pricing people of color out of a 
certain side of town.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Macri Enterprises LLC <macrientllc@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 6:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning change 

Hello,  
I am writing to express my support for the zoning change in the city of Tacoma. With a growing rise in the homeless 
population, land becoming more scarce and rising home prices placing people outside of the housing market i believe 
this to be an excellent choice on behalf of the city.  
 
Thank you.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: mahaglund@aol.com
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 7:46 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

First I would like to thank the Planning Commission for taking all the comments on the meeting last night.  It was quite 
long but well worth it.    
 
I would like to state that I am for equity and home ownership but I am totally against both of the proposed plans that are 
on the table - for a number of reasons . 
 
1. This entire process seems to be very rushed and I am not sure why.  We are in the middle of a pandemic and people 
are having a hard time getting information for a variety of reasons.  I heard numerous times on the call last night that 
people had just found out about the plan this week.  We need to make sure that all neighborhoods are informed and have 
time to digest and respond to such sweeping changes.  The outreach seems to have been by postcard but not all 
postcards seems to have been delivered timely 
 
2.  There needs to be a full environmental impact study done to determine in depth issues and consequences from such 
changes. 
 
3.  Infrastructure and the impact from lack there of needs to be addressed.  The planning commission admitted after the 
testimonial period that this issues needs further study and the only input initially received was from a few city stakeholders
 
4. To go along with this, we need information on parking, traffic, schools, retail to support this growth. 
 
5.  Design standards need to be solidified before this is passed.  That is a must for this large of a project. 
 
6.  What jobs will be available to support the infill of new residents 
 
7.What is in place to make sure current residential owners do not foot the bill for all of this through increasing property 
taxes while home values could potentially decline? 
 
8. What is in place  to protect historic homes from being demolished to be replaced by a multi-family building.  Why are we 
even considering allowing 3-4 story apartment buildings in neighborhoods.  That completely disrupts the charm of the 
historic neighborhoods and invades privacy of people who have purchased a single family residence for a reason. 
 
9. Why are we eliminating single family housing all together.  That is completely wrong. 
 
10.  I do not see this addressing affordable housing at all.  Is that really one of the reasons for this? In fact, I do not see 
this addressing the issue of home ownership at all.  I see it building rental properties, but not helping families or people 
who actually want to own their own home and build equity at all. 
 
11. This sweeping change is large enough that it should not be decided by a few people.  This should be put up for a vote 
to the people  with all the information presented well in advance for all to review. 
 
11. Why is the planning commission and the city council trying to push this through so quickly.  Why not take the time to 
do this right, do a pilot, listen to the residents and do this the right way.   
 
The speed with which this is trying to get done, the lack of full information to the residents of the city and the fact that a 
few council members get to make this decision makes me wonder whose pocket is getting lined if this goes through.  Why 
not do this the right way and make sure there is no question that every thing was done properly and with full disclosure.   
 
Thank you for your time.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: leslie malo <lesliemalo@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 12:09 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed rezoning

April 2, 2021 

 
 

Dear Members of the Planning Council, 

 
 

I am writing to express my concerns regarding the re-zoning of the Strawberry Hill / 
McKinley Hill district.  I thought this was decided in 2019: multifamily dwellings are 
to be no higher than three stories in this area,(i.e. no higher than 35 feet).  This 
allowed for multiuse, multifamily affordable housing while protecting the view and 
property value of those who have already invested in and created their family homes 
in this historic district.  

 
 

I believe in affordable housing, but as has been experienced in the Stadium and 
Proctor districts, these higher units with views become not affordable within a few 
years.  They are soon high rent apartments and condos. For example, I considered 
downsizing and explored the Proctor Station. I was shocked at the rental prices!  For 
just a one bedroom unit (approximately 700 sq.ft.) the rent is $1725 to $1950 per 
month without parking or storage. That is not large enough, nor is it affordable for most 
young couples with a growing families. 

 
 

Furthermore, there has NOT been equitable representation at Strawberry Hill.   By 
the time of the public hearings on April 7, 2021, the city planners will have met with 
the North End neighborhood council twice (January 4, 2021 and April 5, 2021) and 
only once with the East Side / Strawberry Hill areas (March 15, 2021).  Even worse- 
some people on the Eastside received their notification March 11, only four days in 
advance. That is not time to organize and thus it does not provide equal 
representation for the vastly different socioeconomic neighborhoods. Why should 
those people who invested in the East Side lose their property value when a tall 
building (i.e., over 35 feet) occludes their view, while the North End preserves and 
even gets theirs lowered? Some now as low as 20 feet!  I do not believe that is 
equitable and am suspicious there is bias in favor for those in wealthier districts. 
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To create affordable housing, we should follow Denmark's example: create 
wholesome multiple family units around a common green with a play area for kids 
and places to socialize. Studies show that loneliness is the new cancer. We should 
create wholesome healthy compounds where young families can get their start, 
socialize and thrive as a neighborhood while investing in their home.  A high rent, 4-6 
(or more?) story building at the top of historic Strawberry Hill does not fulfill that 
need. Furthermore, as has been sadly experienced in the Proctor district, the 
increased traffic pattern alone has become disruptive and dangerous for pedestrian 
traffic and parking in the rest of the neighborhood. Let the historic Eastside 
revitalize as a lovely blend of multifamily affordable homes while preserving historic 
character. 

 
 

Let the historic Eastside revitalize as a lovely blend of multifamily affordable homes 
while preserving historic character. Please create true opportunities for affordable 
housing and healthy social compounds rather than tall buildings in the poorer historic 
districts that decrease the property values of the existing homeowners and rapidly 
become high rent / unaffordable housing. Let us truly help our young families. 

 

Sincerely, 

Leslie S. Malo M.D. 

 
 
Sent from Outlook 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Nick Malo <n_malo123@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 9, 2021 6:20 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Hayley Henry
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project - Can't Add Comments to Map

Hello,  

I recently received a notice (received on 3/9/2021) that the Tacoma Planning Commission is looking to rezone Tacoma 

for the 2nd time since 2019. Specific to my immediate concerns is the transition of my neighborhood (Strawberry Hill) to 

the new proposed zoning designations of "Low‐Scale Residential" and "Mid‐Scale Residential" (or in Scenario 2, 

entirely "Mid‐Scale Residential"). Frankly, these do not seem far removed from the existing zoning designations of 

"Multi‐Family Low Density" and "Multi‐Family High Density", respectively. In fact, this seems more of a rebranding and a 

proposal that even more aggressively impacts the Strawberry Hill neighborhood than what was proposed in 2019 ‐ 

which our local community was strongly and vocally against.  

Regardless, reaching out to you because the comments feature doesn't seem to be working. I'd love to add comments 

to the map but the feature isn't adding my comments despite following the instructions. As such, e‐mailing my initial 

comments: 

As a homeowner in this area, I strongly disagree with scenario 2. Specifically, imposing a vaguely defined new "Mid‐Scale 

Residential” zoning to the entire area of Strawberry Hill (impact area in the map is roughly south of East 28th St to 

McKinley Road, east of East I St to East M St). Scenario 2 imposes a redefined zoning that effectively makes the entire 

area what would currently be considered “Multi‐Family High Density”. Such a push was recently (~July 2019) met with 

strong feedback from our local community that this was a negative and unwelcomed change to our neighborhood. This is 

a historic Tacoma neighborhood (despite not being acknowledged as “historic” by Tacoma zoning standards) and is filled 

with residential family homes built in the early 1900s. Scenario 2 presents a drastic change to the neighborhood and risks 

the neighborhood’s character, at the detriment of existing and future homeowners of the neighborhood. If the intent of 

this new zoning designation is to provide “a transition between Centers and Corridors and low‐scale neighborhoods” – 

Scenario 2 directly conflicts with this intent in this neighborhood. It simply says all housing in the neighborhood can be 3 

to 4 stories ("Mid‐Scale Residential”), even if this is directly next to a small single‐family home. Any zoning changes 

should adhere to the concept of a smooth transition between small residential homes and high scale/high density 

housing. Scenario 2 offers no form of smooth transition in Strawberry Hill whatsoever.   

Please advise on if there is an issue with the comments feature on the map or if I'm doing something incorrectly. 

Thanks, 

Nick Malo 
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Dear Tacoma Planning Commission and Members of the Tacoma City Council: 

My name is Nick Malo and I live in Eastside Tacoma on the northeast corner of McKinley Hill, known locally as Strawberry Hill. I am 

writing to strongly urge you to reconsider the proposed rezoning of the Strawberry/McKinley Hill neighborhoods and to express my 

concerns on the broader execution of the rezoning changes throughout Tacoma. The concerns I will outline below will not only detail 

the inappropriateness of the currently proposed rezoning to this area, but will also highlight critical deficiencies in the 

implementation of such amendments. 

First, I’d like to tell you a bit about myself and circumstances as it relates to these proposed changes. I grew up in Tacoma and have 

always loved my hometown. So much so in fact, that after years of saving, my partner and I bought our first home in the Strawberry 

Hill neighborhood in May 2018. We were immediately drawn to the quaint neighborhood, the diverse mix of new and old 

neighborhood families, the early 1900 architecture styles throughout, and the immaculate panoramic views of Downtown Tacoma, 

Puget Sound, and surrounding mountain ranges. 

Cognizant that our prospective home’s property value was directly tied to its unobstructed views, we consulted an attorney and 

were informed that the surrounding properties were a combination of Single & Multi-Family Low Density zoning districts, which 

have a maximum building height of 35 feet. Having done our due diligence, we felt confident in our understanding of our 

circumstance. We decided to move forward with the biggest investment we’ve made in of our lives – purchasing our first home and 

realizing a longstanding dream of being a homeowner.  

Unfortunately, for the 2nd time in 2 years we are faced with rezoning proposals that don’t consider the neighborhood’s character 

and history. Proposals that aren’t congruent to the neighborhood’s residential housing pattern nor consider the density that is 

already provided in this area. Density that has yet to see investment in the infrastructure and services needed to support it, let alone 

further density. 

The currently proposed rezoning of Strawberry Hill/McKinley Hill will overhaul these neighborhoods at the expense of current 

and future residents – and at the irreplaceable cost of a unique piece of Tacoma’s history. Both scenarios would primarily rezone 

Strawberry Hill and the broader McKinley Hill neighborhood to “Mid-Scale Residential”. However, Scenario 2 would turn all of 

Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill into “Mid-Scale Residential”. See “Appendix A: Current Zoning vs. 2021 Proposed Rezoning” and 

“Appendix B: Proposed Rezoning” for further details and maps of both rezoning scenarios. See “Appendix C: Current Zoning” for maps 

of current zoning in Strawberry Hill and Tacoma. 

Effectively, the proposal would allow most or all of the area to be redeveloped into large rental buildings. This drastically changes 

the dynamic of our neighborhood – a neighborhood that already provides missing middle family homes, but is not structured for this 

level of density. It doesn’t reflect the existing development patterns and represents a significant departure from its’ current 

character. It would mean historical homes would be demolished. Allowing development of large buildings to unspecified height 

limits, would privatize views currently accessible to the public. It would block those views for the rest of the neighborhood and as a 

result, would have a significant financial impact to properties’ values and their owners; property owners who consciously invested in 

a small residential neighborhood – not a high density, massive building community.  

Worse, despite the steep cost to our homes and neighborhood, the proposal wouldn’t necessarily require that redeveloped 

properties even offer affordable housing. In fact, it specifically states that mandatory affordable housing requirements are not 

financially feasible in low to moderate cost areas like our neighborhood (even with introducing Tacoma’s property tax exemptions) 

and that this is only feasible in high cost areas.1 See “Appendix D: Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan (Potential for Inclusionary 

Requirements)”. Given our neighborhood’s substantial scenic views and low costs, redevelopments would more than likely become 

high-end, luxury housing. This isn’t just conjecture. The Planning Commission expressed the same when they lowered height limits in 

existing “View-Sensitive District” areas throughout north Tacoma in 2021, stating, “Staff will state there is strong anecdotal evidence 

based on development patterns throughout our region that water view properties are far less affordable.”2 In effect, our 

neighborhood would have to BECOME a high cost area for requiring affordable housing to even be financially feasible. This doesn’t 

reflect the reality of current income levels in our area and only serves to displace existing residents. 

                                                            
1 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20A
ction%20Plan.pdf 
2 2020 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code: 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2020%20Amendment/2020%20Amendment%20Assessment%20Determination%20-
%20PC%20Presentation%20(7-17-19).pdf 
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In addition, the proposal would extend Tacoma’s property tax exemptions to both new designations. Unless there are explicit 

requirements for affordable housing units, I am concerned that these tax exemptions will become widespread property 

development subsidies that don’t create affordability – and don’t provide tax funding to support the added density. 

I also have serious concerns with the broader zoning implementation of the new “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning. The relatively 

static criteria used to determine where the new “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning would be implemented, disproportionately 

concentrates high density zoning in south Tacoma districts, particularly in Eastside Tacoma. Areas that are the most affordable in 

Tacoma, already have the most population density, AND have the most high-density housing zoning. The proposal briefly notes the 

disparities between Tacoma’s neighborhoods; how these disparities originated in bias and created vastly different socioeconomic 

opportunities. However, there isn’t any discussion on the differences between Tacoma neighborhoods, how these differences have 

been considered in the proposed rezoning, nor how the proposed rezoning addresses these differences. I am concerned that unless 

this reality is specifically and strategically considered, the result could actually be the opposite of the proposal’s stated intent. 

Growth plans and zoning changes should account for these disparities in socioeconomics, racial and ethnic diversity, and overall, 

access to opportunity between Tacoma neighborhoods. Disparities that have left areas and populations of Tacoma under-invested 

and under-represented. It should account for this with a concerted effort to analyze areas most affected and identify what is 

missing, then ensure both zoning changes and investment are aligned with addressing these area’s unique needs. It should place 

particular emphasis on public outreach and engagement in areas whose communities have historically been under-represented and 

face more obstacles to participating – and have success metrics to ensure that outreach was actually successful. 

Any proposed rezoning for increased density should reflect, preserve, and enhance neighborhood characteristics as they have 

organically developed, rather than forcibly recomposing neighborhoods to something they never remotely resembled. It should be 

based on where investment in infrastructure and public services have actually been allocated to support further density, not just 

where high density zoning has been designated in policy alone. The former should come before the latter. Without which, density is 

added but not supported, creating worse disparities than what already exists.  

However, I don’t see these important inputs specifically factored into the proposal and implementation plan. I see high-level policies 

to do so, but not concrete actions or plans of action. 

 

The following provides more details on my concerns and why I feel the rezoning proposal is inappropriate in Strawberry/McKinley 

Hill – but also my issues with the broader approach that is being taken with these zoning changes: 

Increasing Strawberry Hill’s Density was Proposed and Rejected in 2019 

This is not the first time the Tacoma Planning Commission has proposed densifying Strawberry Hill and the surrounding 

neighborhoods. Just two years ago (2019), the Planning Commission proposed to rezone our neighborhood to “Multi-Family High 

Density” to allow for buildings up 60 feet in height. See “Appendix E: 2019 Proposed Rezoning Results”. The Planning Commission 

and City Council rejected this rezoning for the following reasons:3 4 

 

a. The Planning Commission recommends maintaining the existing zoning and re-designating these properties in the Future 

Land Use Map of the Comprehensive Plan as Multi-family (Low Density) rather than Multi-family (high density), consistent 

with the current zoning. Furthermore, the Commission recommends a reconsideration of the View Sensitive Overlay District 

and the application of that District Citywide. 

b. The recommendation was supported by the following considerations: 

 Public testimony; 

 The existing zoning supports missing middle housing; 

 High density zoning is supported in the McKinley Neighborhood Center; 

 Potential view impacts; 

 Establishing appropriate zoning transitions; 

 Lack of adequate supporting services and infrastructure; 

                                                            
3 2019 Amendment Planning Commission Recommendations (6/19/19): 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/2019%20Amendment%20PC%20Recommendations%20(6-19-
19)%20size%20reduced.pdf 
4 2019 Amendment (Ordinance 28608; Adopted 9/24/19): 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/planning_services/2019_amendment 
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 Lack of connectivity to surrounding business districts. 

These points are just as true today as they were in 2019. Yet the Planning Commission’s proposal disregards and contradicts their 

own notes and recommendations, and doesn’t take into consideration prior comments. Tacoma’s “One Tacoma Comprehensive 

Plan” and many Tacoma land use resources, note that implementation of land use designations through zoning and development 

standards should provide predictability and consistency of application. Proposing rezoning the same neighborhoods with similar high 

density zoning twice in 2 years is neither predictable nor consistent. 

 

Existing Zoning Already Supports Missing Middle Housing and High Density Zoning 

As the Planning Commission noted back in 2019, the Strawberry Hill neighborhood’s existing zoning already supports missing middle 

housing and high density zoning is supported in west McKinley’s high density multi-family zoning, and in the adjacent McKinley 

Neighborhood Center and Lower Portland Ave Crossroad Center located on both the west and east sides of the neighborhood. See 

“Appendix C: Current Zoning”. Strawberry Hill offers a blend of historic architectural homes and redeveloped low density multi-

family homes that complement the general scale, character, neighborhood pattern, and natural landscape features of the 

neighborhood. The existing zoning permits higher density housing while also preserving the neighborhood’s character, history, and 

public views. 

While the Planning Commission’s rezoning proposal is a citywide increase in housing density zoning, it’s effects to housing density 

vary significantly by area. Particularly in south Tacoma neighborhood districts. According to the Planning Commission’s own data, 

the Eastside (and South End) district’s existing zoning already allows the highest housing unit density compared to other districts in 

Tacoma.5 See “Appendix F: Maximum Housing Unit Density by Zoning Area”. In fact, the Eastside has the highest percentage of multi-

family residential zoning of any neighborhood district in Tacoma.6 Further, 4 out Tacoma’s 17 higher density Mixed Use Centers are 

contained in the Eastside Neighborhood District. See “Appendix C: Current Zoning – Mixed Use Centers”. Changing zoning to increase 

density in the Eastside, is to increase an already disproportionate concentration of high density zoning. 

Furthermore, the Eastside is one of the most affordable areas in Tacoma compared to other neighborhoods. The Eastside has the 2nd 

the lowest residential property values7 and the cheapest rent8 in Tacoma. According to the Tacoma Equity Index, the Strawberry Hill 

neighborhood in particular has some of the lowest home values in Tacoma. See “Appendix I: Tacoma Equity Index 2019 – Home 

Value”. It doesn’t make sense to further concentrate the bulk of high density rental housing in Tacoma’s most affordable 

neighborhoods that already support the most density. The Equity Index analysis9 conducted by the City of Tacoma outlines: 

 Areas of high opportunity in Tacoma are clustered near the coastline (West End, North End, New Tacoma, and North East 

Tacoma)  

 Similarly, concentrations of low and very low opportunity can be found in the southern portion of the city (South Tacoma, 

South End, and Eastside).  

The Eastside and other south Tacoma neighborhood districts have the lowest access to opportunity and city resources haven’t been 

directed to these areas to address this. The Eastside has the 2nd highest population of any neighborhood district in Tacoma and 

south Tacoma districts (Eastside, South End, and South Tacoma) are home to 48.7% of Tacoma’s population. Meanwhile, north 

Tacoma districts (North End, West End, and Northeast Tacoma) make up 35.0% of Tacoma’s population.8 According to Pierce County 

property data, Tacoma has 23,733 acres of land that currently provide housing. The aforementioned south Tacoma districts provide 

30.6% of that land, while north Tacoma districts comprise 53.3%.10 To put this in perspective, there are 14.1 Tacoma citizens per 

acre in south Tacoma districts and 5.8 in north Tacoma districts. In other words, south Tacoma districts have 142.6% more 

population density per acre than north Tacoma districts. This is largely a product of a lack of choice in affordable housing between 

districts. Lack of proportionate housing density between Tacoma neighborhoods furthers the existing divide – and make south 

Tacoma districts the only choice for the less affluent. This has resulted in population density that has strained the existing 

                                                            
5 Maximum Allowed Housing Unit Density by Zoning Area: 
https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=4a28d22fa3bd4a3d85528b4949d69c46 
6 2019 Amendment Staff Report – Future Land Use Designations By Neighborhood Council: 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/FLUM/Staff%20Report.pdf 
7 Zillow: https://www.zillow.com/research/data/ 
8 RENTCafé: https://www.rentcafe.com/average-rent-market-trends/us/wa/pierce-county/tacoma/ 
9 City of Tacoma – Equity Index Analysis: https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=ec0a9caa645e44059b1680a1902959eb 
10 Pierce County Assessor-Treasurer’s Appraisal & Tax Property Data: https://www.co.pierce.wa.us/736/Data-Downloads  
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infrastructure and public services in these neighborhoods, which are already lacking. Further concentration of population density 

only compounds the issue.  

If the issue is insufficient affordable housing supply, shouldn’t changes that increase density place particular emphasis in the least 

affordable neighborhoods with the least density? Areas in which existing zoning policies and housing costs have made these areas 

financially inaccessible to much of the Tacoma population. Areas in which high costs actually make mandatory affordable housing 

requirements financially feasible. See “Appendix D: Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan (Potential for Inclusionary 

Requirements)”.  

 

Significant Adverse View & Property Value Impacts 

Strawberry and McKinley Hill are one of the highest points in the city of Tacoma and feature some of the best views in the city. It 

provides panoramic views overlooking Downtown Tacoma and stretching across the Olympic Mountain Range, Commencement Bay, 

and the Cascade Mountain Range. In fact, the first image on the City of Tacoma’s Wikipedia page is a picture of the Tacoma skyline 

taken from McKinley Hill.11 See “Appendix G: Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill Views”. Today, these views are accessible to the public 

as well as existing residents. However, for neighborhood homeowners, these views are also directly tied to our homes’ market 

values. 

In spite of all this, Strawberry/McKinley Hill is the only view corridor in the city of Tacoma impacted with such density while the 

North End and West End continue to have protected single family neighborhoods in high traffic areas like 30th hill, or along Schuster 

Parkway. Unlike these areas, our neighborhood also does not have view protected zoning called the “View Sensitive Overlay 

District”. In fact, no neighborhood outside of the North End, West End, and Northeast Tacoma does. See “Appendix G: View Sensitive 

District Overlay History (1989, 2019, & 2021)”. 

Introducing the proposed “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning to Strawberry Hill would allow for much larger buildings to be developed 

and obstruct existing views. The views and affordability of homes in Strawberry Hill make this more than likely. The Planning 

Commission themselves have stated, “In-fill/ re-development in areas with water view have seen older homes demolished and 

replaced with new construction. That new construction is frequently built to maximum allowable footprints and building heights.”12 

This directly conflicts with the Washington State Growth Management Act’s (GMA) stated goals, “encourage preservation of existing 

housing stock”.13 

This comes at a significant expense to current homeowner’s property values. High elevation properties with water/city/scenic views 

can increase property values between 30% and 80%. Losing such a % of a property’s value is a loss most cannot afford. Such a loss 

materially affects individual’s finances – such as their ability to retire, refinance, access credit, or simply sell their home (and without 

a loss on their investment). It is important that such an investment is protected – both for existing and future residential property 

owners. 

 

High Density Redevelopment of Strawberry Hill Ends a Historic Tacoma Neighborhood 

Strawberry Hill and the surrounding McKinley Hill neighborhoods are historic areas. A defining feature of our neighborhood is 

McKinley Park. Developed in 1901, it is one of Tacoma’s first parks. Like our broader McKinley Hill neighborhood, it was named as a 

memorial to the country’s 25th president shortly after President McKinley was assassinated in 1901. They are some of the oldest 

neighborhoods in Tacoma, dating back to the late 1800s. Some plats dating as far back as at least 1857 – 5 years after Tacoma’s first 

non-Native American settlement (1852) and 18 years before Tacoma was incorporated as a city (1875). They retain historic 

architectural homes built in the early 1900s when the area was first developed. Some of which are still home to families that have 

lived here for generations. 

                                                            
11 City of Tacoma Wikipedia Page: https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Tacoma,_Washington 
12 Planning Commission Agenda Packet (09-02-20) & 1989 Tacoma View Sensitive Area Study: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020/PC%20Agenda%2
0Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf 
13 Planning Goals (RCW 36.70A.020): https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.020 
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According to a study conducted in 2018 by the University of Washington’s Livable City Year (LCY) program (and in partnership with 

the City of Tacoma), 44% of homes in the area were built prior to 1920 and 77% were built prior to 1929.14 The same study found 

that 62% of homes in the area retain the physical integrity linking them to their original appearance, exceeding the National Register 

of Historic Places (NRHP) 60% threshold required for designation as a National Register Historic District. Meaning the area qualifies 

for National Register nomination right now. The study concluded with a strong advocacy that this area be registered as historic 

district. 

Preserving such history isn’t just sentimental. There are tangible economic benefits to the public. A 2006 study conducted by the 

Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation found that historic rehabilitation activities between 2000 

and 2004 generated $83.5 million in annual spending in Washington.15 Spending that resulted in $220 million in annual sales, 

supported 2,320 jobs providing $87 million in annual labor income, and generated $8.9 million in annual Washington State tax 

revenues through state sales and Business and Occupation (B&O) taxes – each year. 

Tacoma’s Comprehensive Plan states that we should “preserve and enhance the character of city’s neighborhoods”. Rezoning these 

areas to higher density not only doesn’t preserve and enhance our neighborhood’s character, it also allows for the elimination of 

historic homes. Much of that history has already been lost due to inequitable historic preservation zoning policies. Such history is 

not replaceable and what remains should be preserved. The Washington State GMA’s laws on its’ goals align with this view, “Identify 

and encourage the preservation of lands, sites, and structures, that have historical or archaeological significance.”.16 

 

Inequitable Property Protections and Zoning Policies Between Tacoma Neighborhoods  

As described, Strawberry Hill is an example of a historic neighborhood with unique views that can only be found at the highest 

points in Tacoma. Despite its’ uniqueness, it doesn’t have property protections that have been afforded to other neighborhoods 

with similar characteristics. However, this inequity isn’t isolated to Strawberry Hill. Existing zoning policies and the Planning 

Commission’s current proposal reflect a pattern. 

Tacoma’s “View Sensitive Overlay District” zoning limits building heights to 25 feet. Today, this is applied to three areas of Tacoma: 

(1) North End, (2) West End, and (3) Northeast Tacoma. It was created after a study was conducted in 1989 to preserve residential 

views in hillside areas of Tacoma that have views of the Puget Sound and surrounding mountain ranges. The 1989 study notes, 

“These views produce a variety of significant and tangible benefits for both residents and visitors to the City. They have both an 

aesthetic and economic value.”17 According to more recent city documents, “The View Sensitive Overlay District has been 

established to balance the interests of new development or remodel to existing development with the interests of the surrounding 

property owners who wish to preserve the character of the neighborhood including public and private views.”18 While the 1989 

study noted the scenic views in Strawberry Hill/McKinley Hill, it was determined that this zoning should only be extended to the 

North End, West End, and Northeast Tacoma, where it remains today. See “Appendix G: 1989 View Sensitive Area Study”. 

The Planning Commission acknowledged this inequity during 2019 amendment meetings and recommended a reconsideration of the 

view sensitive zoning citywide. However, despite specifically noting the Strawberry Hill/McKinley Hill neighborhoods as options that 

should be considered for view sensitive zoning as part of the 2020 zoning amendment process, the Planning Commission determined 

that this was not recommended due to impact on staff resources.19 They instead rezoned areas already in the View Sensitive 

Overlay zoning to lower building height limits from 25 feet to 20 feet, effective 1/1/21. They cited that the rezoning aligned with 

stated Tacoma Comprehensive Plan goals and policies around preserving scenic views, character, and natural landscape of these 

neighborhoods. See “Appendix G: 2021 “Citywide” View Sensitive District Overlay Amendments”. If the use of McKinley Hill’s views 

                                                            
14 University of Washington’s Livable City Year 2018 – Working Towards Equity and Inclusion through Historic District Development. Prepared 

for City of Tacoma: https://s3-us-west-2.amazonaws.com/uw-s3-cdn/wp-content/uploads/sites/136/2019/01/12000256/LCY_Historic-District.pdf 
15 Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation 2006 – The Economic Benefits of Historic Preservation in Washington 

State: https://www.dahp.wa.gov/sites/default/files/EconomicDevStudySummaryReport.pdf 
16 Planning Goals (RCW 36.70A.020): https://apps.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=36.70a.020 
17 Planning Commission Agenda Packet (09-02-20) & 1989 Tacoma View Sensitive Area Study: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020/PC%20Agenda%2
0Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf 
18 Ordinance No. 28724 (Effective 1/1/21): https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2020%20Amendment/Amended%20Ord%2028724%20-
%20VSD%20Height%20(adopted%2012-8-20).pdf 
19 2020 Amendment to the Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Regulatory Code: 

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2020%20Amendment/2020%20Amendment%20Assessment%20Determination%20-
%20PC%20Presentation%20(7-17-19).pdf 
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on the City of Tacoma’s own Wikipedia page doesn’t constitute scenic public views worthy of preservation, then I’m not sure what 

does. 

Tacoma also has a “Historic Special Review Overlay District” zoning to protect areas that reflect significant aspects of Tacoma’s early 

history, architecture, and culture. It was first created in the 1970s and currently applies to 8 areas in Tacoma. Two occur in 

Downtown Tacoma, one in the West End, and five along connected blocks in the North End. See “Appendix C:  Current Zoning – 

Historic Districts”. The previously mentioned UW study specifically notes that McKinley Hill (and areas of the South End) share much 

of the same historical lineage as the structures found in already recognized districts of Downtown Tacoma and North Tacoma; and 

that lack of representation on the historical register creates an equity gap.  

The areas that are provided property protective zoning also happen to be Tacoma’s most affluent areas by any metric (e.g., median 

income, home value, rental costs, etc.). You’ll also note the similarities between the areas afforded these property protections and 

those that are not within the maps of Tacoma’s “History of Redlining” and “Equity Index” cited by the Planning Commission in this 

very proposal. See “Appendix H: Tacoma’s History of Redlining” and “Appendix I: Tacoma Equity Index Maps”. I fail to understand 

why areas having the same characteristics as these north Tacoma areas, aren’t eligible for similar zoning policies. Frankly, it appears 

that property protective zoning policies only matter in areas of wealth, the remaining are less worthy of any form of preservation. 

Rezoning Strawberry/McKinley Hill to higher density allows for the elimination of historic homes and public views, while homes with 

similar features in other parts of city are protected in the Planning Commission’s proposal, historical preservation zoning, and view 

sensitive zoning. The Planning Commission calls out that historic inequities that have created vast disparities between Tacoma 

neighborhoods. That such inequities have resulted in distinct differences in opportunity based on location. Yet offer a citywide plan 

that doesn’t consider the distinctions between Tacoma neighborhoods these inequities created, nor how their proposal expects to 

address these inequities. 

 

Inappropriate Zoning Transitions 

Scenario 2 presents a drastic change to the neighborhood and risks the neighborhood’s character, at the detriment of existing and 

future homeowners of the neighborhood. If the intent of this new zoning designation is to provide “a transition between Centers 

and Corridors and low-scale neighborhoods” – Scenario 2 directly conflicts with this intent in this neighborhood. It simply says all 

housing in the neighborhood can be 3 to 4 stories (with exceptions for more), even if this is directly next to a small single-family 

home. 

 

Lack of Adequate Supporting Services, Infrastructure, and Connectivity to Surrounding Business Districts 

The qualities of our neighborhood aren’t congruent with criteria for the new “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning designation. According 

to the proposal’s update for “Mid-Scale Residential”, this designation is: 

 “generally located in close proximity to Centers, Corridors and transit and provide walkable, urban housing choices” 

 “Standards for mid-scale housing support… a strong pedestrian orientation” 

 “Qualities associated with mid-scale residential areas include: 

a. walkability,  

b. transportation choices,  

c. moderate noise and activity levels,  

d. complete streets with alleys.” 

The “One Tacoma Plan Book – Urban Form”20 Policy UF-1.3 states, “Promote the development of compact, complete and connected 

neighborhoods where residents have easy, convenient access to many of the places and services they use daily including grocery 

stores, restaurants, schools and parks, that support a variety of transportation options, and which are characterized by a vibrant 

mix of commercial and residential uses within an easy walk of home.” The Strawberry Hill neighborhood meets next to none of 

these qualities.  

Strawberry Hill is a quiet neighborhood containing small residential streets, low traffic volumes, and is primarily comprised of low-

scale single/multi-family dwellings. While Strawberry Hill is located next to two Centers and Corridors, this hasn’t created 

accessibility to the city’s resources nor supportive infrastructure. Access roads to the neighborhood are narrow and poorly 

                                                            
20 One Tacoma Plan Book – Urban Form: https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/OneTacomaPlan/1-2UrbanForm.pdf 
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maintained (you will note that no snow plow was able access our neighborhood during both the 2019 and 2021 snow storms). It isn’t 

pedestrian oriented as it has limited sidewalks that are in disrepair. This issue is compounded by its’ steep terrain, sitting atop a hill 

with an elevation that varies between 200 – 300 feet above sea level according to the U.S Geological Survey’s National Map.21  

Further, there are few walkable amenities and it isn’t transit-served. Walkscore.com rates the neighborhood’s “Walk Score” as 

36/100, considering it, “Car Dependent – Most errands require a car”. Here are a few data points from Google Maps regarding the 

proximity to some of the features mentioned: 

 Taking public transit to Downtown Tacoma at 9am on a typical Monday morning requires a 28 minute commute that 
includes a 12 minute downhill/uphill walk to the nearest bus station. 

 The closest grocery story (38th St Safeway) would require a 52 minute walk or a 30 minute bus ride, containing 2 transfers 
and a 13 minute walk. 

 The closest restaurant (Top of Tacoma Bar & Café) would require a 14 minute walk. 
 
For most practical purposes, a car is the most reasonable option.  However, many of the current houses require use of the limited 
on-street parking space. Yet despite the current need to use on-street parking, the proposed rezoning would actually lower the 
minimum required off-street parking to “1 or fewer stalls per unit” from the current 1.50 while allowing for increased population 
density in the same area.   
 
In addition, E 28th St holds a main access point to I-5. The E 28th St I-5 access point already struggles to funnel morning commuters 

from the surrounding Eastside neighborhoods and typically suffers heavy congestion up through E L St during morning commute 

hours. Yet all of the directly surrounding areas to this access point are currently comprised of small residential neighborhood streets 

and make up relatively low traffic volume. Therein lies the problem, the local streets all consolidate into one access point to I-5 that 

consists of a narrow one lane road and is currently only sustainable due to those relatively low traffic volumes. Without addressing 

this current bottleneck, a proposal that introduces increased density into this same concentrated area will only further advance this 

problem. 

These aren’t just my observations. Of the 3 criteria used to designate the higher density “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning, the most 

impactful is the proximity to Tacoma’s Mixed Use Centers. Mixed Use Centers are defined as, “The mixed-use centers are designed to 

be areas that provide a range of housing choices, employment opportunities, transit-supportive development, pedestrian and bicycle 

facilities and a mix of shops, services and public spaces” 

However, not all of Tacoma’s Mixed Use Centers are the same nor reflect their designation. Here are the Planning Commission’s 

latest notes on the McKinley Neighborhood Center and Lower Portland Ave Crossroad Center:22 

McKinley: 

 Its major anchors are the Top of Tacoma Bar and Café and the Tacoma Christian Church. The bar and the church draw from 
a wide area within the city, but there are few businesses to support the local neighborhood. 

 the center is likely too small and isolated to be able to attract neighborhood oriented anchor businesses. 

 Although centrally located, with close proximity to the Sounder Station and Dome District, McKinley is located on a hill, and 
is separated from the rest of the city by I-5 and SR-7. This makes the area relatively isolated will limited access or visibility. 

 There is a limited existing employment base with few anchors, moderate trade area demographics, and insufficient rent 
and value levels to support intensive new investment. 

Lower Portland Ave: 

 This Center is highly impacted by traffic and has few amenities or other facilities. 

 The district is surrounded by steep slopes, making east-west vehicle connectivity difficult. 

 The only bus to service the area is Route #41, connecting downtown to the Upper Portland Ave MUC. 

 the streetscape remains an uninviting pedestrian experience 

We need adequate funding mechanisms to in public utilities and infrastructure in lower income areas where this has been long 

deferred. We need this before further density. 

                                                            
21 USGS National Map - Elevation Point Query Service: https://nationalmap.gov/epqs/ 
22 Tacoma Mixed Use Centers: https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/MUC/MUC%20New%20Page%202017/Tacoma%20Mixed-

Use%20Centers%20(10-1-15).pdf 
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Inadequate Public Outreach 

The rezoning proposal rezones all residential housing zoning aside throughout Tacoma and as such, effects all ~210,000 Tacoma 

citizens. Yet the bulk of related documents were made publicly available in early to mid-March, the public information session was 

held 3/18/2021, and public input is due 4/9/2021. Meanwhile, the “Home In Tacoma” project references hundreds of pages of 

documents, maps, websites, and key information spread selectively throughout. By itself, less than one month to learn about the 

project and provide informed input is a constrained timeline for such a large scale and impactful change. However, I am particularly 

concerned on the timelines when the public was notified and therefore, able to participate. 

I personally only received a notice in the mail on 3/11/2021. After similar issues with the 2019 amendment process that affected our 

neighborhood, we reached out to our neighbors to ensure they were aware of the proposed changes. Of the ~20 neighbors we 

spoke with directly, only 2 were aware of the proposal. Even if everyone had received notice on the same day as myself, it would 

have left them 4 days to coordinate their schedule to attend the Eastside Neighborhood Council on 3/15/2021 and 7 days for the 

public information session on 3/18/2021. This is consistent with my experience with the 2019 amendment process – there simply 

isn’t adequate notice and time to effectively participate in the process. 

Meanwhile, the Tacoma Planning Commission meets twice with the North End Neighborhood Council (1/4/21 & 4/5/21) before the 

public hearing. ~2 and half months before the project recommendation was released, meeting with the Eastside Neighborhood 

Council (3/15/21), and the broader public information session (3/18/21) – and after; two days before the public hearing. 

Furthermore, some Tacoma neighborhood councils have not been met with at all. 

Prior to this, there was apparently public hearing on 2/19/20 seeking input on the project’s scope. Based on this input, the Planning 

Commission modified and finalized the scope of work for the “Home In Tacoma” project. I was never notified of this and as such, 

was entirely unaware. However, it is clear that I am not the only one. Only 80 Tacoma citizens were able to participate and provide 

comments in this phase.23 In other words, 0.04% of the Tacoma population was able to participate in the scoping of a project that 

would result in the current proposal’s rezoning of the majority of the city’s land and homes. 

Beyond this, there was apparently a “Home in Tacoma Housing Choice Survey” was administered from November 2020 through 

January 2021 as an outreach tool for this proposal’s recommendations. The survey results note that this, “was promoted via City 

social media, internal communications, an expository infill development story map, community conversations with City Council, the 

Housing Equity Taskforce, the Planning Commission, and 20+ stakeholder community groups.”24 Outside of promotion on social 

media, these mechanisms all require preemptive action from Tacoma citizens to participate in a project they may not have been 

aware of. This outreach strategy doesn’t yield effective participation – and the results reflect this. Only 870 people began the survey 

and only 74% (644) completed it. Meaning the survey reflects the input of 0.3% of the Tacoma population. Furthermore, the 

survey results were only available to the public on 3/4/21. This an unfortunate missed opportunity as this would have been a great 

way for Tacoma residents to participate and help influence the current proposal. 

The public engagement approach of this project and prior initiatives reflects a consistent pattern of insufficient public outreach. The 

Planning Commission notes, “The recommendations were informed by extensive stakeholder engagement and technical analysis”25 

– none of the above reflects this. 724 people out of ~210,000 Tacoma citizens were able to participate in forming the Planning 

Commission’s recommendation. This is hardly extensive nor anywhere near a statistically relevant sample of Tacoma citizen’s input.  

The current proposal and many city planning resources not only emphasize the importance of public engagement, but in particularly 

emphasize the importance of engaging historically under-represented communities. The Planning Commission states in the 

“Communications and Engagement Strategy” section of this proposal, “Initiate a broad, diverse and data-informed public 

engagement process with an emphasis on engaging under-represented communities to identify options for analysis”. This would also 

align with Comprehensive Plan’s “Engagement, Administration + Implementation” book’s Policy AD-2.1 and commentary, “particular 

efforts must be made to improve communication with traditionally under-represented and under-served groups, including low 

                                                            
23 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – FINAL Scope and Assessment Report (September 2, 2020): 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Att1%20-
%20Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Scoping%20Report%2009-02-20.pdf 
24 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Choice Survey Results (March 4, 2021): 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/HIT%20surve
y%20analysis_draft_210308.pdf 
25 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Project Overview (March 3, 2021): 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%
20Tacoma%20Project%20Overview%2003-05-21.pdf 
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income communities and communities of color”.26 However, the project’s small timeline between notification and deadline, meeting 

and events schedule, and results of public commentary don’t show any sort of emphasis to actually engage under-represented 

communities. Rather, it feels as if this is just well-intended policy, but not meaningful and strategized action.  

The first neighborhood council meeting was for the North End and took place at the beginning of January while the only south 

Tacoma neighborhood council meeting out of 3 districts was for the Eastside Neighborhood Council meeting, which took place in 

mid-March. Yet the bulk of Tacoma’s housing density increase with the “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning change applies to these south 

Tacoma districts.  

This is not an approach that emphasizes addressing the history of under-representation nor the realities of the heightened barriers 

to participation that diverse and lower economic communities face (e.g., language, physical access, childcare, work hours, etc.). The 

results of this approach speak for themselves. See “Appendix J: 2021 vs. 2019 Rezoning Public Comment Maps”. As this project 

continues, and in future projects, I would highly recommend the use of key performance indicators to ensure accountability of 

Tacoma’s stated equitable engagement policies and to identify when approaches to outreach need to change, sooner rather than 

later. 

 

Critical Information is Vague, Undetermined, and at Times, Misleading 

Overall, the 2021 rezoning proposals presented by the Planning Commission are vague. It contains descriptions and good intentions, 

but lacks much needed specifics. Many important details are unclear, subjective and open to interpretation, have not yet been 

determined, or are entirely missing. Particularly troublesome is the lack of specifics over the proposed two new land use 

designations. See “Appendix A: Current Zoning vs. 2021 Proposed Rezoning”. 

It describes “smooth transition standards” between scale, but doesn’t provide any guidance on what those standards are, nor policy 

on how they will be determined. It notes changes to permissible sizes of building, lots, setbacks, etc. but doesn’t state what exactly 

those changes are. Further, the proposal has numerous exceptions to these changes. Exceptions such as density bonuses, increased 

building heights, reduced lot sizes, reductions in parking, flexibility in housing type and site specifications, etc. – but no specifics on 

what the limits to these exceptions are. What does “smooth transition” mean without any specifics? 

Further, some information provided is misleading. The proposal mentions providing “a smooth transition from low-scale residential 

areas by methods including matching low-scale building height maximums where mid-scale residential abuts or is across the street 

from low-scale areas”. However, Scenario 2 transforms the entirety of Strawberry/McKinley Hill into “Mid-Scale Residential”. Thus, 

there will be barely any low-scale building height maximums to match this mid-scale designation against – yet the existing homes all 

reflect the characteristics of low-scale homes. This feels disingenuous. 

In addition, there’s a footnote buried on the public comment map stating, “If a parcel is partly in the Mid-Scale Residential, it most 

likely would be included in that category.” The result being that the map presents some parcels as “Low-Scale Residential”, that in 

reality would actually be considered “Mid-Scale Residential”. Some of these parcels aren’t even small. Such imprecision is blatantly 

misleading. 

Overall, how can citizens of Tacoma and the Tacoma City Council make an informed decision without clear, specific information in 

the terms and conditions of these proposed changes? Nonetheless, the Planning Commission’s current plan is to submit their 

proposal to City Council for approval before including key details – and only after approval include details such as specifics on 

building height limits, reduced lot sizes, setbacks, transitions between Low-Scale and Mid-Scale, etc. 

This feels like the ask is to write a blank check, and the cost will be determined later. I feel this information is critical to making an 

informed decision. Further, that Tacoma citizens and the City Council should have that information upfront, before making such 

an impactful decision. 

 

Disproportionate Concentration of High Density in South Tacoma Districts  

The proposal is stated as creating affordable housing, increasing the choice of housing types, and addressing inequitable access to 
opportunity throughout Tacoma neighborhoods. Yet the rezoning isn’t strategically targeted to actually address these causes 
equitably throughout Tacoma. Instead, the guidelines for the rezoning areas are relatively simple. The proposal at minimum targets 

                                                            
26 One Tacoma Plan Book – Engagement, Administration + Implementation: https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/OneTacomaPlan/1-

11EngagementAdministrationImplementation.pdf 
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adding the highest density in areas (1) currently zoned as Multi-Family Low Density, (2) within 1/8 mile of designated Centers, and 
(3) within 150 feet of designated Corridors. These areas primarily reside in Tacoma’s least affluent neighborhoods, which already 
have more high density zoning than other neighborhoods. In effect, the proposal calls for increasing the already disproportionate 
ratio of high-to-low density housing in south Tacoma neighborhood districts. 

While the proposal allows for more density citywide, the upzoning simply mirrors existing zoning – but expands and concentrates 
density where density has already been concentrated. As the Planning Commission notes, Tacoma’s housing pattern originated in 
race and economic class bias. While blatant redlining policies no longer exist, subsequent policies have allowed the structure that 
those policies established to continue. Today, the least affordable neighborhoods have the most property protections, the least 
density, the highest property values, the most expensive rent, and highest median income. Meanwhile, neighborhoods like the 
Eastside have already been structured for higher density than north Tacoma neighborhoods and have some of the lowest property 
values, rental costs, lowest income, and overall, access to opportunity.  

Simply basing a proposal off of this divided structure perpetuates the problem. Per Tacoma’s Housing Action Plan, “The city’s 
highest opportunity areas are the most challenging to access for low and moderate income households. Generally, opportunity is 
highest in the north areas of the city and lowest in the south and central areas of the city. Areas of high opportunity have higher 
median home values.”27 The Equity Index analysis28 conducted by the City of Tacoma notes the following key findings: 

 Comprehensive opportunity is higher in areas where there is a view of or access to the Puget Sound and opportunity is lower 
in the southern portion of the city. 

 Highways 16 and I-5 act as physical barriers separating higher opportunity areas from lower opportunity areas. 

 Tacoma is most diverse in the southern part of the city, particularly in Councilmanic Districts 4 and 5. 

 Road quality is an issue of concern across Tacoma. 

 Areas that could benefit from improved accessibility include the industrial corridor in South Tacoma, the Eastside, and New 
Tacoma. 

 Areas that could benefit from increased livability include the downtown area, areas where public housing is sited, and the 
western portion of the Eastside. 

 Areas that could benefit from investment in education include Councilmanic Districts 4, 5, and the southern portion of 
Councilmanic District 3. 

 Areas that could benefit from economic improvements include the central and southern portions of Councilmanic District 1, 
the downtown corridor, and large portions of Councilmanic Districts 4 and 6. 

We need a plan that specifically considers these issues and factors them into implementation plans. We need a plan that 
thoughtfully and strategically provides access to areas of opportunity that have been exclusive. We need affordable rental housing 
equitably throughout Tacoma, not disproportionately concentrated in certain areas. We need inclusionary zoning requirements 
throughout Tacoma, but particularly in high cost areas that have been an economic barrier for many, yet are financially feasible for 
allocating mandatory affordable housing.  

The private rental market alone has not and will not be sufficient for existing citizens in need, and risks further displacement. 
According to the City of Tacoma’s Housing Action Plan, Tacoma renters are of higher income now while lower income households 
have declined; it also notes that, “This is likely due to a combination of low income households being priced out of the market and 
renter income increasing”.29 The Housing Action Plan’s Existing Condition report provides more context to this, “Since 2016, rents 
have increased by 22 percent, or between $250 to $275 per month… With rising rents, the household income required to afford the 
average rental unit increased by $11,000 annually.”30 We need to recognize that rent will always increase in the private market, and 
at the current rate, faster than income. While part of the solution is increasing the supply of rental units, we also need a strategic 
multifaceted approach. 

                                                            
27 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20A
ction%20Plan.pdf 
28 City of Tacoma – Equity Index Analysis: https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/item.html?id=ec0a9caa645e44059b1680a1902959eb 
29 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20A
ction%20Plan.pdf 
30 City of Tacoma – Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan Existing Conditions: 

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Housing%20A
ction%20Plan%20-%20Existing%20Conditions.pdf 
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We need to ensure there is a proportionate supply of residential homes in Tacoma’s most affordable areas so that homeownership, 
and the financial stability that it brings, is accessible to those who can’t afford homes in high cost areas. Purchasing a home is a 
means to secure a fixed living expense in a mortgage, transition living expenses from simply a cost to an investment that builds 
equity, and create a nest egg for retirement. If we over-index on high density rental communities as the means to affordable housing 
and don’t factor the supply of homes affordable for ownership, we increase the barrier to entry for property ownership and create a 
self-fulfilling prophesy where current renters don’t have a financially feasible choice but to rent or leave. In essence, we compromise 
one of the most practical ways for individuals of moderate means and income to obtain financial security; owning one’s own home. 
We need to preserve a supply of Tacoma’s most affordable homes so that Tacoma’s less affluent also have a viable path to 
homeownership – a path that simply isn’t feasible for many in high cost north Tacoma neighborhoods. 

 

I have long appreciated the value in Tacoma and held steadfast belief in its ongoing success. It is critical that Tacoma addresses 

population growth and affordable housing through well thought out, strategic changes to zoning and investment. That such changes 

balance driving affordability through increased rental housing units, as well as through preserving affordable homeownership 

options. Ensuring diverse and balanced housing options is critical to making housing in Tacoma affordable for the long-term. 

I also understand that Tacoma’s continued growth comes with ramifications requiring complex decisions to ensure that growth is 

sustainable and equitable to all current and future Tacoma residents. I am reaching out today, not in opposition to this fundamental 

understanding, but in opposition to its currently planned execution. While I feel the newly proposed land use designations need 

more specificity and strategy, I also believe their intent and purpose make sense. The “Low-Scale Residential” designation in 

particular, makes a lot of sense in lieu of solely single-family homes. It adds flexibility that increases housing, while ensuring new 

developments align with existing home’s scale. I also feel the “Mid-Scale Residential” is a critical addition to Tacoma’s land use 

designations. Previously, the difference between “Multi-Family Low Density” and “Multi-Family High Density” was a dramatic 

transition with far too much variance in building types.  

However, the “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning still represents a large change. First, I think the “Mid-Scale Residential” should not be 

an outright replacement of “Multi-Family Low Density”. Second, implementing the “Mid-Scale Residential” zoning in Tacoma should 

be iterative and site-specific. Third, there should be limits to how many areas and parcels should be zoned for renting versus primary 

home ownership within the same neighborhood district; this ensures there is proportionate balance. There are far too many 

differences and disparities between Tacoma neighborhoods to implement this zoning with fixed criteria citywide. It is critical that 

instituting this designation considers each neighborhood’s existing characteristics before implementation to ensure that it aligns 

with these characteristics, and that the necessary infrastructure is in place to support it. There are many areas that this makes 

perfect sense, areas that can support the density increase without undue impact to neighborhoods and existing residents.  

Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill are not one of those areas. I would strongly urge you to reconsider the proposed rezoning. In 

addition, I would request that you provide the same view-sensitive and historic property protections to Strawberry Hill and McKinley 

Hill that are available in other areas of Tacoma with similar characteristics. 

Sincerely, 

Nick Malo 
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Appendix 

Appendix A: Current Zoning vs. 2021 Proposed Rezoning 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/LandUseDesignationTable.pdf 

 https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/Zoning%20Reference%20Guide%202016.pdf 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%

20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Comp%20Plan%20Changes.pdf 

  

Current Zoning 2021 Proposed Rezoning

Zoning Multi-Family Low Density (R-4L) Mid-Scale Residential

Maximum Building Height 

(ft.) 35

Unknown 

(Only information is "3 to 4 stories ", with 

exceptions for increased stories.)

Unknown

Minimum Lot Size 

(sq. ft.)

6,000 

(plus 1,500 sq. ft. for each unit in excess 

of four)

Unknown Unknown

Minimum Front Setback 

(ft.) 20
Unknown 

(Only information is "Reduce setbacks ".)
Unknown

Required Off-Street Parking Spaces

1.5

<= 1 

(Only information is "1 or fewer stalls per 

unit. Waive parking for deeply 

affordable (<50% AMI) and special needs 

housing with clientele who do not need 

cars .")

(>= 0.5)

Eligibile for Tacoma's Multi-Family 

Property Tax Exemption
Not Applicable Yes

Target Development Density 

(dwelling units per net acre)
14 - 36 15 - 45 1 - 9

Zoning Single Family Residential (R-2) Low-Scale Residential

Maximum Building Height 

(ft.)
35 Unknown Unknown

Minimum Lot Size 

(sq. ft.)
5,000 2,500 (2500)

Minimum Front Setback 

(ft.)
20

Unknown

(Only information is "Consider setback 

reductions (for example, the current front 

setback is 20 feet) )"

Unknown

Required Off-Street Parking Spaces 2.0 1.0 (1.0)

Eligibile for Tacoma's Multi-Family 

Property Tax Exemption
Not Applicable Yes

Target Development Density 

(dwelling units per net acre)
6 - 12 10 - 25 4 - 13

Change

Current Zoning vs. 2021 Proposed Rezoning
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Appendix B: Proposed Rezoning 

1. Scenario 1 “Evolve Housing Choice” – Strawberry Hill 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a 
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2. Scenario 1 “Evolve Housing Choice” 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac

tions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf 

3. Scenario 2 “Transform Housing Choice” – Strawberry Hill 
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Sources: 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a 
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4. Scenario 2 “Transform Housing Choice” 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac

tions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf 

  

609

https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Actions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf


Appendix C: Current Zoning 

1. Current Zoning – Strawberry Hill 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/ 
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2. Current Zoning 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/ 
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3. Current Zoning – Single Family and Multi-Family Low Density 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac

tions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Staff%20Report%20&%20Recommendations.pdf 
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4. Current Zoning – Multi-Family High Density 

Multi-Family High Density – R4: Red 

Multi-Family High Density – R5: Purple 

 

Sources: 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/PDS/OneTacoma/ 
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5. Current Zoning – Mixed Use Centers 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac

tions/Home%20In%20Tacoma%20Comp%20Plan%20Changes.pdf 
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6. Current Zoning – Historic Districts 

 

Sources: 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/HistoricIs/ 
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Appendix D: Home In Tacoma – Housing Action Plan (Potential for Inclusionary Requirements) 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Affordable%20Housing/AHAS%20Planning%20Ac

tions/Housing%20Action%20Plan.pdf  
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Appendix E: 2019 Proposed Rezoning Results 

 

Sources: 

 https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/Planning/2019%20Amendment/2019%20Amendment%20PC%20Recommendations%20(6-19-

19)%20size%20reduced.pdf 
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Appendix F: Maximum Housing Unit Density by Zoning Area 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Description: Housing capacity is based on the allowed housing density by acre per zoning district, discounting right of way, critical 

areas, setbacks and market factors. 

 

Sources: 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=4a28d22fa3bd4a3d85528b4949d69c46 
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Appendix G: View Sensitive District Overlay History (1989, 2019, & 2021) 

1. 1989 View Sensitive Area Study 
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2. 2019 View Sensitive District Overlay 

 

 

  

620



3. 2021 “Citywide” View Sensitive District Overlay Amendments 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Agenda%202020

/PC%20Agenda%20Packet%20(09-02-20).pdf 
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4. Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill Views 
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Appendix H: Tacoma’s History of Redlining  

These areas were defined in 1929 to provide 

lenders with a reason to refuse to give home 

loans to interested parties. The explicitly 

racist practice was based on assumptions that 

people of color and foreign-born whites were 

bad financial risks. The Mapping Inequality 

project documents how redlining worked in 

Tacoma and across the nation. 

Enduring impacts 

These racists practices limited people of color 

from building family wealth through 

homeownership and access to education and 

employment. As a result, Tacoma residents of 

color today have lower incomes and are less 

likely to be homeowners. 

Redlining and restrictive covenants are gone, 

but our neighborhoods still reflect the 

patterns they reinforced. Areas not redlined 

have some of the highest prices in the city. 

Conversely, those that were redlined and 

lacked private investment are worth less. 

Tacoma is one of the most racially diverse 

cities in Washington State—nearly 40 percent 

of our residents are people of color. Yet 

Tacoma residents of color are more likely today to live in areas with fewer opportunities, while high opportunity areas are 

disproportionately white. These patterns of wealth, opportunity and race correlate with Tacoma’s historic exclusions of non-white 

families from high opportunity neighborhoods. 

Areas by Grade 

Grade Legend Description Commentary 

A  
“Best” 

Green Areas were described as a "hot spot"... where good mortgage 
lenders with available funds are willing to make their maximum 
loans. 

“Inhabitants – Infiltration of [non-
white families]: No Threat” 

B  
“Still 
Desirable” 
 

Blue Areas were "still good" but not as "hot" as A Areas. "They are 
neighborhoods where good mortgage lenders will have a 
tendency to hold commitments 10-15% under the [lending] 
limit." 

“Favorable Influences: 
Homogeneous population and 
development.” 

C  
“Definitely 
Declining” 

Yellow Area were characterized by "obsolescence [and] infiltration of 
lower grade population." "Good mortgage lenders are more 
conservative in Third grade." 

“There is, however, a distinct threat 
of Negroes and native born Italians.” 
 

D  
“Hazardous” 

Red Areas were "characterized by detrimental influences in a 
pronounced degree, underdesirable population or an infiltration 
of it." They recommended lenders "refuse to make loans in 
these areas [or] only on a conservative basis." 

“There are several Negro families 
(three known) who own property 
and live in this area. This constitutes 
a sufficient hazard to justify a 4th 
grade rating.” 

Sources: 

 https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/63476315c3f54736b846e477126959f1 

 https://dsl.richmond.edu/panorama/redlining/#loc=13/47.225/-122.477&city=tacoma-wa&area=D6&adview=full 
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Appendix I: Tacoma Equity Index Maps 

1. Tacoma Equity Index 2019 
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2. Tacoma Equity Index 2019 – Income  
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3. Tacoma Equity Index 2019 – Home Value 
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4. Tacoma Equity Index 2019 – Race  

 
 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://tacomaequitymap.caimaps.info/ 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/home/webmap/viewer.html?webmap=364b6e640f1c410f921f0c957f24f0bf 

 https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/63476315c3f54736b846e477126959f1 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/NCS/NCD/ 
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Appendix J: Public Outreach & Engagement 

1. Timeline, Milestones, & Engagement Strategies 
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2. 2021 vs. 2019 Rezoning Public Comment Maps 

2021 Rezoning Public Comment Map – 4/7/2021                2019 Rezoning Public Comment Map 

2021 Rezoning Public Comment Map – 3/21/2021   

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Sources: 

 https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/Planning/Planning%20Commission/PC%20Presentations%2

02020/Presentations%20(09-02-20).pdf 

 https://tacoma.maps.arcgis.com/apps/webappviewer/index.html?id=9ee19d99884a41c9bc9db13462d0969a 

 https://wspdsmap.cityoftacoma.org/website/FLUM/ 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Judy <pjmanza@harbornet.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 7:48 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Dear Planning Commission members: 
 
I have several concerns with the Home in Tacoma plan as currently proposed. While I agree that more affordable 
housing is needed, I do not see how that goal is achieved with this plan, and there are assumptions made and issues 
glossed over which I feel will be detrimental to our neighborhoods and to the city as a whole. 
 
In reading the plan, I saw no requirements mandating affordability. This gives great benefits to developers rather than 
residents. The huge apartments recently built in Proctor, for example, are not affordable..they are billed as luxury units.
 
Replacing permeable soil and ground cover with impermeable buildings increases the risk of flooding, erosion, and 
ground instability. Removal of much of the tree canopy and garden pollen sources for bees present environmental 
issues. 
 
This plan will destroy neighborhood character while also driving potential buyers outside of Tacoma to neighboring 
communities. Who would want to buy a home not knowing if the home next door will be replaced with a privacy‐
destroying four‐plex? 
 
Reducing the parking requirement per unit from 2 cars to 1 is also problematic, given that Pierce Transit has reduced bus 
routes county wide. Where is the money going to come from for more buses and routes? Obviously, expansion of transit 
will take time. In the meantime, many families will still have two cars. With parking provided for only one, the second 
car will be on the street. Multiply that by multiple units on a block, and you end up with access issues for mail delivery 
and garbage removal, as well as emergency vehicle access. 
 
As a resident of Narrowmoor, I object to the inclusion in your plan of a covenant which was stricken as illegal decades 
ago when I was still a young girl. We purchased our home in 1988 from a Filipino man and his Caucasian wife. People of 
all races and ethnicities currently own homes in Narrowmoor. My husband and I, along with many of our neighbors, took 
action to remove the discriminatory language from the covenants filed with our deed at the County Auditor’s office. 
 
I was also surprised to find in your document assumptions about race‐based inherited wealth. This is really more of an 
economic status issue than a race issue. My grandparents were immigrants. They came to the U.S. with no wealth. They 
lived simply, grew much of their own food, and did not have wealth to pass on to their children. My parents were 
renters for many years. When they were able to purchase their own home when I was in grade school, it was in a 
neighborhood with homes owned by Asian, Hispanic, and Black families. 
 
Lastly, I do not understand why this plan is being fast‐tracked rather than time being provided to fine‐tune it and ensure 
that its provisions will truly increase affordability and home ownership opportunities in our city.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to consider my concerns.  
 
Judy Manza 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: gnome <gnome253@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:27 PM
To: Planning
Subject: SLOW YOUR ROLL on ZONING

Please consider residents’ concerns over the change in zoning. If the plan is so good, what is the harm in slowing down 

and getting buy‐in? Feeling like something is being done “to us” creates distrust and resentment. Educate us on how this 

plan benefits the residents. 

Our homes are the largest assets we own, a sweeping change to the zoning laws under our noses is disastrous. My 

neighbors have not heard about this, I did not receive a postcard. Surveying 800 people is not enough. There was more 

outreach regarding the change to recycling than I’ve seen for this proposal‐‐one of the biggest changes Tacoma has 

made, probably ever. Notify people, allow residents to debate the issue. We need more time.  

It sounds like the council is trying to provide affordable housing and to reduce inequalities in home ownership. Simply 

changing zoning does neither. We don’t live in a closed system—if prices in Tacoma are slightly less than other areas, 

outside demand will cause housing to continue to be “unaffordable”. Address affordability with other measures, not 

zoning. The zoning changes sound like they will create an infusion of rental housing—who benefits from this? The 

builders who can already afford to build. The landlords get richer, while there is no equalization to the inequality you 

claim zoning will help. What about first‐time home buyer incentives? There is more to discuss here. We need more time. 

There is a glut of buildable lots in Tacoma‐I’ve looked at the buildable land report. Why can’t we figure out how to reach 

density with those lots first? Are there regulations on those empty lots that prohibit development? Does the 

development not pencil out? We haven’t even reached density and there is more to research here.  

The best‐case scenario is to identify areas that benefit from greater density—urban areas near the mall and downtown, 

for example. There are other areas that benefit from a choice to live with more space, breathing room from your 

neighbors, a garden, and a place to park.  

Planning the infrastructure for this type of zoning change is imperative. Where will people park? This is a real issue. I 

think about the Fremont area in Seattle. It is claustrophobic. Cars line both sides of the street, they are parked on the 

easements, and up to the stop signs. Residents circle and circle looking for a parking spot. You have to leave the 

sidewalk to take a walk. It is awful. I want to leave immediately. It makes me feel like I’m back in college. When people 

can afford it, they move away from that kind of inconvenient living. It is stressful.   

We should accommodate both urban and suburban situations, as all types of residents—homeowners, renters, urban 

loving, and suburban loving are all necessary for the long‐term success of Tacoma.  

I always tell people that Tacoma is a hidden gem. There’s a reason—a small town feel with big city amenities. Let’s not 

lose what is special about Tacoma with a sweeping change in the dark of night.  

This is big. Let the residents decide.  

Marilyn 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kristina <kristina@made-law.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:48 PM
To: Hines, John; McCarthy, Conor; Planning; Thoms, Robert; 

llilian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org
Cc: Woodards, Victoria
Subject: Home in Tacoma comment letter  pertaining to Tacoma commission meeting

 
Dear Mayor Woodards, Tacoma Planning Commissioners and Honorable City Council Members, 
 
My neighbors and I live just outside of the Proctor Commercial District, which is bounded by two schools, a library and 
post office, a couple of banks, a pair of grocery stores and a number of small businesses in the commercial district. 
Those structures provide essential neighborhood services and a perfectly – planned – transition from commercial to 
residential. The neighborhood is, for now, walkable and pleasant. 
 
Without the community knowing, or being given an opportunity to provide input and raise concerns, the commercial 
district including these transition structures was designated a “mixed use center” with no transitional areas between 
new high rise structures and hundred year old homes. Now, this mixed‐use center is proposed, under both choices laid 
out by city planners in the “Home in Tacoma Project”, to have a buffer around it that would make our homes the 
transition zone instead.  This is very problematic and the neighbors in the surrounding areas have been gathering for 
months (outdoors) to try to have input into development issues and this process.   Our voices could not be heard 
without hiring a lawyer because the development process was geared towards not providing the neighbors with an 
opportunity to appeal the City’s decision without filing suit.  There was no administrative process provided for us to have 
input into this decision.  The community perspective is that this has resulted in an inequitable process in which it is clear 
the City is trying to push an agenda without allowing for the input of the community.   We hope that this new “Home in 
Tacoma Project” is treated differently.   
 
The consensus of the people living in our neighborhood is to respectfully request that the planning commissioners and 
the city council reconsider its “Home in Tacoma” proposal and this time, listen to the concerns of the people who live in 
the neighborhood, without having to initiate yet another legal action.    
 
Issues we would like to have addressed are to fix the mixed‐use center zoning to acknowledge the existing, sensible 
transition areas in place in our neighborhood. As we acknowledge we do not know the other MUC neighborhoods as 
well, but we request on their residents’ behalf that you fix those as well. 
 
I personally, own a house and a commercial building in Proctor.  When we bought our house, Proctor was not the 
desirable neighborhood it is now. We placed considerable resources into renovating our home while preserving the 
historic integrity of the neighborhood because it was clear that individuals valued this in our community.  We also 
recently renovated our building to reflect the character of the district.  It is the perspective of the community around us 
that there are continuing challenges within the district, outside of these immediate issues, which have directly been 
created by the City ignoring the wishes of its citizenry over those of big developers who come in from the outside whose 
sole goal is to make money and not necessarily improve the community.  We believe this is a travesty.  
 
Another such travesty is the labeling of the Proctor District a “transit center” when it clearly does not meet a credible 
definition.  We have never had adequate public transportation.  We drive to the Tacoma Dome Station to take the train 
or bus north or south; we walk or bike downtown – it’s much faster than the inconvenient local bus service. We know of 
no plans to put an actual transit center anywhere in the north end of the City.  
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Our neighborhood hopes that this time a decision is made to listen to our concerns and push the reset button on “Home 
in Tacoma”, please start from these principles:  

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

2. No current homeowner should live in constant fear that a building three times the height of their home will pop 
up next door, without setbacks, and without parking.  A reasonable solution is for new structures to be not more 
than than one story higher than their residential neighbors.  

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

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

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

Thank you in advance for your consideration of these comments. We look forward to reviewing a new “Home in 
Tacoma” proposal accompanied by a new Tacoma Sewer Plan. 
 
Sincerely, 
Kristina Maritczak 
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From: Stellartechnologies
To: Barnett, Elliott
Subject: Re: Comment on the Home In Tacoma Project by April 9th
Date: Thursday, March 25, 2021 3:24:47 PM

Hello,

Just to remind you... we must allow TINY HOUSES in Tacoma, including those made with
Cargo Containers. We get thousands of these containers in our Port.
Each container costs around $2000. That's 320 square feet of solid base structure that people
can build out into homes and home/small business structures.
All we need is for Building and Planning to provide a packet of specifications for converting
these into livable dwellings, with a constrained permits package that
can be pre-purchased.

• Approval of Site
• Required Utilities
• Plumbing and Electrical specifications
• Insulation, ventilation and egress requirements
• Recommendations for aesthetics, fashion and exterior forms
• Parking and Yard planning

These should be packaged into one builder's packet.

TINY HOUSES are the future for compact micro-communities, Tacoma needs to join this, and
be part of the future.

Please respond.

Mark
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Wung, Lihuang

From: martialyss@gmail.com <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 10:05 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

martialyss@gmail.com  

8213 S Sheridan Ave  

Tacoma, Washington 98408 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marylou <fourcats2001@q.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:31 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing development changes

My main concern is parking issues, sometimes it is very difficult to find parking on my street‐ do not want more density‐ 
live on S M street  
 
Sent from my iPod 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: twm1301@aol.com
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 3:47 PM
To: Planning
Subject: affordable housing/zoning

I'd like to just throw something out here.  
Always wondered why there are always more Storage Places and Motels built in the City ? 
Just look at Hosmer St. - how many Motels ? Attracting visitors ? I don't think so. We hear on 
a daily basis what's happening.  Then, from what I have heard (please correct me if I am wrong) 
the motel owner gets a tax break for any unrented rooms. I think the general public would be better served if we disallow 
tax breaks and perhaps buy the under performing property and convert to affordable housing.  And by affordable, I mean 
exactly that. No frills, just a clean place one can call home and afford paying the rent and utilities without breaking the 
bank.  
Thank you for letting me vent. 
Monika May 
S. Pine St. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bruce & Marcie McCANDLISS <yofive@comcast.net>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 4:43 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Thoms, Robert; Woodards, Victoria; Nowman, Nicole; Alan Jackson; Vicki Sarhanis; 

elliot.barnett@cityoftacoma.org; Diane Swoveland; Bill Swoveland; Tomi Weese; Greg 
Murdock; Ken Strickland; Vernia Strickland; Christina Reimer; Molly Wyenberg; Tricia 
Hocking; Wyenberg, Don; Pam Kikillus; Rob Kikillus

Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Concerning the Home in Tacoma Project:  
   
Unfortunately we will not be able to dial into the ZOOM meeting April 7, at 5:30 
(https://us02web.zoom.us/j/82197923401 ) but in reviewing the material available from your website 
( Housing Growth Scenarios Map ) and meeting notice we received, we have some questions 
regarding the zoning plan.  
   
1.  Is it the intent of the Planning Committee to rezone single family urban areas to allow ADU's or 
second homes on lots?  
2.  If this is allowed, what does the data show about the value of existing homes in the area?  
3.  If property values decrease how will the City of Tacoma make up the deficit?   
4.  We live in NE Tacoma and belong to a HOA.  The HOA CC&R's state that homes are to be single 
family homes.  Will the rezone mean the HOA's CC&R's are out of date and have to be re-written to 
comply with the new zoning rules?  Will the City of Tacoma pay the legal fees to have the CC&R's 
rewritten?  
5.  A data point that homeowners took into consideration when purchasing homes in our area was 
having a HOA with CC&R's.  CC&R's are the rules and regulations we bought into when moving into 
the neighborhood.  What does the City of Tacoma say to the homeowners if their neighborhood is 
rezoned to allow duplexes, multiplexes, ADU's or small mobile homes?  Do they say "Oh sorry you 
made that decision to live where you do but the rules are now different and you may have to move."  
6.  Why does the City of Tacoma believe they need to solve the housing crisis by making their 
constituents weigh the options of moving after living in their neighborhood for 20 plus years?  
7.  NE Tacoma is apart from main stream Tacoma.  Entrance and egress points are limited, 
infrastructure is limited and public transportation is limited.  More money would be required to improve 
the limitations here than in other areas of Tacoma.  Is the plan to increase property tax rates to raise 
the required money to make the improvements?  
8.  Does it make sense to rezone a neighborhood that for the most part contains lots with a small 
footprint but have homes with a large footprint on the lot?  
   
We look forward to hearing your response.   
   
Bruce and Marcie McCandliss  
3611 44th St Ct NE  
Tacoma, WA 98422   

640



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Marshall McClintock <marshalm@q.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 12:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on Home in Tacoma proposal

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
While I would support a transition from zone-based land use regulations to form-based regulations, the Home in Tacoma 
proposal is wholly inadequate to accomplish that. Sadly it contains the worst aspects of both systems. It retains vaguely 
defined separate "zones" of Low-scale Residential and Mid-Scale Residential while proposing a vast expansion of Mid-
scale Residential along variously defined "corridors" while at the same time offers only vague references to design 
standards and design review that will somehow magically ensure "smooth transitions", appropriate distribution and 
compatibility with existing neighborhood characteristics and development without any new specific policies to require 
that. That left as a nebulous "TBD", but meanwhile developers are given free reign to extract as much profit as they can 
without being require to give anything back. The proposal to allow Mid-scale Residential as currently outlined along all 
corridor/transit route and extending to a quarter of a mile on either side is simply too much without far more detailed 
policies outlining required public design review and development of design standards as well as requiring significant 
inclusionary housing in the new multifamily development allowed.  
 
The current proposal totally lacks additional Comprehensive Plan policies expanding and clarifying design review, design 
standards, and standards to ensure appropriate distribution of new larger multifamily buildings. A new apartment building 
next door might be 3 or 4 or maybe 5 stories if the city continues its insane policy of not tying all building bonuses and 
tax exemptions to the inclusion of low-income (not just "affordable") units. Only 109 "affordable" units have been created 
in 11 years. Nowhere is this failure acknowledged. Yet Home in Tacoma comes with the same false justifications of 
"equity" and "affordability". 
 
At a minimum, the Home in Tacoma proposal must be amended to include: 

 Policies requiring a robust public design review process by a panel at least partially drawn from the relevant 
neighborhood to review all proposed new multifamily buildings allowed by Home in Tacoma. This must NOT be 
an administrative review applying some set of cookie-cutter, per-approved building types. Only such a review 
process will ensure neighborhood compatibility and ensure a transparent process where neighborhood voices are 
heard.  This must be done before any of the new multifamily envision in Home in Tacoma is allowed.  

 Policies that require the city to work with various neighborhoods to define their boundaries, identify their salient 
building types and characteristics and street layout (setbacks, driveways, etc.), and develop neighborhood-
specific design guidelines. As the current design code shows clearly, no set of per-defined building characteristics 
or requirements is sufficient to ensure quality and compatibility as promised in the Home in Tacoma proposal. 
This must be done before any of the new multifamily buildings under the Home in Tacoma proposal are allowed. 

 Policies that require expansion of the current demolition review program to all houses of any size with much 
improved penalties for illegal demolition (only modest fees are the current penalty)  

 Policies that require historic inventories of all Tacoma neighborhoods to identify historic/cultural resources and 
proactive listing or individual buildings to the city's Landmarks register or creation of small historic districts to 
prevent further loss.  

 Policies that prohibit the removal of mature trees that are 15 or more inches in diameter across the city without 
review. Additionally policies are needed that require the city's Public Works Dept. and contractors to preserve 
mature trees in the city ROW with bulb outs and use water-permeable materials for sidewalks. City surplus land 
should be considered first for open space, such as parks and playgrounds, especially when in or near MUCs or 
Mid-scale areas.  

 Policies that incentivize the building of multifamily housing on parcels with surface parking lots via increased 
taxes and fees on such parking lots.  

Marshall McClintock 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dave McCord <dave-mccord@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, March 14, 2021 12:09 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Future of Housing in Tacoma

 
First of all, thank you for reaching out to the citizens of Tacoma for our input into this situation. I would like to address 
each of your proposed actions in order 
 

 Allow more housing types throughout Tacoma’s neighborhoods  
 

Housing types evolve organically in a neighborhood.  My neighborhood is  between 80‐100 years old. It is vibrant 
and healthy. This has happened with zero interference by the city. When governments try to alter this 
development artificially, the  results are a  negative impact to those who live there 
 

 Allow mid‐scale multifamily housing in areas close to shopping and transit 
 
Again, if this is a result of a demand where a developer finds it is his/her best interest to build this way and there 
is a market of people who can afford this housing (not via government subsidy), I have no issue with this idea. 
However, if multifamily dwellings are promoted by the city of Tacoma over building of single family structures, 
and the target price is artificially pre‐determined by the city, this is  socialism. By forcing what a developer can 
build and who he/she builds it for, you are interfering with  a  natural process  that works. 
 

 Update design standards so new housing complements the neighborhood 
 

On the surface this sounds like a great idea, and clearly there are examples where neighbors have been 
impacted by a lack of oversight in design. The corrugated tin abominations between Nth 6th and N 8th  on 
Prospect are a great example.  What was the genesis  of that particular development?. Did the city have a hand 
in that development?   
 
The bigger question is who decides what the design standards are? Will I, as a private home owner, be restricted 
to what I do with my home by a  government appointed board? This is completely unacceptable. 
 

 Strengthen policies and programs to make  housing more affordable 
 
The market determines what the price of housing is. Any input  by a government agency to “fix” that is failed 
socialism. You may recall how well “The Projects” developed in the 60’s and 70’s worked. Anyone who claims 
housing is “too expensive” (by the way, housing has always been “too expensive” in my lifetime)  simply does 
not understand basic economics. Something is too expensive when people no longer buy it.  Houses in my 
neighborhood  sell for $500K plus. That is a lot of money. Is it too expensive? Clearly not, as they sell at that 
price in less than  a week with multiple bidders. Does this exclude many from living here? Yes it does, and that is 
as it should be. We all can’t live in Bel‐Aire, CA  or Newport, RI.  
 
As a child growing up lower‐middle class in the hills of West Virginia, I knew I would live in  less than ideal 
housing along the way  before I could  get to where and how I wanted to live.  It took hard work and sacrifice. 
America was built on the concept that you could do this. It works. 
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As a side note, I also am perplexed by the city’s desire to make housing affordable while creating an 
onerous/expensive  permitting process. 
                                                                                                                          

 And anti‐racism  and anti‐displacement policies and programs 
 

First of all I am well aware that racism unfortunately still exists in America. Unfortunately, it has become 
the  focus of blame for everything.   As a person who worked in the world of business, decisions are generally 
made based on economics, not race.  Only when all races are able to participate as equals  in society will this 
issue be truly resolved. I want to see that day come soon. 
 
I looked up the definition of “anti‐displacement” and never actually found one,  so I will respond based on what I 
could decipher. The concept sounds nice, but again, not practical.  We do not have an inherent right to live were 
we want and how we want.    We live within our means. 
 
A tax payer who has been able to, by their own hard work and sacrifice,  buy their own homes (and pay hefty 
property tax) has done enough.  Requiring them to pay even more taxes  for funding of others homes is not  fair 
or moral. It fosters resentment from the existing home owners and   an entitlement mentality  of the 
recipients.   You should look at Habitat for Humanity for  a better blueprint. Home are paid for by the recipients, 
who also have “sweat equity” in  said homes, which drives a pride of ownership. 
 
Tacoma is a great city. I love living here. Unfortunately,  the price for its desirability is that many will be excluded 
or displaced as a result of that success. That is the nature of a free market.  
 You can’t have both. If you try, you will negate what makes Tacoma  the fine place it has evolved into over these 
last 20 years. 
 
Thank you again for asking your citizens input.  We appreciate it! 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dave McCord <dave-mccord@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 19, 2021 4:37 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Affordable Housing, Improvements to Neighborhoods,  Re-Zoning questions

Affordable Housing 
 
First of all  I would like to understand  the  “Affordable Housing” process as I have no background in this  area and will 
potentially be impacted by it. 
 

1. Who pays the developer initially? Do they self fund, or does the city fund the development 
 

2. Does the developer submit what he/she would like to build, or does the city dictate to the developer what it 
desires to have built (and consequently, what they will permit)? 

 
3. Who sets the purchase/rental rates for the units 

 
4. Where does that money  collected money go? 

 
5. Is there any tracking for the source of  such payments. In the private sector a lending institution requires the 

source of the buyers funding. Do the similar rules apply here? 
 

Improving Neighborhoods 
 
On the call on March 18, one of the gentleman made the statement that “ adding affordable housing improves all 
neighborhoods.”  I am at a loss  to understand this statement and would like to see an explanation/data  that supports 
it. 
 
 
 
Re‐Zoning 
 
There are two proposals in your literature. Evolve Housing and Transform Housing. I am missing the 3rd, which is make 
to  no changes to existing zoning. 
I know this does not meet your objective, but please hear me out. 
 
I assume the city government’s role is to service it’s citizens wishes, not its own agenda. I can see why a predominately 
Democratic run city would desire the direction of more affordable housing. I am not so sure the majority of 
Tacoma  residents desire this.  There is one way to find out. It will work, and is the most democratic way to determine 
the issue 
 

1. Every piece of property has an owner, either as an individual  or corporation. 
 

2. Every piece  of property has a current zoning classification. 
 

3. Every property  owner will vote on which option they support (including #3, no change to current zoning).  
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Majority wins.  If the majority of owners currently in single family  zone and the majority want to stay that way, it will.  If 
the majority of  property owners that are currently single family  want to convert to low scale residential, then all 
property  will revert to that classification. 
 
I know your argument will be that if nothing changes,  the city cannot build more affordable and or high density housing. 
That would be an indication that your entire assumption  around increasing affordable  and or high density housing does 
not meet  the city’s  citizens desires.  Isn’t that the most import objective in a democracy. Isn’t what the citizen who 
currently own property desires more important than a city’s desire to something else, or have we moved into a direction 
that the government, not the residents, will determine what a city will be?  
 
 
Thanks so much. 
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To:         City of Tacoma Planning – Home in Tacoma Project    
From:     David W McCord 
Date:      April 9,2021 
 
 
 
Although I am highly opposed to both of your proposals, I do want to commend your team for staying 
on the Zoom meeting until almost 9:00 PM Wednesday evening.  You also did a great job of limiting time 
for the participants and keeping the mases on track. 
 
I felt that you received a fair cross section of opinions that were (mostly) thoughtfully constructed.   
 
I have commented before for the record but feel the need to make a few more observations. 
 
 
Why does the city feel it has a mandate to grow? 
 
 Growth for the sake of growth is not necessarily beneficial to existing citizens.  The city’s role is to serve 
its existing residents, not appeal to those who desire to.   Attraction of new residents by offering 
“affordable housing” does not benefit the city’s existing population in any way. You seem to believe that 
following what other “progressive” cities are doing is the proper path for our city. That blueprint is 
viewed with great skepticism by many and has no track record of positive impact that I am aware of.  
 
 
Affordable Housing? 
 
Most people commented that none of this agenda creates affordable housing.   Simply stated, a 
developer must make return on their investment. To do so the structure must generate market rates via 
rental rates or sales price. This will make them “unaffordable” to many.  I cannot blame a developer who 
has an opportunity handed to him/her by the city.  They will outbid any private person who would like 
to build a single dwelling home. Clearly the city desires this outcome.  
 
If the city demands that some portions be set aside for “affordable” housing with rents/prices limited, 
the revenue short fall will be absorbed by the consumers of the other units or subsides paid for by the 
taxpayers. The whole concept of “Affordable Housing” is contrary to our existing economics principles. 
That of course changes if the city is ready to declare that it has fully embraced socialist ideals and that 
the government that will control home prices and then burden taxpayers/homeowners who ultimately 
would pay for those subsidies.  That is a very dangerous path. 
 
 
Despite what many believe, we do not have an inherent right to live where and how we want to live. It 
must be earned. If you cannot afford to live where you want, you cannot live there.  It is that simple. 
 
 
 How did proving affordable housing become the city’s mandate?  The people who support affordable 
housing are those who benefit from it.   
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Two entities will benefit from this proposal. The first are developers (if it remains profitable).   
The second are those who see chance to get something that others pay for.   
 
The people who are against these proposals are the ones who will ultimately pay for it and get zero 
improvement (or even detriment) to their current quality of life.  
 
As a side note, I do not see sidewalk tent cities being reduced by more affordable housing.  That is a 
different issue altogether 
 
 
This city is thriving as it is currently zoned.  
 
This city housing has become expensive.  This is a reflection on its current desirability. Houses are not 
unaffordable as they sell for these current prices.  Does this create a barrier for many people who wish 
to live here? Yes. Is that wrong or bad. No. I purchased my home because of the makeup of the 
neighborhood and the entire city. It was not given to me. I earned the right to choose where I could 
afford to live.  
 
 I have no issue with high density housing if it happens organically.  Where we have apartments 
currently located works.  Adding more people will not enhance my neighborhood in any way.  It has 
been vibrant as is for many decades without any interference from the city.  
  
Tacoma is a success story. I know many Portland/Seattle refugees who have fled those cities because of 
what they have become. They are not good role models.  I lived in Portland when it was in my opinion 
the best city in America to live in. That title is long gone.  The Tacoma I moved to in 2001 reminded me 
of the Portland I had moved to in the 1978. Please do not ruin a good thing. 
 
The secret to Tacoma’s success is its awesome neighborhoods and its nearly perfect size.  Why would 
the city support an initiative that’s primary goal is to negatively impact both those things? 
 
Infrastructure 
 
We simply do not have adequate infrastructure as it is.  Adding people will not help. Again, if you believe 
that developers will “pick up the tab”, you are mistaken. The consumer/tax paper will. For those who 
feel the North End folks are privileged should drive some of the streets in my neighborhood. Parking is 
already limited as well. Adding more cars will not help on either of these fronts.  
 
 
Stop with the racism card 
 
The African American gentleman from the Westside said it best. He worked hard to buy my home where 
he wanted to live and to leave where he was living.  Many in other districts were very proud of their 
diverse single-family zoned neighborhoods.  I find it highly offensive (and quite foolish) to be told I am 
racist because I own a single-family home.  Have blacks as a group (I find classifying people distasteful, 
but everyone in the media and government insists that we do) effectively been shut out of housing?  
Yes. Is it racial? I am sure in the past it certainly was. Is it today? Only to the extent that blacks as a 
group have not advanced economically. We can debate the reasons for that some other time.  
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Minorities with financial wherewithal live in every neighborhood in the city.  Cash is king. When it comes 
to money, people tend to be color blind. 
 
 
Home in Tacoma Project is being forced down the citizens throats a Mach speed. 
 
This initiative started only a year ago.  Covid has effectively stopped business as usual since then, yet 
you still are marching on.  Nearly everyone on the call felt this has been very poorly communicated to 
not only the citizens at large, but also the leaders in the districts.  The committee has worked extremely 
hard on this, but please take the time to do it right. I must reiterate there has been no long-term 
assessment of how eliminating single-family home zones has positively impacted a community. 
 
Should this plan become a reality, I agree that a pilot plan should be executed first. Logically it would be 
in a currently single-family zoned area where the highest-ranking committee member lives.   
 
Let the citizens determine Tacoma’s destiny. 
 
 
Putting a plan in place with this many far-reaching impacts without a vote of the citizenry is 
unconscionable. There are 5 districts in the city. Each has property, all of which is zoned.  The owners of 
each parcel can vote on what zone their parcel should be. 
 
Single -family 
Low-scale Residential 
Mid-scale residential 
 
If most currently single-family zoned parcels in a district want to remain that way, they will. If the 
majority prefer low-scale or mid-scale residential, then that will be the zoning for what was formally 
single family. 
 
You will note I would prefer only property owners’ vote.  That is as it should be. They are the people 
who have the right to determine what happens to their property.  If held by a corporation, the Board of 
Directors would determine the vote.  
 
Although much less fair, I would accept everyone in the district having a vote vs the city council 
unilaterally determining the zoning. 
 
For those who feel this is NIMBY, I would suggest if no one wanted it in their backyard, then clearly it is 
not desired across the city.   
 
 
Thank you for your time. 
 
 
David W McCord 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Nakanee McCord <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:16 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

Nakanee McCord  

nakaneemonique@gmail.com  

9237 S G St.  

Tacoma, Washington 98444 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Stacy McCracken <stacyjmcc@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:02 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Dear Planning Committee, 

Thank you for the zoom presentation on April 7th.  I appreciate the Home in Tacoma project being presented as a 

supplement to the on‐line information.  

The HIT project will bring change to the entire city and has been hard to grasp from the little postcard I received and the 

information provided on‐line.  With COVID I understand outreach has been difficult.  According to the 2019 Census there 

are 83,688 households in Tacoma.  Of them 50% are owner occupied.  870 of the HIT surveys were returned, 275 people 

attended the April 7th meeting up from the 50 – 80 attendees noted on the website from previous meetings.  A very 

small portion of the owner‐occupied households have participated.  I feel the outreach has not reached the majority 

citizens of Tacoma.  Before Phase 2 is finalized I would like to see more outreach and education.   

The approved SEPA determination was briefly mentioned in the April 7th meeting.  I would like to see a full 

environmental impact study before the HIT changes are approved.  As a life long citizen of Tacoma, I see our resources 

are stretched.  Changes are not going to happen over night but I would like to see our city council, school district, 

transportation and city services have solid information for budgeting and planning.  

Inclusion zoning was mentioned as being unsustainable for developers and thusly abandoned in the HIT 

project.  Developers are in business to make money.  At a minimum, developers should have to pay impact fees which 

could be set using a full environmental impact study.  Inclusion zoning has worked in Minneapolis.  The developers are 

still building.  Also, in Minneapolis the city government owns rent controlled housing.  This has been the city’s greatest 

success in providing affordable housing.  I did not see this mentioned as an option.  

A 2015 study by Texas A&M and a Stanford study published in the Journal of Political Economy, using a decade of data 

from 15 cities found only in low‐income areas, affordable housing had a positive effect on property values through pride 

of ownership and the neighborhoods’ diversity increased.  In mid/high income areas there was a negative effect on 

property values and diversification.  The loss of property value is a valid concern.  As a homeowner I find this 

information troubling for my neighborhood if HIT is approved, yet encouraging for underutilized areas of Tacoma.  

Using the findings stated above I believe the HIT projectmight be better utilized in underserved neighborhoods first, to 

encourage ownership and bring improvements to the areas through impact fees. Above all historical buildings and 

current homeowners should be protected so as not to displace the elderly and to preserve the already established 

community base.  

In summary, I believe affordable housing needs to be addressed.  I do not believe rolling out a blanket, city wide 

upheaval of zoning is the best way to provide housing and preserve the community and services of Tacoma.  

Sincerely, 

Stacy McCracken 

2119 N. Highland Street; Tacoma, WA 98406 
stacyjmcc@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: marc mcdonald <mcdonald.marcs1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma - Comments

Thank you very much for the notice regarding incompatibility.  I’m in the Mac world. It has a habit of not 
playing nice with others. 
Comments are below in the text of the e-mail. 
 
Best Regards, 
Marc McDonald 
415.602.9859 
 
 

On Apr 9, 2021, at 2:44 PM, Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 
 
Mr. McDonald, 
  
I can’t open the attachment you sent along, due to incompatible applications, I guess. Could you send it 
again in PDF, or Word 2016, or in the text of the e‐mail? Sorry for the inconvenience.  
  
Lihuang Wung 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 
Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
  

From: marc mcdonald <mcdonald.marcs1@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 2:20 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma ‐ Comments 
  
Attached are my comments in response to the Tacoma Housing policy recommendations submitted to the Human Rights Commission 
and the Planning Commission by the Housing Equity Taskforce’s Home in Tacoma Taskforce.   
  
It is clear that significant thought and effort have gone into development of these recommendations.  Implementation of the 
recommendations are likely to increase housing supply, housing choice, and housing affordability throughout the city. 
  
While I am extremely supportive of the work of the Task Force, this support is tempered by personal experience with well-intentioned 
efforts to improve housing conditions without accompanying strategies to prevent displacement of established communities. 
  
In my experience, the stated interest of encouraging equitable access to affordable housing has a greater likelihood of having the opposite 
effect. 
  
Over the term of my life I have seen well-intentioned ‘Urban Renewal’, ‘Community Revitalization’ and similar projects destroy 
working class communities through displacement of resident working class families.   
  
- I have witnessed the destruction of Washington DC’s black working class communities as affordable rental housing was renovated and 
sold for millions to lobbyists and knowledge workers.   
- I saw Harlem transformed from a working class community to high-priced condominiums for bankers and lawyers. 
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- San Francisco’s Fillmore District, the home of West Coast Jazz, the working class Mission District and the formerly affordable 
communities of East Palo Alto and Oakland California are now home to high income knowledge workers with occasional sitings of 
brown people. 
  
In each instance, these displacements simply happened… Not out of malice or intent.  Displacement was simply collateral damage to 
well intentioned policy. I have heard talk in the Hilltop Community that similar forces are at play in Tacoma. 
  
I raise these issues because I have witnessed that the best laid plans can and do go sideways. 
  
It is my great hope that the City of Tacoma uses this opportunity to sincerely and deeply connect with established communities of people 
who are living on incomes as workers in all levels of professions, including retail, food-service, janitorial services, senior care and the 
like. Please, ask members of these communities what do they need to live with dignity in Tacoma.  And act on their recommendations. 
  
The work to date has been thoughtful, inclusive and insightful.  It is my sincere hope that you and leadership are successful in taking this 
opportunity to encourage stabilization as well as further development of inclusive communities in Tacoma and surrounding communities. 
  
Thank you for the opportunity to respond to your excellent work. 

 
 
Housing policy recommendations submitted to the Human Rights Commission and the Planning Commission by the Housing Equity Taskforce’s Home in 
Tacoma are outstanding.  Implementation of the recommendations are likely to increase housing supply, housing choice, and housing affordability throughout 
the city. 
 
Comments below are intended as supportive of the excellent work of the Task Force. 
 

1. The Housing Policy Recommendations submitted to the Human Rights Commission should without ambiguity state that the discriminatory
housing practices of the past were one aspect of local and national public policies developed and enforced with the explicit intent of denying 
targeted peoples the benefits and privileges of citizenship.  

2. Encourage collaboration with all levels of government to provide tax and other incentives to develop single-family and multi-family 
homes.  

 
OBJECTIVE: In support of achievement of Tacoma’s equity and antiracism goals the city must support and facilitate increases in housing supply, choice and 
affordability throughout the City by providing more diverse and affordable housing options. 
 
Recommendation 1- Edit Observation 2 
Tacoma’s housing crisis has disproportionate impacts on people of color and others facing economic disadvantages 

 Tacoma’s housing crisis affects lower income households most severely. 

 People of color, people with disabilities, non-English speakers and people who have had contact with the criminal justice system face heightened 
barriers in finding housing. 

 People of color, people with disabilities, non-English speakers and people who have had contact with the criminal justice system disproportionately 
earn less, have less accumulated family wealth and are less likely to be homeowners. 

 Lower income households are at increasing risk of displacement and homelessness as local housing costs rise. 

 People of color have historically been barred from living in some neighborhoods and, as a matter of public policy, faced discriminatory access to 
lending as well as discriminatory access to housing. 

 Develop and Implement Policies, Plans and Initiatives that Prevent Displacement. In cases of displacement provide significant and meaningful 
relocation benefits that support family and community stability. 

 
Recommendation 2 Add Strategy G 
- Incentivize Development of Public and Private Lands for Housing 
Recommendations: 

1. Encourage development of work force, affordable, supportive and market rate housing on surplus public lands. 
2. Incentivize development of affordable single and multi-family housing on private property. Work with the Pierce County and regional leadership to

Offer private property owners tax incentives to develop affordable single family as well as multi-family housing, including Accessory 
Dwelling Units on private lots and small lots. 

3. Encourage expansion of opportunities for Development of affordable housing within walking distance of schools. 
 

1. Encourage development of affordable housing on surplus public lands.   
As appropriate offer and incentivize work-force and affordable housing development on surplus Public Lands.  Deed Restrict housing built on currently 
public lands to retain work-force and affordable housing status for a fixed period of time ranging from 20 years to 40 years. Affected Public Lands 
that are not sold for workforce or affordable housing should be made available as appropriate for market rate housing development or suitable commercial 
purposes. 
 

2. Tax Incentivize small scale multi-family and single family development of affordable housing on Private lands. 
Deed Restrict as affordable housing single and small scale multi-family housing for a fixed period of time ranging from 20 years to 40 years. 
Incentivize development through tax incentives and funding mechanisms determined appropriate by the jurisdiction. 
Why this recommendation: 
Current emphasis on incentives for development of multi-family housing and micro-housing is good, but may miss opportunities to incentivize housing 
development for the “missing middle” over the long term. Incentives to produce more housing for middle income workers has potential to make more 
housing more available to our community’s public safety, health care, service and support workers. These critical workers deserve easy access to 
decent housing that is close to work, community and local schools.  
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What are the disadvantages of this recommendation: 

a. The proposed deed restrictions may affect future tax revenue potential. Reduced tax revenue could impact local government’s ability to address 
local infrastructure maintenance and development as well as access to publicly funded services, like Health and Human Services. 

 
Recommendation 3 Add Strategy H 
Encourage expansion of opportunities for development of affordable housing within walking distance of schools. 
Background:   
Families at all income levels that live in neighborhoods distant from schools face the difficult task of balancing work obligations with parental duties. 
Recommendation:  
Encourage development of a wide variety of housing types ranging from market through affordable single and multi-family in the vicinity of 
schools.    
Why this recommendation:  
Multi-tiered housing opportunities located within walking distance of schools has potential to foster shared community identity as well as enhance equal 
access to educational and community resources. 
 
Recommendation 4 Add Strategy I  
Rezone and Repurpose Select Abandoned ‘Big Box’ Retail Properties to Affordable Housing. 
Background:  
Tacoma is home to a number of abandoned big box properties.  The retail shopping experiencing a shift from Big Box retail specialty retailers like Toys R 
US, Sears and CompUSA to thriving generalist retailers like Walmart, Amazon, Target and Costco. https://www.retaildive.com/news/9-retail-trends-to-watch-
in-2021/593146/      
It’s likely this trend will continue. The now abandoned properties will probably remain abandoned and blighted unless repurposed to meet current demands, 
including housing.   
Recommendation: 
Facilitate repurposing of big box footprints with ‘spot zoning’ opportunities to encourage repurposing the sites to housing.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tracy <puyallupmacs@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 12:55 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Mid-scale Residential Zoning

Hello, 
 
I’m writing today on behalf of my husband and myself. We reside in the Proctor District, less than three blocks from the 
proposed building project at N. Prospect & 8th Avenue. We are very concerned about this proposal. Here are some of 
our concerns and questions:  
 
1) Several of our neighbors near N. Prospect & 8th Avenue have signs in their yards and are demanding a better proposal 
from you, and we believe their voices need to be heard and their feedback needs to be strongly considered before any 
building begins whatsoever. This project will severely impact their lives and their neighborhood (and they are clearly 
angry about this proposal), so some negotiation between the City and its long‐standing residents needs to take place 
ASAP. 
 
2) The City has not addressed the impacts of ongoing growth in the Proctor Mixed‐Use Center. We should deal with 
those and the “Low‐scale Residential” infill housing before adding even more development. 
 
3) How will the City mitigate the loss of sunlight to gardens, loss of privacy, loss of mature tree canopy, increased noice, 
AND ESPECIALLY INCREASED TRAFFIC?? There is already a severe shortage of parking spaces in the Proctor District, and 
this housing proposal only allows HALF its residents ONE parking space. That is unacceptable and puts an unfair parking 
burden on the Proctor community. 
 
4) How will the city prevent residents being displaced from properties that suddenly become more valuable because of 
new development potential? 
 
5) Will this new zoning just add more high‐priced units to our area? 
 
6) Who will be paying for new infrastructure to support new development? 
 
7) How can the City create Design Standards that will make large apartment buildings “compatible” with existing 1.5 to 2 
story houses? 
 
8) Is it the City’s vision that our neighborhood will gradually be replaced with mid‐scale apartment buildings? 
 
We hope the City will slow the Mid‐Scale Change process down because at this point it lacks transparency. 
 
Thank you, 
Ryan and Tracy McDonald 
 
 

655



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: vickiemcdougall <vickiemcdougall@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2021 9:47 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Single family home rezoning

I read the recent article on the cities proposed rezoning levels. Low level residential and mid level 
residential. The variances are to broad sweeping. If we have to live with one of the two proposals 
submitted by the committee then I would vote for 75% low level residential and 25% mid level. The 
alternative of the 40% low level residential and 60% mid level residential would be the death of our 
history and historical family homes. Thus, paving the way for loss of community, small businesses, 
towering, view blocking, structures that don't pabe/provide enough parking - on and on and on. Just 
one example is the apartments that were allowed to be built on Proctor. These apartments have 
completely changed the dynamic of the neighborhood, and not for the better in my.opinion. The 
apartment buildings didn't allow for enough parking for their residents, causing a lack of parking for 
the stores/businesses and residents in the area. I used to love to visit the area to shop and 
eat.  Wonderful family owned businesses. Now it's too difficult to find parking, so I rarely go. Your 
plans look to allow BIG companies, Big $$ to buy sweeping areas of town. They will tear down 
neighborhoods, destroying our history. If we really need to find more room, why not look to the 
already deteriorating, broken down homes, apartments for restored or even new buildings. However. 
The city needs to ensure/require adequate parking for each tennant, without charging an arm and a 
leg for that parking, limit height for apartment buildings in the middle of community built areas with 
shopping and dining. There is building going on all over this city already that is destroying our history 
and communities - take a good, hard look. I don't want to see nothing on the horizon but monster 
apartment buildings and loss of community.  
 
Sincerely, Vickie McDougall  
 
 
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: keith mcintosh <mcintosh.keith@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:44 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma 

To whom it May Concern, 
I am writing to express my concern with and opposition to the scale and speed of the changes proposed in the Home in 
Tacoma initiative.  I am very worried about the massive and fundamental housing shift that would be pushed onto the 
city and it’s residents.  I am in favor of creative ideas to provide more housing, ADUs and DADU’s but the speed that this 
push for mid level housing is being enacted seems inappropriate. 
Tacoma residents and in particular, the residents of individual neighborhoods affected should be given more say in the 
future of their city. 
I am extremely concerned with the overall change in aesthetics and neighborhood dynamics that these changes will 
bring and even more concerned with the potential for land speculation as the result of the increased population density 
per parcel.   
We have seen it in Seattle already, single family homes have become unaffordable as the land is too valuable when the 
home can be torn down and replaced with 6 upscale townhomes.  
This is a very short sighted  and impulsive program and the brakes need to be pulled so that the repercussions of these 
changes can be better understood and the people who live in Tacoma and pay taxes can more fairly have a say in their 
and the City’s future. 
My best, 
Keith McIntosh 
 
Property owner and future resident. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ryan Meacham <rmeacham@windermere.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 2:45 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Program

Hello Planning, 
 
I wanted to write this quick comment regarding the ‘Home in Tacoma’ proposed zoning changes.  I am in favor of the 
greater density plan of the two proposed plans that includes the arterials and the larger expansion of the business 
districts for the following reasons: 
*From a real estate agent perspective, in 24 years of practicing in North Tacoma, I’ve never seen a more imbalanced 
market wherein supply of available homes is so outpaced by demand. 
*The resulting appreciation of this limited inventory of homes is causing extreme Buyer and Seller discomfort wherein 
Buyer’s are unable to find housing and Seller’s are unable to make transitions due to unavailable move‐up housing. This 
current low inventory is not sustainable and a moderate change in in‐fill density in this already established community 
will not provide the required housing to satisfy the demand. We need to move beyond the simple and slow paced fix 
and bring in density. If density jumps too quickly, the City can always put out a moratorium or re‐tailor the code to fit a 
different need. 
*As an owner of rental properties, our units are always full and renters are also being pushed more distant than Tacoma. 
I see this in our work force as well as personal subcontractors that I use that are having to move away from Tacoma.  We 
need to keep our workforce available for City living and City residents. This provides for a healthier supply and demand 
and a better City. 
*From a building perspective and as a builder, costs during covid have done up 30% for lumber, trusses, joists, PVC, and 
many other component of the build. With land scarce, too much competition to buy the home and divide the land or 
simply not enough land, we are having to do more work outside of Tacoma. Tacoma is losing or will soon loose many of 
the in‐fill builders. 
 
Essentially, I’ve been working with the City for 20 years in remodeling, real estate and building, and have been a resident 
of Tacoma since 93’ as I attended UPS.  I love the City and have only seen the growth and development improve 
Tacoma’s neighborhoods and clean‐up blight. I want Tacoma to remain a friendly place but it will become too 
unaffordable for our kids or the working class if we aren’t able to provide additional housing.  I know that there are 
many NIMBY that are against growth and construction but housing in Tacoma is a human need and growth is 
unstoppable. The truth as I see it is that times change and that the community has to change with it, which will require 
some to leave Tacoma for new energy and development to occur within Tacoma.  I’d rather give up some of our larger 
lots, have new construction ‘in my backyard’ or become creative on design than loose good NEW people and our current 
growth.  In sum, I strongly support a proactive solution to this problem by taking a ‘larger step’ to the more density 
driven proposed ‘home in Tacoma’ plan.   
 
PS—as you know, Cities and States are making these changes across the US right now. There are many models for this 
increased density and nearly all of them are opening the doors to construction.  These Cities see that the necessary 
housing outnumbers the NIYBY.  We either need to provide housing and keep our City affordable or become a stagnant 
City wherein the established owners have a monopoly and development goes elsewhere as do services. 
 
Please enter this into record as my personal experience and opion. 
 

Ryan Meacham 
Windermere RE / Professional Partners 
253‐222‐5883 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mark Meath <marklmeath@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:19 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma

As a construction lender in the Tacoma Pierce County area and RE investor I am a proponent of the allowances 
for higher / more density for helping the affordable housing need and the general need for more housing for 
potential buyers who need to be or wish to be in more urban centers.  These thoughts or ideas being brought 
forth by Tacoma leadership is a well needed path to improving our need to help the next set of generations 
trying to buy in the area they wish to call home. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: TODD MELCHER <melcher261@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 24, 2021 5:13 PM
To: Planning
Subject: HOME IN TACOMA COMMENTS

In an attempt to understand the desire of the city to provide affordable housing I have come up with a few statements. 
1. It is my experience that as housing density increases, so do the social problems associated with it.  I know from 

first hand experience, we will experience an increase in crime as the density increases.  An increase in social 
problems are related to a lack of social space. 

2. On site and off street parking must be provided with any residential housing just as it should be required for all 
single family homes.  This keeps the new developments’ parking from encroaching onto other owners’ property 
and in turn helps keep the peace. 

3. As density increases so will crowding at  our areas schools.  Has the Pierce County School District been brought 
into any of these discussions?  I saw no reference of their needs or input.  Their needs will increase based on the 
choices you make. 

4. I assume that taxes should decline, as there will be more residential housing to absorb the cumulative tax 
burden. 

5. I definitely support a more welcoming walking design on the major streets and feeders.  Sidewalks are a must for 
all of Tacoma for safety and accessibility. 

6. In your effort to reduce urban sprawl you must balance it against urban blight.   
Respectfully, 
Todd Melcher 

             401 s.70th street 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mary Menard <mary4882@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning Public Comment

Our neighborhood population is already too dense because one paycheck no longer covers a mortgage here. 
There are extended families, and two or more wage-earners, *with vehicles* in most "single-family" homes. 
And that means too many cars and not enough parking. We have parked cars on sidewalks, lawns, parking 
strips, and alleys. Pedestrians are already forced into the roads because the sidewalks are obstructed by vehicles. 
People are living permanently in RVs and personal vehicles in backyards and the alley. 
 
How will you address this? Widen every street so we can switch from parallel parking spaces to angled parking 
spaces? Give us free curb cuts for driveways to make off-street parking? Widen, pave, and perpetually clear 
snow for the alleys? Buy up 2 lots per block and make *free* public parking lots? 
 
It is completely irresponsible to zone more residential units without fixing the density problems we already 
have. 
Furthermore, it threatens the values of these homes. It could put working class Tacomans underwater on their 
mortgages. 
 
Do not modify the residential zoning until you fully fund and execute a fix for all of these problems. 
 
Mary Menard 
Eastside 
mary4882@gmail.com 
 

661



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Alex Merk <a2merk@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:52 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

I am shocked and disappointed such zoning drastic changes are being pushed so quickly without ample time for public 
advertisement and comment or a trial service period.   
 
My neighborhood, would jump from single family zoning to mid‐scale residential. WHAT?!?!?! Low‐scale residential, I 
can understand and would agree with. Duplexes make sense on non‐arterial streets, not 4 story apartments! I can’t help 
but notice on the GIS maps, certain areas stay single family zoned. I wonder if those neighborhoods house council 
members and senior municipal employees.  
 
We bought our house with the appeal of living in a quieter, walkable, spread out single‐family community without a 
thunder dome situation for parking. These drastic changes will push existing homeowners out along with the sales tax, 
PTBA, and RTA revenue we pay and property tax paid in full without collection efforts.   
 
It’s unrealistic and an urban planning pipe‐dream to think people are going to give up their cars. Off‐street parking needs 
to be a mandatory requirement with future development.  
 
There needs to be a pilot project of certain areas first, not everything everywhere in a developer free‐for‐all. They don’t 
have to live with the changes they create.   
 
Thank you, 
Alex Merk 
3521 South J St Homeowner 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Deborah Middleton <dmiddlec1@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 7:35 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Many reasons why this needs to have more research done. Please don’t rush this through. The cities that have 
adopted some of these measures still don’t have all the data in to measure success.  
A pandemic is no time to initiate large changes when there have been no meetings to discuss this. Zoom 
meetings can be in conflict with other meetings at the same time. There needs to be much more discussion and 
the material must be able to be read by persons without a computer. Thank you. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bronnie Miller <bronniemiller63@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 6:08 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezoning

I am sending this note to say I strongly oppose the city of Tacoma plan to rezone I am a senior citizen who has 
enjoyed living on Strawberry Hill since 1992. It is so beautiful and quiet here everyday seems like a vacation. 
The new zoning would completely destroy the character of this area not to mention 
.. the increased noise and traffic that would naturally occur. I have lived in cities that have replaced the old with 
the new and they are never as nice or the same. When the history is gone it is gone and can never return. I could 
keep listing reasons as to why rezoning is a bad idea but you probably would' not want to read them all and I 
imagine you have heard them from other citizens. My husband of  57 years passed away from Covid in 
December; I hope to live in this house for the remainder of my life; after that it should be lived in by another 
single family. I close my note by asking that the proposed rezoning of Tacoma neighborhoods not occur. Please 
keep Tacoma the beautiful city it is. Just because the developers call something affordable doesn't necessarily 
mean that  it is; also, the problem pf homelessness must ultimately be solved by their work and desire not at the 
expense of the citizenry.  Thank you for reading my note. 
Sincerely, 
Bronnie Miller 
1015 East 30 St. 
Tacoma,WA 98404 
253-272-5747 
 
 
and desire not at the expense of our working and contributing citizenry  Thank you for reading my note. 
Sincerely, 
Bronnie Miller 
1015 East 30.` 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dana Miller <0618dana@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 12:35 PM
To: Planning
Subject: New housing plan

Your plan talks about historical inequities, redlining, etc. and allowing affordable housing so people can build wealth (a 
laudable idea). But how does RENTING a duplex or fourplex unit build wealth for historically marginalized and lower 
income individuals? 
 
Forty years ago we talked about getting people OUT of rentals and into homeownership so they could build equity and 
wealth which is how people have historically done it. We need lower cost units that the above mentioned groups can BUY, 
not rent. People who wish to live long term in a neighborhood will not want to live amongst rental properties. Having short 
term neighbors does nothing to build their property values; that WILL happen when neighborhoods have long term 
residents. This proposal will only build wealth for developers, not the working class. It will result in people interested in 
living in established, stable neighborhoods moving to the suburbs of UP, Lakewood, Bonney Lake, etc. 
 
Dana Miller 
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         3421 North 29th 
         Tacoma 98407 
         March 18, 2021 
 
Anna Petersen, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
via email 
 
Dear Chair Petersen: 
 
May we blur the distinction between natural and built environments for a moment and see 
Tacoma as part of nature? Just as factors like soil conditions and rainfall affect farms and 
wilderness, other factors influence neighborhoods: lending practices; infrastructure spending; a 
preferred approach.  
 
For generations in Tacoma, that approach has been monoculture: the pursuit of a single crop, 
whether potatoes or pine trees or single-family homes. 
 
Monoculture has advantages. Management costs are relatively low, and outcomes are fairly 
predictable.  
 
Until something happens. A potato famine in Ireland, for example.  
 
Because monoculture also has disadvantages. It breeds stress, and weakens resistance. 
 

Ecosystems with higher species diversity can be more efficient and are generally  
more stable and resistant to disaster than those with fewer species, as a substantial 
number of species consist of many different traits [with] … various functions. * 

 
This is why I support Home in Tacoma: by diversifying neighborhoods we make them stronger. 
They’re less prone to blight, to crime, to isolated residents. Home in Tacoma will create more 
vibrant, interesting, and resilient neighborhoods.  
 
Thank you for your efforts. 
 

         Best wishes, 

 
         Ken Miller 
 
 
 
*Liu, Kuchma, Krutovsky, Global Ecology and Conservation, v.15 July 2018 

666



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Sarah Miller <sarah.snow.miller@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:44 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments

Greetings, 
 
I would like to add my voice to the public comments regarding the City's proposed zoning changes. I find it 
fascinating that many people opposed to additional housing say it's because they don't want to become Seattle. 
Seattle is in the situation it is in large part because of NIMBY-ism and lack of building enough housing 
throughout the city over the past decades. We can only become Seattle by turning a blind eye to our current, 
growing housing crisis. 
 
If we don't want to become like Seattle, we need to build more of all kinds of housing now....10 years ago 
would have been better. This housing needs to be spread out across the city, in Proctor, in Central, East and 
South. We must have housing options that serves the needs of those making minimum wage or on fixed 
incomes, young families, seniors, and not just upper-middle class professionals. 
 
We must push back strongly against the notion that renters bring down the value of communities. Not everyone 
wants or needs to own their own home. Not everyone wants a yard to maintain. 
 
We must encourage the growth of transit and other forms of non-SOV transportation, and work with nervous 
people so that they understand their neighborhoods aren't going to turn into an endless cycle of people looking 
for parking. If folks working min-wage jobs can walk/bus to their jobs, traffic will decrease. We should also be 
working with schools to encourage families to walk their kids to school or take the bus- and making sure it's 
safe for them to do so. 
 
We need to fill in the city, build apartments, townhomes, etc., as well as encourage ADUs and turning existing 
single-family homes into duplexes and triplexes. Housing should encourage pedestrians- put cars in alley 
garages or underground. We absolutely need to protect green spaces, access to light and to parks, to maintain 
our environment and the beauty of our community, but I'm confident we can have more housing and more trees.
 
Homeownership builds wealth, and our city must do everything it can to overcome past racist policies like 
redlining that kept many of our neighbors from enjoying upward mobility.  
 
Finally, I believe that our city will only benefit by ensuring people of all incomes and backgrounds can live in 
any neighborhood and housing type that appeals to them. I urge the Planning Commission, and eventually the 
City Council, to implement policies that will accomplish this goal. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sarah Miller 
858 South Fife Street #3 
Condo Homeowner 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: rebekah Mingus <rmingus@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:55 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Oppose housing density zoning

Hello! 
 
I am writing to oppose changing my neighborhood zoning to include duplexes, triplexes, or any housing options 
involving more density than that. We purchased a home in Tacona 8 years ago. One of the reasons we selected 
to move here was the single family housing. We moved out of an area with a high amount of triplexes, 
duplexes, houses...and crimes, prostitution, and drug sales on corners. We selected a single family 
neighborhood for our children to grow up in, and would like to keep it that way.  
 
Thank you,  
Rebekah & Russ Mingus 
1121 N Harmon St Tacoma, WA 98406 
253-209-8834 
 
And in the end it's not the years in your life that count. It's the life in your years. 
- Abraham Lincoln 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Lisa Misemer <greenlite.synergy@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:59 PM
To: Planning
Subject: The Housing Shortage

It is way past due to address this crisis we are experiencing.  I support changing zoning restrictions to allow for 
2 and 3 familly dwellings throughout Tacoma's neighborhoods, depending on the size of the house.  And I 
support this for all socio-economic levels, the design to be compatible with the budget - from very spacious to 
bare bones studios.  A big enough house and lot could have both of these.   
 
There are responsible, law abiding, citizens who will likely fall into homelessness as this is a dire 
situation.  Even agencies who were designed to help people, have been turning people away.  And the homeless 
situation must change.  Quite an array of people from various socio-economic backgrounds like the idea of Tiny 
Houses. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Lisa Misemer    
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Alex Morganroth <aemorganroth@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:01 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Barnett, Elliott
Subject: Home in Tacoma Public Comment

Good afternoon, Commissioners, 
 
I wanted to provide a short comment with regards to the Home in Tacoma Evolve/Transform plans. First off, as 
a professional city planner, I fully support encouraging density near existing or planned amenities and 
transportation services. I also support allowing a variety of housing types in single-family zones, as long as they 
are compatible with scale and site characteristics of the surrounding neighborhood. Allowing more density and 
a greater range of housing types are both extremely effective tools the City can use to help make a dent in our 
regional housing crisis.  I generally support the "Evolve" plan, especially allowing more housing opportunities 
on the one or two blocks abutting the city's Mixed Use Centers. I do not support the "Transform" plan, as I 
believe this plan would only benefit developers interested in cramming as many units on a lot as they can and 
then selling for a premium. Instead of focusing on transforming single-family neighborhoods, the City should 
be focusing on increasing densities around the mixed use centers and transit lines with data-backed high 
ridership. I think allowing a wide variety of low scale residential is appropriate for single-family districts such 
as cottage houses, tiny homes, and up to two DADUs.    
 
Lastly, as someone who's often on the other side of things, I can tell you that the majority of people do not mind 
if more people live in their neighborhood. Done correctly, more density can be a great thing and bring a lot of 
vibrancy. What people do care about is whether or not they visually see the density increase. Shadowing, tree 
removal, and incompatible setbacks are the issues that really set people off as they can have severe negative 
impacts. In conclusion, it's totally fine to pack more people in the single-family, just do it in a way that it's 
difficult to tell (i.e. duplexes/triplexes that look like SFR, more ADUs, etc). 
 
Thank you for your opportunity to comment. 
 
--  
Alex Morganroth 
aemorganroth@gmail.com 
1213 N Fife St, Tacoma 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Billie <billienw14@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 8:12 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proctor  District  development

We don’t  need  or  want  any more  development  in  the  Proctor  District!  The  high‐rise  apartments 
across  from  Mason  Middle  school  are  too tall  because  they shade  part  of  the school  during  part  of the year  and 
studies  show  that affects  student  health  and  learning. 
 
We don’t  want  or need a multistory  apt  building  next  to  Washington  Elementary  School  because,  again,  that 
will  affect  student  learning  and  health! 
 
If the  city  needs  more tax  money,  I  suggest  the  city  annex land  to  the south east  of Tacoma and  be  more 
careful  about  the  costs  caused by  the  Port  of Tacoma to  include  the  industrial  pollution/hazards   originating    at 
the  port! 
 
Ron  Morrison 
2405  No.  Stevens  St. 
Tacoma,  Wash. 98406 
Email:  r253‐230‐4409@outlook.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Nancy Morrow <nancyjmorrow@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 2:33 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Evolve and Transform Housing Choices

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
I am writing to express my opposition to the rezoning proposal that would substantially impact the 
historic neighborhoods of Strawberry Hill, McKinley Hill and the greater McKinley Hill Neighborhood.  
  
Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill areas are working class neighborhoods where individuals have 
been able to start building wealth through homeownership.  This rezoning could significantly affect 
views and property values on which many households have staked their future retirement.  For some, 
their home value is the main investment for securing their future retirement and the security of their 
families.  We should consider the financial impact on these first generation home buyers who are 
finally on a path to achieving security for their families that could impact generations. Increasing 
housing density in this area is an inequitable act, as it does not protect views in the way that higher 
income areas are protected.   
 
If High-density redevelopment of Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill is allowed it would effectively 
eliminate the historic neighborhoods and areas which are a defining feature of the 
neighborhood.  Many of the homes in this area retain their original physical integrity from 100 years 
ago, and the UW study that partnered with the City of Tacoma concluded that there were enough 
homes in this area that retained their original appearance that it exceeds the National Register of 
Historic Places threshold for being designated as a National Register Historic District.  An historic 
type of designation for our area is financially beneficial, as historic preservation brings in millions of 
dollars annually to Washington and creates thousands of jobs. 
 
My husband and I bought our house in this area because of its character, and Tacoma's 
Comprehensive Plan even states that they should "preserve and enhance the character of a city's 
neighborhoods", which rezoning would likely destroy. 
 
Rezoning of Strawberry Hill was rejected by the planning Commission and City Council back in 2019 
for several reasons, one of which was that current zoning already supports Middle Housing and High 
Density Zoning in the nearby McKinley Neighborhood Center and the Lower Portland Ave Crossroad 
Center.   
 
I ask that the City please take these points into account when rezoning comes up for consideration 
and reject the proposal to rezone Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill areas.  
 
Respectfully, 
 
Nancy Morrow 
1021 E. 30th St. 
Tacoma, WA  98404 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: dave mortenson <dave.mortenson@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Hello, 
 
I don't think the city has fully thought out the 
possible consequences of the proposed changes to zoning. In the first place, capital, and particularly 
development capital, follows the path of least resistance--which is to say, redevelopment occurs first where 
property prices are lowest. Property prices are lowest in primarily working class neighborhoods and or 
neighborhoods that are populated by people of color for a variety of historical reasons. Thus, the initial burden 
of these changes will impact largely lower income home owners and renters.  
 
As a thought experiment, consider whether you would prefer to have a single family household on either side of 
your home, or whether you would prefer to have eight units on either side of your home, all without any outdoor 
space. I cannot but think that the obvious answer for nearly everyone is that the former is preferable as it has far 
less impact on one's quality of life in general. 
 
However, let us say that you are not concerned with that impact. The other impact is that Pierce county property 
taxes are already extraordinarily high, and they are happy to raise rates for any reason they can. Thus, if your 
neighboring properties become populated with apartment buildings or condominiums, you will almost certainly 
be taxed for the theoretical benefits of development whether you choose to develop or not. This is an additional 
and not insignificant financial burden on lower income property owners, beyond the loss of quality of life.  
 
The same is true of ADUs in my opinion.  
 
Further, density is not necessarily desirable in and of itself, and it is not a panacea for solving all social ills. 
Density drives friction between people who have very little personal space, and this in turn creates further 
potential social issues. It might be noted here, that a recent outdoor live band  near one of my properties began 
at 10:30pm and continued until well after 3am despite numerous calls to non emergency because the police are 
already too busy with basic crime issues. What will happen with significant additional density? More problems 
than the city can manage, since it cannot manage the problems of the city at present.  
 
I think that there should be a much more cautious approach to this issue, if indeed the goal is to help lower 
income people within Tacoma, given that the city has no control over Pierce county being happy to tax people 
out of the ability to own their homes. There should be far more consideration of the sheer lack of needed 
policing for the current population before planning for aggressive growth.  
 
Finally, i have seen for myself that developers in Tacoma are apparently not bound by community standards as 
are other property owners and can create attractive nuisances at will while building. This is on top of the free 
ride they already receive in fees not charged that are then passed on to homeowners in Pierce county.  
 
In summation, without plans to create funding for services capable of addressing the present needs of the city, 
let alone the needs of a Tacoma with a higher population; without giving consideration to the quality of life and 
economic fortunes of those property owners adjacent to dense development; and without meaningful controls 
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over the actions of developers starting at the present time, I can't say I'm in favor of the changes the city will 
undoubtedly enact no matter if citizens protest them.  
 
Sincerely, 
Dave Mortenson 
3220 n 20th st 
1102 e 40th st 
 
Get Outlook for Android 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: dave mortenson <dave.mortenson@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 11, 2021 11:58 AM
To: Planning; Barnett, Elliott
Cc: Harala, Larry
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma, redux

Hi Mr Barnett, again, nothing arrived at either address. I get everything the city sends, including the tide flats 
rezoning notices, info on the lack of glass recycling and etc. That's reasonable odds we should have gotten a 
post card at at least one of the two addresses. Flyer, in north Tacoma, yes. Post card at either address, no. 
You can say they were sent to everyone, but they certainly didn't arriveat everyone's homes, or we would have 
gotten at least one. You may believe you're offering everyone an opportunity but the facts on the ground 
clearly indicate to me that it didn't work out. And again, from our experience with our concerns in east Tacoma 
going unanswered in multiple categories regularly, and the concerns other folks have in the neighborhood with 
not being heard over a long period of time, it's hard to shake the feeling that nobody is actually listening. 
Indeed, your certainty on this mail-out going to everyone in your response suggests that you are not hearing 
what's being said, I'm sorry to say. I guess you can blame the post office... 

Get Outlook for Android 
 

From: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 9:44:20 PM 
To: dave mortenson <dave.mortenson@hotmail.com>; Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma, redux  
  
Hi, 
Thanks to my colleague Wung for responding – you covered the notion that we might be trying to cherry‐pick responses 
very well. No, we have done everything we can to give everyone the opportunity to participate. Regarding the postcards, 
they actually went out to all addresses in the City, including residences and businesses, in residential areas and within a 
few blocks of them.  
  
Thanks, 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
  

From: dave mortenson <dave.mortenson@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 12:48 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma, redux 
  
Hello,  

I should clarify that the only notice we received of any kind was a photocopied flyer tucked into our screen door 
In north Tacoma at the beginning of the week. We did not receive a post card regarding the subject at either 
address. I trust from your response that the city had good intentions in equitably informing everyone regarding 
this issue, however, if there was a bulk mailing of a post card, you missed us at both addresses somehow... 
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Slightly different subject, since we are speaking of equity, anybody in planning want to actually listen to the 
concerns I have regarding developers and job site standards being very different in different parts of the city? 
When we first moved here in 2015 it was to a property being developed near Orchard street, north of sixth. The 
developer, our landlord at the time, received push back through the city from the neighbors objecting to his 
practices (which, somehow, he blamed on me and thus brought it to my attention in detail, hence my 
awareness of the issue).  

Flash forward to 2020/2021 and the east Tacoma site adjacent to our property and there's seemingly no rules 
whatsoever. None. Guy can do whatever he wants. I've tried calling planning and development and nothing 
has changed in over a third of a year. This is consistent with other issues and how they are apparently handled 
(or rather, not handled) in east Tacoma, and completely different than in other parts of the city where I also 
have direct experience... 

Were there actually hard, fast rules that kept developers in check everywhere, compelling them to adhere to 
community standards as with all other property owners, and gave any controls to citizens over developers' 
ability to create attractive nuisance to all neighborhoods equally, I might feel differently about Home In 
Tacoma.  

Best, 
Dave Mortenson 

Get Outlook for Android 
  

From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 11:13:21 AM 
To: dave.mortenson@hotmail.com <dave.mortenson@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma, redux  
  
Mr. Mortenson, 
  
The postcards were mailed out citywide using the mailing lists available to us, and the bulk mailing was automatically 
processed out of our mail room. Why you received it at one address but not the other is puzzling, and may be forever 
puzzling, but I am including Elliott the project manager here to see if he might have any answer. But I am glad you have 
received the notice and got a chance to weigh in. I have received your thoughtful comments from another e‐mail and 
entered them into the record. 
  
But I must respectfully reject your notions and suspicions about we trying to limit the number of negative responses and 
not wanting to hear from certain populations. 
  
First of all, even we wanted, there was no way for us to tell from among the thousands of addresses in the mailing lists 
which ones are of “working class families” (definition needed), such that we could “customize” the distribution of the 
notices. There was no way for us to presume or predict what different population groups or people from different 
geographical areas of the City would say about the project. Everyone is entitled to their opinion, and we want to hear 
from everybody, if at all possible.  
  
In fact, when all the comments are compiled into a document and posted on the project’s website at 
www.cityoftacoma.org/homeintacoma sometime next week, you should see that we have received comments that are 
across the spectrum (from strongly supportive, to supportive with concerns, to not necessarily opposing but please slow 
down, to opposing strongly) and that while many people identified their residential locations or areas, many did not. In 
other words, I think we have heard what we wanted to hear – comments reflecting all perspectives.   
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If nothing else, your notion actually brings up a valuable point, and that is equity. It is among the top priorities and main 
principles of the City Council and City Administration. We don’t take it lightly. We have tried our best and will continue 
to adhere to this principle through this project, and all project that we do.  
  
Thank you for keeping us in check. 
  
Best,  
  
LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 
Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
  

From: dave mortenson <dave.mortenson@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:22 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma, redux 
  
Hello again, 
  
I should have pointed out in my previous email, we received notice of these proposed changes at our north 
Tacoma address and not at our east Tacoma address. I can't help but think that this will limit the number of 
negative responses to your proposals, since the impact on north Tacoma will be far less than to more working 
class areas of the city. My feelings are that you don't actually want to hear from the population that these 
changes are intended to help?  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Dave Mortenson 
  
Get Outlook for Android 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marlene Motola <mbig5776@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Low to Mid-scale residential zoning

We have lived in the Proctor District for 23+ years. We welcomed the in-fill of the current 2 high rises. We are 
not happy with the plans to overrun our area with multiple high rises...  
 
We support in-fill because we want to preserve our green spaces. We want the share the need for in-fill with the 
rest of the city. We see so many problems with the lack of parking that is planned for these projects. Families 
need cars to move themselves around, haul groceries and other needs. Please stop thinking people don't need 
vehicles.... 
 
When I was disabled due to a back injury, I was not able to walk a block. There are so few ADA disabled 
parking spaces that I had to drive to other neighborhoods to bank and get groceries.... I could not shop at the 
local stores I love and want to support. 
 
Please in-fill other neighborhoods where there are open lots. We shouldn't knock down our beautiful old 
houses.  
 
Sunlight is necessary to all of us. Changing the setbacks is nuts! People need space to walk and move about. 
The shadows on the maps are very concerning.  
 
 
Thank you very much, 
--  
Marlene Motola and John C. Barnes 
MBIG - Motola Barnes Investment Group 
253-297-1948 / 253-221-0974 
Tacoma, WA  

678



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Andy Motz <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:16 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

As someone who lived in Los Angeles for ten years before moving to Tacoma, I watched the 

government do nothing to curb the rising amount of people experiencing homelessness. I feel 

like now is the time for Tacoma to act to curb future homelessness and support those who are 

experiencing it.  

Thats why I agree with the pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in 

Tacoma plan. There is a great deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and 

increasing housing affordability as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened 

Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning requirements serve as a means of making sure that the 

benefits of development are evenly shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone 

in the city. More density along transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, 

create a more sustainable, less emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  
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6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  

7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Andy Motz  

andy.motz26@gmail.com  

1012 N 8th St, Apt 3  

Tacoma, Washington 98403 
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I am so supportive of this move away from single family zoning, I feel that it is a great step 

towards the city I dream of Tacoma becoming, full of housing for all demographics and 

supporting the transit and thriving pedestrian centered business districts I so long for us to 

have. I feel that it is problematic to direct higher levels of development along the same 

old car traffic defined uses of roads and neighborhoods. The plan should direct 

development to preserve the most valuable intact fabric (cultural and community 

resources) and develop where transit and walkability are planned, not just where they 

currently exist. 

 

 
Policy H–3.7 Provide incentives (e.g. density or development bonuses, lot size reductions, 

transfer of development rights, height or bulk bonuses, fee waivers, accelerated 

permitting, parking requirement reductions, and tax incentives) to promote the 

development of higher density multifamily housing in designated centers and other areas 

where housing options are needed. 

 

subsidies for affordable housing: why are you offering these only for commercial 

developers? They haven’t been able to respond to the need thus far, more of 

the same won’t help. if residential owners want to build affordable units, as I do, 

shouldn’t they have access to the same tax breaks and incentives? I believe that 

locals rooted in the community can make better provision for the unmet needs 

they see in their neighborhoods than commercial developers form elsewhere 

motivated by profit over placemaking. Residential developers (homeowners 

improving their lots) should be given an equal chance to use incentives/city 

partnership programs for affordable housing/tax breaks. I see that the 

administration will be far more labor intensive for processing many small 

developments over fewer large ones, but the longterm outcomes for the 

community will be much better than the formula of cut and paste, build and sell 

which results in the big soulless apartment blocks with empty mixed use ground 

floors built for the tax incentives and in unsuitable locations and conformations. 

 

midrise zoning adjacent to existing neighborhoods and corridors. 

 

Question 1: how are corridors defined? why is 6th ave a corridor but Division is 

not? Is it because division is adjacent to wealthy homes? is it because there is a 

stark household income drop off once you cross division? Is it really more 

equitable to place the greater development pressure on those with less time and 

money to fight city hall, (those on the 6th ave corridor, say,) especially when their 

properties represent a much greater share of those occupants’ economic 

security? I would like to be reassured that  

 a) corridors are defined based upon their future usefulness as highly 

developed walkable, transit equipped throughways (division will quite likely take 

a huge load of walkers from the link stops into the north end), and  

 b) not just based upon their historic car counts and the current transit 

usage where the wealthy drive everywhere and so don’t need transit thru their 

neighborhood  

 c) I have an inkling that upzoning some neighborhoods is kicking a certain 

hornets nest of wealthy retirees. Avoiding doing so because those people have 

more time, money and power is not equitable. 

Staff Note: This letter is from Gia Mugford, 

gia.mugford@gmail.com, April 9, 2021, 5:46 p.m. 
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Question 2: Where are the zones of key historic properties and existing 

communities that have resisted displacement thus far? where is the discussion of 

black and minority owned properties and their neighborhoods? These are both 

entities the city has made a commitment not to displace. If these areas get 

rezoned to midrise, will their property taxes then be reassessed based on ‘highest 

and best use’? Will that render them less affordable to their owners? And even if 

the taxes do not rise, won’t the developers swoop in to buy and raze everything 

in the most desirable locations first, destroying the remaining existing historic 

fabric and what’s left of social cohesion? A blind upzone of every buffer zone 

around corridors and neighborhood centers is the method most likely to destroy 

the most well functioning of existing historic zones and organic social housing. I 

certainly understand that locating more housing adjacent to jobs and transit is 

desired. But I want to see the good fabric we have now protected, and I think a 

lot of it that has survived is there because it is located adjacent to jobs and 

transit. How about if we define where our good fabric (social cohesion, desirable 

and place defining historic fabric) is and then we upzone around those zones 

instead so more people have access to their benefits? See the areas north of 

MLK around 8th and in the Wedge along Sheridan. These are the best functioning 

neighborhood blocks, with tons of small multifamily (legacy), a super diverse 

range of home sizes/affordability, foot traffic, and obvious historic fabric, I fear 

now slated for upzone and destruction. These would be the places to work with 

owners to do this: 
Policy H–1.6 Allow and support a robust and diverse supply of affordable, accessible 

housing to meet the needs of special populations, to include older adults, people with 

disabilities, and permanent, supportive housing for homeless individuals, especially in 

centers and other places which are in close proximity to services and transit. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Catherine Mulhall <cajmulhall@hotmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:46 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Personal impact of proposed zoning changes

Hello,  
I live in the area  between Metropolitan Market and the community garden, which is being proposed as middle housing.  
I have concerns about being displaced from my single family home as a single mother.  If the proposed zoning changes 
are approved, does that mean we can be forced out of our home?  I bought my “forever home” (unless family 
circumstances require me to leave Washington at some point) and have been steadily making improvements, putting 
down roots, and building community.  I don’t want to give up this nest that I’ve been creating for my family.  Will I be 
required to sell to the city and forced to move, or can I choose to stay even if things around me change?  
 
Sincerely,  
Catherine Mulhall  
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Marissa Mulligan <mulliganmarissa31@gmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 9:10 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comments -- Proctor Mid-Scale

Dear Planners: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposals outlined in the "Home in Tacoma" code and rule 
changes. 
 
I want to begin by clarifying that I'm overall supportive of the concepts of increasing housing supply and 
affordability, including code changes in single family areas that would expand housing types and choices. More 
and more people throughout the Puget Sound region are being priced out of the housing market, and that's just 
not right. 
Well-planned growth done through an equity lens is especially valuable in enhancing our communities through 
economic and racial diversity. 
 
That said, growth needs to be smartly and thoughtfully planned.  
 
While the proposal certainly puts forth a number of wonderful ideas and concepts, but they are merely that -- 
ideas and concepts, and many are divorced from the reality of how they could actually affect the people who 
live and work in the targeted neighborhoods. 
 
A big concern is the proposal to make mid-scale housing permittable in such a large swath of the North End. 
First of all, the infrastructure is currently not in place to support such a proposal: 

 Many streets already lack sidewalks, curbs, and streetlights. Go for a walk or a jog in the proposed area 
around dusk and you'll quickly see what I mean. 

 Sidewalks that do exist are in poor condition and not passable for people who need walkers or wheel 
chairs. Many streets still lack ADA ramps. 

 Streets are in appalling condition, riddled with potholes and divets from years of patched repairs; 
swerving drivers trying to avoid them are a danger to pedestrians and cyclists.  

 Substantial cuts in Pierce County bus service have made people even more car-dependent. 
 Street parking is already at capacity in many neighborhoods, and traffic backups at intersections are 

blocks long during rush hours or on weekends. 
 Auto theft and vandalism is rampant for North End street-parkers. Read Nextdoor.  

These issues must be resolved before any proposal to increase density can be seriously considered. 
 
Secondly, new dwellings need to be compatible with the existing structures. Nicely designed town homes, 
duplexes, triplexes or cottages could be charming and fit in just fine in the North End and be an asset to the 
neighborhood. A three or four story ugly Seattle-style box-building towering over someone's house and 
blocking their windows and sunlight, however, is just blight. Not to mention the infrastructure isn't in place to 
support that kind of development (see above). 
 
Also, some of these experiments have already been tried in Seattle -- visit Fremont or Ballard and talk to the 
residents there. Increasing density didn't make the area more affordable, and in fact, homelessness in those areas 
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has positively exploded. The buildings were also ugly and devoid of charm. But the developers who built the 
properties got rich, and the neighbors paid the price. Please do not repeat Seattle's mistakes in Proctor. 
 
Finally, the pandemic has ushered in a lot of changes that weren't considered when the city's proposal was 
developed. Could the proposal be amended to include potentially rezoning some commercial properties to 
residential? A number of businesses and office buildings that are currently vacant now that so many people are 
teleworking, and they will probably remain so for some time. The K-Mart and Safeway on 6th Avenue seem 
like two great opportunities to convert commercial properties to housing, and these areas are definitely close to 
shops, businesses, trails, parks and transit. Same with some downtown area buildings. Developing housing in 
these areas certainly seems consistent with the city's goals. 
 
Thanks again for the opportunity to comment. Looking forward to seeing how my concerns, and the concerns of 
others in my neighborhood, will be addressed. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Marissa Mulligan 
Proctor Area resident since 1997 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Amanda Santo <amandas@mschelps.org>
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2021 3:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project proposals

Hello, 
 
As a resident and homeowner in NE Tacoma and someone working in the nonprofit social service and 
affordable housing world, I fully support the Home in Tacoma Project proposals that the planning committee is 
working on.  
 
 
Thank you, 
 
--  

Amanda Santo | Director of Operations and Affordable Housing  

Multi‐Service Center (MSC) 

253.838.6810 ext. 171 | P.O. Box 23699, Federal Way, WA 98093 

amandas@mschelps.org| www.mschelps.org   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Roxann Murray <atouchofwanderlust@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2021 7:31 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Future of housing public comment

My public comment on the future of housing: 
Use what has already been built. Stop over-developing Tacoma and building multi-million dollar condos on a 
superfund site that only techie trash can afford.  
 
 
-R.M. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:46 AM
To: Planning; Castiel Novak
Cc: Harala, Larry
Subject: Re: Questions on potential new zoning

Mr. Myklegard, 
Thank you for your questions and comments, I will respond using the same numbers from your email below: 

1. No, there is no specific proposal included regarding changing the current use of any City property. 
However, I do not know the current use or status of any particular site. If you have further questions 
about one please let us know where. 

2. No use of imminent domain is envisioned or intended. No one would be forced to sell or move. This 
proposal is about increasing choices for property owners about the use of their property. 

3. The City does not manage property taxes ‐ that is done by the Pierce County Assessor‐Treasurer. We 
will be looking further into this issue. 

4. It is possible you were looking at Scenario 1 rather than 2? In Scenario 2, more areas of the North End 
and the whole City are included in the Mid‐scale Residential designation.  

5. There is no intent to drive anyone out. The proposals would increase what property owners can do 
with their property. We expect that single‐family houses would remain the most common housing type 
for some time to come in Tacoma.    

 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma ‐ Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591‐5389 
Cell: (253) 312‐4909 

From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:33 PM 
To: Castiel Novak <jmyklegard@gmail.com> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Questions on potential new zoning  
  
Mr. Myklegard, 
 
Thank you for asking the questions and expressing the concerns, which are good comments worth sharing with the 
Planning Commission, so I will include your e-mail in the public hearing (April 7th) record. Meanwhile, I am including 
Elliott here and asking him to respond to your questions as soon as he is able to (he's got an overwhelming number of 
comments to review). 
 
Regards,  
 
LIHUANG WUNG 
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Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591-5682 
Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
 
-----Original Message----- 
From: Castiel Novak <jmyklegard@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 11:55 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Questions on potential new zoning 
 
My family lives in Westgate area of Tacoma since 1995. I have some questions and concerns pertaining to potential 
changes to zoning. 
1. City owns green belt next to our home by Pearl st substation. Will this be developed? To what extent? 
 
2. Will city be using imminent domain for transition property? To what extent? 
 
3.Will property taxes be re-evaluated as R1 and R2 become new zones and likely lower value lots vs remaining R1. 
 
4. It appears this project does not effect North End and some “richer” areas to the same extent. Please explain this 
discrepancy. 
 
5. This project appears determined to drive families like mine out of our existing homes. Why are we targets?  
 
Sincerely  
Jason Myklegard  
6107 n 23rd st 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 4:32 PM
To: Dawn Nanfito; Planning; Colon, Jacques
Cc: Michael
Subject: RE: Questions resulting from 3/18 Informational Meeting

Hi Dawn, 
Thank you for the detailed questions. I apologize if we have left you hanging previously. I am forwarding your questions 
on to our housing consultant, and will get back with you soon. 
 
All the best,  
Elliott Barnett 
 
From: Dawn Nanfito <dawn.nanfito@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 3:47 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>; Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Colon, Jacques 
<JColon@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Michael <michael.nanfito@gmail.com> 
Subject: Re: Questions resulting from 3/18 Informational Meeting 

 
Planning Team, Mr. Barnett, and Mr. Colon: 
 
You might recall I requested some information on your upzoning proposal (included in this thread).  As I have not heard 
back, I did some research myself. It’s clear that missing middle housing has found traction politically, escalated by Daniel 
Parolek’s book. It’s clear that these efforts are happening now all around the country, from California (not the first try) 
to Montana to Hood River. I can see from the available information that this is being discussed a lot, some upzoning is 
getting passed, and some is getting tabled for review (South San Francisco, Charlotte, Cambridge) or “derailed” 
(Bloomington). For those cities who have paused these efforts, additional review and public comment is typically the 
reason.   
  
What isn’t clear is whether this will work as intended. Results so far are decidedly mixed or non‐existent, making this a 
theory, with thin to no real world results.  A January 2020 article in Curbed said that “because upzoning of single‐family 
residential land is a relatively new phenomenon—and land markets and regulations differ from city to city—there are 
few studies that analyze the effects. There is also very little data from pro‐upzoning lawmakers on how many units their 
legislation can or would create, since the housing market is unpredictable.” In other words, the jury is still out.  A 2019 
analysis by economic geographers was particularly enlightening.  The findings indicated that liberalizing zoning rules 
and building more won’t solve the urban affordability crisis, and could exacerbate it. No wonder you have not been 
able to respond with the requested data. Needless to say, this is a problem for your proposal.  
  
Below my signoff is an annotated bibliography of articles addressing this, followed by a synopsis of the findings. Please 
get back to me with any questions.  I will have more to say prior to the deadline for public comments, and will be 
sending that.  In conclusion, for Tacoma’s proposal specifically, the “vision” stage of it makes these discussions lack 
necessary substance.   
  
Dawn Nanfito 
dawn.nanfito@gmail.com  
  
Annotated bibliography 
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Tacoma’s Missing Middle Housing: Planning for Access, Affordability, and Mobility 
The Urbanist, Rubén Casas, January 22, 2021 
Placing this missing middle housing along existing transit corridors is also a necessary step towards the city’s accessibility 
goals, but only if those transit corridors count as high‐quality transit service. Whether or not Tacoma’s transit corridors 
meet the criteria that would qualify them as high‐quality is another question….revisions to housing policy and strategy in 
Tacoma (and really any city who is serious about equity and access) are bound to fall short if these aren’t fully engaged 
with transit policy and strategy. 
  
The real reason California’s upzoning bill failed 
Curbed, By Alissa Walker, Feb 7, 2020, 
But while trying to change the rules to punish the rich into increasing density near them may sound good in theory, it 
can’t be the sole strategy for increasing housing supply. Because the rich—and the reps they elect—will continue to do 
whatever it takes to skirt those zoning rules.  
  
More Housing Could Increase Affordability—But Only If You Build It in the Right Places 
Shelterforce, By Alan Mallach, June 19, 2020 
Focusing on zoning in hot‐market urban centers misses economic realities—and major opportunities. 
  
Will upzoning neighborhoods make homes more affordable? 
Curbed, by Diana Budds, Jan 30, 2020 
Cities and states across the country are proposing new upzoning laws to combat the housing crisis. Will they work? 

‘Build More Housing’ Is No Match for Inequality 
Bloomberg CityLab, By Richard Florida, May 9, 2019 
An analysis finds that liberalizing zoning rules and building more won’t solve the urban affordability crisis, and could 
exacerbate it.   
  
Why U.S. cities need more multi‐racial, mixed‐income neighborhoods: Can they be created without displacing anyone?, 
Curbed, by Alissa Walker, Aug 21, 2018 
The author of the City Observatory study says that the dialogue around neighborhood change should be redirected 
around achieving a good level of socioeconomic mixing to ensure that long‐term residents will stay 
  
How to Build Inclusive Cities 
Bloomberg, by Tanvi Misra, June 17, 2016  
Ángel Gurría, secretary general of the Organization of Economic Cooperation and Development (OECD) said in 2016: 
“Mayors tell us that affordable housing is one of the biggest challenges, and the topic remains on the top of the urban 
agenda. But it’s too often divorced from a broader strategy for urban development and transport and access to services. 
So we need housing policies that aim to build cities, rather than build houses.” 
  
  
Synopsis 
  
Issues around upzoning do not yet appear to have been ironed out.  Many are skeptical about upzoning’s impact on 
affordability, since the housing market is structured to maximize profit, with a January 2020 Curbed article going on to 
say that the definition of success in upzoning is subjective. A study published January 2019 in the journal Urban Affairs 
Review analyzed the impact of new upzoning policies Chicago passed in 2013 and 2015 that allowed denser housing 
near transit stops. The study concluded that over a five‐year timespan, upzoning didn’t increase housing supply, but it 
did increase land values. A May 2019 Bloomberg article discussed a paper by two leading economic geographers 
published in the journal Urban Studies that suggests building more housing is “simply too good to be true.” According to 
one of the authors:  “Upzoning is far from the progressive policy tool it has been sold to be. It mainly leads to building 
high‐end housing in desirable locations.”   
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A key factor here is the growing divide between highly‐paid techies and knowledge workers and much lower‐paid people 
who work in routine service jobs. These service workers end up getting the short end of the stick, spending much more 
of their income on housing in expensive cities….upzoning does little to change this fundamental imbalance. Because land 
in superstar cities and tech hubs is so expensive to begin with, upzoning tends to create even more expensive 
condominium towers. Demand drives construction and therefore prices.  
  
Rezoning is not enough for success.  A comprehensive approach is necessary, one that includes preservation of 
affordable housing, as well as transformative public spaces and better transit infrastructure. Gentrification and 
displacement shows why comprehensive planning, and not just rezonings, are needed. As Curbed put it, the real debate 
around upzoning is an ideological reckoning over whether housing is a commodity or a right. Solutions that fail to 
address this question cannot solve the housing crisis. Joe Cortright, author of the City Observatory study, offers a 
suggestion for indicating success at the neighborhood level: how well the neighborhood has integrated, both racially 
and economically.  
  
According to a June 2020 Shelterforce article, aside from the potential damage to neighborhood fabric—which does 
matter—aggressive zoning reforms all suffer from the same basic problem. With rare exceptions, to densify 
meaningfully in built‐up urban areas, something has to be removed and replaced. If the resulting housing is more 
expensive than what it replaces, or if it eliminates working‐class jobs, any benefits from increasing supply—assuming 
they exist at all—will be offset by these negative impacts. Densifying urban areas is not a free lunch. 
  

 
On Fri, Mar 19, 2021 at 6:12 PM dawn.nanfito <dawn.nanfito@gmail.com> wrote: 

Thank you for your response. That's fine to include this, I will have more to say for comments.  
 
Dawn Nanfito  
 
Sent from my Verizon, Samsung Galaxy smartphone 
 
 
-------- Original message -------- 
From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>  
Date: 3/19/21 5:49 PM (GMT-08:00)  
To: Dawn Nanfito <dawn.nanfito@gmail.com>, "Barnett, Elliott" <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>, "Colon, 
Jacques" <JColon@cityoftacoma.org>  
Subject: RE: Questions resulting from 3/18 Informational Meeting  
 

Ms. Nanfito, 

  

I manage the Planning@cityoftacoma.org inbox and the Planning Commission’s record for the public hearing on April 7, 
2021. While your e‐mail is being reviewed by Elliott and Jacques, I am going to include it in the public hearing record, so 
the Commission gets to see it later. If you have any concern about what I am doing please let me know. 

  

Thank you and your husband for actively participating in this project. 
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LIHUANG WUNG 

Senior Planner 

City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 

(253) 591‐5682 

  

PDS Customer Survey 

(Please take the survey to help us improve our customer service.) 

  

From: Dawn Nanfito <dawn.nanfito@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, March 19, 2021 10:56 AM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Colon, Jacques <JColon@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Questions resulting from 3/18 Informational Meeting 

  

Dear Elliott and Jacques: 

  

My husband Michael attended the Zoom meeting last night about Tacoma housing and rezoning related to 
that.  I have some further questions from the discussion: 

  

What studies point to how your rezoning goals will increase value in homes near it?  What studies point to the 
value of homes increasing when a taller building is built next to it?  Please provide links to the studies, or the 
studies themselves.   

  

What specifically is going to be done to retain the historical elements of the Proctor neighborhood?  This refers 
to both businesses and buildings currently there and homes.  In the meeting, "standards" for this were referred 
to.  What standards are these?   

  

How are you addressing retaining diverse businesses in the neighborhood?  In Proctor specifically, more than 
one business owned or run by people of color will be impacted (in other words, gone) due to development.    

  

What is market demand now in Proctor for housing?  What types of housing?  I am unclear on how what has 
been built, and is expected to be built in the future, relates to expanding choices to diverse populations.  So far 
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that does not appear the case at all.  If so, there is a communication issue.  How many people of color or low 
income live in the current Proctor developments?  Is it the percentage you are seeking? 

Another way to put this question: What examples are there, either locally or in similar neighborhoods, of the 
accomplishment of the goal of more diverse residents?  Does this type of rezoning work? Please 
provide specific examples with numbers and data to support these claims.   

  

What recourse do we have for changes that you make?  What recourse do we have to protect our property?  

  

Finally, who on your team is a champion for the quality of life of neighborhood residents? Who there is 
representing our interests?  Elliott mentioned that you two are proponents of this plan and we would like to 
know who in the planning group actually represents diverse viewpoints.  Specifically, who is championing our 
concerns and is not merely sympathetic to our fears? 

  

The favor of a reply is requested. Thank you. 

  

Dawn Nanfito 

dawn.nanfito@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dawn Nanfito <dawn.nanfito@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 3:31 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Michael
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments

We do not support either proposal, the whole thing as stated is disingenuous.  It is not what it is put forth to be 
(affordable?), there are no details about something so transformative, it has been rushed, not enough stakeholders (i.e. 
citizens of the city) have been engaged (our neighbors 2 doors down didn’t get a postcard, EVERYONE should be getting 
a postcard), the lack of infrastructure and services are a huge issue, and there are too many existing examples of the 

things that we are most frightened of and horrified about (i.e. N. 8th and Prospect, 2702 and 2708 North 8th Street 41‐

unit apartment building). 
  
Mid‐level specifically is a bad idea as proposed. You say you plan to discourage abrupt height changes yet the work in 
process at N. 8th and Oakes is an example of how the city has permitted just this type of thing (four story apartment 
building immediately adjacent to single family residence). Are you going to prevent abrupt scale changes? How? We do 
not see consideration of residents' concerns regarding shade or architectural integrity, just “we’re sorry some people 
won’t like it.” Wrong answer. Minneapolis looks to be more restrictive on height than this proposal and they’re the 
poster child.  Where is a 41 unit apartment building right next to one story homes happening elsewhere and who likes 
that?  Have you talked with Seattle planners?  How is that going for them? The plan needs protections from developers. 
You say you are going to incorporate plans to prevent demolition but demolition has and is slated to happen, so that is 
disingenuous too.  
  
You’re doing a poor job of selling this.  This “vision” stage makes these discussions lack necessary substance for 
something so transformative.  All we can think of is the reality of what we see so far.  Where we live, in Proctor, 
developers seem to be the city's priority and they are being catered to. Promises have not been kept.  There is no reason 
to trust the city on this.  Like almost everybody, we support building affordable housing but not if it looks like this.  And 
we resent being told we’re racist if we disagree with this.  This is not about diversity, it is about development and 
bringing in Seattle exodus. Show examples of where this is working and how it was accomplished.  
  
For the example cities mentioned so far – you should be talking with Minneapolis, Portland, Austin, Walla Walla and 
reporting back about what they say about implementation of this, how it is going, challenges, success ‐ details.  So far 
there aren’t any details.  This should be part of your mandate. We should hear real world discussions about something 
so important to our lives in Tacoma.  Minneapolis’ initiative took several years of civic engagement. Boise expects their 
entire rezoning process to take between two and three years. And for that matter, you should also speak to cities that 
have paused these efforts – Bloomington, Charlotte are a couple, but more could be found (and I’m glad to share, I sent 
some of this information previously). Informing constituents should be the goal. This has not happened appropriately.  
  
Further, the reality is that market models will ensure that developments of apartments and condos will not provide 
actual safe havens for low income residents and people of color, those most impacted by racist policies of the past. In 
point of fact, as was mentioned on the Planning Commission call last night, this is just the latest iteration of "red‐lining." 
By developing acres of rental units you are dooming a whole new generation to being renters and not home owners. As 
the City itself acknowledges, for most of us, most of our wealth is in the property we own. If you create policies and 
programs that foster rentals and not home ownership, you are conspiring to develop a new, insidious form of classism 
and racism.  The City needs to consider and plan for the most egregious realities that create the drastic economic divide 
between high tech workers and professionals, and those who work in jobs that provide our basic services. Tacoma, the 
City Council, the City Manager, the Planning Department, need to do the hard work of bringing good, decent, well‐
paying industry jobs to our citizens. Building apartments that the MAJORITY of low income residents cannot afford is a 
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moral failure and is in fact racist and classist. The notion that jobs, transportation, infrastructure, will magically appear if 
we build apartments, condos and townhomes, without first providing the means to PAY for those is naive and ignorant 
at best, and deceitful and hurtful at worst. The notion that automobiles will go away soon is ridiculous. The parking 
policies you've developed are clearly designed to accommodate developers who are constrained by building costs and 
square footage to build large scale buildings with no parking, NOT because people will not be driving cars. Witness the 
comments above, since every work day of every week, Tacoma citizens get in their cars and drive SOMEWHERE ELSE to 
work, underscores the FACT that Tacomans do not live where they work as you have not only LOST large employers, you 
are FAILING to attract new and more employers to provide meaningful employment to Tacoma residents.     
 
So the vision before the standards is really a huge problem and makes this so stressful, really.  It didn’t have to be this 
way.  We will also be writing to city council.  If any questions, please advise.   
 
Dawn and Michael Nanfito 
4014 N. 26th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98407 

696



697



698



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Laura Nixon <lauraknixon@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:33 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed Zoning Changes

Dear Planning Commission, 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to express my thoughts about the proposed changes to zoning within 
Tacoma.   
 
The goal of providing affordable housing is an important one.  I am concerned, however, that the zoning plans 
in their current form may have little to no effect on increasing the affordable housing stock for people on the 
lower end of the income ladder.  Developers look to make a profit and it appears little profit is to be had in 
building lower cost housing.  I am basing my conclusion on the rental prices for recent developments in the 
Proctor District, along the Foss Waterway, in the Stadium District, and at Point Ruston.  They are prohibitively 
expensive and financially out of reach for most middle to low income citizens, and their arrival in these 
neighborhoods has corresponded with rising rather than decreasing housing costs.  Is there evidence that zoning 
policies such as those proposed have resulted in lowering housing costs in other communities without additional 
policies and demands from developers?  Do additional subsidies and developer restrictions need to be in place 
to actually achieve the objective of more affordable housing? 
 
I am also very concerned about widespread application of the mid-level zoning policies in single-family 
neighborhoods.  We already have many neighborhoods that work.  They are places where neighbors socialize 
together, watch out for each others' children, and help each other.  By the nature of the designs for multi-
story buildings, residents of apartments are less accessible to neighbors and therefore less likely to know their 
neighbors outside of the building and to participate in connected neighborhoods.  I fear that allowing these 
buildings within traditional single family neighborhoods will disrupt the strong connections many of us already 
have to our neighbors and neighborhoods.  I also am concerned that the larger footprints and increased heights 
of these multi-story buildings reduce the amount of trees, plants, and sunlight that play such an important role in 
making this city liveable. 
 
Thank you for your work and for considering these concerns. 
 
Laura Nixon 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kyle Price <Kyle_Price@aw.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 6:52 PM
To: Woodards, Victoria; Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, 

Chris; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina; Planning
Cc: Barnett, Elliott
Subject: Home in Tacoma comment
Attachments: Home in Tacoma letter.pdf

Planning Commission and City Council, here is our comment on the Home in Tacoma project. We look forward to several 
more discussions on this topic in the coming months. I’m also copying a link below that’s worth your time. Although we 
did not include this article in our letter, I encourage you to read it. It’s a great reminder about the need to get the zoning 
regulations right. Thank you for your efforts on this issue. 
 
https://www.insightnews.com/minneapolis‐residential‐upzoning‐risks‐unintended‐consequences‐alissa‐luepke‐
pier/article_e2ffa2f2‐af56‐11e9‐8bfa‐43e57ad786ad.html 
 
 
Kyle Price 
NENC 
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April 8, 2021 
 
 
To: Planning Commission, City Council, Mayor Woodards 
Re: Home in Tacoma 
 
 
City Leaders,  
 
We deeply appreciate the time you have spent considering how to 
navigate housing issues in Tacoma. It’s a difficult issue with many 
facets. After listening to presentations about the Home in Tacoma 
initiative, attending or listening to recordings from several city 
meetings, reviewing the information posted on the city’s website, 
and engaging with neighbors and various professionals on this topic, 
we have some thoughts and concerns we’d like to share. 
 
First, it’s important to note that both the Transform and Evolve 
proposals represent significant change in Tacoma’s neighborhood 
zoning policies. Both allow for increased density everywhere, and 
one allows for mid-scale development in 60% of the land area while 
the other allows for mid-scale development in 25%. Despite some 
good efforts at outreach, perhaps because of the pandemic, most 
Tacomans have no clue that this change could be coming or what it 
represents. Because of that, the process seems fast-tracked rather 
than the product of inclusive conversation. By comparison, the Infill 
Pilot Program lasted years before those zoning regulations changed. 
Citizens could see projects and had many opportunities, over years, 
to comment on that change. The Home in Tacoma plan, despite 
representing much larger change, has a much shorter timeline, at 
least since actual changes have been announced, and has fewer 
opportunities for comment. With the pandemic easing, aren’t there 
more opportunities for engagement? Can’t we stretch this timeline a 
bit? 
 
Also, Tacoma’s plan for accommodating growth by focusing that 
growth downtown and in Mixed-Use Centers (MUCs) is a good plan. 
Tacoma does not have the robust services that allow for growth and 
density everywhere. Pierce Transit, for instance, is looking at 
reducing the number of bus stops. Many parcels in Tacoma that 
have services and can accommodate density are currently 
underutilized under current zoning. Shouldn’t we be looking to 
maximize density in areas with services before pushing density into 
areas that don’t have robust services? 
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That being said, we generally support the low-scale housing designation. It seems, 
in several ways, a logical continuation of the Infill Pilot Program. If the guidelines 
are successful with the low-scale designation, there’s real opportunity to offer 
housing choices while keeping neighborhoods cohesive. However, if the guidelines 
aren’t adequate, there’s the potential, especially in neighborhoods with a high 
percentage of investment properties, to create a lot of frustration with the 
changes. To make the guidelines work, we suggest the following: 
 

• Until we can see the results from the first year or two, limit the 
projects, like only allowing one project every 1000 feet, for instance, 
or perhaps only a certain number of projects per neighborhood. 
Otherwise, some neighborhoods will bear the brunt of the change 
more intensely than others, which, depending on the shape of the 
changes, might not be equitable. 

• Provide an updated plan for shared open spaces. With greater density, 
there will be greater need for open spaces where neighbors can 
gather. 

• Design should be neighbor-focused, with front-facing doors and 
porches or open courtyards, and with rear parking. The building 
guidelines should attempt to foster neighborhood interaction. The 
standards should complement historic design in historic 
neighborhoods. 

• Parking should be required. Although ideally we could be a less car-
dependent city, the low-scale developments will largely take place in 
areas that do not have much access to transit or amenities. Even one 
fourplex on a street, if it doesn’t provide parking, could turn the 
streetscape into a parking lot and turn parking into an issue of 
neighborhood frustration. 

• Although this might be difficult from a planning perspective, ideally, 
we could give preference to residents who are trying to develop 
projects where they reside or near where they reside. This can’t be a 
giveaway to absentee landlords or to developers who do not live here. 
We should support Tacomans who want to build Tacoma. 

• Establish a review process at the end of one or two years to review the 
guidelines. What worked with design, parking, massing, setbacks, or 
whatever else? Can the guidelines be tweaked to make the changes 
better for everyone? 
 

 
 
While those suggestions could help to make the low-scale changes successful, we 
are not supportive of the mid-scale housing designation, at least as it’s currently 
defined. We have concerns about 4-story developments springing up in the middle 
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North End Neighborhood Council 
Mailing Address: 2522 N. Proctor St, Box 418 

Tacoma, WA  98406-5338 

of single-family homes. In the Transform plan, those developments wouldn’t even 
necessarily be close to any quality transit or services. Even in the Evolve plan, 
there could be tall walls shadowing modest houses in blocks that aren’t even 
adjacent to MUCs. For mid-scale, should setbacks be larger? Should the distance 
from robust services be shorter? How much building mass is too much? What are 
the safeguards for neighborhoods? Why isn’t there more local involvement and 
control in these decisions? There is currently too much vagueness around mid-
scale transition zones, especially compared to what the Infill Pilot Program has led 
us to expect in the low-scale designation. We are not saying that there is no place 
for mid-scale development. We are simply pointing out that this change, because 
it is so significant, requires more conversation to get it right. Please push the mid-
scale decision onto a different timeline to allow for a more complete and inclusive 
process. 
 
Again, thank you for wrestling with this issue. Hopefully we can find a way forward 
that makes space for people who want to live and work in Tacoma while 
simultaneously preserving the fabric of our neighborhoods and honoring the long-
term investments people have made by choosing Tacoma as a home. 
 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Kyle Price, NENC Chair on behalf of the NENC
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ellen <enorton7@yahoo.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 11, 2021 9:57 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Public Comment

I missed the deadline for making public comment on the interactive maps regarding proposed land use changes. 
I am very much in support of this project and believe creating more density and more housing options in Tacoma’s 
neighborhoods is a good thing. 
However, I don’t see where historic preservation is addressed or where history and “character” are being considered. 
In my neighborhood for example, there is a building that will surely be torn down and replaced. It is one of hundreds 
across the city that I’m sure are “on the chopping block”, that have historical relevance to the city and add character and 
variety to the neighborhood. 
Also, historic preservation in this town has it been inequitable. Wealthy, predominantly white neighborhoods and 
buildings have been designated as historic and gotten on national registers with restrictions placed on how remodeling 
and renovation can occur. While equally historic neighborhoods and buildings owned by BIPOC and immigrant 
communities have not and have much more to lose as we rezone. 
Our system for applying for historic designation relies on an owner being able, financially and physically, and having 
access to the process.  
There needs to be a way to address historical preservation in the areas set for rezoning in a more holistic and equitable 
manner.  
Some houses and buildings, regardless of their proximity to a bus line, should not be rezoned. 
The rezoning proposal just swipes a swath of color down a street or around an intersection without consideration for the 
individual buildings. What restrictions are there to be considered before something is torn down? 
Thank you for considering my comments. 
Ellen Norton  
 
 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tom Oldfield <outlook_78A00F9459E8F650@outlook.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 1:43 PM
To: Hines, John; Planning
Subject: Comments in opposition to the "Home in Tacoma Project"

The city is moving far too quickly and with little public input regarding this measure. This is a major change to huge areas 
of the city, and the number of comments received indicate that there is little awareness of the proposed changes by 
many who would be affected. I, for one, follow the news closely including reading the newspaper nearly every day. I was 
unaware of the effect that this would have on my property until a couple of emails within the last 3 or 4 days.  
Proposals to allow 2‐story 4‐unit apartments in existing single family neighborhoods or to convert larger homes to 3 or 4 
unit multifamily would change the entire character of the neighborhood, increase traffic on streets that are already in 
poor condition, create parking problems on narrow and crowded residential streets, and probably increase crime 
because of the additional cars left on the street. 
I am also concerned that the city is once again demonstrating that it has no regard for existing legal restrictions on land 
use, as has been demonstrated by its past actions. Residents in the Narrowmoor area have had to sue to enforce the 
existing covenants on single family residences and height restrictions because the city has allowed subdivision of lots 
and issued building permits on improperly subdivided lots without regard to the existing restrictions. In this proposal, for 
example, the allowable use for all of Narrowmoor would include numerous lawfully prohibited uses, and would allow 
even greater density west of Jackson in both sides of 12th St., all of which is legally restricted to single family residences 
on existing lots which cannot be subdivided. From past practices, it seems clear that the city will freely issue building 
permits this unlawful development, which will leave the existing residents to spend substantial sums for legal fees to 
stop these unlawful developments. I will encourage residents of this and similar areas to give specific notice of the 
existing restrictions in the covered areas so they will have a claim to recover their legal fees if they have to bring an 
action to enforce the restrictions that the city ignores. I also anticipate that this wholesale elimination of single family 
residence neighborhoods will cause the residents of a number of existing neighborhoods to create and record covenants 
or other restrictions on development on a block by block or larger area basis and taking legal action to enforce those 
restrictions. 
It appears that the city is acting unnecessarily rapidly to leap ahead of all but a very few cities in the country to impose a 
land use structure that is largely untested and thus unproven, and which is likely to have numerous unintended adverse 
consequences. At most, this concept should be tested on smaller areas of the city before imposing it on the entire city. 
Please act more slowly and prudently regarding these proposed changes. 
Thank you. 
 
Tom Oldfield 
1212 S. Fernside Dr. 
Tacoma, WA 98465 
253‐229‐9983 
 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: aio@harbornet.com
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 2:49 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Proposed Zoning Changes in Residential Neighborhoods

Dear Members of the Planning Commission: 
 
I’m writing to express my concerns over the proposed zoning changes in residential neighborhoods. 
 
I have owned my home in the Proctor District for more than 20 years. I purchased it because of the single 
family neighborhood and its proximity to services, thinking this would be an ideal location to raise a family and 
then retire. 
 
With these proposed changes, I may need to consider moving. It appears the street that I live on, North 26th, is 
considered perfect for larger scale middle housing. From my reading, this means that should my neighbor move 
(from the corner lot), someone could come in and build a fourplex … or perhaps something a bit larger; it’s not 
quite clear to me. Such a situation would be absolutely devastating in terms of access to parking (already an 
issue), privacy, noise, and loss of sunlight. I know the answer to this will be that such concerns can be addressed 
through design standards … but they can’t. I have been a staunch supporter of adding ADUs. My neighbors 
built a beautiful one across the alley but it has changed the privacy I enjoyed for 20 years because two large 
windows now look directly into my backyard. I’ve already invested substantial sums to try to mitigate this by 
increasing plantings, etc.; however, it will take years to see results. And, in the meantime, my quality of life is 
affected on a daily basis. 
 
I understand that change is inevitable but this proposal seems extreme. Permitting these zoning changes would 
irrevocably alter the Proctor District. The two large apartment complexes have already done so. I can’t imagine 
more apartments and larger structures. Homeowners along North 26th will have their quality of life destroyed. 
Who wants an apartment building next to a single family house? That’s not what I signed up for when I 
committed to investing in my home and in the Proctor District.  
 
I am further disturbed by the representations made by members of city staff at a recent neighborhood council 
meeting that stakeholders were consulted in developing these proposed zoning changes. I do not recall being 
invited to a focus group or other similar activity. And I am a stakeholder. I live here. 
 
This process seems rushed and without adequate notice - especially since we’ve been living through a pandemic 
which has prohibited robust conversation and connection around topics of such importance. I respectfully 
request that this process be slowed down to garner more meaningful feedback and to assess or clarify exactly 
what the impact and scope of the proposed changes might be. I’m afraid that for North 26th, the current 
proposal would mean demolishing single family homes to make way for larger structures - a sad result indeed. 
 
Sincerely, 
Andrea Olson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Richard O'Neal <ronealwa@msn.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:01 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Woodards, Victoria; Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, 

Chris; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project - Feedback

Dear City Officials, 
 
I am writing to provide my feedback to the Home In Tacoma proposals currently being considered by the City of Tacoma. 
As a long time resident, homeowner, tax payer, and voter in the city of Tacoma I feel you need to hear and listen to what 
your residents are telling you. 
 
I am totally AGAINST any proposal that would change the Single Family Home designation and allow anyone in any 
neighborhood to come in, knock down an existing house in an established SFH neighborhood and build a duplex. I do not 
want to wake up one morning and find the houses on either side of mine wiped away and replaced with multi-family 
housing. I think that is as clear as I could state it. 
 
As for the rest of the HIT proposals, I do not necessarily object at looking for ways to increase housing density in locations 
where higher density is needed and appropriate. As long as the SFH designation is retained, I would not necessarily 
object to finding creative ways to increase housing density in Tacoma. 
 
Also, if these higher density housing models are moved forward, I am totally AGAINST offering any government based 
incentives (tax incentives or any other incentives) to developers to encourage building this type of housing. If it is such a 
good deal, then developers need to write the checks and make the investments to build the structures. I am tired of state 
and local governments always asking the local resident tax payers to write the check and foot the bill for these large scale 
projects. Developers and their investors reap the financial benefits while the already overburdened local tax payers are 
left to make up the shortfalls. 
 
As a voter, my only tool in this process is at the ballot box. If any items described above are moved forward by the city 
council, I will defintely vote NO for any individuals within my voting sphere who registers a YES vote. 
 
Thank you, 
Richard O'Neal 
 
4809 N. Frace Ave 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Lance Orloff <baronorloff@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 10, 2021 6:56 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Public Hearing on Wed. April 7

Regarding the public hearing planned, 
And to be sure, I am a Housing Provider, 
Invested in Tacoma, 
Both Single and Multi Family. 
 
Those of us on the Provider side, 
Have watched with pain, 
The depletion of inventory, 
As our colleagues have sold and left. 
 
Fewer and fewer every year, 
The number of single family homes, 
Used as rentals in Tacoma, 
As increasing burden pushes us away. 
 
Smaller and smaller every year, 
The return on investment in housing, 
As the rate of return, 
Becomes less than mutual funds. 
 
Policy in Tacoma, 
Has made investing locally in housing, 
Just not worth the investment, 
So we have moved our money out. 
 
This places burdens on renters, 
That no place to rent, 
Means no options for renters, 
Unless they pay more. 
 
Instead of driving us out, 
Have you considered marketing to us, 
So that there is incentive, 
To invest in Tacoma? 
 
The buzz word we use, 
To take a hint from politicians, 
Is that we have been "demonized", 
And thus conflict was created. 
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But instead of fighting back, 
We just leave, 
For more lucrative pastures, 
That are not losing our money. 
 
It is sad really, 
What is happening to renters, 
When they cannot find locals 
Who are able to invest in their lives. 
 
 
With Much Appreciation For All Your Hard Work 
        Gnothi Sea Uton 

Hon. Dr. Rev. W. Lance Orloff, d.m.a. 
 

The information contained in this e-mail and subsequent attachments as well as any implied or alluded to thoughts and feelings may be privileged, confidential, odd and potentially 
humorous, and protected from disclosure, inclosure, reclosure and closure and whooping cough.  This transmission is intended for the sole use of the individual and entity to whom it is 
addressed as wells as anyone else reading over their shoulder including the NSA because we know they are monitoring all electronic transmission for our protection.  If you are not the 
intended recipient, any dissemination, distribution or copying is strictly prohibited unless you provide your name, date of birth, social security number, and a Venti Caramel Machiatto, 
light on the carmel and stirred, no straws or whip cream.  If you think that you have received this message in error, please print this page in triplicate, e-mail one copy of the printed email 
the sender at the above e-mail address.  The second copy should be mailed to me with a check for $39.95.  Please include 9.8% sales tax.  The third should be burned as an offering to the 
space god; Finagle in the Kuiper Belt.  If it turns out you did not receive this message in error but are, in-fact, the intended recipient, then please ignore all previous parts of this 
disclaimer.  But I digress. 
I am Spirit, Cloaked in Dust. 
To Spirit, I shall return. 

- Ecclesiastes 3:20  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Chris Osgood <osgoodcl@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:28 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project-proposed Residential Zoning Changes

   Having listened to the Zoom meeting tonight and after viewing the options for my home on the interactive display, I 
will do my utmost to prevent implementation of this plan. I have been involved with housing heights as well as other 
contentious property moves by various unscrupulous builders in my West Slope neighborhood since moving here in 
2004. The most recent attempt to co‐opt our neighborhood covenants by subdividing a lot was shut down in court 
leaving the builder with a significant loss. I bought here specifically for lot size and view and paid dearly for it. If this plan 
is implemented as it is currently presented I am sure that I and many of my neighbors will pay once again to ensure our 
neighborhood remains as our covenants state, ONE SINGLE FAMILY home per lot.  
      
Sincerely, 
 
 
J. Chris Osgood, MD, FAAOS 
Board Certified 
Orthopaedic Surgeon 
osgoodcl@comcast.net 
253‐548‐5244 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mike Overby <mikeoverby@outlook.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:35 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Support low-income housing near transit

Hi, 
 
I'm a Black renter who lives near 72nd Street S. I do not own a car, nor do I want to own a car. In fact, I believe 
cars should be abolished for personal transport. We need more low-income housing near transit so more people 
can have access to this lifestyle. 
 
I'm fortunate enough to be able-bodied in a way that I can ride my bike pretty much as far as I need. When I 
have a job in the city, I'll often commute with a mix of biking and busing. This saves me thousands of dollars 
every year, which is money I don't have to waste on a glorified paperweight that would sit outside my window 
most of the day. It goes to rent, which is about $1000/mo alone, just to stay housed in the area I was born. It's 
absolute madness, and lots of people have it worse off than I do. 
 
Lots of people can't pay rent for homes. If they can't do that, they can't store cars they may require to get to 
work because our transit system is so underfunded. If they need a car, they might have to forego a home and 
rough it in order to keep that car. 
 
So far, the solution has been endless plans to potentially expand transit or potentially change the zoning laws to 
allow more people to live near transit. I usually hear about these things second-hand when someone objects to 
in the name of the "neighborhood character" or something, so I want to make sure the committee understands 
one thing really clearly. 
 
The houseless population is our neighbors. They're my neighbors. 
 
The fact that we even have to debate the legality of building them homes means our "neighborhood character" is 
currently "we murder our neighbors." We murder them just because they fell behind in a system that's grinding 
us all to dust in the name of rent—glorified extortion guaranteed by state violence. But if we're talking about 
zoning, I can stick to zoning. 
 
I'm going to need you to stop murdering my neighbors with the current, inane zoning laws that limit their 
options even further. 
 
There's no shame in living on multi-family plots of land. Multi-family living had been successful for thousands 
of years before we systemically abandoned it. 
 
Our shame is that we're killing our neighbors to preserve some made-up 1950s fantasy-land "ideal" called a 
single family home.  
 
Keep that straight. Keep my neighbors safe. 
 
Of course, a core part of my feelings on this are that I think more people should have the opportunity to live 
sustainably and cheaply like me. If we don't build our infrastructure to support change like this, then we won't 
scale properly to address our problems with houselessness and waste. 
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In fact, the way I usually impress the importance of this on people is to point out that calling it a "crisis" 
emphasizes that whatever is going on (with the houseless or the climate or anything) is a temporary condition 
that we will get through. That's just not true with issues of this caliber, any way you look at it. 
 
The problem of providing the housing human right is not temporary—it's forever. The problem of maintaining 
an Earth that is habitable is not temporary—it's forever. These are not "crises." These are permanent problems 
we have been deliberately worsening by refusing to change to address them. 
 
If we're actually going to solve these sorts of societal-level problems, we're going to need to be bold enough to 
make permanent changes to our society. The solution must be ongoing, or the solution will be temporary. 
 
Changing the zoning laws to allow multi-family homes near transit is one of the easiest, most obvious steps 
towards the permanent housing solutions we need. And why do we need them? Because we need to stop 
murdering our neighbors. 
 
 
 
Reminding you to abolish landlords and abolish the police force that murdered Manuel Ellis, 
Mike Overby 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: jlpalinkas@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 12:22 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Concern over Mid-scale zoning in Tacoma

Hello, 
 
I am a homeowner in the Proctor District on N Washington St and I am very concerned about the changes being made 
and the potential impacts mid‐scale zoning will have in my neighborhood. I am very worried the city will ruin these 
beautiful historic neighborhoods with large condo units popping up all over and lack of parking for these new unit 
residents. The North End already has to deal with the influx of residents in Rustin and this does not solve our affordable 
housing crisis. Traffic is worse and worse by the day with drivers driving faster on residential streets. I have to dodge 
traffic with my puppy every time I cross any street here in Proctor.  
 
How is the city planning to mitigate the loss of privacy, sunlight to gardens, and increase noise and traffic? As an 
undergraduate at Seattle University in 2012, I witnessed rapid gentrification sweet through the Central District and 
Capitol Hill neighborhoods of Seattle.  The character and beauty of the area has now been permanently erased with 
construction on every corner, huge vacant luxury condos, homeless encampments, and limited public green spaces. This 
is exactly the direction the Proctor District is headed toward if we proceed with either the Evolve or Transform plans, 
both of which Proctor is included in for the City of Tacoma. 
 
Is the city’s vision that our neighborhood will gradually be replaced with mid‐scale apartment buildings? Does the city 
not value the character, architecture, and charm of this jewel box neighborhood? Why won’t the city address the 
pressing infrastructure needs of our neighborhoods as well as restore and revive vacant buildings to be converted to 
affordable housing? I am a very concerned resident and would like more information and a more transparent process 
which involves community input. The city has the opportunity to preserve the most valuable asset it has. This should not 
be a rushed process to only accommodate to large corporate developers who care less about solving a housing crisis 
sustainably.  
 
I appreciate your time.  
 
Best, 
Jonathan Palinkas  
 
Jonathan Lawrence Palinkas 
jlpalinkas@gmail.com  
(858) 922‐7258  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Liisa Pangborn <Liisa.Pangborn@perkinswill.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:03 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments

Good afternoon, 
 
I’m very excited that the City is being proactive and exploring options for adding density and choices in housing. My 
concern is the outreach hasn’t gotten to most people and they will feel blindsided by this. This is a major change and 
should be implemented with a majority. Sell it to us! Educate us on why this is the best way to achieve the goals. PLEASE 
EXTEND THE COMMENT PERIOD AND HAVE MORE EDUCATION ON THE PROPOSAL. 
 
PROCESS 

 There should be trust in the process. If it feels like this is happening to them there will be resistance and 
resentment. 

 Agree with simplifying the building process and regulation, but is this broad brush zoning the best way? Is a 
more targeted solution that takes the context into consideration going to have better results, such as investing 
in underutilized areas identified in the opportunity map.  

 Why rush this process, please all for a more inclusive process and expanded outreach. People will get on board 
because the goals are good, but there needs to be more education. The recycling changes had more input and 
outreach. 

 Consider a Phased approach, pilot programs to see what works. 
 
GOALS 

 Will this really accomplish the stated goals? Let’s learn from Seattle’s HALA plan that only exacerbated the 
affordability crises. Like mentioned in the buildable lands report, there continues to be an abundant amount of 
vacant and underutilized land to accommodate the adopted urban housing and employment targets for the 
County and its cities and towns. If this is the case why isn’t there more housing being built? What are the 
obstacles if there is land to be developed available and we aren’t maxed out? 

 Addressing wealth inequality. Like mentioned in the information, this problem is not created by zoning alone 
but stagnant wages. So this isn’t going to be solved by free market solution alone, and per The Bloomberg 
CityLab, this is a global problem. In the short term development will be done by those that can afford to, 
increasing their wealth. If home ownership is the fastest way to build generational wealth, which has been 
denied to so many, how can we focus efforts on helping those that need it most? 

 Rent increases each year, but mortgages don’t. Creating a larger class of renters does nothing to help with 
housing security or affordability. Increasing the supply of rental properties still doesn’t put ownership in reach 
for most people. We are also not in isolation here, we are an affordable alternative to Seattle and people will 
always be priced out in the wider market even with more supply.  

 
I agree that we can’t do nothing and expect things to improve, but I hope that the solutions will include the input of 
more fellow Tacomans before approving either plan. 
 
Sincerely, 

Liisa Pangborn 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Suzanna Panter <suzannapanter@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2021 4:10 AM
To: Planning
Subject: End Apartment Bans

I am in full support of ending apartment bans in Tacoma. The proposed plan is forward thinking and bold. We need more 
housing and this is a great way to do it. Tacoma is magical and should be shared with the world. I live in the Stadium/ St. 
Helen’s District and we have single family homes and apartment buildings and condos of all sizes. It makes my 
neighborhood the most desirable in Tacoma. It brings with it great small business. I hope the plan includes incentives to 
build condos so people can build wealth and not be subservient to landlords and corporations. Condos are needed so 
badly in our city.  
 
Please approve this plan.  
 
Suzanna L. Panter 
226 Broadway #19 
Tacoma WA 98402 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Maria Pascualy <yellowknife@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:52 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Thoms, Robert
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

 
I lived in Seattle for 30 years and I don’t support changes in zoning that allow for multi-use buildings or 
apartments in single family neighborhoods. 
What happened in Seattle is the proliferation of cheap  ticky-tacky developments that only the well heeled can 
afford or super luxury buildings.  
Family neighborhoods are lost . Diversity is lost.  
[The African American population in Seattle is now down 20% as the Central district was gentrified.]  
Development promoters always use the slogan of more affordable housing but ask what they mean by that. 
Affordable to the well heeled. Developers are moving in for the kill.  
They get credits and tax breaks and poorer people are pushed out into the streets or into precarious living 
situations. We see that already. 
We need more parks and green spaces and trees and to make it easier for less well off people to purchase or rent 
a home. 
I also  don't want to lose the old character of Tacoma for an expensive architectural strip mall look like the 
development at Pt. Ruston.  
Please keep Tacoma authentic and affordable. 
 
Maria Pascualy 
509 N. M St. 
Tacoma 98403 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Danny Patnode <dannybrookdale@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:05 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Email Tacoma Planning

I have lived on Strawberry hill since 1979 and the roads up here are unable to handle more traffic and there is no parking 
there is not even a stop sign on any of the streets ,The impact of traffic would be to much .The next thing you know they 
probably be getting rid of McKinley Park for condos. As a long time resident and local volunteer this is not a good 
idea .Some things are just meant to be left alone ...!!! 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Brandon Patterson <brmipa@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:05 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Tacoma Planning

Hello, 

  

This plan needs more time for the public to be involved and get on board. This feels like a huge developer boon 
and at what cost to the sense of community that’s here. The design standard piece needs to be dialed in and have 
real authority before either proposal can be considered. 

  

Thoughts on the affordability goal, and other consequences: 

  

 Old buildings are usually more affordable for businesses and artists and create the neighborhoods that are 
desirable, as the research by Richard Florida shows. New buildings mean higher rents so how does new supply 
help with affordability? 

  

 Infrastructure isn’t there for bicycles and sidewalks that encourage walking. Even new developments such as 
6th & Alder do not have sidewalks wide enough to hold bike racks, street trees and pedestrians. 

  

 How to keep the very things attract people to a neighborhood and avoid the nameless, soulless box buildings we 
see in Ballard and Capitol Hill? There are good, thoughtful developments like Guerrilla development in Portland, 
how can we encourage that and keep our weird, old buildings. 

  

Thank you for your time, 

Brandon Patterson 

724



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Kim Patterson <klp_patterson@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:25 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Public comment submission, Home In Tacoma Project

Hello, 
 
 
 Low-Scale Residential/Evolve Housing Choices  is my preferred plan.  
 
I moved to Tacoma last September (Hilltop area around 8th Ave). I have a single family home but am 
surrounded by historical homes converted into duplexes and triplexes.  
 
I kindly ask that the Planning Commission consider the economic value that new single family  homeowners 
(like myself) have brought to the area by encouraging building re-use not demolition.  
 
I know folks like me who bought into the area (especially at these prices) are not going to be pleased BUT 
growth is essential/change is never easy so I appreciate the work you are doing!  
 
 
Thanks, 
Kim Patterson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ron and Charnley <roncharnley@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, March 26, 2021 7:05 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment on Housing Plan

Please, for the sake of a reasonable quality of life, if housing density is to be  increased, require off street parking, 
particularly for multi family residences.  I currently live in the Stadium District, and parking her is a challenge. I know the 
city is aware of this, but we live with it daily.  Public transportation is a partial solution, but it is far from adequate and 
bike lanes are poorly maintained and as a person who walks 2‐3 miles a day.....can I even begin to tell you how poorly 
maintained the sidewalks are?  Allowing an apartment building without requiring at least one parking spot off street per 
unit is folly.  It simply destroys the quality of life in a neighborhood. 
 
If you want an example, take a look at North Tacoma Ave between 2nd and 3rd.....I laugh out loud each time the city 
sends notice about street cleaning......where are the cars supposed to go?    This situation hurts our local businesses and 
complicates the lives of those who make this area our home.   
 
Sincerely,  
 
Dr.  Ron Patterson 
Ansonia Condominium Association President 
219 N Tacoma Avenue #205 
Tacoma, WA.  98403 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Nell Payne <npayne330@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Affordable Action Housing Strategy

Hello, 
 
I am very much concerned that the widespread application of some of the proposed zoning changes, particularly 
the building of mid-level housing in traditionally single-family neighborhoods, will disrupt the strong 
connectedness many Tacoma communities already have as well as degrading the beautiful greenery that 
contributes to strong mental health and quality of life . 
I am also concerned that the proposals as they exist may do little to nothing to relieve the housing crisis for 
those living on the middle and lower end of the economic ladder. I am concerned that developers build for a 
GREAT profit, and there is not enough profit to be had in building housing that would be affordable for the 
great number of people who are priced out of the housing market right now. 
It is my feeling that:   

 75% of the new units being built need to be affordable for the median income earner family in the 
census tract in which it is being built.) 

 At least 75% of the units being built should be condominiums that should be affordable to the median 
income family in the census tract. THome ownership allows people to gain equity in the property instead 
of just the landlords and developers.  

 Building midscale multifamily units should be limited in single family neighborhoods to no more than 
two per square mile.  

 More midscale multifamily mixed-use buildings can be built in business districts while leaving historical 
buildings intact. (Please build one, two or more in the old Kmart location. Also neighborhoods on the 
south end and east side!) 

 Make it easy for homeowners to build in-law (attached or detached) units on their properties.  

Thank you for allowing my comments and please feel free to contact me should you have any questions. 
 
Sincerely, 
Nell Payne 
3205 S 10th Street 
Tacoma, Wa 98405 
Long time resident of Tacoma! Let's keep Tacoma's charm! 
--  
“It's the possibility of having a dream come true that makes life interesting.” 

― Paulo Coelho, The Alchemist 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: jackie pedersen <jpnova24@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 2:13 PM
To: Planning
Subject: ..comments..

1). Why are we being asked now for comments..rather than at the planning stage in 2019? 
 
2.  Refer to #1...public thinks it’s a done deal..city decides..public notified! 
 
3..Tacoma is laid out differently than other cities...master plan of Tacoma was not conducive of this type plan. 
 
4.  Cramming in multi-housing units in established neighborhoods will only create overcrowding, resentment. 
 
5.  We/groups need to vote more carefully who is put in certain positions at the city. 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 10:39 PM
To: jackie pedersen; Planning
Subject: RE: ...question HIT..

Thank you for your comments. I will share them with the Planning Commission as part of their public comment process.
 
All the best, 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
 

From: jackie pedersen <jpnova24@yahoo.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:30 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: ...question HIT.. 

 
Since our last contact I have seen this “Biden seeks to ease housing shortages with a $5 billion carrot..no stick. 
 
This is overreach by the Federal Government with taxpayer dollars.  He may call it a carrot..I call undue 
influence. 
 
Meaning HB1923 and SB 5390 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

On Wednesday, April 7, 2021, 6:16 AM, jackie pedersen <jpnova24@yahoo.com> wrote: 

One more thing...the legislature has pushed thru “incentives and grants” for these kind of 
developments...but there is no “mandate” that we agree to accept. 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

On Wednesday, April 7, 2021, 2:02 AM, Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 

Hi Jackie, 
The City Council decides. This is in their authority. Planners are there to support 
the process. I'd be happy to discuss further...  
 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma ‐ Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591‐5389 
Cell: (253) 312‐4909 
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From: jackie pedersen <jpnova24@yahoo.com> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 7:49 AM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Fw: ...question HIT..  
  
 
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 

Begin forwarded message: 
 
On Tuesday, April 6, 2021, 7:45 AM, jackie pedersen <jpnova24@yahoo.com> 
wrote: 

 
This is an honest question...do the city planners decide what 
Tacoma should be...or are the citizens of Tacoma the deciders? 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPad 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Trevor Pendras <tpendras@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:18 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing and Development in Tacoma

I am a recently-returned Tacoma native, Stadium graduate, artist and long-time community member. I am 
writing in the hope that you might be able to answer a few questions regarding the proposed development in the 
Proctor district, and the overall effort to up-zone our residential areas. 
 
1. Does the community actually have a say at all here? If the long-time north-end residents voiced that we don't 
want 4 story apartments and townhouses in this area, which many of us have done, would the city really honor 
that and not continue allowing major multi-story developments in this area? 
 
2. Why should the North End be up-zoned when downtown is already zoned for density and grossly 
underutilized? Why aren't we encouraging developers to build where they already have higher zoning rather 
than change the zoning in neighborhoods that don't want it? And once the zoning cap is lifted what is to prevent 
developers from outbidding any family looking to buy a modest single-family home, just to tear it down and 
turn a profit? If it is because of our already-established amenities and reliable demand then that tells you all you 
need to know: developers aren't trying to improve our city, they want to turn a profit from the already 
established areas of our city. Why would any Tacoma resident support that? 
 
3. Who exactly stands to profit from these development projects and by how much? The Rush Companies? 
Their investors? What is their profit margin on this project? How much are they paying back into the 
community? How much of their taxes will go to the North End? If development is to be allowed shouldn't it be 
the community that profits and not the developers? And yet developers here in the region are the ones getting 
tax-breaks to use our community as an investment opportunity. And what are they giving us? Cheap ugly 
buildings and over-stretched infrastructure. We demand a better deal. Why doesn't the city? How about making 
the developers pay for a fully funded light-rail extension linking the proctor district to the existing light rail? 
That would be a place to start. 
 
I spent my formative years here growing up in Tacoma. I am an adult now looking to buy my first home here in 
the city I love. I have seen what opening up zoning restrictions has done to Seattle. Developers swoop in and 
outbid for any starter home that hits the market, excluding families from buying and exploiting the community 
for profit. I would not have a chance at owning my own home here in Tacoma if we remove zoning restrictions. 
Greed and profiteering should not be a factor in the future of our community. Do not let this happen to Tacoma. 
The north end community will not be bullied or strong armed by greedy developers. We will not support 
upzoning in the Proctor district or anywhere else in the North End. And either developers pony up and actually 
pay for substantial community infrastructure (aforementioned light rail extension is the bare minimum) or they 
look to any of the many areas in and around Tacoma already zoned for density and better suited to their 
investments. 
 
Thank you, 
Trevor Pendras 
--  
Trevor D. Pendras 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dana Peregrine <danaperegrine@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:54 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Written comment regarding Home in Tacoma

Hello, 
Please accept the following: my written comment about Home in Tacoma.  
Thank you, 
Dana Peregrine, NE Tacoma 
 
I support all we, government, citizens, and leaders in Tacoma, can do to create and increase 
Tacoma’s housing choices at lower price points. A single-family home with a big yard is no longer 
sustainable.   
  
I support the Evolve choice of the Home in Tacoma project. I support Evolve with the understanding 
that:  

 adopting Evolve is Phase 1 of a long-term housing transition.   
 Phase 1 sets a vision for direction and policy.  
 details like… the mix of “missing middle” housing allowed in specific areas… specific 

incentives, guidelines and “anti-displacement” measures… design criteria to ensure “missing 
middle” housing does indeed fit into the community and provides for green space, 
beautification, and walkability… that these topics and more will be thoroughly and openly 
researched and discussed in Phase 2.     

  
I support Evolve with the understanding that in Phase 2 a lot more time and effort is allowed and 
spent on community engagement and involvement.  
  
 To emphasize that changing current housing rules now is not only to provide housing for those at 
30% of Area Median Income, and lower incomes. I have been a career professional and “stepped off 
the ladder” to raise my family. As I am now trying to re-enter the paid workforce, salaries I am 
encountering would not at all support 3 times a rent of $2000. Three times rent is often the salary 
requirement listed for rentals, and $2000/month rent is an average with so many more rents much 
higher. If I had to live off a single income I, with a master’s degree and professional career history, 
could not afford current housing or rental options in my current neighborhood or a neighborhood like 
it.  This makes it clear to me how service industry incomes - like restaurants, bank tellers and social 
workers, or even teachers… or any single income (other than tech of course)... cannot afford current 
housing, own or rent, in Tacoma.  
 
In a Planning Commission recommendation to the Tacoma City Council please highlight the need to 
spend more time on:  

1. Building costs and incentives… so builders have incentives and viability to build something 
other than a “big box” with max units, maxed out on a lot size.  Explore ALL that can be done 
to create housing at all price points, including researching why some current “designated 
growth areas” are flourishing and some are not at all flourishing.   
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2. Aesthetics and criteria of “fitting into the neighborhood”.. Create these with neighborhood input. 
Educate neighbors and include them in the process so they understand and help create the 
picture and vision desired for their streets and neighborhoods.  
 
  

Two comments I want to reiterate and emphasize I heard at the April 7th Planning Commission 
meeting during the three hours or more of public testimony about Home in Tacoma:  

1. Avoid making either plan, Evolve or Transform, a modern-day redlining process. All 
neighborhoods, including the wealthy ones with very intense pushback, need to be and will be 
a part of new housing rules and zoning.  

2. As a 70-year-old citizen commented, “I’ll be dead before I see changes as a result of Evolve or 
Transform”. I agree. Recommend the Evolve plan NOW to the Tacoma City Council and put 
110% more time and effort into community outreach and engagement in Phase 2 of Home in 
Tacoma.   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 9:14 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Barnett, Elliott; Harala, Larry
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16

I would like to expand on my first point on density. 
The phase II plan for an area like (north west of Highway 16) allows 240 home to have up to 4 story buildings.  There is 
no designation on what would be a proper density we start with 240 family  houses (about 4 units per acre, go to phase 
II mid‐scale is 14‐36 units).Looking at the extreme end, we   now have a maximum 2,160  family units in the same 
footprint relying on street parking.   We need a gradual approach, set residential areas to expand in an orderly 
fashion.   Start with a density percentage say 30% increase from up 240 to say 312 units.  Then revisit with public input 
and change the limit as applicable.  Current plan is limited only by developer’s ability to buy and flip exist housing. 
 
 
 

From: Mark perrow  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:37 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Thanks for responding 
My concern is the plan seems to put a priority on housing but not on a strong master plan to preserve neighborhoods. 
In our neighborhood, phase II would affect around 240 homes as “Mid‐scale residential” changing the area to high 
density. (Pierce County is 4 units per acre, mid‐scale is 14‐36 units).  The units would rely primarily on street parking so 
one acre could put 50‐70 cars on the streets. (note this area is not within walking to a grocery store ‐ over 1 mile away 
and no transit routes).  The plan has no limit on how many units would be converted or how much retail.  Is your 
intention to convert all 240 homes to higher density, set a maximum for each type of unit replacing a single family 
resident in an area, set a limit for maximum number of units in a neighborhood or just let developers do what maximizes 
profits.  What is your end vision for a residential neighborhood? Which existing city do you want Tacoma residential 
areas to be changed to? 
 
Nothing is stated whether the neighborhood (which families saved money to purchase a home) can have any input 
on  what the higher density unit looks like, or the quality.  I assume a person in the planning office will decide depending 
on his/her taste, political views or friends. I can see a lot of people being very stressed and maybe having to move if they 
feel their quality of life is impacted.  It would be easy to destroy entire neighborhoods over time with developers being 
the winner.  The plan prioritizes developers and people looking for housing.   Existing home owners seem be very low on 
the list. 
 
Also, during my walk today I looked at phase I by  N 11th and Highway 16   “mid‐scale residential” allowing 4 stories 
buildings.  It was interesting that all the lots involved should all provide great views of the sound and destroy the view 
of  other residents.  Was this intended?  From a builders point, it would be a windfall,  I highly doubt any of these units 
would be affordable to medium level income families.    
 

From: Planning  
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 5:36 PM 
To: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com> 

734



2

Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Mr. Perrow, 
 
I am including Elliott here, so he can provide some answers as soon as he can. 
 

LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
 

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:00 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Will I get answer to the additional questions on the email chain below. Additionally, I have a number of other questions.
 

1. looking at phase I & phase II a very large portion of our neighborhood could be 3 to 4 story high density 
apartments.   Has an environmental impact statement been done? 

2. Your department is making a very large change to the City of Tacoma.  I think this change should be on the ballot 
for all the voters to approve how do we get it moved to the ballot.      

3. What is the projected tax loss from property taxes exemptions over 12 years on these properties? 
 

From: Planning  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:36 PM 
To: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Mr. Perrow, 
 
Yes, this thread of e‐mail communications has been entered into the record. Thank you.   
 

LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
 

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:09 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: FW: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
Lihuang Wung 
Thank you for your response.  
I had a number of other questions I passed back to Elliot Barnett.  I would like these questions to be part of planning 
commissions record. 
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From you published information, the designation of “Mid‐Scale residential” does not appear to fit the area of N 11th by 
highway 16. 
 

From: Mark perrow  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:47 AM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 
You have designated the area around N 11th and highway 16 as  “Mid‐scale Residential” looking at your overview of 
what this means.   I have a number of questions. 
Statement:   INTENT: Support mid‐scale multifamily housing in areas close to shopping and transit. 
Question:  this area is NOT close to shopping  and has no bus route or transit point in this area. 
Statement: Housing types: listed above Mid‐scale multifamily Live‐work Limited retail/office 
Question: “retail/office” traffic would be accessed only by driving through residential neighborhoods where children are 
playing. How does creating retail/office in the middle of residential neighborhood work.    With a retail development will 
they have to do an environmental impact statement? 
Statement: • Building height, width and depth mid‐scale between houses and Centers • Transition standards to abutting 
low‐scale areas 
Question:  Any structure would abut directly with a single family resident with no transition. So a current resident could 
have a  possible  two to three story building with retail shops  within a couple of feet of their property? 
Question:  Does you plan intend to override existing height variants/ covenants of 25 feet? 
Question:  How would these properties be changed?  By real estate sale with the resident or does the city intent to use 
eminent domain 
 
Looking at location, access and general layout of the area.   The land seem to be a better designation of  “Low‐Scale 
Residential” Duplex Triplex Townhouses.   From your statements it does not fit into  a “Mid‐scale Residential”. 
 
 
 

From: Barnett, Elliott  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:37 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>; Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Re: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
 

Dear Mr. Perrow, 
Thank you for your comments. They are exactly the types of issues and questions that the Planning 
Commission was hoping to receive regarding the proposals.  
 
I will offer a few responses ‐ besides the View Sensitive District (which caps building heights generally at 25 
feet), the City does not currently or would not as part of this proposal regulate to protect views, or 
compensate property owners for the loss of views. We do understand that views are highly prized and 
recognize that is one of the issues that must be balanced as part of housing discussions.  
 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma ‐ Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591‐5389 
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Cell: (253) 312‐4909 

From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:42 PM 
To: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16  
  
Mr. Perrow, 
  
Thank you for the questions and comments. I am including Elliott here and asking him to respond to your questions as 
soon as he is able to (he’s got an overwhelming number of comments to review). Meanwhile, I am including your e‐mail 
in the record for the Planning Commission’s public hearing on April 7, 2021. 
  

LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
  

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:07 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Land use N 11th by highway 16 
  
On your map you show Mid scale residential around north 11th  and  highway 16.    This does not make sense. 

1. The area has a  building height zoning, since the area has views.    So, will developing the land require payment 
to the properties who will lose the view?   Or will you then be removing the zoning laws and paying the home 
owners? 

2. The area is also directly next to highway 16.   Are you looking at building on the side of the bank?   Highway 16 
has a noise problem and is one of the reasons for the green space.  Not sure who would want to live above a 4 
lane highway with the noise? 

3. This area does not have a bus route close by.    
  
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
  

737



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 7:28 AM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Land use N 11th by highway 16

Please provide a specific example of what Neighborhood commercial would allow.   Your statement is very general and 
with proper interpretation could allow almost any use.  Specific detail is important. 
 
“This designation is characterized primarily by small‐scale neighborhood businesses with some residential and 
institutional uses. Uses within these areas have low to moderate traffic generation, shorter operating hours, smaller 
buildings and sites, and less signage than general commercial or mixed‐use areas. There is a greater emphasis on small 
businesses and development that is compatible with nearby, lower intensity residential areas” 
 
What is allowed and how much traffic, example 
Store open 6am to 12pm.    Grocery store,  bar,  Cannabis shop.   Restaurant, liquor store. 
Since you do not need parking, how much of the block will be used for parking. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 7:53 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Barnett, Elliott; Harala, Larry
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16

I have a number of additional questions. 
What studies and rules handle storm water runoff?   Existing single family residents have a small green belt that retains 
storm water.   New high density building will use most of the lot for the building. Run off has proved to be a problem in 
down slope areas, where storm drains are inadequate or surface run‐off creates erosion.    
 
The new higher density unit will use street parking.    
‐Which study are you using to determine the increase density of cars parked on the road?   
‐How much will additional residents parking on the street increase pollution run off into the Puget Sound? 
‐How will garbage be handled if all street spaces are used and no alley.   
‐Where will garbage be stored since higher density units will use most of the lot?  Apartment complexes store away 
from the building.   We have garbage pickup every 2 weeks,   will the storage be directly on the property line 
affecting  neighbors during summer months? 
 
What studies have been done to check the electrical grid and water to determine when the system will be 
overburdened. 
 
Your plan is for all of Tacoma.   So, the cost should be shared by all of Tacoma.    In view sensitive areas, a developer can 
get premium value by building a multistory building with views and get tax benefits of up to 12 years without property 
taxes.   The single family home behind will lose their view and decreased property value.  Why do they bear the cost and 
the developer gets the benefit and tax break?   The plan should give effected individuals a similar tax break of up to 12 
years passing on the cost to all citizens in Tacoma. 
 
thanks 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mark perrow <perrowm@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:33 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Barnett, Elliott; Harala, Larry
Subject: RE: Land use N 11th by highway 16

West end group discussion  had a good question 
 
According to the map the area where the largest proportion of low income citizens live and are most in need of 
affordable housing, Hilltop, is outside of the proposed new zoning. Why is that? The area closest to the 
University, downtown business, transit centers etc. is exempt? The natural growth patterns of cities is the closer 
to downtown, the more dense the development. Tacoma planners are doing it backwards. If this proposal were 
all about providing more low income housing, proximity to services and transit, and walkability why is Hilltop 
exempted? 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Brianna Pfeninger <bripfen@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 6:53 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

I am writing about the proposed ‘Home in Tacoma’  rezoning law.  
 
I am firmly opposed to allowing multi family homes in single family home neighborhoods.  
 
I have lived in an apartment for many years, I know what they are about and that is why I worked to buy a 
home. I bought my home 9 years ago on the Eastside of Tacoma. I love my neighborhood and the feeling I get 
to live in a neighborhood of homes.  
 
I think there needs to be more information about the specifications of these new buildings. They should not 
impede on the homes already there. No large buildings that are taking up the whole lot. Any multi family homes 
need to have their own dedicated parking spots.  
 
This rezoning plan will take away from the neighborhood that people strive and work to live in. We cannot 
become another Seattle.  
 
I am very concerned about investors outbidding families to buy homes, just to tear them down and build 
apartments. There must be a limit per area of homes that are being torn down for new housing.  
 
We MUST retain the amazing historical homes of Tacoma. If we do not, Tacoma will become just a shell of 
what it was. Tacoma us known for its history and beauty. We must not erase the past.  
 
My home will be 100 years old next year, and it’s age and history is something I deeply cherish. Please do now 
allow historical homes to be demolished so some investor can make more money on a multi family home.  
 
Please save Tacoma.  
 
Thank you for your time, 
Brianna Pfeninger  
Tacoma resident  
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Wung, Lihuang 
 
From: Shawn P <shawn_e_p@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 1:00 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments 

 

Hello,  
 
My name is Shawn Phelps.  I live in the house I own at 6822 N. 10th Street and am a Board member of the 
West End Neighborhood Council.  I watched the entire Planning Commission hearing on April 7th.   Many 
thanks to staff, including Elliott for an excellent presentation and Lihuang for clarifying procedures and quickly 
replying to E-mailed comments. 
 
Tacoma definitely has a housing shortage and affordability issues.  Adding ADUs in all single-family zones is 
one way this is being addressed.  While I see a need for housing stock in the "missing middle", I feel the Home 
in Tacoma goes too far, too fast.  I especially think that Scenario 2: Transform Housing includes too large of an 
area in mid-scale housing.  The distances to walk to transit and shopping are too far for many people, thus 
could result in large traffic increases on residential, non-arterial streets.  I particularly think this is true for the 
residential area north of the Skyline Drive pedestrian bridge over SR 16, where there are no streets crossing 
over SR 16 to the shopping and transit on 6th Avenue. 
 
I believe that the outreach was not extensive enough before today's comment deadline.  Not all of the 
Neighborhood Councils were briefed by City staff, including our West End which now has a briefing scheduled 
for April 21, after the comment deadline.   
 
The Buffering in the Scenarios needs to be refined, as it cuts through many people's properties.  For many 
property owners, it is difficult to know which designation they would fall within since the maps show their 
parcels split into two designations. 
 
Both scenarios include pockets in the mid-scale area that are disconnected from other mid-scale areas.  I will 
point to two specific cases of this, one near my house.  The first case is north of the Skyline Drive pedestrian 
bridge where it intersects N. 10th Street.  In Scenario 1, there are a dozen or so parcels on N. 10th and on the 
dead ends of N. Skyline Dr. and N. Heatherwood St. that are shown in the mid-scale range, adjacent to other 
low-scale lots.  This makes no sense that a triplex (or more?) could locate at the dead end of an otherwise 
single-family neighborhood.  A second example of "isolating" mid-scale areas in Scenario 2 is at the dead end 
of N. Locust Lane north of N. 11th Street, where the last few parcels at the end of the cul-de-sac are shown to 
be the only mid-scale areas in that neighborhood. 
 
I also think a Phased approach should be taken to implementing the mid-scale, even under Scenario 1.  A 
Phase 1 could be identified based on various factors including the current housing stock of neighborhoods and 
closest proximity to centers, transit and shopping.  Depending on the success of Phase 1, future phases could 
be authorized by the City Council. 
 
I think this process needs to be slowed and adjustments, including the ones I point to above, need to be made 
to the proposal based on comments received prior to this going to the City Council.  Thank you for the 
opportunity to comment and your effort on this project.   
 
Shawn Phelps 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: alexandra picha <alexandra.picha7@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 3, 2021 7:20 AM
To: Planning
Subject: OBJECT to ZONING CHANGES

The proposed zoning changes truly make my stomach drop. The reason we LOVE north Tacoma is because it is 
not seattle... I truly believe these changes would ruin this area.  
 
No one benefits from these changes except opportunity developers making a quick buck. This is not about 
equity, this is absolutely terrible planning and quick fix to a much much more complicated issue.  
 
We need to preserve the integrity of our city and not repeat the terrible city run developer mistakes that spanned 
over half century (1960-2010). Haven’t we learned from these mistakes?  
 
I’m so sick of the Tacoma jokes (that reflect this time period of bad development). 
 
We LOVE where we live, please don’t change that.  
 
Allie  
 
North slope resident  
--  
Sent from Gmail Mobile 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jim Pickering <rgrpickering@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 12:54 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Taooma

Thank you to the planning staff and the commissioners for your work. 
I listened to all three-plus hours of the public hearing last night and applaud you for your patience. 
Some comments: 
1.  Some people don't seem to understand that availability and affordability are two separate but 
intertwined issues.  We must make clear the need for a strong and separate program to address affordability 
since rezoning alone will not address that problem. 
2.  Other people calling for an environmental impact study of this entire plan don't seem to grasp the scope and 
impossibility of such an undertaking.  The environmental impact of doing nothing is clear: continued urban and 
suburban sprawl leading to more lost land and greater reliance on automobiles. 
3.  I appreciate the incremental nature and extended timeline for change under these plans and understand that 
many necessary details await phase 2. Because any actual changes and progress are years down the line, we 
need to begin the process now.  Any delay only balloons the time wasted and compounds the problems Home in 
Tacoma hopes to mitigate.  
4. Either plan is better than the status quo, but I would aim high and endorse Scenario 2, recognizing that any 
large scale rebuilding of the city will take many decades. 
Thank you. 
Jim Pickering 
6806 N. 11th St. 
Tacoma, 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kathleen E. Pierce <kepierce@bvmm.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 2:32 PM
To: Planning; john.hines@cityoftacima.org
Cc: THOMAS CLINE
Subject: Comments for Evolve Housing Choices and Transfer Housing Choices

To Whom it May Concern: 
 
We oppose the proposed changes to the single family dwelling designation now present in the West Slope neighborhood
between 6th Avenue and S. 19th Street, west of Jackson Ave.  I note that your proposal does not appear to impose this 
new mid scale residential corridors in areas of the North End of Tacoma that would impact or interfere with view 
properties.  However, the proposals to have midscale (apartments and other multifamily units) residential housing in the 
Narrowmoor neighborhood will severely impact views and property values.  In addition, the proposed housing units are 
prohibited by restrictive covenants.   
 
Currently both proposals (Scenario 1 and 2) show development down South 12th street as far as possible into the 
neighborhood.  Scenario #2 not only allows development along 12th street but actually expands that development into 
the neighborhood itself several blocks east and west of S. 12th.  It is really outrageous, especially given that the City 
Council and the planning department are well aware of the recent successful efforts to protect the views in this 
neighborhood by lowering the view sensitive overlay to 20 feet.  Now  you are proposing multi family units in an area 
where they are already prohibited by restrictive covenants.   
 
The current covenants, which can only be changed by the unanimous vote of those owning properties subject to them, 
only allow one single family home on each lot and lots cannot be subdivided.  Zoning ordinances do not abrogate 
restrictive covenants.  Consequently, by changing the zoning to allow for a use that is already prohibited under the 
covenants, the City is setting the entire neighborhood up for costly and unnecessary litigation to consistently enforce its 
covenants.   
 
There are few, if any, vacant lots on the west slope.  The only time we see new construction is when a home is torn 
down.  The lots, therefore, are extremely expensive because the buyer is paying for a lot with a home, must bear the 
tear down costs and then reconstruct.   
 
The stated reason for the proposed zoning change is to create more multi family housing in the city and to create more 
affordable housing.  The property that you have identified along South 12 street, west of Jackson Avenue, is not going to 
provide such housing.  The property is too expensive to be able to build “affordable” units and the current covenants 
prohibit anything more than one house per lot.  The view sensitive overlay restriction prohibits them from exceeding 20 
feet in height.  How will this zoning corridor possibly achieve the expressed purpose of creating more and affordable 
multifamly housing? 
 
It seems odd that the City is proposing such changes in a residential view neighborhood in only one area of the city 
where there are views.   While there are high rises now in the Proctor district and in the Stadium district, both areas 
have significant commercial developments and, with respect to the Stadium district, there have been multi level 
apartments in the area for over 70 years.  The high rise apartments in the Proctor district did not appear to impact 
views.  The Stadium district appears to be completely developed and contains few, if any, single family homes.  That is 
not the case in this neighborhood.  The entire neighborhood in Narrowmoor is nothing but single family homes designed 
with daylight basements located on the slope to preserve the views for the surrounding homes.  While higher density 
living units make sense along 6th avenue’s west end and even along Jackson Avenue in some areas, interjecting this mid 
level residential zone into a neighborhood that is known to have contradictory enforceable restrictive covenants that 
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have been repeatedly litigated over the years, makes no sense.  It is a waste of the City’s time and resources to enact a 
zoning designation in our neighborhood, only to have a developer learn that the zoning is completely contradicted by 
restrictive covenants that run with the land and are contractual in nature, binding those who purchase property against 
which the covenants are recorded.   
 
We request that the City reconsider and eliminate the “mid scale residential” zoning corridor suggested for So. 12th 
street west of Jackson Avenue.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
Kathleen and Steve Pierce 
1502 S. Aurora Ave 
Tacoma, WA 98465 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: JERALD R PISCHEL <JKPISCHEL@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, March 17, 2021 9:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project planning

Dear Sirs,  
I am very concerned about the direction this project is taking.  It is all very clearly in line with the United 
Nations Agenda 21 project that was initiated back in the 1990's.  The preamble to Agenda 21 states that "private 
landownership is a principal instrument of accumulation and concentration of wealth and therefore contributes 
to social injustice ... Public control of land use is indispensable."  Now we are discussing eminent domain, land 
use restrictions, and conservation easements. We are seeing more pressure to evacuate rural and suburban areas 
and move people into high density housing. New Urbanism in redevelopment areas is the supposed answer: 
smaller units, attached condos, little or no parking, few private cars.  These projects are an implementation arm 
of the United Nations Agenda 21 Plan.  It is social engineering paid for by our property tax dollars. 
 
I do not approve of high-density housing that pushes its way into residential areas like has happened in 
Proctor.  Homeowners seek out and purchase homes on lots in residential areas because they want to have a 
place of their own.  The City government or a United Nations Plan should not be allowed to infringe on the 
personal property rights guaranteed to us by the United States Constitution and the Constitution of the State of 
Washington.  
 
I appeal to you to protect our property rights as you pursue housing arrangements for low-income 
citizens.  Projects like these need to be placed in sectors of town well away from single family residential 
areas.  Please take care that you do not push us farther down the Agenda 21 pathway that leads to Socialism and 
the destruction of our American way of life.  
 
Thank you,  
 
Karen Pischel 
5801 Frances Ave NE 
Tacoma, WA 98422 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jonathan Pottle <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:31 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Jonathan Pottle  

jonathanpottle@gmail.com  

1 Broadway, Unit 309  

Tacoma, Washington 98402 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Melissa Pretti <melissa.pretti@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 5:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezoning/Planning

 
Hello, 
 
For the proposed changes: I live in the R2 on a 7200 square-foot lot. Across the street from me, in the same 
space, there are three houses. These were grandfathered in years earlier. My house sits evenly on half my lot. 
There’s plenty of room to build a house next-door. I would love to split my property  and build a home next-
door, but cannot, only an AUD unit, which would not be large enough (I can build an 850 sf home with a 500 sf 
garage. 
 
If there are any proposals considered that would allow for me to split my property, I’m all for it!  I would love 
to have this relief option. 
 
Thanks, 
Melissa Pretti 
4920 N 43rd Street  
 
 
Sent from Yahoo Mail for iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Matthew Price <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:15 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Matthew Price  

matt.pricew@gmail.com  

9516 Waller Road east  

Tacoma, Washington 98446 

 

 
 

752



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:32 AM
To: Planning; Chris Pritchard
Cc: Harala, Larry
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma comments

Hi Chris! 
Regarding affordability benefits ‐ yes we believe that allowing more flexibility in housing rules will have a 
benefit in terms of affordability, as well as supply and choice. It's true ‐ owners could charge whatever cost the 
market will bear, and there is no cap on housing sale costs or rents. That said, having a range of housing 
sizes/types in a given neighborhood will increase the range of price points that would otherwise have been 
available there. Smaller, attached units are generally lower cost to attain than detached houses. In contrast, if 
we leave single‐family exclusive zoning in place, lower cost houses today may eventually be upgraded to 
higher end houses. For more information about this, please review the Housing Action Plan on the webpage, 
or the FAQ.  
 
Currently, there are no tools to control property taxes proposed as part of this package.  
 
Regarding native trees and giving preference to local contractors ‐ nothing is in this proposal specifically. 
Those are good issues to comment on. 
 
Thanks! 
 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma ‐ Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591‐5389 
Cell: (253) 312‐4909 

From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:48 PM 
To: Chris Pritchard <pritch9274@hotmail.com> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma comments  
  
Mr. Pritchard, 
  
Thank you for making the effort to provide comments and questions. I will include your e‐mail in the record for the 
Planning Commission’s public hearing on April 7, 2021. And I am asking Elliott to respond to your questions as soon as he 
is able to (he’s got an overwhelming number of comments to review). 
  
LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
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(253) 591‐5682 
Please take the PDS Customer Survey 
To help us improve our customer service! 
  

From: Chris Pritchard <pritch9274@hotmail.com>  
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 7:53 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments 
  
Hello, 
  
Since I can't make it to the hearing I would like to ask some questions on the housing proposals. 
  
Will this truly make housing more affordable? 
There are other efforts besides simply increasing capacity. Those that own properties decide rents based on 
what they can get away with charging not what is equitable or a fair rate for the property. 
  
Other questions: 
What effect will this have on the property taxes of existing home owners and their ability to continue to afford 
their housing? Will there be efforts to ensure property taxes don't increase at a scale that causes home 
owners to pushed out? 
Will there be incentives for local contractors and construction companies to be the driving force in 
constructing new structures and converting existing ones? 
What efforts will be made to ensure developments keep some native trees in place which really define the 
character of the area? 
  
Thank you, 
Chris Pritchard  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Joann Prunty <jpruntytac@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 6:00 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Fwd: proposed zoning changes

Planning commission, 
In addition to my forwarded comments below I want to strongly object to the secrecy with which this project 
has been conducted. There was no public outreach in a form that homeowners received prior to this project 
getting started. The very least could have been  flyers to every homeowner mailed at the beginning of the 
discussion.  Your proposals are ruining Tacoma’s neighborhoods and are not providing affordable housing.  

Sent from my iPhone 
 
Begin forwarded message: 

From: joann prunty <jpruntytac@gmail.com> 
Date: April 5, 2021 at 8:48:31 AM PDT 
To: John.hines@cityoftacoma.org 
Subject: proposed zoning changes 

Dear Mr Hines, 
I am a home owner in the North End within walking distance of the Proctor area. I wish to object 
to the zoning changes that are being proposed for Tacoma. Tacoma has been a city with nice 
residential areas particularly suited for family living. If the zoning changes in order to allow 
more high density housing Tacoma will quickly turn into an overcrowded, unsightly and 
unaffordable city in which to live. All one has to do is observe what has happened to the Rushton 
waterfront development. Rushton village is an eyesore and has only added to unmanagable 
traffic on Rushton way. The condos are not affordable for lower and mid income individuals and 
the architecture does nothing to enhance the waterfront.  Other examples of projects that are 
eroding the quality of life in the North end are the large apartment buildings constructed in the 
Procter district. They are not affordable for low or middle income people and do not help the 
need for housing for underserved people. The 6 story new construction on N 6th and Alder is 
another example of no attention being paid to the local architecture and no attempt to fit the 
structure to the area. I have watched it being built and it looks cheap and shoddy. I doubt that this 
would be the last of the structures erected that look like this.   Construction of these types of 
apartments are reminiscent of how West Seattle became a place where once nice streets became 
canyons with apartment buildings built 6-8 stories high with no green space, all because the area 
was zoned for high density. Certainly the zoning could be designed to be more than two options. 
Smaller lots can be managed and still preserve single family structures, apartments could be 
limited to  4-6 units and be required to fit into the existing architectural norms of the 
neighborhoods. Mother in law houses could be allowed with room for 1 or 2 adults. 
I do not expect to have any influence on this decision since there has been no outreach to 
individual constituents and I only found out about these proposed zoning changes by accident. I 
firmly believe that the city gives more sway to business, construction and development 
companies than to the wishes of the individuals who live in the affected areas. 
JoAnn Prunty 
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April 9, 2021 

 

 

Tacoma City Council Members                                                                                           
Tacoma Planning Commission Members                                                                                                  
747 St. Helens                                                                                                                     
Tacoma, WA 98407  

Re:  Home in Tacoma Project 

 

Dear Council Members and Planning Commission Members: 

Affordable housing is a market driven issue, not a land use and zoning issue. Programs and 
incentives can be developed concerning affordable housing assistance. 

If there is a housing problem in Tacoma, we need a clear definition of what it may be. This has 
not been done. The Home in Tacoma project appears to be very complex and goes well beyond 
just housing. It involves land use, zoning and neighborhood disruption. It will detrimentally affect 
existing neighborhoods.. The proposed action is unclear and the impacts are not identifiable.   

We need face to face meetings through each designated Neighborhood Council when the 
Pandemic situation allows.  No attempt has been made in this regard.  Many people did not 
receive the City’s mail out card about this matter, and if they did, they did not have the normal 
contacts with neighbors to ask questions because of the Pandemic.  

We currently see degradation of neighborhoods; demolition of existing houses; and absolutely 
no design standards whatsoever. (i.e., No. 7th and Prospect area and other areas).  

Rezoning the entire city at once would be ‘a race to the bottom’ and bring unintended 

consequences. I urge you to look at transit corridors and hubs before erasing all city single 
family zoning. 

I strongly urge more meaningful and factual examination of these issues before they are voted 
on.  A slow roll out is also strongly urged. 

Thank you in advance for any consideration of these matters. 

Yours Truly,  

 

Judi Quilici             

1530 Fernside Dr. S.                                                                                                                                               
Tacoma, WA 98465             
jquil@harbornet.com                       
   

cc. Tacoma City Manager                                                                                                                               
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kayla Quinn <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:36 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

I am someone that feels like I make a good amount of money on a grander scale. But even I 

can barely afford my studio apartment in Tacoma. It costs over 50% of my monthly income. I 

haven't been able to buy groceries in two weeks and have eaten crackers for lunch 2 days in 

a row. I'm struggling because of the price of my apartment. But it's so tough to find anything 

cheaper that isn't a total dump. I am urging you, for myself, my neighbors, my community: we 

need a huge overhaul, big sweeping change. Now is not the time to remain apprehensive 

about change. 

In solidarity. 

Kayla Quinn  

kaylala427@gmail.com  

1502 S Orchard St, Apt I301  

Tacoma, Washington 98465 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tynan Ramm-Granberg <tynan.granberg@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2021 7:55 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Support for Proposed Housing Actions

Hi there, 
 
I'm simply writing to express my enthusiastic support for the proposed actions outlined here: 
 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/one.aspx?pageId=180033 
 
Smart increases in density are a steps towards a more affordable, equitable, and sustainable city. 
 
Thank you! 
--Tynan Ramm-Granberg 
--304 Tacoma Ave S 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Nelson Rascon <nrascon@dadsmove.org>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 10:00 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezoning

I would like to express my opposition to the current effort of rezoning.  First off, I support increasing density, I 
do not support demolishing our historical single family homes and the character of our city. Look at parts of 
Seattle that have lost so much of its character in the name of density, its destroyed Seattle. Please don't do this 
to Tacoma. What I think we should focus on is rezoning dead and dying retail into dense housing (how much 
housing could fit on the old kmart properties in town) or if a single family home burns down we should allow 
dense housing to go in its place. I also support adu in some places. Let's be thoughtful and think this through 
and not butcher our city like Seattle has. If we are smart we can have historical preservation and density. Thank 
you. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jordan Rash <rash.jordan@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:11 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Support for Home in Tacoma project

To whom it may concern: 
 
As a property owner and resident of Tacoma, I wish to offer my full‐throated support for the Home in Tacoma project. 
We desperately need to build more housing in Tacoma, and we’re not getting there fast enough with the current zoning 
system.  
 
Home in Tacoma will help create the “missing middle” housing supply that serves our community. Additionally, building 
in Tacoma, where these new units can be served by infrastructure, reduces our impacts on the environment. Housing in 
rural or suburban areas is more detrimental to clean air and water, to fish and wildlife habitat, to recreational 
opportunities, and poses greater risks to people and property as these communities grapple with the effects of climate 
change (e.g., water scarcity, wildland fire). We must build more housing in Tacoma to mitigate these impacts. 
 
Please support this proposal so that everyone who wants one may find a home in Tacoma.  
 
Jordan Rash 
3309 N Defiance St 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
(253) 304‐9333 
 
Sent from my iPhone 

761



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Tyler Rasmussen <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:26 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Tyler Rasmussen  

rasmussentj65@gmail.com  

318 Judson St S  

Tacoma , Washington 98444 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Megan Reardon <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:48 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Megan Reardon  

magma.irene@gmail.com  

1513 S Adams St  

Tacoma, Washington 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Bob Redling <rbredling@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 10:57 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments: proposed code changes for City neighborhoods

I am writing in support of the proposed changes to housing codes and other policies that will allow more types 
of housing throughout Tacoma's neighborhoods in addition to updating design standards to make housing more 
affordable. As a homeowner near the intersection of S. 19th & Stevens -- near shopping, recreation and transit --
I recognize the potential for neighborhood impacts from these proposals. However, the impacts can be managed 
appropriately with vigilant public oversight. Our community needs more options for affordable housing and the 
proposals set for public hearing on Wednesday, April 7, will provide those opportunities. 
 
 
Thank you. 
--  
Bob Redling 
rbredling@gmail.com 
360-292-9349 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: diane.reineman@gmail.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: New "Mid-Scale Zonning

As a Tacoma City homeowner, I am very concerned about what the change from Single Family Residential to “Mid‐Scale” 
zoning will mean to our residential neighborhoods. These changes, by eliminating normal set backs,  will devalue historic 
residential properties by eliminating views, sunlight and green spaces. It will essentially turn single family neighborhoods 
to multifamily neighborhoods. It also will not necessarily create lower income housing as we have seen simple bungalow 
homes replaced by full priced market rate apartments and condos.  
I urge you to reconsider Mid Scale Zoning in Single Family residential zoned areas. We already have many areas zones 
Mixed‐Use Centers which can absorb multifamily housing needs, as well as provide transportation, shopping and eating. 
 
Thank You. 
 
Diane Reineman 
 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Don <drennegarbe@comcast.net>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:20 PM
To: Planning
Cc: crennegarbe1@comcast.net
Subject: Zoning Changes

 
This message is in response to the Planning Commission’s proposed changes to residential zoning in the City of 
Tacoma (Home in Tacoma).  
 
We definitely support the need for affordable housing for the future growth and development of Tacoma.  
 
However, we have some serious concerns about the proposed new Mid-scale zoning proposal, especially in 
relation to the Proctor District.  
 
You are well aware of the unique qualities of this district and the many older single family homes that are 
integral to its character and housing value.  
 
Your proposal creates the potential to dramatically change this character and in the process change the 
uniqueness of this neighborhood.  
 
Recent large, multi unit apartments in the core of the Proctor have increased the availability of housing, but they 
certainly haven’t increased the availability of “affordable” housing.  
 
The proposed multi story complex across from the Proctor Post Office provides an example of a housing 
development that may take into account the need for high rent apartments but certainly dramatically affects the 
single family residents it will be built next to.  It also will dramatically stress the overall infrastructure needs of 
the surrounding community.  
 
At this point it seems that the Planning Commission needs to take a hard look at how the changes proposed will 
positively achieve your desired outcomes.  
 
More detailed oversight regarding the potential impact of such changes should definitely be incorporated into 
the proposed changes.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Don and Candyce Engquist Rennegarbe  
3714 N 28th Street 
Tacoma, Wa 98407 
(253) 592-8887 
 
Sent from Xfinity Connect App 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: JamesGeorgette Reuter <reuterville@rainierconnect.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments for Home in Tacoma Project

                                                                                                                                    April 9, 2021 

  

To the members of the Planning Commission 

  

“We Can Have Our Cake and Eat It Too” 

  

This is a quote taken from Jacques Colon’s interview with the News Tribune, in their article dated April 5, 
2021, entitled “Tacoma looks to move away from single family zoning”. As the city’s 2025 strategic manager in 
the City Manager’s office, Mr. Colon went on to say that we “can have a best–of-both-worlds situation where 
we are able to grow in smart, sustainable ways that create vibrant communities throughout Tacoma and still 
have it done in a way where it’s designed well. It fits into the neighborhood.” 

  

And therein lies the questions: Will the Home in Tacoma project help to create the vibrant neighborhoods that 
Mr. Colon described? Or will the project create random demolition and add piecemeal, unattractive multi-
family dwellings throughout our city? 

  

An Example of Poorly Planned Multi-Family Housing  

Unfortunately, we can easily find examples of new multi-family housing in Tacoma that does not aesthetically 
fit into the existing neighborhood. Just drive by the quaint old Victorian house located at 638 N. Prospect and 
you’ll see that it is tightly sandwiched between 2 modern, unattractive multi-family structures. By all 
appearances, the new housing structures are an abrupt architectural departure from the charming turn-of–the-
century homes in the surrounding blocks. In the future, will there be new guidelines proposed by the Planning 
Commission’s Home in Tacoma to prevent such horrible multi-family structures from ruining the appearance of 
an established neighborhood?    

  

Demolition v. Historic Preservation 

We’re currently dealing with a housing crisis, yet there is very little vacant land in Tacoma upon which to 
build.  So, why can’t areas such as the vacant 6th Avenue K-Mart store be used for mid-level and high-rise 
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apartments? That area is on a bus line and close to shopping -two important pre-requisites for building multi-
family housing. There must be other vacant buildings or parcels of land in Tacoma upon which to build as well. 
But unfortunately, demolishing useable structures is what oftentimes happens. 

For those of us who have lived in Tacoma for most of our lives, we can easily remember many older buildings 
that were destroyed by the wrecking ball over the course of many years. And there was even a time when the 
Union Station (built in 1911) was set to be demolished. Fortunately, through citizen action, in 1974 Union 
Station was listed on the National Register of Historic Places. Today, it stands as an example of a highly 
successful adaptive use of a Tacoma Landmark. Of course, we also need to mention Stadium High School that 
was built in 1906 and renovated in 2005-06.  Over a century ago, this school was a severely fire damaged hotel 
and now it is one of the most beautiful high schools in the country. It goes without saying how proud we are of 
the citizens of Tacoma who have had the vision to save so many unique citywide landmarks for our future 
generations to enjoy.        

  

Benefits of Preserving and Renovating Historic Neighborhood Buildings in the Proctor District 

As I previously described, there are many wonderful examples of beautiful buildings located throughout 
Tacoma’s neighborhoods. But since we live in the Proctor area, I will give examples of 4 historic buildings that 
grace our neighborhood. Although it could have been torn down and replaced by a more modern structure, 
Washington Elementary School (built in 1901) was completely remodeled in 2013 in such a way that highlights 
the detailed craftsmanship of the century old building. Rather than replace the old McCormick Public Library, it 
became a part of the adjoining new Wheelock Public Library- and the styles of the 2 brick buildings blend 
seamlessly. Also, the Proctor District is proud to have The Blue Mouse Theater (1923) which is the oldest 
continuously running movie theater in our state. And, a few blocks from the movie theater, we have the Chalet 
Bowl (1941), the longest continually operating bowling alley in our state. Together, these renovated structures 
(along with many more turn of the century buildings in the Proctor District) add so much architectural beauty 
and character to our neighborhood. It’s vital for the vibrancy of Proctor to continue to preserve and protect these 
historic buildings. 

  

Yet, even as we appreciate the wonderful historic character of the Proctor District, we are becoming 
increasingly alarmed by the ongoing demolition of some its structures that are in turn being replaced by the 
construction of large scale modern apartments.   

  

We have been told by the Planning Commission that the Home in Tacoma process is to rezone and allow the 
building of multi-family homes in single family neighborhoods and they are trying to assure us that these 
changes “won’t happen overnight,” - but just look at the speed at which two, 6 story apartments have been built 
in the Proctor District!  Too many of us who live in this neighborhood, it feels as though the very fabric of 
Proctor is being torn apart. While profit-seeking developers are making drastic changes to our neighborhood, 
the voices of our concerned neighbors are being ignored.  No one seems to be is listening to us. And the worse 
case scenario is now happening! Currently, Mike and Paula Lonergan are now faced with the terrible prospect 
of a 6-story apartment structure to be built alongside their 2 story home at North 27th and Adams (across from 
Washington Elem. School). How was this allowed to happen? Why was the apartment developer given 
permission to build alongside a single family home on a residential street? What about the Planning 
Commission’s recommendation for gradual height transitions between a single family home and a multi-family 
home? What about a buffer zone between single family homes and a multi-family structure? 
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When we see what has been allowed to happen to the homes along north 8th and Prospect and we are now 
witnessing the potential development of a large-scale apartment building next to the Lonergan home in the 
Proctor District, of course, many of us are dismayed by the potential of this happening to our own homes! We 
are extremely apprehensive of having the protections of zoning for single homes be eliminated by the Home in 
Tacoma project and replaced by zoning that allows low scale and mid-scale and even 6 story buildings be built 
right next door to our homes. 

  

The Need For Long Range Planning v. Piecemeal 

We believe that so much of our anxiety about the ongoing demolitions and apartment building in the Proctor 
District could be alleviated by the development of a LONG RANGE PLAN for Proctor’s development. Now 
that we’ve seen two, 6 story apartments go up, and another to be built at N. 27th and Alder.  And most recently, 
we’ve learned that the building on the corner of 26th and Proctor (with the UPS Store, Goodwill Store, 
Discovery Shop and East West Café) has been sold. Could this mean that now this block will also be 
demolished and a 4th, 6-story apartment complex be built?  WHAT NEXT?  We believe that those of us in the 
North End have a right to know what is the long-range plan for Proctor. How far will the demolitions go? At 
what point will 6 story apartments create too much density? Are the families in our neighborhood going to be 
able to give input into developing a vision of what we’d like Proctor to look like in 5 years? 10 years? 25 years? 
Will the continued demolition of its vintage buildings cause Proctor to lose its quaintness and make it become 
just another “cookie cutter” shopping area? How can we save Proctor’s historic charm? 

  

Proctor Could Be a Model for Other Neighborhoods 

When we are developing plans for the commercial centers of Tacoma’s neighborhoods, shouldn’t we look at 
successful towns like Winslow, Poulsbo, Sumner and possibly Leavenworth to see how their quaint small 
shopping areas have become so successful? How have those small communities maintained their charm while 
places like Ballard have become over built and over crowded? 

  

  

Our Suggestions for the Home in Tacoma Project 

  

Focus on Preservation 

To help guide the Home in Tacoma project when they develop their proposals for rezoning, we hope that the 
Planning Commission be consulting with the Historic Tacoma group and the Landmark Preservation 
Commission to ensure that historic structures within neighborhoods are protected and preserved.  And will we 
be assured that in the future, the new multi-family housing structures compliment each neighborhood? 
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Please Slow Down the Process to Allow More Input 

The Planning Commission has proposed major changes that will affect all of our neighborhoods and individual 
homes throughout our city for decades to come. Yet, many of us feel that there has been a lack of timely 
notification about the proposed zoning changes. We feel that we haven’t had enough time to really research and 
understand your complex proposals and how they would impact each of our individual homes and our 
neighborhoods. And because of Covid-19 safety procedures, we haven’t had adequate opportunities to discuss 
home in Tacoma with our neighbors.   

  

On Feb. 17, 2021, the Planning Commission authorized the release of the Home in Tacoma project policy 
recommendations for public review and comment. But the first time that we were aware of Home in Tacoma 
was about 4 weeks ago, when we received the postcard from the City listing an Information Meeting and a 
Public Hearing discussing proposed housing changes on Zoom. That postcard was the first time that we’ve been 
alerted to these major housing proposals that could drastically change our neighborhood.  

  

 We attended both of your Zoom meetings on (March 18 and April 7) and also attended the North End 
Neighborhood Council Zoom meeting on April 5. Since then, we have tried to read through all of your info 
Home in Tacoma information on your website. And now we’re spending several hours hurriedly writing this 
letter so that we can email it to you by tomorrow’s deadline. But we are still left with many unanswered 
questions about Home in Tacoma and how the changes you propose will ultimately affect our home and 
neighborhood… 

       

Take into Account That We are Continuing to Dealing with Covid-19 

Another reason we would suggest that you slow down the process and provide our citizens with at least a couple 
more months to understand and respond to your proposals is that during this past year, our lives have been 
severely disrupted dealing with a pandemic. Many families have been dealing with unemployment issues, or 
adjusting to working at home and all the while trying to juggle helping their children with remote learning. In 
Pierce County, 43,842 people have been sick with Covid-19 and many people are still waiting to become 
vaccinated. So how could you expect a large majority of our Tacoma citizens to have the time and energy to 
keep abreast of all of the proposed changes laid out in the Home in Tacoma Project? In all fairness, our citizens 
should be given several more months to become aware of the zoning changes and also to be able to give you 
important feedback. 

  

Also, because of Covid-19 precautions, many of us have been isolated from our friends and neighbors during 
this past year. We haven’t been able to have in-person meetings. And although some meetings can successfully 
be held on Zoom, meetings about something as important as Home in Tacoma zoning changes should be 
discussed in-person. This is yet another good reason why you need to allow more time for public input. 
Certainly if more of our citizens can be involved, the greater the success of Home in Tacoma will be. 
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Involve Tacoma’s 8 Major Neighborhoods in Your Process 

The Neighborhood City Councils should be a place where neighbors can go on Zoom (or ideally in-person) to 
find out more about Home in Tacoma. They should be given more information from your Planning Commission 
about how your proposals directly affect their own neighborhoods. And perhaps, faced with the potential of 
multi-family housing changes where they live, those citizens could list qualities of their neighborhood that they 
want to preserve. What makes your neighborhood unique? What types of multi-family housing would best fit 
into your neighborhood? Create a list of things that you would like to see improved. Make a list of what makes 
your own neighborhood livable. 

  

Start with a Slow Implementation of a Pilot Program  

At the Zoom meeting, I heard several people suggest that a pilot program would be a good way to begin the 
Home in Tacoma project. So before opening up all neighborhoods citywide to “Low Scale” and “Mid-Scale” 
development, start with “Low Scale” multi-family housing in just a few neighborhoods and then evaluate it’s 
success. 

  

 Prioritize Building More Housing in Under Served Areas of Our City 

Developers should be searching for Tacoma neighborhoods that are in great need for housing rather than trying 
to maximize their profits by building in more desirable neighborhoods like the Proctor District.  Also, we’d like 
to ask if multi-family housing projects are currently being planned along the $217 million dollar Light Rail 
corridor? That transit corridor seems like a logical place to build mid-scale and/or large-scale housing. 

  

Our Background 

 My husband and I have a long family history in the Proctor and North End area. I attended Washington 
Elementary School, as did my daughter, father and stepfather. My daughter, my father, my stepfather and my 
husband’s father all graduated from Stadium High. I have cousins who also live in this neighborhood and I 
taught at Downing Elementary School for over 19 years. My husband and I have lived at our current address at 
2201 N. Union Avenue for over 48 years. We love everything about our neighborhood! 

  

In closing, we’d like to thank the Planning Commission for all of their hard work in developing the Home in 
Tacoma project. But at this point, we hope that you’ll slow down the process and give our citizens more time to 
understand the very complex issues of our current housing crisis and encourage all of us to help develop viable 
solutions that won’t disrupt the integrity of our neighborhoods and homes. We believe that a pilot program of 
“Low-Scale” (rather than “Mid-Scale”) multi-family housing is the best way to go at this time. 
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We’ll end our letter with a quote that sums up our feelings: “The goal of the Planning Committee is to improve 
the livability of every neighborhood in Tacoma.” This is what a member of the Planning Commission recently 
said at the Zoom meeting. We whole-heartedly agree! 

  

Sincerely, 

  

  

Georgette and Jim Reuter 

2201 N. Union Ave. 

Tacoma, WA   98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Chris Reynolds <chrislrey@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Mid-scale residential zoning

We are absolutely opposed to the Mid-scale Zoning Proposal. The Proctor community consists of young families retirees, lawyers, 
doctors, business owners, teachers and many others. They choose to live in the Proctor area because there is a sense of community. In 
a community there is sharing of many interests. The key word is sharing. Studies have shown that when people live in apartments the 
sense of community is mainly lost.  If developers are allowed to replace all the homes in Proctor with Mid-Scale housing we will all 
be losers and the only ones to gain will be the developers.   
       Sincerely, Rob and Chris Reynolds 
       2822 North Union 
       Tacoma, 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: julie rhodes <julierhodes@outlook.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 4:28 PM
To: Planning
Subject: planning updates

Please keep my informed of home in Tacoma planning updates and proposed changes to single family zoning proposals.
Initial review indicates plans are far to wide sweeping and would destroy the quality of life for residents who in good 
faith purchased homes in areas zoned for single families. 
 
Sent from Mail for Windows 10 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hunter, Lillian
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:52 PM
To: Tom Rickey; Planning; Hines, John; Woodards, Victoria; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; 

Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina
Subject: RE: A homeowner's Comments in opposition to the HOME IN TACOMA PROJECT

Thank you for you outreach Mr. Rickey  You have made some very good points here.  I concur that more work needs to 
be done before such a sweeping change is enacted. 
 
Please stay tuned! 
 
Lillian 
 

From: Tom Rickey <tom@tomrickey.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:21 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>; Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org>; Woodards, Victoria 
<victoria.woodards@cityoftacoma.org>; Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>; Blocker, Keith 
<Keith.Blocker@cityoftacoma.org>; Ushka, Catherine <cushka@cityoftacoma.org>; Beale, Chris 
<chris.beale@cityoftacoma.org>; Hunter, Lillian <lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; McCarthy, Conor 
<Conor.McCarthy@cityoftacoma.org>; Walker, Kristina <Kristina.Walker@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: A homeowner's Comments in opposition to the HOME IN TACOMA PROJECT 
 

RE: Home In Tacoma Project‐proposed Residential Zoning Changes 
 
 

This is Tacoma’s attempt to provide “affordable housing”.  There is a lot to be said in favor of 
that goal; I am not sure our city’s proposal is the way to go about it.  
 
This is a sweeping change to huge areas of the City of Tacoma, and the number of comments 
received so far suggests there is little awareness of the proposed changes by the 
overwhelming many who would be affected. 
 
Proposals to allow 2‐story 4‐unit apartments in existing single family neighborhoods or to 
convert larger homes to 3 or 4 unit multifamily would change the entire fabric of the 
neighborhood.  This will increase traffic on streets that are already in poor condition, create 
parking problems on narrow and crowded residential streets, and increase property crime 
because of the additional cars left on the street.  And the associated real costs would NOT be 
anywhere near affordable for the average family. 
 
Before any further action, the City council and its planners should immediately conduct a 
physical tour of once‐great Ballard in the City of Seattle to see the “unintended consequences” 
of such extreme levels of infill.  This did not solve any affordable housing problem there, and 
it’s getting worse!  Ballard now has high density, wholly inadequate parking both on and off 
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street, super high housing costs both in purchase and rental costs.  Rooms alone are renting 
for $1,000 per month. Homes for over $4,000.  Net loss for the City, the residents, and the 
quality of life for their citizens.  What started out as Win‐Win, became a WIN for city 
government planners “good intentions” and a LOSS for residents. 
 
I like the ability to add a limited amount of ADU’s to existing homes.  However, taking adjacent 
vacant land, or worse tear down existing single family homes – a waste of precious 
environmental resources in a neighborhood‐  and having  developers and speculators erecting 
fourplexes next to single family, is too much.  
 
This is too important a decision to be made by 8 city council members. There is a lot that 
needs to be looked at. The goal is good, the methodology is suspect. Please take the time to 
promulgate more extensively these ideas to all citizens and then do the right thing and put to a 
vote of all of Tacoma’s voters. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Tom Rickey  
1522 S Fernside Drive 
Tacoma, WA 98465 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Gayle Rieber <gaylephoto@comcast.net>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 2:00 PM
To: Planning
Subject: proposed changes to housing density

Hello.  I live in a single family neighborhood that is proposed to be low level density.  Though I see the need to 
accommodate more people in Tacoma housing, I have trouble with trusting the implementation of this proposal. 
1.  I have trouble trusting the tradeoffs that the city makes with developers, bowing to their demands for more rentable 
space.  This results in building design that rarely blends well with the neighborhood, building up to the sidewalks and 
little or no requirements to provide on‐site parking. 
2.  I have trouble with the non‐mention of street parking overload. Our streets are already solid with vehicles parked on 
both sides of the street, sometimes blocking service trucks from getting through.   
  
In short, the maps are an abstraction.  The reality on the ground is bound to be distasteful because the guidelines for 
developers are so lax and full of compromise.  These changes seem bound to detract  from the current ambiance that 
we love.  
 
Gayle Rieber 
2902 N. 20th St 
Tacoma, WA  98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kyle Rixon <rixon.kyle@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:19 PM
To: Planning
Subject: I support Home in Tacoma

Anna Petersen, Chair 
Tacoma Planning Commission 

Dear Chair Petersen: 
My name is Kyle Rixon. I live and work in Tacoma, at 7455 A St Tacoma, WA .  
 
I support Home in Tacoma. 
I’m pleased that this plan will increase housing choices, diversify and densify our neighborhoods. It will also 
protect our farms and wilderness areas.  
 
Please convey my support to other members of the Planning Commission and the City 
Council.  
 
Thanks for creating Home in Tacoma. I look forward to its implementation. 
 
 Respectfully,  
--  
Kyle Rixon 
425-344-1498 
rixon.kyle@gmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mallory Roberts <send2mr18@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 9:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: My Support for Home in Tacoma

Dear Chair Petersen: 
 
My name is Mallory Roberts. I used to live in Tacoma, Washington and still have many people there 
who I love. I support Home in Tacoma. 
 
I’m pleased the plan will increase housing choices and diversify our neighborhoods and I’m so excited 
to see these changes happen in the town I love so much. 
 
Please convey my support to other members of the Planning Commission and the City Council. 
Thanks for creating Home in Tacoma. I look forward to its implementation. 
 
Best wishes, 
Mallory 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mia Roberts <send2miaroberts@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:51 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home Tacoma

My name is Mia Roberts. I support Home Tacoma. I am pleased that the plan will increase housing 
choices.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Melissa Romero <oremorcsm@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:57 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Rezoning Strawberry Hill/McKinley Hill

Good evening, 

 

I attempted to leave a comment on the planning map; however, was unable to edit it to include my entire comment.  I strongly urge you to reconsider 
the proposed changes to the zoning for the Strawberry Hill / McKinley Hill area.   

We moved here in late 2019 and enjoy living in our neighborhood; the proposals would drastically change the face of our neighborhood; which is 
already lacking the infrastructure to support it in its current state.  

I cannot consciously approve of a proposal in which a dereliction of duties and omission of the public participation and education is rampant.  No one 
in our vicinity has been giving the opportunity to engage and fully participate in a process that affects our community removes our historical 
architectural buildings, displaces families that have live in those homes for generations and its face it is completely contrary to the Tacoma 
Comprehensive Plan that we should “preserve and enhance the character of the city’s neighborhoods”  it is inequitable and it does not offer us the 
property protections that have been afforded to other neighborhoods.  It feels extremely rushed, vague and misleading and completely undemocratic 
as the engagement has been purposely neglected.  Instead, I propose that we should be extended the zoning you have granted to the North End, West 
End, and Northeast Tacoma this is also a “view sensitive district” and we count on the value of our homes as a future retirement means. 

Thank you, 

Jose and Melissa Romero 

1213 E 30th St 

phone: 479-381-8204   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Nina Rook <nina.rook@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 11:26 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Woodards, Victoria; Hines, John; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comments

Hi -- my apologies for a rush job.  See first point below. 
 
SLOW DOWN! 

While the Home in Tacoma project started in January 2020, we mere mortals heard about it with a postcard which, for 

me, arrived in mid‐ March.  I was able to attend the neighborhood council on Monday and the Planning Commission 

Wednesday, but have not had time to watch the earlier informational session and did not find a transcript.  I have had 

time to glance through other documents on the website, and noted that changes were being made to the FAQs through 

Mar 31.  And BTW there is a pandemic.  SLOW DOWN and give us more time to assimilate these proposals. 

ACKNOWLEDGE OUR STRENGTHS 

The plans so far are cookie‐cutter.  Our neighborhoods vary a lot in views as well as amenities and character.  I fell in 

love with Tacoma 21 years ago because of the views of the Sound and the mountain, as well as the charming surviving 

neighborhoods throughout the city.  When I look at both scenarios, I see no acknowledgement of that.  All the major 

thoroughfares could be block to block of 4 story apartments, blocking the views and destroying neighborhood diversity.

BE HONEST ABOUT SCALE 

I am not averse to greater density – I knew it was on the horizon when I moved here 21 years ago.  But the midscale 

residential plan needs a lot of work.  The FAQs and reports talk about “Moderately taller buildings (up to 3‐4 stories) 

would be allowed next to houses (up to 2 or 3 stories). . . ” Anyone who has seen cities develop knows that 4 stories 

always pen out better than 3, while on my block most of the modest homes are 1 ½ stories.  These homes would be 

totally outshadowed by the higher developments. 

THE WALKABILITY MYTH 

I noticed that bus lines were a reason for greater density, and lip service is paid to walkability.  However, I live in Proctor 

(surprise!) and our bus service is only useful for downtown, the Mall, and TCC.  I used to work at the Pearl Street Y, and 

when my car was down, my normal 9 minute commute was 55 mins because of the bus timing.  It is unrealistic to expect 

working people who have a commute and a choice, not to have a car to park.   And while Proctor is thronged by 

pedestrians on a sunny Saturday, they have parked their SUVs in front of my house and walked the last 3 blocks. 

ALTERNATIVE FOR INCREASED DENSITY 

I am not anti‐density.  I have loved living in extremely dense city centers.  It puzzles me that in the current plans, it does 

not seem to be possible to convert a single family home to a duplex AND have a DADU, even if the requirements for 

each could be met simultaneously. 
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PERMANENTLY AFFORDABLE OWNERSHIP AND RENTALS 

I am for permanent affordability.  I have worked with CLT's in Washington State and Washington DC, and would 

encourage the city to encourage CLT’s as a permanently affordable ownership model.  I am glad that we have some 

Habitat homes, but typically affordability there disappears the first time the property changes hands.  Similarly, why 

does the need to have affordable apartments in high‐end developments disappear?    

CREDIBILITY OF DESIGN STANDARDS 

The plans talk about developing design standards.  It is hard to reconcile this with our recent experiences ‐‐ the 

stultifying blocks of “town homes” around the Mall, and the current disaster‐in‐the‐making at N 27th and N Adams. 

TREES 

Am happy to see the mention of urban forestry goals.  We need more trees!  And a norm of street trees, rather than a 

conversion experience. 

INCENTIVES FOR RE‐USE OVER DEMOLITION 

No‐one has time to create historic exceptions to demolition – we need the regulatory standards to ensure that re‐use is 

the norm. 

Best regards, 
 
Nina Rook 
253.759.4152 
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Home In Tacoma Project  
Public Comments  

 
Nathan Rosenbaum 
Manta Holdings, LLC 

Owner of Red Maple, 1122 N 6th St  
(Tacoma’s North Slope Historic District) 

 
April 8, 2021 

 

 

First, thank you for considering revisions to the existing land use regulations to increase housing supply, affordability and 
choice.  As the owner of a Tacoma parcel which includes a small multifamily project as well as vacant developable land, 
in a historic area close to shopping and future light rail, this effort is much appreciated and reinforces my desire to 
increase affordable housing stock aligned with Tacoma’s future housing strategy. 
 
Background: 
 
For some background and context, I have an opportunity to build a 25 unit ground up multifamily building on property I 
own in Tacoma’s North Slope Historic District, located at 1122 N. 6th St.  The parcel is 13,000 SF, including an existing 23 
unit building on 5,000 SF – known as ‘Red Maple Existing’ and an additional 8,000 SF of vacant land.   
 
When I purchased the property, I was attracted to the historic character of the building – the brick façade, the wooden 
arch above the entrance, the transoms, the original oak and fir flooring, the millwork, etc.  Moreover, the location is 
exceptional – a historic neighborhood with great walkability, close to a future light rail transit stop (MLK and Division, 
2022 arrival), shopping (Thriftway), restaurants (Hank’s Tavern), health care (MultiCare), excellent schools (Lowell 
Elementary, Stadium High), open spaces (Wright Park), and existing bus routes (11 and 16).   
 
I bought the parcel in July 2018, and initially focused efforts on renovations on the existing structure, a beautiful 
masonry veneer building constructed in 1918.  The renovations were extensive, and included re-wiring the entire 
building and replacing galvanized pipe.  I increased  the number of units from 19 to 23.  Where possible, I preserved the 
historic charm, e.g. refinishing the clawfoot tubs, while adding modern conveniences where I could, e.g. tankless water 
heaters and free wi-fi.  I also involved the community, hiring local contractors and commissioning the local non-profit, 
Hilltop Artists, to design customized artwork for the foyer.   
 
The renovations were completed last summer, and Red Maple Existing (Red Maple - Existing)  is fully occupied now.   It 
provides workforce housing, as tenants work in a variety of occupations - teaching, health care, distribution, grocery, 
sales, etc.  Most tenants are in their 20s and 30s, and represent a broad cross section of the community.  Housing costs 
generally are affordable for the tenants, as the blended monthly rent across all units is $1,015, or $12,180 for one year, 
representing 30% of annual income of $40,600.  This equates to approximately 70% of HUD’s one person AMI for 2020 
in Tacoma of ~$60,000 (HUD 2020 Income, Tacoma). 
 
Finally, I believe the residential makeup at Red Maple Existing is much different than at purchase back in 2018.  When I 
bought the property, there were drug deals going down in the basement and drugs consumed on the premises, there 
was a restraining order in place for the resident of another unit, and several homeless people were using covered areas 
at the property for shelter.  These concerns largely have been addressed, as the new property manager has done an 
outstanding job bringing desirable long term tenants to the building, and the neighborhood.  Turnover and vacancy 
levels have been reduced, and several units now are rented to people of color.  I have set up unique branding for the 
building, and I genuinely feel there is a sense of community and pride among residents.     
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                     Red Maple Existing 

Development opportunity: 
 
Late last summer, my attention turned to the development potential on the 8,000 SF of remaining land on the parcel.  
My plan was to build 25 units, all studios, averaging about 330 SF.  With the help of Stephen Day, a respected historic 
architect, (Stephen Day Architecture), we developed preliminary sketches and a conceptual site plan.  The building – 
‘Red Maple New’ - would include three levels at or above grade, along with a daylight basement.  The structure  would 
be on a scale consistent with the neighborhood and similar in design and character with Red Maple Existing.   

As with the existing building, Red Maple New would generate workforce housing, with a focus on providing safe and 
healthy housing for the community.  The blended rental rate across units at completion (two to three years from now) 
was projected at $1,355/unit/mo, or $16,260/year, representing 30% of annual income of $54,200.  This represents 90% 
of HUD’s one person AMI for 2020 in Tacoma of ~$60,000 (AMI two to three years out likely will be higher).   I would 
expect the residential makeup at Red Maple New to be similar to what exists at Red Maple Existing next door.  

                

             Red Maple New, Vacant Land, Facing NW       Red Maple New – Expansion Project 

Unfortunately, I could not make the project viable under existing City of Tacoma land use regulations.  Specifically, we 
needed the following modifications in order to proceed: 

- A boundary line adjustment enabling Red Maple New to be on a separate parcel from the existing building.  This 
would allow separate financing for Red Maple New, without commingling Red Maple New and Red Maple Existing, 
as part of a security package for a potential lender.  Without separate financing for each parcel, debt service 
requirements would make Red Maple New much more challenging, if not impossible.  

o In connection with the BLA, we also needed setback variances, as both newly created lots needed to 
conform to the lot area, parking and setbacks required in the zoning district under current code.  The 
conformance with new code drastically reduced the buildable area for Red Maple New.  If the lot were new,  
it would need to have a 20 foot front yard, 25 foot rear yard, etc.   My hope had been to separate the parcel 
into two lots and still maintain the ability to add a multifamily building with shared setbacks with Red Maple.  
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- A parking variance request.  While existing code requires 1.5 parking spaces for each new dwelling unit in the HMR-
SRD zone, to proceed with Red Maple New, we needed significantly reduced parking requirements, at a level that 
could be satisfied with the existing parking at alley, plus plentiful street parking nearby (and given light rail arriving in 
2022).  If I need to satisfy required parking even at the 50% level, I would need to install a basement level parking 
garage, adding $500K to $800K to the project cost while reducing the number of units, and cash flow.   

o This small infill apartment project cannot feasibly support additional on-site parking. A recent parking 
survey, conducted over two weeknights – during the pandemic - indicated plentiful street parking in the 
area, particularly along 6th St between L and M Streets. (details available).  

 
My architect and I ultimately requested a comment memo and a pre-application hearing with the Planning and 
Development Services department (Record Number PRE20-0195).  The scoping comments indicated the BLA would not 
be approved, and the Setback and Parking Variance requests were unlikely to be approved.  After discussions with the 
City of Tacoma staff last October, I decided to suspend all work on the project.   
 
Project commentary: 
 
Your initiative is timely, as I believe my interest aligns closely with the City’s stated vision for the Home in Tacoma 
project.  I believe including my site within the boundaries of Scenario 2 Proposed Mid-Scale Residential designation, 
would be warranted and appropriate.  There should be nice gains for both the City and myself. 
 

 
 
Red Maple New would benefit the community in numerous ways: 
- Expands ‘Missing Middle’ housing in historic neighborhood, close to shopping, health care and transit.  
- Complements the scale and pattern of existing historic structures in the NSHD, including Red Maple Existing.  
- Reinforces vision of being more inclusive of all members of the City.  Red Maple New is projected to offer housing at 

or lower than 30% HUD’s one person AMI, effectively opening up housing alternatives in an appealing neighborhood 
that otherwise might not be accessible.    

- Promotes infill of large unused space in neighborhood with great walkability, proximate to shopping, transit, good 
schools, and Wright Park.  

 
In return, the standards proposed for the new mid-scale residential land use designation likely would help address the 
financial challenges impeding my ability to pursue Red Maple New.   The most relevant new standards include: 
- Reduced lot sizes and setbacks.   
- Building height, width and depth mid-scale between houses and Centers.  Red Maple New would be in transitional 

area, close to K Street corridor.  
- Smaller/shared yards and open space.  
- Moderate to low onsite parking.   

 
Note that under existing zoning restrictions, a structure like Red Maple Existing would be impossible to develop – and 
yet the character of early twentieth century multifamily buildings like Red Maple Existing is highly desirable and worth 
emulating in the new zoning code revisions. 
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Other considerations: 
 
After attending virtually the public hearing session on April 7, 2021, I’d like to respond directly to a concern expressed by 
the community about multifamily development disrupting neighborhood character and distinct history.  Specifically, 
several citizens indicated the proposed changes could lead to ‘big boxes’ of apartment buildings near single family 
homes.  To be clear, Red Maple New would be in a transitional portion of the North Slope district, near Hank’s Tavern 
and shops along N. K Street corridor.  The building design has been determined with the help of a historic architect, and 
would complement the Red Maple Existing structure, both in scale and defining features.   There would be a smooth, 
gradual transition to single family homes nearby.  
 
Also, please consider the expansion of regulatory affordable housing incentives and requirements.  In particular, the 
City’s Multifamily Tax Exemption Program, 12 year affordable housing option would be of interest.  I know how valuable 
incentives can be:  the extensive renovations for Red Maple Existing would not have been viable without numerous 
financial incentives (including Historic Tax Credits and a Special Tax Valuation).   
 
I’d also suggest extending Transfer of Development Rights to this area, as an incentive for preservation of qualifying 
historic structures.  The City could conduct a windshield survey of historic structures in the North Slope Historic District, 
to determine which might qualify for TDR incentives, and if preservation of these structures would be meaningful for the 
City.   
 
Note that I am not a large developer.  I own only two commercial real estate assets: Red Maple and a six unit designated 
historic landmark in Seattle’s University District, designed by respected early 20th century designer, Fred Anhalt (Anhalt 
Hall).  Hopefully, my two holdings demonstrate my desire to preserve beautiful, historic structures, while offering 
affordable housing and creating a sense of pride at my properties.   
 
Nathan Rosenbaum 
Manta Holdings, LLC 
206.779.7874 
nathan.rosenbaum@hotmail.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: tahoma31@gmail.com
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:40 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments Regarding Zoning Changes

We only support proposed changes from "single-family" zoning to "low-scale" zoning. 
If administered equitably these changes could fit in well in all Tacoma neighborhoods and  
add some housing choices.  It would also help the community gauge what additional zoning 
changes would be beneficial to the city and everyone involved in future years. 
 
We absolutely oppose the proposed "mid-scale" zoning changes at this time.  Too little had been done 
to understand and communicate the huge impact on neighborhoods of the proposed "mid-scale" zoning changes 
before 
Anyone knows what the "low-scale" zoning impacts will be.  If the city council approves these proposed 
mid-scale zoning changes at this time, during a pandemic, and while the impact is so poorly understood  
and largely unknown among the majority of Tacoma residents, it will destroy the trust citizens have in Tacoma 
city government.  It will also raise the question of who is looking out for Tacoma residents who chose 
to live here - certainly not the out-of-town real estate developers exploiting their "mid-scale" zoning 
change windfall. 
 
The elephant in the room is of course that in real terms the City of Tacoma has absolutely failed to provide 
the affordable housing opportunities promised by the multifamily property tax exemption initiatives! 
As documented by The NewTribune, most of the resulting housing created by this initiative so far has been  
market rate Seattle priced apartments.  In addition, these resulting new apartments have driven up the cost of  
all housing throughout the city and further incentivized professional developers/flippers to remove low-income 
housing inventory from the marketplace. Why should citizens expect anything less to happen if city leaders let 
the genie  
out of the bottle and approve such a poorly understood "mid-scale" zoning proposal at this time?   
 
In reviewing the latest proposed zoning changes I also noted that nowhere is there any mention of 
accompanying  
changes to Tacoma's property tax/fee infrastructure in support of low income housing. Could perhaps 5 to 10 
percent 
of tax revenue generated by proposed "low-scale" zoning changes for the first 10 years be earmarked for true 
low income housing development?  Or will a greater proportion of these increased revenues be used to augment 
the  
salary and benefit packages the city employees with not a bone thrown to solving our affordable housing 
dilemma? 
Yes, this is a real question, not merely a cynical one. 
 
 
Daniel Rosner 
2802 N Puget Sound Ave. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Margaret Ross <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 6:26 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Margaret Ross  

the.peg@gmail.com  

2907 N 20th St  

Tacoma, Washington 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Patricia Roundy <roundype@plu.edu>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:00 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Patricia Roundy
Subject: Updated Comments Regarding the Home in Tacoma Project

Hello! 
 
Here are my revised comments! Thanks for disregarding my rough draft accidentally sent earlier this morning. 
 
Thank you for this opportunity to provide comments regarding the Home in Tacoma project. I have read the 
overview, perused the City of Tacoma website, and also reviewed the City of Tacoma Residential Infill Pilot 
Program 2.0, updated December 2020. In addition, I listened to the first hour of the April 7 public hearing. Mr. 
Barnett, staff, and members of the Planning Commission are to be congratulated, and I extend my appreciation. 
I support Scenario 1: Evolve Housing Choices. I do not support Scenario 2: Transform Housing Choices. I 
strongly support efforts to offer affordable housing in Tacoma. In my judgment, Scenario 1 is bold and will 
indeed transform housing options in Tacoma. Scenario 2 is aspirational. Let's implement Scenario 1 well. Even 
Scenario 1 will be a stretch, but I see it as much more feasible. 
 
1.  The timeline. I listened to Mr. Barnett's presentation on the timeline. I am an alert citizen who reads The 
News Tribune and tries to stay abreast of local news. I missed everything you did in 2020 because of the 
pandemic. Like everyone else, I focused on staying safe, staying home, and focusing on the present. When the 
postcard came earlier this year about the March Zoom meeting, I noted it, but did not have a sense of its 
importance. Given the pandemic and the need to focus clearly on the present, your 2021 time table feels rushed. 
Again, I support affordable housing, try to stay alert and I still missed your work until quite recently. Affordable 
housing needs in Tacoma are truly urgent. To gain additional buy-in, you might consider allowing more time 
for the implementation phase. I have many questions about the implementation stage. 
 
2.  Please explain your thinking about infrastructure, parking, and transit. At present Tacoma doesn't have the 
robust transit system of Minneapolis, for example. Many of us really limit the amount we drive but can't rely on 
frequent buses with good connections. What about parking? At present, a car is needed to get around town. 
(Prior to the pandemic, I took two buses and rode light rail to get to Seattle each week to visit family. I will ride 
again when it is safe. My point is that I ride buses, but the schedules are too infrequent to make busing 
convenient for most people with the greatest problem being making connections.) My husband and I drive on a 
very limited basis. We're retired and want to make good environmental choices in our lives. The amount of 
parking which you allocate for new units is not realistic for today. How will the growing number of electric cars 
be charged? During the implantation phase, these types of questions need to be addressed.  
 
3. Be sure to highlight the ways in which the City has managed/will manage developers. How will the City 
control development to provide affordable housing? The Proctor buildings are very high rent and don't address 
the affordable housing situation at all. How is it that the Proctor developers can charge such high rents when the 
City has a clear desire to help with affordable housing? Be sure to highlight new construction that is affordable. 
 
4.  What is the City doing with condemned houses? Wouldn't those lots be good places to build more affordable 
housing? 
 
5.  Under what circumstances will existing residences be demolished? 
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Again, I truly applaud the work tremendous amount of work being done for the betterment of residents of 
Tacoma. I hope that my comments have been helpful! I again express my appreciation for you work.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Patricia Roundy 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Lee Roussel <hlr@nventure.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 4:02 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Future of housing in Tacoma

Tacoma's proposed housing changes represent obsolete pre-pandemic, pre-work-from-home thinking that needs to be 
revised in light of those realities.  
  
People are leaving denser neighborhoods with multifamily buildings and moving to single family housing in suburbs and 
smaller cities with more space, both indoors and outdoors, including space for home offices. This trend will continue, since 
companies are indicating that significant work from home will continue after the pandemic is over. McKinsey estimates 
that 20-25% of employees could work from home three to five days a week and 30% of employers will downsize their 
offices. 
  
In this new housing market, single family neighborhoods are an invaluable resource that should be protected and 
defended. They could power Tacoma's revival. Yet the city's obsolete plan ignores this new reality.  It proposes 
to undermine single family neighborhoods with denser multifamily housing.  This could deter new buyers and 
cause existing residents to leave. 
  
A successful city needs a mix of residential types and neighborhoods: some dense, some high rise and some single 
family residential, to accommodate everyone's housing needs. Yet the plan excludes single family residential 
neighborhoods. This isn't diversity, and it restricts choice.   
  
At a minimum, the city should pause its housing plan so the new housing realities from the pandemic and work from home 
can be considered.  It makes no sense to adopt a plan mandating the very density that people are leaving. 
  
The current public comment process also needs to be withdrawn because it is not neutral and does not appear to be a 
true consultation but a "sales job" at public expense.  The city should have asked residents for their visions of their 
neighborhoods first, and incorporated those into a plan. 
  
Thank you for considering these comments.   
  
Lee Roussel 
3219 N. 30th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Richard Rucker <rucker.group@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:30 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Thoms, Robert
Subject: Home in Tacoma

City of Tacoma Planning, 
The Comprehensive Plan Urban Goal UF-13 addresses the preservation of the Historic Residential 
neighborhoods.  Goals UF-1-12 seems to be the current definition of the Stadium, Proctor and UPS 
Districts.  As a Stadium District homeowner since 2015, we've observed the increased interest and subsequent 
activity in the renovation of historic homes.  The best part is that young families are moving into the 
neighborhood.  Your planning process for more equitable housing should be applauded.  But Tacoma has a 
Crown Jewel all along the North Slope.  Be careful---it can't be replaced or replicated.   
 
 
Regards, 
 
Rich Rucker 
The Rucker Group 
(360)731-0503 
rucker.group@gmail.com 
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April 8, 2021 
 
 
Re: Home in Tacoma Public Comment 
 
Chair Petersen and members of the Planning Commission,  
 
I support the City of Tacoma’s efforts to address our housing and affordable housing supply 
issues a comprehensive Affordable Housing Action Strategy, and specifically via the Home in 
Tacoma project.  Both of these proposals will increase market rate and affordable housing 
development opportunities in the City.  
 
I have been a member of the Housing Equity Taskforce, as part of the Human Rights 
Commission, which has worked directly with the Planning Commissions to draft the polices 
related to the Home in Tacoma project. I support smart growth and believe that Home in 
Tacoma addresses the crisis in housing by providing more types of housing in the single-family 
zoning area in Tacoma. Currently, we are more than 11,000 units short of the necessary housing 
to meet the needs of those who want and need to live in Tacoma.  
 
Under the City’s current zoning, approximately 75% of Tacoma’s residential areas are limited to 
single-family detached houses. This greatly limits the supply of necessary housing. The Home in 
Tacoma proposals would permit a wider variety of housing choices in single family zoning, and 
would create the opportunity for the missing middle type of housing that will be needed to 
meet our housing production targets.  
 
The proposals are smart in designating selected areas of the City to be rezoned, in particular 
areas designated as centers and corridors, and then appropriately transitions the density into 
the areas that would remain lower density zones.  
 
I favor a strategy to create the greatest amount of opportunity to increase the supply of 
housing. The modest increases in density, smartly located, will better support the transit, 
commercial, and retail services the city needs.  
 
I encourage the City to expand the areas available for developers use of the 12-year multifamily 
property tax exemption program (MFTE). To do so, the City would need to expand its 
residential targeted areas (RTA) along corridors and residential transition areas newly zoned as 
a part of the Home in Tacoma project. Expanding the RTAs beyond their current mixed-use 
center areas would allow the City to offer the 12-year MFTE in areas of the City that developers 
are currently unable to access the incentive.  
 
Tacoma’s housing market and the City’s housing policies will determine in large measure the 
type of community Tacoma is or will be. The proposals will determine who can live in Tacoma, 
whether their children will be able to stay when they are grown, and whether Tacoma will have 
the locally centered workforce it needs for its own prosperity. Housing will determine the well-
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being of nearly every other civic interest: education, child development, public health, 
transportation, land use, growth management, economic development, climate conservation, 
and racial justice.  
 
Thank you for your work on this issue.  
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Sarah Rumbaugh 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 5:25 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Public Comments - HITP
Attachments: Home in Tacoma Project - Public comments - JJR 2021-04-07.pdf

Please include the comments, I already responded. Thx! 
 

From: Jeffrey J. Ryan <jjryan@harbornet.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:36 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Public Comments ‐ HITP 
 
Please add my comments to the public response for the proposed project. These comments are also to be part of the 
SEPA review process response. Unfortunate I have run out of time to review this issue any further at this point. I am not 
in favor of implementing the proposed theory within our community and the results have not been favorable from other 
communities around the world that have tried this experiment. Higher housing costs, lower affordability rates and 
displacement of existing residents, the poor, the disadvantage with no clear increase in affordable housing, that’s not a 
good record to follow. Profit driven housing theory only helps the wealthy and the developers who deal in this kind of 
work. 
 
Thanks, 
Jeff 
 
Jeffrey J. Ryan, Architect 
LEED AP, BD+C 
3017 North 13th St. 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
  
v 253.759.0161 
c 253.380.3197 
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City of Tacoma 
747 Market Street  
Tacoma, WA 
 
Attn. Elliot Barnett 
 
 
Re: Public Comments - Home in Tacoma Project – AHAS Planning Actions 2020-2021 
 
 
Members of the City Council, Planning Commission and Planning Staff 
 
 
The process by which this topic has been put fourth for public comment has been rushed 
and the public outreach process to gain support from the community has not met the 
City’s obligation to inform, educate and gain backing for a topic of this complexity and 
far reaching impact to its residents.  It is unfortunate that the City has presented but one 
option for review and unfortunately based on a theory that has been has been found to 
have impacted the most venerable, increased housing costs and displaced existing 
residents in the cities where it has been used. Based on the level of detail provided in the, 
reports, summaries, answers to questions, and the lack of positive examples of the 
successful use of this theory to meet the state goals, I am forced to support the only 
option left and ask you to reject the proposal presented by the staff. I ask that you to stand 
on the right side of history and do the same. I do not take this choice lightly and feel this 
is the harder choice to be taken, but having been given just an up or down vote at a 
moment’s notice, it is the only choice offered. As a resident of the City of Tacoma I ask 
you to please reject the current plan as well.  
 
An issue this broad and expansive is hard to critique in a short letter format, I have tried 
to narrow down my discussion to a few key points for clarity and expediency, but it 
would be helpful if we had the time to discuss each issue in more detail, if the 
opportunity were to arise.   To avoid any misunderstanding I am writing in opposition to 
the changes suggested to the Comprehensive Plan, Zoning and Code revisions and in 
regard to the inadequacies of the SEPA process and the notification process as a whole. 
These comments are to be considered a joint response to all three of the above documents 
and review periods. While I would prefer a middle ground approach if offered, to discuss 
other planning options and to review the process that has led us to this place, but that was 
not offered as an alternative at this time. 
 
Issues of Concern 
 

 The city has to date not provided supporting data to back their use of this theory 
on urban planning or supporting information on for how this form of land use has 
led to positive changes within other communities. The suggested changes are not 
new and have been used in other cities in the US and around the world, but they 
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are still based on an unproven theory that lacks a track record showing benefits 
worth the risk the lives of Tacoma’s residents.  The approach suggested is very 
similar to that used in other cities over the  last fifteen years, first proposed by 
Richard Florida, a  relatively short time frame to test a urban planning theory. The 
results of this theory are just starting to be documented and the results are not 
promising.  A recent MIT report of Chicago’s effort by Yonah Freemark has 
shown that this kind of broad up zoning and density has led to higher housing 
prices, lower affordability rates and has displaced existing residents, primarily the 
poor, the disadvantage, the elderly and people of color.  The result is a city that is 
wealthier, whiter and less diverse. While this is but one study from an 
independent source, the results do not meet the stated goals found in the proposed 
revisions to the Comp Plan. Studies for Sidney and London have shown similar 
results, when market driven housing policies are put in place to increase density 
the result pushes the poor out of the city and the housing prices climb.  Multiple 
requests were made over the last three weeks for supporting examples for the 
cities policy, yet only the names of city using this kind of zoning practice were 
given with no results? Supporting documentation in the form of case studies needs 
to be a part of any future proposals. Don’t be on the wrong side of history, the use 
of a proven methods will achieve the results envisions, following the lead of 
others without substance will result in gentrification and higher housing prices. 

 
 Notification of the residents of the city for a proposal of this scale has not met 

basic minimums one expects of its leadership.  Many of the residents are still 
unaware of the scope of the changes and the lack of detail presented, this along 
with a sales pitch approach for the proposal has not aided in a better 
understanding or a more comprehensive discussion of the issues. To date the city 
has only received a 0.1% response to their survey (870 responses) and they have 
made no effort to clarify the percentage of resident’s who answered the survey 
verses non-residents or those with a financial interest in the outcome of this 
debate.  Many in the city did not receive a post card or understood what they 
received in the mail, those without internet service could not see the documents or 
attend one of the limited meetings provided and those that were able to attend had 
few opportunities for comment or questions. The NENC meeting on the April the 
5th in which the city presenter give a presentation on this policy from his car in 
California over a bad connection has to top the list of poor approaches to last 
minute outreach and showed a disrespect to the residents in attendance and their 
thoughts.. 

 The misuse of the Missing Middle Theory. This theory was originally put for as 
aid to solving the pressing problems of aging suburban areas of sprawl. To find a 
sense of place in a sea of housing.  The proposal was to create a core a center for 
these areas, a community that would give them a shared identity and to find a 
renewed focus for their transition into a more livable and walkable community.  
The theory was based on the development of traditional cities in the US. The 
misuse comes when this theory is applied to a city that was developed in a 
traditional way; we already have core area, a downtown. Our development 
patterns radiate from the downtown out into neighborhoods. That is why the 
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majority of the large scale apartments were building in and around downtown and 
less so as we move away for the core. Now it would be one thing to say we need 
satellite areas for denser development in Tacoma near large commercial areas not 
unlike 26th and Pearl or 72nd and Pacific but we should be looking at 4 to 6 areas 
out near the edge of the city.  To say that every little former corner store location 
is a new center or that street picked randomly are now main streets for 
redevelopment is wrong and does not fall within the scope of this theory or any 
valid theory of urban design.  The missing middle theory as it was originally 
presented is very orderly in its approach unlike the proposed plan for Tacoma 
which appears to be entirely random, market driven, with not set plan. This 
missing middle theory has been high jacked by developers and investors to 
support their goals to make a return on their investment not housing and not 
affordable housing. 

 The proposed change will pit individual home owners against developers with no 
clear assistance from their own city. This has been the unfortunate norm within 
our community for a number of years particularly around commercial districts, 
but the new plan pushes this kind of confrontation out into almost every 
neighborhood. The proposed plan put forth by the city is another give away to 
investors and developers at the expanse of the residents, in the hopes of a 
achieving an ever shifting goal.  The days of “trust us we are working in your best 
interest” don’t fly, the city squandered that level of trust years ago.  We need to be 
able to judge the merit of a plan based on the details up front. The city should not 
shift its responsibility to serve and support the residents of this city in order to 
make it easier for builder’s developer to make profit. 

 No evaluation of past performance was provided in the planning document as a 
base line on how Tacoma compares to other cities of its size when it comes to 
affordability or housing needs?  How have we performed over the last twenty 
years following past approaches put in place by our city? Have we met our goals 
and objectives, has population or density increased and what has our effort done 
to curb sprawl in the County over time? We asked for the supporting information 
and none was provided by the city. Basic information such as the average lot size, 
density by neighborhoods or vacancy rates in Tacoma was not available or 
apparently not tracked by the city? The average lot size in California the state 
with second smallest average is 7,200 sf.  Washington is below the National 
average at 11,761 sf. per residential lot. Seattle has an average lot size of 5,492 sf. 
Comparisons are good way to judge actions and reactions to changing policy, how 
do we judge density within our city without knowing the basis data points to make 
educated judgements? Where is our report card on past work and how do we rank 
among other cities on the west coast?  This data needs to be tracked and presented 
before we are asked to support higher density as the answer to our problems. 

 Changing terms in the code rather than making positive decisions to guide our 
city should be avoided.   The term “Single Family Residence” or “Dwelling” is a 
legally recognized term and well defined by many sources.  “Small Scale 
Residential” does not share this quality and will increase unneeded confusion with 
no clear benefit.  Other words like “Character” and “Preserve” are also well 
defined while their replacements are not helpful. It is unclear why these terms 

802



4 
 

need to be changed to strengthen the code. The proposed revisions only muddy 
the policy statements leaving them open to a broader interpretation. Demonizing 
terms to forward an agenda will not improving the lives of the residents and 
should be avoided. 

 The SEPA Check list form of review is not up for the challenge, when we are 
reviewing a change this broad in scope and impact. A full EIS should be 
undertaken, along a separate notification process and review. The comments 
period should also be separate and clearly stated to allow the residents of the city 
to comments without the confusion of multiple documents and a less then 
apparent SEPA review process underway. Since the City of Tacoma has 
overlapped the SEPA process, The Comp. Plan Review process and the potential 
code changes under a single outreach period, all comments received needs to be a 
part of the public record for the review of all three documents.  The Cities attempt 
to minimize the impacts of the proposed changes without supporting 
documentation is questionable and shows why a city should not be allowed to 
prepare their own SEPA reports let alone review it as well.  This should have been 
independently reviewed thru a blind review process.  The checklist is nothing 
more the self-justification of their proposed actions, rendering the SEPA 
statement meaningless. To imply higher densities have no impact on an 
environment is highly suspect at best. 

 While this is a lesser issue for discussion, the inclusion of graphics like the 1937 
Residential Security Map, prepared by the Home Owners Loan Corporation 
(HOLC), a federal agency, should include the supporting documentation that 
original accompanied the map, as the University of Richmond has done on their 
website, Mapping Inequality. Paraphrasing the in injustice of the map does not aid 
in its understanding. These maps created by the HOLC clearly show a bias 
towards people of color and directly targets and singled out African Americans 
unjustly. The map also presents a chance to show the history of biases towards the 
poor, the working class, recent immigrants and those less fortunate during the 
height of the great depression. The map also shows a bias towards working class 
city’s like Tacoma in the 1930’s by the banking and real-estate industry. A city 
under strain to meet the needs of its residents during the great depression.  Please 
present the full map, include the district descriptions and demographic 
information to show the complete picture of the blemish placed on the city and its 
residents and the specific target placed on people of color in the 1930’s. 
 

The proposal put forth by the City of Tacoma has been rushed and time was not given to 
the community to absorb the proposed changes, ask question and get answer let alone 
gain approval. The City has failed to inform and education the residents, or reassure the 
communities that this proposal will not negatively impact their neighborhoods or improve 
their quality of life. If the city is asking for the residence to sacrifice some of their 
freedoms or wishes for the common good and support a greater population, the city needs 
to do a better job in their approach by giving the communities greater say in how these 
policies will work in each neighborhood and not impose a one size fits all policy across 
the city.  If through past actions the City of Tacoma promoted exclusionary zoning 
practices, perhaps the best place to start is with the areas developed after the 1950’s when 
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these policies were put in place, such as the R1 and View Sensitive districts as well as 
with greater Pierce County, these areas appear to once again be immune from the changes 
proposed for the rest of the city.   Downtown Tacoma is also not carrying it share of the 
needed housing in the city and that to needs to be remedied before increasing the density 
within our neighborhoods. At one time Tacoma had over 50,000 residents living in the 
downtown core how many does it house today? 
 
Please consider your options wisely and reject this plan to up-zone our community.  Give 
the resident a voice in this decision, this should not be left to the planning commission 
selected by the council and councilmembers to implement, if need be put it up for a 
public vote.  Don’t be on the wrong side of history. 
 
Thank you for your time and attention to this letter. I apologize for any typos that may 
have occurred in my rush to get these thoughts in for your consideration in the short time 
frame allowed. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
 
Jeff Ryan, Architect. 
3017 N. 13th Street 
Tacoma, WA 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang 
 
Hi Wung, 
Please include in the comments package. I already responded to Susan. 
 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma - Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591-5389 
Cell: (253) 312-4909 

 
From: Susan Ryan <sryan@harbornet.com> 
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 9:45 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Doug Crane <cranedb@yahoo.com>; Alex Morganroth <aemorganroth@gmail.com>; Jodi. Cook 
<jodi.cook0983@gmail.com>; Kyle Price <Kyle_Price@aw.org>; staveb@gmail.com 
<staveb@gmail.com>; Felicity Devlin <felicitydevlin@yahoo.com>; Carly Snapp 
<carlysnapp@hotmail.com>; Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>; Hunter, Lillian 
<lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; John Hines <john@hinesfortacoma.org>; Boudet, Brian 
<BBoudet@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Housing choice examples being proposed for pre-WWII neighborhoods.  
  
Dear Elliot, 
 
I went out for a walk in my immediate neighborhood today and saw all this recent development 
activity. More houses being readied for demo to create a 41 unit building on N. 8th which 
shocked me. This 3 story blue apartment building that goes way back, number of units?  Another 
pointy 4 plex on the alley, opposite the first pointy 4 plex on Prospect.  And this brown and tan 
building next to the construction site for yet another 41- 42 unit apartment complex on N. 8th a 
couple blocks further down.  Have all of these been eligible for tax abatement credits as an 
incentive to build and where can the affordable rents be found?   
 
Under the new proposals what are these building types being called?  Low level, low rise, low 
scale.  Mid level, mid rise, mid scale?  They are “big” in comparison to existing housing and 
nothing like the older duplexes and try-plexes already sprinkled throughout my neighborhood.  
 
With the words “character” and “preserve” being removed from the code how do you describe 
endearing sought after qualities? There are some lovely historic homes of “character” and 
“charm” within a few doors of these new choices. Is it the position of the city to forego any type 
of cohesion and just allow speculators to buy up properties, run them down and then knock them 
down when ready to sell or develop?  The daily exhausting harassment by solicitors trying to buy 
our homes never ends.  
  
Can you please show these actual images in the context of our neighborhoods to add clarity in 
communicating all the new “choices” being proposed throughout the cities Pre-WWII 
neighborhoods. I understand you will be presenting to the NENC on Monday which would be a 
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great place to start along with Wednesday’s Public Hearing. Citizens need to see what these 
choices actually will look and feel like to live amongst, a chaotic hodgepodge of housing types.  
 
I’ll include a few members of the two councils on this e-mail too.  
 
Respectfully, 
Susan Ryan  
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Houses for demo - for a new 42 unit N. 8th St  
3 story?   
 

 
The brown and tan unit, next to construction site. Note the small single family houses.   

807



4 

 

 
Pointy 4 plex, remodeled blue Duplex and something else going up on the alley behind the blue 
house. Must be another duplex.  
 

 
42 Unit Building  N. 8th St 
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Apartment Building - Type ?  This would make a great street elevation by adding in the 42 unit 
building going up. Much more effective low to high example for scale.  
  

 
T-111 tiny snout houses built at least 10+ years ago. Not holding up so well and not noteworthy 
for future renovation.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 11:20 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Public Hearing Comments 
Attachments: Planning Commission 2021 .pdf

I already responded. Not sure if this is a duplicate of her other comments.  
 

From: Susan Ryan <sryan@harbornet.com>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 1:38 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Pauli, Elizabeth <elizabeth.pauli@cityoftacoma.org>; Woodards, Victoria <victoria.woodards@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Public Hearing Comments  

 
Elliot:  
 
Please include these comments into the public record for the 2021 Comp Plan proposals.  
 
Thank you!   
 
Susan Ryan 
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Date:	 	 April	7th,	2021	 	
	
To:			 	 Tacoma	Planning	Commission	
	 	 City	of	Tacoma	
	
From:		 Susan	Ryan	
	 	 Tacoma	Resident	
	
Subject:	 Public	Hearing	4/7/2021			

Comprehensive	Plan	Comment	Period			
	

Thank	you	for	your	time	and	commitment	in	representing	your	neighbors	
and	residents	of	Tacoma.		With	it	comes	a	high	level	of	responsibility,	as	your	
influence,	recommendations,	development	trends,	altruistic	beliefs	and	
personal	views	all	come	together	in	a	confluence	of	ideas	that	will	shape	the	
future	of	Tacoma.		
	
With	that	being	said	I	strongly	oppose	and	cannot	in	good	consciences	
support	the	proposals	being	put	forth.		Finish	what	you	have	already	
started	before	adding	on	yet	another	shiny	object.			
	
Over	the	past	15	years	I	have	watched	the	city	follow	a	path	of	more	
committees,	studies,	changing	slogans	and	compelling	marketing	pitches	of	
how	each	land	use	change	will	improve	the	economic	vitality	of	the	city,	
increase	equity	while	also	serving	the	most	vulnerable	in	need.		You	have	
failed	and	are	giving	false	hope	to	those	who	believe	this	theory.		
	
This	market	driven	approach	to	city	planning	that	Tacoma	has	embraced	is	
not	long	term	smart	planning	with	proven	visionary	leadership.	Instead	it	is		
a	pre-written	script	being	circulated	along	lecture	tours	that	turns	over	the	
best	assets	of	a	city	to	speculators	of	the	investment	class.	An	approach	
geared	towards	deregulation	with	fewer	and	fewer	common	sense	best	
practices.			It’s	time	to	take	a	long	pause	from	this.		
	
Tacoma	is	not	alone	in	following	this	pathway	of	deregulation	but	Tacoma	
has	the	most	to	lose.	A	few	other	cities	with	strong	democratic	values	like	
Tacoma	started	experimenting	with	their	citizens	too	however	they	have	a	
stronger	safety	net	to	fall	back	upon.		Money	influences	policy	and	income	
inequality	is	at	its	highest	ever.		Consider	who	is	and	will	be	benefiting	the	
most	from	these	broad	sweeping	changes?		How	many	daily	calls	do	you	get	
looking	to	buy	your	home	if	you	own	one?		
	
Think	about	it	-	Create	a	problem,	create	division,	dismantle	and	rebuild	to	
best	serve	who?		Sound	similar	to	our	Public	Schools	and	No	Child	Left	
Behind?		
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Below	are	just	a	few	reasons	to	stop,	start	over	and	look	at	this	through	
clearer	lenses.		
	
-	Bad	timing	–	world	wide	pandemic	and	everything	has	changed.			

	
-	One	of	Tacoma’s	greatest	asset	is	the	intact	low	scale	single	family	home		
neighborhoods	throughout	the	city.		Why	dismantle	your	best	features	with	a	
chaotic	hodgepodge	of	poor	quality	infill.		Really	poor	aesthetic	direction.		
	
-	Excessive	and	expensive	micro	units	is	like	warehousing	people.		Ok	for	
short	term	transition	housing,	but	long	term?			
	
-	Same	old	same	old	big	city	goals	that	fail	here	in	Tacoma.		
	
-	No	current	data	showing	starting	point	of	where	existing	middle	size	
housing	is	located	ie;	converted	houses,	duplexes,	triplexes,	ADU’s.		
	
-	Vague	generalities.		Weak	arguments	for.		
	
-	Housing	in	neighborhoods	developed	after	1950’s	zoning	is	primarily	
excluded?	This	seems	contrary	to	goals	of	inclusivity.		
	
-	View	sensitive	areas	traditionally	occupied	by	those	with	higher	incomes		
and	opportunity	are	excluded	and	not	being	treated	equally.			
	
-	No	data	showing	current	density	levels	per	individual	neighborhoods	and	
streets.		Again	where	is	the	starting	point	to	measure	from.		
		
-	Inconsistent	mapping	–	for	example	in	Root	Study	report.		POT	listed	with	
high	transit	use	and	a	high	opportunity	neighborhood.	Misleading	
	
-	R1	neighborhoods	are	not	being	represented.		

	
-	No	confidence	any	quality	design	or	construction	materials	will	be	enforced.		
	
-	Who	is	Tacoma	hoping	to	provide	housing	for?	What	is	the	target	market?	
My	neighborhood	is	filled	with	new	people	that	were	displaced	from	Seattle.		
	
-	Why	follow	Seattle,	that’s	insane.		Back	to	being	followers.		
		
-	Can	Tacoma	survive	with	even	more	out	of	area	landlords	when	people	
outgrow	their	micro	units	and	tiny	houses?		Is	this	disposable	housing?		
	
-	For	the	above	stated	reasons	no	viable	proposal	has	been	put	forth	to	
support	to	the	needs	of	the	most	vulnerable	citizen	amongst	us.		Instead	
unproven	theories	that	I	believe	will	cause	more	harm	then	good.		
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 10:18 PM
To: Susan Ryan; Planning
Cc: Pauli, Elizabeth; Woodards, Victoria; Thoms, Robert; John Hines
Subject: RE: SEPA Public Comment  - Home in Tacoma 

Dear Ms. Ryan, 
Thank you for providing comments, we will include them in the Planning Commission’s public comments.  

In regards to your inquiry about the SEPA process, I apologize you didn’t receive my response – I tried several times and 
attempted to troubleshoot any way that I could, but I kept getting email error messages. The fact that this was the 
comment period for both the policy actions and the SEPA was included in all the notices and on the project webpage.  

Thank you, 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 

From: Susan Ryan <sryan@harbornet.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:29 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Pauli, Elizabeth <elizabeth.pauli@cityoftacoma.org>; Woodards, Victoria <victoria.woodards@cityoftacoma.org>; 
Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>; John Hines <john@hinesfortacoma.org> 
Subject: SEPA Public Comment ‐ Home in Tacoma  

Dear Planning Department and Planning Commission:  

I understand public comments for Home in Tacoma SEPA are due today, 4/9/2021 along with Zoning Changes 
and Codes.  Three different topics.  

I do not support the insufficient SEPA check list answers nor the Code Changes. 

I am asking that the city please extend the comment period to allow for proper notification and clarity. Earlier in 
the week I reached out to the chair of my local Neighborhood Council to inquire about the NC’s being notified 
of SEPA Public Comments.  My chair said  “I’m not sure there is a SEPA”. “I have not seen anything on it”.   

I had also e-mailed the person in the planning dept. that sends out notifications,  BDoan@cityoftacoma.org  to 
those on the cities mailing list. I asked about notification as I typically receive SEPA  notifications from the 
City.  I have not heard back about my inquiry.  

It is not possible for citizens to make informed comments if the process to comment is not clear to 
them.  Presenting a SEPA check list under the Non-project category should not be an excuse for vague 
insufficient answers. This technically may be legal however the process and lack of clarity gives the impression 
that the city was trying to conceal this important step in the public process.   

The city has identified a project and that project has two phases. It is impossible for a project this brand 
sweeping to not have any environmentally impact.   

Susan Ryan  

Tacoma, WA
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Josh S <bioligist87@hotmail.com>
Sent: Sunday, April 4, 2021 6:54 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Future of housing in Tacoma

Hello,  
 
Four years ago, I was in a dilemma of having to choose between apartment life near work or buying a home 
with a commute. I checked out three new apartment complexes in Federal Way near work, but found out I 
made just a little too much to apply for them, aka affordable housing. What I found is that commuting into 
work from Tacoma was cheaper than existing options near work.  
 
Tacoma is one of the few places that was affordable in order to be able to commute to better jobs farther up 
north. The trend is that people are moving farther south as far as Spanaway for housing, but they still have a 
long commute. A key problem with higher density is that it does nothing to solve getting good paying jobs 
around the local area.  
 
Here are some of the issues I want the City of Tacoma to pay attention to and come up with solutions.  
 

 work with businesses to provide high paying jobs outside of the Seattle/Bellevue area 
o this will help to reduce long distance commuting (better for the climate), increase the average 

wage, and bring more money to the city.  
 without better paying jobs nearby, there will be a demand for transportation options both public and 

private (personal vehicles). Increasing the number of people will stress the already crowded roadways.
 I just received a flyer saying the electrical costs will increased by about 1.35 per month. Solutions need 

to be formed for how to stabilize or reduce utility costs for everyone as they continue to rise year after 
year. How can more people move into the area without the utilities rising to ever higher rates? 

Moving to higher density in such a large area will cause those currently living in SFHs to be priced out of the 
area (property taxes, utilities, etc.) and choked out from commuting to their jobs.  
 
If these concerns aren't addressed, then one has to question the motives of the city. Does the city care about 
all inhabitants or about picking the winners and losers? I know first‐hand what it is like to be priced out of 
affordable housing, yet barely able to get into the housing market. There needs to be balance in housing, so 
I'm okay with seeing higher density near the downtown area. However, I can see a lot of issues with more 
residents without any improvements.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rebecca S <rchellot@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 7:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma zoning change

Changing the zoning like this makes NO sense.  1)  There is a large amount of vacant space for higher density 
housing. 
2)  Essentially zoning all residential areas the same, with no consideration for neighborhoods, will 
destroneighborhoods. 3)  Affordable housing won't be the result of rezoning the North End--which seems to be 
the actual target of this zoning idea.  Land in the North End will still be more expensive, so any housing built in 
the North End will be more expensive than the same housing built in areas where lots are less expensive.  
4)  Shoe-horning all sorts of housing next door to single family homes will drive the single-family tax base 
away.   
5)  Tacoma has one of the largest historical districts in the U.S.  Caring for these homes is a labor of love and 
extremely expensive.  Destroying these areas will result in the loss of those willing to take these on. 
6)  Parking is already an issue. 
7)  The city needs to represent everyone--including the majority of home-owners, not just people that don't yet 
own a home.  
8)  The solution to a lack of affordable housing is high density housing in under developed areas.  Tacoma has a 
significant amount of VACANT property beautifully located near Transit, downtown, the Y, etc.  WHY attack 
successful neighborhoods rather than fixing blighted areas that NEED investment?????   
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hillel Samlan <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 12:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Transformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity, 

Hillel Samlan  

hillelsamlan@gmail.com  

415 N I Street, Apt. 405  

Tacoma, Washington 98403 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Michelle Sanks <msmichmont@yahoo.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 12:52 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Please consider

Trash cans, dog parks/stations, and guest parking 

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Lauren Saxton <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 11:25 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Lauren Saxton  

laurenelizabethsaxton@gmail.com  

6621 S Clement ave  

Tacoma, Washington 98409 
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Wung, Lihuang 
 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Christy Scerra <cscerra@harbornet.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 10:22 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Rezoning Tacoma 
 

 
Hello City of Tacoma planning group.   
 
Thank you for the opportunity to voice my opinion on the proposed planning changes to the city.  
 
I think both plans go too far. I grew up in South Tacoma. My neighborhood was full of lower income and rental 
properties. I don’t understand how pricing lower income families out of their homes makes our city a better place? How 
do you force out a family that has a garden with plenty of parking and force the low income people whom built Tacoma 
now have to live in a tiny overpriced apartment with zero green space and no place to park their car. Only the low 
income have to pay this price? This is crap! You allow plenty of homes to be built with the garage as the most prominent 
feature of the house! You can’t even walk up the the front door of these homes without walking down the driveway! 
Why segregate income levels with homes built “car first” while forcing lower income families into homes without 
parking? That’s if the lower income families can even afford this “low income housing.”  
 
Every new living space in this city needs parking! 
 
We need to celebrate diversity, gardens, and the green way of living by not destroying perfectly livable homes.  
 
*Full in the vacant spaces.  
*Build up along the open land in the city. Make incentives for strip malls and big boxes to renovate into Point Ruston 
mixed use.  
*Require the set backs to be the same as the existing neighborhood. If I can’t build a new porch less than 15-feet from 
the sidewalk, nobody should be allowed to build beyond that same footprint.  
*Parking for every new unit built.  
*Zero tax breaks for new development.  
*Builders should be paying for the infrastructure upgrades, not taxpayers. Soak them for the costs, not us.  
*Infrastructure should be first. Not an afterthought.  
*Transit is a joke. You don’t have enough parking for the commuters right now. The Sounders trains don’t have enough 
schedule flexibility.  
*Every new build should include a percentage of affordable housing so affordable housing can be integrated throughout 
the city. The Winthrop is a failure. Why recreate a failure? 
*Tearing down existing homes is an environmental disaster.  
*Space for gardening should be a priority.  
*Tacoma doesn’t need to be Seattle’s bedroom community. We need to support our own community and create our 
own commerce instead of housing people that never spend or invest here.  
 
Government control of land has made homes less affordable. The push for affordable housing doesn’t work. Look at 
Seattle. Portland. San Francisco.  
 
Reduce. Reuse. Recycle. Renovate.  
 
Space for gardens makes people happy. So does a parking spot.  
 
Thank you for everything you do and thank you for your time.  
 
Christy Scerra  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Alexander Scheel <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 5:06 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Alex Scheel 

Alexander Scheel  

alexscheel@gmail.com  

1407 Moorlands Dr  

Tacoma, Washington 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: dj5564@harbornet.com
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:01 AM
To: Planning
Subject: City Housing Planning Comment

Good Morning, 
 
Thank you for providing the opportunity to offer feedback on the future of Tacoma's planning for diverse and 
affordable housing.  Unfortunately I missed the ZOOM meeting on the 7th, but I am offering my comments 
based on what I have observed around the city thus far. 
 
I would specifically like to address two of the proposed actions on your list - 
 
1) "Update design standards so new housing compliments the neighborhood" 
2) "Strengthen policies and programs to make housing more affordable" 
 
1) I have observed that all of the new housing being built is the same. All of it is oversized and crowded into the 
smallest space possible. There has been no consideration given to the neighbors surrounding these new 
monstrosities; views being obstructed by a huge wall outside their windows, limited sunshine for their gardens, 
and limited parking. The two apartment buildings built in the Proctor District are ridiculous, and the most recent 
example is on 6th Ave, which is supposed to be an area of quaint small businesses. NONE of these projects 
compliments the neighborhood!  
 
2) One bedroom apartments renting for over $1000.00 are not affordable! Most tenants in apartments are living 
there because they either don't have adequate credit or the down payment to purchase a single family home. 
Homelessness is on the rise, partly due to inadequate mental health treatment and partly due to the rise in the 
cost of places to live while wages remain stagnant. Home prices have also risen dramatically due to the influx of 
Seattle residents seeking more affordable housing here in Tacoma. 
 
Why not consider remodeling the existing older homes in Tacoma? There are many, many very fine older 
homes that could use some TLC without digging up more land and using precious space. The more cement 
poured, the more rain runoff. It seems as though the planning committee is at odds - on one hand recognizing 
the need for more green space and the other hand giving in to greed. 
 
I feel that my comments will fall on deaf ears and that nothing will change, but I have been so upset about what 
I've seen so far in Tacoma that I felt compelled to write about it anyway.  
 
Thank you for your time, 
 
Dawn Schofield 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Delores Scholl <delohele@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:40 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma article in News Tribune 5, 2021

There is  no reason you need to re-zone  residential neighborhoods in Tacoma.  You have already allowed 
contractors  to build from side walk to alley and fill an entire piece of property with ugly "cracker box 
buildings" in Tacoma. This leaving no yard/green space for  families. 
 You allow the old buildings to be torn down which could be made into housing and would last many years 
longer than any new building. 
There are duplexes, 2-houses on a lot, apartments and etc in my neighborhood and almost everyone of them is 
in need of repair or is an eyesore to the area. This new zoning would add to a huge parking problem. The streets 
are already filled with cars.  I would like stricter laws that force residents to keep up their property than this one 
to add whatever they want. 
Most homes in older residential neighborhoods have garages, big yards & gardens for a family and this should 
not be taken away for any development. I walk this neighborhood almost every day and also pick up trash along 
the streets/sidewalks.  
 
This article was the first I knew of the zone issue and you are making a decision on it April 9!!! 
Why not try this as a pilot project before going city wide? 
 
 
M. Deloris Scholl 
3578 S. D Street 
Tacoma, Wa.98418 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hilary Schumer <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:30 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Hilary Schumer  

hilary.schumer@gmail.com  

3521 N. Stevens  

Tacoma, Washington 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Nathan Schumer <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:06 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Nathan Schumer  

nss2108@gmail.com  

3521 N. Stevens  

Tacoma, Washington 98407 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Camille Sebring <camillesebring@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 7:24 AM
To: Barnett, Elliott
Cc: Planning
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma Project

I'm seeing the same problem simply on a larger scale with this new development plan in regards to affordable 
housing. The impact on existing dwellings, may reduce overall values so perhaps the affordability comes in 
reduced property values. The city however will make more money since the "bottom line," they will raise our 
taxes to offer incentives to builders. 
 
Offering incentives to existing multi family property owners to reduce rent prices may offer a better effect in 
affordable housing.  
 
Although, with everything I have read I am not convinced that is the true goal.  
 
If my vote is considered, I would vote no on both projects being offered but would support providing incentives 
to existing multi family/single family property owners to reduce rent prices, thereby creating affordable housing 
now.   
 
Sincerely, 
Camille Sebring 
 
On Mon, Apr 5, 2021 at 3:30 PM Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 
Hi Ms Sebring, 
Generally, no. There will not be affordability requirements for most of the housing allowed today. Rather, by 
being more flexible with our housing rules, we can bring down the cost of housing construction per unit, 
bring up the supply of housing, and increase the variety of housing available in each neighborhood. By doing 
that, we can make a difference in terms of meeting affordability needs ‐ particularly for moderately 
affordable housing (rather than very low cost housing). 
 
That said, we also know that no matter how flexible the City might be with housing rules, it simply costs too 
much to build a unit of housing meaning we do not expect the housing market to provide units affordable for 
the lower end of incomes. To meet that unmet need, the project calls for the City to do more with our 
affordability tools ‐ by providing an incentive for developers, in exchange for dedicated affordable units. 
Bottom line, we also need public funds to create very affordable housing.  
 
So, both of those two strategies help with affordability and together they can do a lot.  
 
Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma ‐ Planning and Development Services 
747 Market Street, Room 345 
Tacoma, Washington 98402 
ebarnett@cityoftacoma.org 
Work: (253) 591‐5389 
Cell: (253) 312‐4909 
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From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 3:17 PM 
To: Camille Sebring <camillesebring@gmail.com> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma Project  
  

Ms. Sebring, 

  

Thank you for the question, which is also a good comment, so I will include the e‐mail in the record for the Planning 
Commission’s public hearing on April 7, 2021. Our project manager Elliott Barnett will try to respond to your question 
as soon as he can.   

  

LIHUANG WUNG 

Senior Planner 

City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 

(253) 591‐5682 

Please take the PDS Customer Survey 

To help us improve our customer service! 

  

From: Camille Sebring <camillesebring@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 2, 2021 10:39 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project 

  

Hello, 

  

I've read through the Home In Tacoma Project information and have a question.  

  

Numerous times throughout the reading, I've read the verbiage "affordable housing."  
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When the new middle housing or low scale residential properties are completed, will the property owners be 
required to limit the rent or sales amount?  

  

Sincerely, 

Camille Sebring 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Troy Serad <troyserad@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 10:36 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Ushka, Catherine
Subject: Strawberry Hill Homeowner Wants to Transform Housing Options

Good evening City of Tacoma Planning Commission, 
 
I am writing to provide my full support for the broad zoning reforms proposed by the Home in Tacoma project. 
In particular, I enthusiastically support Option 2 of the options—the transformation. 
 
As the homeowner of 919 East 32nd Street, a 1905 residence with a lovely property that features a full view of 
the city and sound, I could not be more enthusiastic about what these zoning reforms could mean for my 
neighborhood: more families, more social connections, new vibrancy, improved safety, better sidewalks and 
transit, new architectural expression and an enhanced community resiliency. Strawberry Hill is primed to 
become a far better version of itself should the city allow for it.  
 
While a simple code reformation will not by itself build a healthy community, it does indeed remove the 
regulatory stranglehold that prevents such communities from ever taking shape. Generic urban housing options 
should never have needed to be categorized as a "transformation", especially when lovely examples from our 
past are routinely found within this very city. Alas, Tacoma put itself in this position and will need to do the 
hard work to rectify the consequences of this multi-generational error. Home in Tacoma is the start of this work.
 
Any and all efforts to sensibly reform the single-family zoning restrictions of this city are celebrated by me. 
Following an ugly civic history of racism, fraud, and redlining, which was then institutionalized through the 
single-family zoning code of 1953, it is high-time the City corrected its course and began to democratize its 
zoning devices. 
 
Thank you for providing an opportunity to transform our city and for reading my comment. 
 
Respectfully, 
 
Troy Serad 
919 East 32nd Street 
P: 206.549.1980 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Margaret Shawver <margaret.e.groves@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:10 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma Project--AGAINST, with suggestions

Hello, 
 
I'm a homeowner in the West End, and a board member of the West End Neighborhood Council. I heard with 
dismay that the City of Tacoma is planning to install multi family housing in single-family housing areas on 
sixth ave. 
 
My concerns are straightforward: I'm concerned that these will be low-income apartments that will attract 
poverty and associated undesirable activities. I've spoken to an urban planner friend who says that your plan is 
actually great, that by inserting housing according to form and not population density that we'll have higher 
quality units, so that was encouraging to hear, but I would like some assurance that these units will NOT be 
low-income.  
 
I'm also concerned that no additional bus infrastructure is being planned, as I see that parking isn't included, 
either. Where are the extra cars going to go? Can we get trash trucks or other important services through streets 
that have far more cars? Will sixth avenue, and freeway entrances and exits 3 and 4 on Highway Rte 16, 
become parking lots at rush hour?  
 
Can you address these concerns? I would LOVE additional housing in Tacoma--I would love nice apartment 
buildings in some of the vacated old big-box places like Kmart or the old vape shop or several other closed 
businesses. There could be little coffee shops and yoga places  and gourmet snack groceries in the bottom 
floors. Maybe office rentals. Rapid Ride bus routes could speed up and down 6th ave with designated traffic 
lanes. I'm not convinced that this is what will happen. 
 
Best, 
Margaret Shawver 
 
--  
Margaret Shawver 
206.659.6444 
Engineered Process Improvement 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Sean Shawver <seanvshawver@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 8:36 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in tacoma

My name is Sean Shawver and I am a homeowner at 1808 S Walters Rd, Tacoma, WA 98465. I was very 
concerned that the city is considering rezoning the west end of 6th Ave. I feel that this will bring more crime, 
drugs, traffic, and general congestion, as well as lowering our housing prices. This is a nice neighborhood and i 
feel that all of the homeowners around here will ultimately be taking a HIT if it passes. I stand firmly against 
this matter. Thank you for your time. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: paula shields <paulashields0711@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:23 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project -- Comments

To the Planning Commission, City Council, and other concerned participants: 
 
I, Paula Shields, am writing on behalf of myself and my husband, E. Wayne Carp. We have 
been Tacoma residents for 35 years and homeowners for 31 years. We have lived in the North End 
since 1986 and are now retired but actively engaged in the life of the city.  
 
We have read the proposals and watched the Zoom meeting on April 7, 2021. We appreciate the 
problems the City is trying to solve, and we share the goal of keeping Tacoma as an affordable and 
diverse city. We understand the need to move beyond the concept of single family housing. However, 
we have serious concerns about the current proposals and their possible impact on our street and 
neighborhood.  
 
Our biggest concerns are as follows (I have borrowed some phrases from your own proposal under 
the heading "Questions/Concerns"): 

 Loss of neighborhood character and defining features  
 New buildings that are out of scale with existing ones  
 Demolitions of viable structures  

Above all, we are concerned about the possible increase in building height as a result of 
the proposed Mid-scale Residential Land Use designation. Your response, quoted below, is far 
from reassuring.  
 

Will taller buildings be allowed next to houses? The proposed Mid-scale Residential Land Use 
designation is intended to provide a transition in height and scale from taller buildings in 
Centers down to low-scale structures (such as houses). Moderately taller buildings (up to 3 or 4 
stories) would be allowed next to houses (up to 2 or 3 stories) and other lower-scale structures 
in these areas. However, where Mid-scale transitions to Low-scale Residential, additional 
standards would apply to prevent abrupt scale changes. For example, height may be capped at 
the same height allowed in Low-scale Residential areas. 

 
We see too many variables here, variables that could lead to major changes to the character of 
neighborhoods. Above all, the concept of a structure 3-4 stories next to a house that is 2-3 stories is 
concerning. Our house is 1.5 story (one storey + an attic). How large a structure would be permitted 
next door, especially on the west side of the house, where there is only 10-12 ft between our house 
and the end of the property. The loss of light and privacy are our primary concerns.  
 
Unlike some cities, where density necessitates changes in zoning laws, Tacoma already has a lot of 
empty lots and undeveloped land. We prefer to see multi-family structures built in those areas first, 
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to see if the need can be met. Scenario 2 is a drastic measure that will permanently change what 
makes Tacoma desirable to many.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. Your actions in this matter will be closely watched at the next 
election. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Paula B Shields 
E Wayne Carp 
3707 N 9th St 
Tacoma WA 98406 
253.759.4501 

 

ReplyForward 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kevin Shintaku <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 9:27 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Kevin Shintaku  

kevinshintaku@gmail.com  

8722 Waller Rd E  

Tacoma, Washington 98446 
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April 9, 2021 
 
RE: Home in Tacoma Project Middle Housing Proposals 
 
Dear Planning Commissioners:  
 
We are writing to strongly urge you to approve the Transform Housing Choice proposal and expand “missing” 
middle housing options in more neighborhoods.  
 
Over the past few years, Sightline has conducted extensive research on missing middle housing. Missing middle 
homes can offer more affordable home choices in more neighborhoods, help multigenerational families to live 
together, reduce sprawl, and provide workforce housing near jobs, schools, transit, and parks.  
 
Nearly three quarters of residential land in Tacoma is zoned exclusively for single-detached houses, which are 
typically the most expensive housing type and take up the most amount of land per unit. This pushes out middle 
and low-income residents who can’t afford to live in expensive, single-family neighborhoods.  
 
Home prices and rents in Tacoma have skyrocketed in recent years, outpacing median incomes. From 2016 to 
2019, median home values increased by 44 percent and median rents increased by 21 percent while incomes have 
only increased by 22 percent among owners and 12 percent among renters. The lack of small-scale multifamily 
homes excludes middle and low income earners from neighborhoods of opportunity and maintains economic and 
racial segregation. 
 
While both proposals before the Planning Commission would expand middle housing options, the “bolder” 
Transform Housing Choice proposal would set aside more land around transit and shopping for the proposed Mid-
scale Residential area, which would include mid-scale apartments. This proposal would designate 60 percent of city 
land for Mid-Scale Residential use, increasing housing near amenities and reducing car dependence. Meanwhile, 
the more modest Evolve Housing Choices proposal would only reserve 25 percent of the city for Mid-Scale 
Residential use.  
 
Sightline strongly supports the Transform Housing Choice proposal to remove barriers to missing middle housing in 
Tacoma by: 
 

 Allowing duplexes, triplexes, townhomes, cottage housing, and shared/cohousing in the Low-Scale 
Residential Zone 

 Allowing fourplexes, small-scale apartments, tiny homes, and mobile homes on some lots in the Low-Scale 
Residential Zone 

 Reducing parking requirements in the Low-Scale Residential Zone to one per unit 

 Allowing mid-scale multifamily housing as well as small-scale middle housing types near transit corridors 
and centers in the Mid-Scale Residential Zone 

 Reducing parking requirements in the Mid-Scale Residential Zone to one or fewer per unit 
 
We look forward to providing more specific feedback as the city releases more details about the proposal.  
 
Thank you for your consideration.  
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Nisma Gabobe   
Senior Research Associate     
Sightline Institute 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Alice and Chris Skilton <skilton@earthlink.net>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:04 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Written comments on rezoning

Planning Commission, 
 
The discussion about rezoning (rebranded Transform or Evolve) is purportedly driven by 
an irresistible imperative to densify Tacoma.  The city's boundaries are static and 
population growth must be accommodated!  This is the only equation presented.  All 
accomplished at the expense of the charm, character, and allure of many Tacoma 
neighborhoods.  Comparing the City of Fircrest to Tacoma, shines a bright light on the 
planning commission strategy. In Fircrest, which also is confined within static borders, we 
don't see a rush to repurpose areas wholesale. 
 
 Dometop/McKinley Hill (East Tacoma) is not an upscale neighborhood. Although it is one 
of the most diverse, welcoming and relatively affordable in the city, its character is to be 
sacrificed, ultimately to developers.  
 
Many of our neighbors on McKinley hill have previously lived in multifamily situations, 
“projects”, just a wall away from the next family. Some came here after a stint in the 
military with the the dream of a modest affordable house of their own; others are refugees 
from countries that do not value individual freedom or choice, and even our modest 
neighborhood is a dream come true for themselves and their children. This densification 
scheme is a slap in the face for them – a betrayal of all those that invested in moving here 
with the expectation of single family zoning, a stable place to raise a family and maybe a 
little garden, a dog, a secure garage. How ironic that just as the city is launching its 
“McKinley History Project”, the planning commission is on a mission to destroy the 
integrity of our existing neighborhoods!  Do current residents even have a say in this?  Or 
is it a done deal already? 
 
The old boundary between Commercial and Single Family Residential was workable, 
tolerable and a good balance between a business district along a main thoroughfare and 
the neighborhood that supported it. For the most part, the boundary is a half block from 
and parallel to McKinley. Under the Transform or Evolve plans, that boundary moves out 
several blocks, swallowing virtually all of the single family zones, leaving only a few small 
islands untouched. Those plans also replace the low impacts of Commercial zoning with 
the height, social, parking and infrastructure impacts of high density residential areas. 
 
We are dismayed and truly disheartened over these proposed changes. 
 
Christopher and Alice Skilton 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Paul Skorniakoff <pskorniakoff@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 4:50 PM
To: Planning
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma Project

To whom it may concern, 
 
Reducing the size of the single family residential housing zone will change Tacoma for the worse. The neighborhood 
feeling that many Tacoma residents love will be destroyed. Changing the zoning of most of the city will ruin Tacoma.  
 
I am against both scenarios. 
 
Both scenarios will not make Tacoma a better place to live. Updating design standards so new housing complements the 
neighborhood is a good idea. Allowing more housing types throughout Tacoma is a bad idea and will not make housing 
more affordable. Strengthening anti‐racism and anti‐displacement policies and programs should be taken on but not in a 
rezoning project. Developers will be the winners if either scenario is passed. Housing costs never decrease unless there 
is a recession.  
 
I live near Grant Elementary School and love the neighborhood’s feeling. This area will be greatly impacted by both 
proposals but much worse in scenario 2. I fear the feel of the neighborhood will be destroyed by both rezoning 
proposals. 
 
Please do not ruin Tacoma’s neighborhoods. Increase density where the infrastructure will support it. I support keeping 
Tacoma’s single family residential housing as is.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
Paul Skorniakoff 
253‐332‐2066 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Stephen Smith <SCloudSmith@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 15, 2021 8:38 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Missing Middle Housing Growth Scenarios 

Please choose Option 2 for the Missing Middle Housing Growth Scenarios. It's better to have the option for a 
building type and not need it than to need a building type and not have the option to build it. Zone Tacoma for 
the future!  
 
Get Outlook for Android 
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Wung, Lihuang 

 
From: Cheri Solien <cherisolien@we-tacoma.org>  
Sent: Wednesday, March 31, 2021 5:40 PM 
To: Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org>; Walker, Kristina <Kristina.Walker@cityoftacoma.org>; 
Richardson, Ted <TRichardson@cityoftacoma.org>; McCarthy, Conor 
<Conor.McCarthy@cityoftacoma.org>; Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>; Barnett, Elliott 
<elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org>; Harala, Larry <LHarala@cityoftacoma.org>; Hunter, Lillian 
<lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Kim Vascik <kimvascik@we-tacoma.org>; Liz Whitefield <lizwhitefield@we-tacoma.org>; Jean Kelly 
<jeankelly@we-tacoma.org>; Shawn Phelps <shawnphelps@we-tacoma.org>; Maggie Shawver 
<maggieshawver@we-tacoma.org>; Destiny Logan <destinylogan@we-tacoma.org>; Brian DePew 
<briandepew@we-tacoma.org> 
Subject: 40 Six Plexes/ Eight Buildings on several Lots on 6th Ave and Rochester 

 

Dear Planning Commission and Council Members,  

 

See pictures of this development below.  

 

I may have undercounted, but I know I did not overcount. There are 40+ new apartments in at 

least 8 buildings on several lots at 6th Ave and Rochester in the West End. The building on this 

project is not complete. Pictures attached. 

 

I remember when the Planning Department came out and spoke to the WENC. They told us there 

would be one high rise and one or two approx. 6 plexes. Now there is NO High Rise, and there 

are EIGHT 6 plexes (2 or the 8 bldgs may be 5 apartments only- the ones that front 6th ave.) 

 

Each apartment, except the 10 or 12 that front 6th Ave, have a single car garage.  

 

There are 40 apartments that sit on this parcel. Let's assume that 2 people live in each apartment, 

that would be 80 people now living on maybe 4 lots in the West End.  

 

 I call this Bait and Switch Planning. The main winner was the developer and the city who hopes 

for more taxes by putting 80 people on what was once maybe 3 or 4 lots. The losers were the 

neighbors who call this area home.  

 

The Home in Tacoma project needs a new timeline. Slow it down. Give the public more time to 

learn about Home in Tacoma.  

 

Cheri Solien 

West End 
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Eight apartment buildings, 6 have 6 apartments, two bldg have 5 each with no garage. 
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All of these apartments are set close to the sidewalk. 
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Wung, Lihuang 

 
From: Cheri Solien <csolien@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, April 1, 2021 5:41 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Cheri Solien <cherisolien@we-tacoma.org> 
Subject: Additional comments 

 
The Tacoma City Council has not allowed enough time to bring Home in Tacoma to the 
public.  This entire Infill Project is being rolled out way to fast during a pandemic with too short 
of notice to the public.  
 
The Tacoma City Council  
1)  Needs to work on bringing Jobs to Tacoma First. Where are the jobs? Why did downtown 
Tacoma lose Russell Investments and State Farm Insurance?  
2) Begin a City Wide Anti- Litter Campaign to teach residents that it is NOT OKAY to live 
in a littered neighborhood and city. 
3) The City of Tacoma has NOT LEAD on the homeless trash in the downtown area. It is the 
work of a few residents that brought the need for trash removal to the city. That is shameful! 
4) Get the Homeless off of the Streets and Green Spaces. 
 
Get back to basics. Fix our current problems before moving on to the next big change. 
 
If the City Council cannot take care of our current problems why are you all taking on a HUGE 
Project that will have a huge impact on our neighborhoods? Housing Infill will bring in more 
trash and litter as too many Tacoma Residents do not understand what it means to put  trash in 
a garbage can as there is NO PUBLIC ANTI-LITTER CAMPAIGN and no public trash cans 
except at Pierce Transit bus stops and at select sections in the city. 
 
I wish you would identify Keep Tacoma Clean and Bringing Jobs to Tacoma as a City 
Council #1 Priority, and then bring us Home in Tacoma. Or at least do all three simultaneously!  
 

 Put into action a Keep Tacoma Clean Public Campaign that reaches all households 
and neighborhoods.  

 Do what it takes for all residents to understand the simple statement: Keep Tacoma 
Clean and Can your Trash!  

 Bring jobs to Tacoma. If we have a clean and viable Tacoma, there is more of a chance 
businesses will relocate here.  

 Slow down the Timeline of  Home in Tacoma so more people are aware of this project 
that is moving way too quickly.  

 Neighborhoods need more time to understand the impact that it will have on them and 
suggest changes in the plan. 

 And do not do Bait and Switch Schemes like what was done at 6th Ave and Rochester in 
the West End….tell us we are getting  a high rise with first floor shops and a 6 or 12 
plex, and then switch it out to 8 townhouse buildings, 6 of which are 6 plexes and 2 
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appear to be 5 plexes with not enough parking spaces all on just 2-4 lots right next to the 
sidewalk and road. There are a minimum of 46 new units on what used to be 2-4 house 
sized lots. 

 
Do what is right for Tacoma. Slow this project down for more input and work on our other 
problems first.  
 
Sincerely, 
Cheri Solien 
West End 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Cheri Solien <csolien@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 8:35 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Comments

South of Highway 16, the Southern Section of the West End,  will see a HUGE impact on 
density with Home in Tacoma.  
  
Recently this section of the West End has been rezoned for 6 plexes and James Center 
North was rezoned for high density development.  Now the City of Tacoma is bringing us 
HIT. The southern section of the West End has now been fully targeted to take one of  the 
biggest increases in homes across the city. 

  
1. James Center North Development currently has plans for 600 units of housing already 

rezoned for High Density. 
2. Neighborhood between N. 9th Street and 6th Ave, and N. Skyline and Mildred Street 

has already been zoned for 6 plexes with very little on-site parking.  
3. Kmart building on 6th Ave- what will become of that? 
4. 6th and Rochester townhomes sitting on just a few city lots will have 44 new residences 

crammed together. That project of 9 buildings is almost complete. 
5. Two vacant lots on 6th Ave between N. Howard and N. Rochester -What will be built 

on these two lots? Rumor is a high density high rise. 
6. What is being planned for Guest Parking for all of the townhomes, apartment 

buildings, and high rises?  
7. City Infrastructure Needs: We need serviced Trash Cans for Litter and Doggy Stations 

for the influx of increased density and higher sidewalk usage. 
8. If the city is not providing trash cans for litter or doggy stations for the increased people 

and pet population, has the City of Tacoma required  these two civilized urban 
requests of the corporate owners of the developments? If this is not in the plans, 
please forward this request to the powers that be that we NEED trash cans and Doggy 
Stations for the littering public. Especially around mass transit areas/streets where there 
is a lot of pedestrian traffic.  

9. Infrastructure: will there be improved and widened sidewalks and streets in all of these 
high-density living areas? 

10. You mention Keeping the Character of historic homes. Whose historic homes? What 
area of town are you referring to? Will the 1950 and 1960 homes be included? 

11. Last but not least, and certainly one of the most important elements of HOME should 
be how to keep all of our NEIGHBORHOODS IN TACOMA clean- free of litter and dog 
waste. This Big Idea of Living in a Clean Tacoma  should BE AN OVER-LAY OF THE ENTIRE 
PROJECT . If the city has no plans on Keeping our City Clean, it should not bring us 
higher density housing.  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Diana Sollars <dianasollars@outlook.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 11, 2021 6:13 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Diana Sollars
Subject: Neighbor Planning

Please….PLEASE………..Do Not ruin our neighborhoods   
That would be completely ruin our single family neighborhood’s. 
That would be a disaster.   Please do not do this! 
 
I am sure you can find other places to build multi complexes.  
 
Start building in South Tacoma! 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jill Sousa <jill@jillsousaarchitect.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:15 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma comments

Comments on the proposal 
 
I am, in general, definitely in favor of the increasing housing types and density and I think the Missing Middle is definitely 
the type of housing that Tacoma needs.  
 
Multi‐scale Residential:  I am in favor of a hybrid between the first and second scenario. It seems odd to treat all the 
corridors identified equally. I think increasing area around corridors that connect neighborhoods, not just transit 
corridors. There are natural spines where the width of the multi‐residential zoning could be wider, like 6th Avenue 
(connect the Mildred end to the eastern end), Pearl Street and Pacific Ave, and keep the minor corridors with a smaller 
width.  Also we should be linking the corridors with bike lanes or sidewalk improvement projects and more street tress!!  
If there is more density there should be amenities as well.  
 
When you look at increasing height/bulk could you look at ROW width? I think people feel more comfortable with added 
density when the streets are 80‐100 feet. The narrow streets can feel overbearing.  Pearl Street feels like it could have 
much larger buildings ‐ and could use some better urban design!  
 
I agree that as a City we should plan for more open spaces and the city can use its dollars (or public/private 
partnerships) to build the amenities that encourage density and support it. More pocket park or elevated walking trails 
that connect neighborhood. It seems that the Mildred street area and Pearl need to be more pedestrian friendly. 
 
Are there any incentives for existing apartment complexes to add more units, especially ones that have parking 
(carports) along the streets and large landscaping strips that do not provide any real usuable open space?  
 
Low‐scale Residential: 
 
In general I think there is just not enough information about what is proposed to comment on ‐ and also scares people. 
Will the bulk/height requirements with the districts be the same within all parts of the City? Would setbacks and height 
limits would be similar to existing?  Is 35’ still the limit through most of Tacoma? How does this intersect with the 
historic districts and view sensitive districts? View sensitive districts could get an inherent benefit of less density as the 
height limit would make multi‐unit buildings harder. And are the R1 areas going to be excluded? Will they have bigger 
setbacks still?  
 
Also, if you are going to propose density based on lot size, has there been an attempt to see that there are enough lots 
that are large enough so that the more intense uses are possible.  Many lots are 5000 sq. ft in my experience ‐ will they 
be able to have a use greater than a single family? 
 
Are you contemplating zero‐lot lines? It is not very popular, and people should know if you are or are not proposing that. 
I think the developments in URX zones are confusing the discussion. People don’t understand that they are not what you 
are proposing in the small‐scale residential. Many of the projects that I see that folks object to are zero‐lot line ones. 
 
Parking: whatever gets implemented it would be a travesty to have more snout houses, if only because they remove 
actual street parking.The blocks of tuck‐under parking garages down a full block, like they had in Ballard, with no street 
parking was a bad idea. Can the requirement be that there has to be alley access for certain types of units, or that there 
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has to be  at least one on‐street parking space between any driveway. Maybe reduce the max driveway width (which I 
believe is now 50% of width).  
 
How about some education to show people that the neighborhoods they like and the old buildings that everyone is fond 
of would not be allowed under current zoning ‐ because of parking!!  The bad developments I see are often driven by 
parking/garage locations. Parking should not rule the city.  Lack of parking is an easy way for people to complain about a 
buiding they don’t like, and including required parking often creates buildings that people hate as well.  
 
Also some education to show that the current zoning does not prevent massively different houses sizes right next to 
each other. Tacoma feels a lot like Seattle did in the 80’s. There were a lot of little houses (around Greenlake where I 
worked for sure) that had a second story added to them or were torn down and rebuilt as the economy was heating up 
there. I am starting to see it in Tacoma now. I get lots of calls for new second story additions, and I think the teardown to
re‐build will be coming. It does obviously mean that people of means are moving into neighborhoods with smaller 
homes. People will be upset by this as much as they are about added density. Often I think the end product is better 
with a teardown than with a odd second story addition. My 2 cents.  
 
Townhouses: 
The current design guidelines need some more thought. In general I think we have gotten pretty badly designed new 
townhouses/multifamily, except for some really good ones by some local architects. I am very concerned about the 
quality of the development/developers in the region and am concerned that we figure out a way to get better designed 
and built housing out of them.  
 
Jill 
 
 
Jill Sousa 
jill@jillsousaarchitect.com 
253.468.9662 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: SENCo <senco253@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 4:59 PM
To: Barnett, Elliott
Cc: Planning
Subject: Re: Home in Tacoma!

Thank you so much for the timely responses! I am so impressed. All of the information you provided is greatly 
appreciated, & will aid nicely in any rebuttal. 
Please let us know if there’s anything WE at SENCo can do to aid your efforts, and here is what we sent out to 
all NC’s & CCOT before we read your reply: 
 
From SENCo, we fully support the HIT Transform Plan in acknowledging the current acute need for not only 
‘affordable housing’ but low income housing that is desperately needed in our city. Change is needed now due 
to many factors, including but not limited to: persistent systemic societal & racial inequities that have only been 
exacerbated by the pandemic, an inadequate minimum wage, healthcare costs if even offered being tied to the 
employer, Washington State having the #1 most regressive tax policy in the nation, & last but not least, more 
people=tighter housing market=higher rent prices. 
All of this & more is also addressed on the helpful HIT website: 
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/63476315c3f54736b846e477126959f1 
 
At a recent community forum, someone shared this great quote from Gandhi: 
“THE TRUE MEASURE OF ANY SOCIETY 
CAN BE FOUND IN HOW IT TREATS ITS  
MOST VULNERABLE MEMBERS.” 
 
Almost everyone is struggling in some way or another right now. It’s been a super tough year, & we’re not even 
out of the woods yet. People are pent up, concerned about present conditions, & nervous about the future. We 
can almost see through to a clearing up ahead though... hopefully. In our recovery process, we must focus on 
helping the most vulnerable among us first, & housing is a necessary step in that direction. 
 
Anecdotally, I’ll share that I live in an area with many ADU’s & have one myself, & it’s great. The mother-in-
law is actually a father-in-law right now, & having family close by & more neighbors is great. It would be even 
better if none of our neighbors had to sleep out of doors because they lost jobs or can’t afford rent prices. 
 
 
We at SENCo fully support moving forward with the HIT process without delay. Housing is a need that cannot 
wait. I urge united support for the Transform Plan in doing all we can as neighborhood councils to encourage 
expanded housing options in Tacoma ASAP. 
NIMBY is out; HIT Transform is in. 
 
Kindest Regards, 
Athena Brewer 
she/her/hers 
SENCo Chair 
 
 

On Mar 25, 2021, at 15:42, Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 

855



2

  
Hi Athena, 
Thank you for reaching out! I’ll respond to each point below… 
Yes, the Transform Housing Choices Scenario could be described as a bigger change from current 
housing rules. The difference is that it has more of the Mid‐scale Residential Land Use Designation, 
meaning more areas where mid‐sized apartment buildings could be built.  
  
Regarding outreach, we have been at this for some time. Here is a timeline of when the conversation 
started, as well as what comes next: 
  

 2018 – The Affordable Housing Action Strategy called for Diverse Housing Types and Inclusionary 
Zoning. This was a public process with lots of community engagement 

 2019—The City adopted the AHAS into the City’s Housing Element as an implementation 
strategy, and added policies calling for changes to the rules to allow Diverse/Missing Middle 
Housing more widely in Tacoma 

 January to May 2020 – The Planning Commission released the Home In Tacoma Project draft 
scope of work, got about 120 comments, and finalized the scope in May 

 September 2020 to February 2021 – We began sending out regular project email updates, 
conducted 3 virtual housing cafes, a survey with about 900 responses, and doing presentations 
to commissions, neighborhood groups, housing development professionals and other groups 

 March to April 9th – After meeting multiple times to develop the proposals, the Planning 
Commission authorized public release of the draft proposals (sent out 80,000 postcards, email, 
social media, press release…) 

  
NEXT STEPS: 

 After the Public Hearing, the Planning Commission will finalize recommendations and send them 
to City Council in May 2021 

 Council is scheduled to take action in June 
 This will initiate another round of public engagement to develop the standards, zoning and 

other implementation steps 
  
Each one of those steps included (or will include) extensive public notification to invite people to learn 
and participate.  
  
Thanks for helping us to tell the story! If there’s something more that we can do, please let me know.  
  
Thanks for the heads up on the broken link, I’ll get that fixed!  
Elliott 
  

From: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 3:03 PM 
To: SENCo <senco253@gmail.com> 
Cc: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma! 
  
Ms. Brewer, 
  
Thank you for the comments/questions. By this response, I am asking Elliott to reply to you as early as 
he can, and I am going to go ahead and include your e‐mail (which has its own merit to be included) in 
the record for the Planning Commission’s public hearing on April l7, 2021.  
  

856



3

LIHUANG WUNG 
Senior Planner 
City of Tacoma – Planning & Development Services (PDS) 
(253) 591‐5682 
  
PDS Customer Survey 
(Please take the survey to help us improve our customer service.) 
  

From: SENCo <senco253@gmail.com>  
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 2:58 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Home in Tacoma! 
  
Hello, 
  
Happy Thursday! Athena from the South End Neighborhood Council here with a couple of quick 
questions for you regarding the HIT project:  
1. Do I understand correctly that the Transform Plan could characterized as ‘more drastic’ than 
the Evolve Plan? I want to make sure we’re endorsing the more drastic of the two 😊 
2. There may or may not be some grumblings in other NCs saying how finding out about HIT 
only last month seems like too short a timeframe for consideration. Regardless of a disagreement 
on that point in general, we certainly don’t need to slow down progress on much needed housing 
for all the good & great reasons explained in thoughtful detail on the HIT website. 
So, for my rebuttal to this argument, I would like to know exactly when the HIT project was 
rolled out, when it was announced, & whether it was foreshadowed in some way (like, ‘coming 
next year...’). 
  
Understanding of course that you all are very busy, but whoever sees this, if you could please 
reply at your earliest convenience, it would be greatly appreciated.  
  
  
Ps This link (https://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/one.aspx?pageId=180033 ) to Elliot Barnett’s 
email may be broken. It also may be a mobile or iPhone issue (or both), but this is the error I get 
when I click on ‘email’ under his name: 
<image001.jpg> 
  
  
Kindest Regards, 
Athena Brewer 
she/her/hers 
SENCo Chair 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Andre St. Hilaire <andre.john.sth@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment against rezoning plan

Hello,  
 
I'm writing to express my concern for the proposed rezoning plan.   
 
This plan will put undue stress on existing neighborhoods where historic architectural character is at risk.  Our 
current infrastructure in older neighborhoods is not ready for increased capacity and increased density will lead 
to issues with parking.  
 
 There are existing areas of downtown with empty buildings and empty lots--why put this stress on single 
family neighborhoods?   
 
I'm concerned that the city is selling out our quality of life in the interests of developers.  If this plan moves 
forward it should be voted on in a city wide referendum.  I'm highly concerned about the manner in which this 
plan has been pushed through without meaningful public outreach. 
 
Please do not support the rezoning plan without a vote by the public. 
 
Thank you, 
Andre J. St Hilaire 

858



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Nstag <nstag@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 6:23 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home At Tacoma Comments - NE Tacoma

Dear Planner, 

  

NE Tacoma already has a broad mix of housing ranging from low-end to high-end single housing 
units with some multi-family units within its cross-blend of urban-rural setting.  Neither Options #1 or 
#2 on a large scale are really viable or practical alternatives in NE Tacoma.  It does not have a retail 
center, good transit options nor is it a walkable urban area for live/work scenarios having no business 
center, significant shopping centers, or office / business space.  The sole transit options come from a 
single Pierce County bus route and one nearby King County Metro route.  Both of these involve 
significant walking from surrounding neighborhoods to their stop locations.  

  

Any rezoning plans need to consider impacts to current NE Tacoma view sensitive districts; the need 
for improved roads, traffic management, and sidewalks; and increased fire protection, emergency 
response, and law enforcement services due to the expected increase in population densities. 

  

In general, the project’s overall vision of increased home ownership and wealth-building opportunities 
will likely not be achieved and could even further harm resident’s abilities to actually own property and 
build home equity because the envisioned mid/lower-income individual buyers of the existing single-
family properties will be competing against large corporate developers eager to capitalize on these 
proposed zoning changes by converting properties to multi-unit, investment housing units (think 
REITs). These corporate landlords will also have higher, less affordable rents.  

  

Overall, this rezoning project proposal seems more like a City of Tacoma revenue generating scheme 
disguised as some sort of affordable housing solution.  The City’s money would be better spent 
finding ways to retain and attract higher paying jobs to improve housing affordability of the existing 
properties. 

  

Nick Stagliano 

NE Tacoma 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Angelie Stahlnecker <xmaseve72@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:27 PM
To: Planning
Subject: AHAS Planning Actions

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I appreciate all the hard work and great information provided 
by the staff and planning commission. I appreciated the youtube video and information on the website. 
 
I am in full support of Housing Scenario 1. As someone who lives in a neighborhood (Highlands) that has 
duplexes tucked in with SF, I can attest that it doesn't impact the neighborhood in a negative way. We 
have a great community and increasing opportunity for multiple units designed in a way that fit into a 
character of a neighborhood is an excellent way to increase housing options and capacity. I do not believe 
these changes would have a negative impact on any of our neighborhoods. 
 
I am more hesitant with Scenario 2. While I know there is a great need for housing, this seems like it 
would create a more hodge-podge feel. With the mid-scale being less transitional between high and low 
and instead being the majority. The fact that it won't happen quickly actually creates more of a case of 3-
4 story apartments next to 1-2 story houses.  
 
Overall, I strongly support the desire to create more housing and create more opportunities for all people.
 
Sincerely, 
 
Angelie Stahlnecker 
1159 N. Vassault Street 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Peter Stanley <peterhstanley@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 9:21 PM
To: Planning; Woodards, Victoria; Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Ushka, 

Catherine; Beale, Chris; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina
Subject: Home in Tacoma: Support for Transformation

Dear Mayor Woodards, Tacoma City Council, Tacoma Planning Commission & the Home in Tacoma team, 
 
I'm writing to share my support for the Home in Tacoma "Transform" scenario. 
 
While change can understandably cause consternation, growth is coming one way or another, and I'd rather we 
plan for it. We purchased our North End home in 2010, in one of our city’s most walkable and transit-rich 
neighborhoods (which some people are now calling "College Park"). Over the past 11 years, housing prices 
have nearly doubled. We need to allow for more housing options across the city if we have any chance of 
making housing affordable in our community.  
 
In both scenarios, our block is slated to be up-zoned to mid-scale residential. We look forward to the benefits 
new neighbors will bring (fingers crossed for great new restaurants, and a small corner store or grocery!). 
 
One concern we do have is related to prioritizing vibrant and pedestrian-oriented neighborhoods over the 
movement and storage of cars. A recent study in which residents were randomly assigned to apartments and 
condos (with various parking set-ups) found that residential buildings that offer parking result in residents 
owning more cars, driving more, and walking and taking transit less. We hope the City of Tacoma minimizes 
parking and limits driveways, while investing in active transportation - including sidewalks, curb ramps, and a 
protected and connected bikeway network - and transit.  
 
I want our neighborhood to be accessible to public school teachers, recent immigrants, students, retired folks, 
and people of all income levels. I want the City of Tacoma to actively work to address the harms caused by 
redlining, the theft of land from the Puyallup Tribe, racially restrictive covenants, single family zoning, and 
other public policies that cause harm to communities of color. I support the Home in Tacoma Transform 
scenario to move us in the right direction! Thank you for your work on this important topic. 
 
Sincerely,  
 
Peter Stanley 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Lois Stark <tacomalois@icloud.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 6:00 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing Choices Proposal

Thank you for the opportunity to comment. I see a goal is equity and I would like to how much “upzoning” is being 
proposed for each neighborhood council. It appears that the more wealthy districts are proposed to stay primarily as 
they are ‐ single family, while other districts shoulder the increased density and gentrification. This doesn’t appear to be 
equitable.  
 
Lois Stark  
1216 S Monroe St  
Tacoma 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Anthony Steele <assteele@msn.com>
Sent: Monday, April 5, 2021 5:58 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing Comprehensive Plan

DEAR SIRS, 
 
I WANT THE WEST SLOPE TO STAY LOW DENSITY!! THE TWO CHOICES ARE 
NOT CHOICES, THEY ARE FORCED CHANGES WITHOUT THE WILL OF THE 
PEOPLE CONSIDERED.  
 
YOU ARE KILLING OUR HOME VALUES THAT WE WORKED HARD TO ACHEIVE. 
YOU CAN'T EVEN PUT A PAVED STREET AT MY HOME CURRENTLY. WE 
ALREADY PAY HIGHER TAXES FOR NO SERVICES. I DON'T WANT ANYMORE 
PEOPLE STRAINING SERVICES THAT ARE ALREADY LIMITED!!  
 
WE HAVE PROBLEMS ALREADY WITH ILLEGAL MULTI FAMILY HOMES IN OUR 
NEIGHBORHOOD WITH OVERNIGHT STREET PARKING, ABANDONED 
VEHICLES, AND OVER CROWDING.  
 
WE HAVE SOME OF THE HIGHEST TAXES IN THE CITY AND SERVICES FOR THE 
WEST SLOPE ARE HORRIBLE. THE WATER METER IS BUSTED AGAIN AND 
WATER IS RUNNING ON MY PROPERTY FOR 14 DAYS STRAIGHT ABOUT A 
GALLON A MINUTE 24 HOURS A DAY AND TPU KNOWS IT. UNPAVED ROADS 
THAT THE CITY PROMISES TO FIX BUT NEVER DOES. 
 
PLEASE, NO MORE PEOPLE ON THE WEST SLOPE UNTIL YOU CAN TAKE CARE 
OF THE ONES ALREADY HERE. 
 
SINCERELY, 
 
ANTHONY STEELE 
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Written Comments for April 7-9, 2021 
Tacoma Planning Commission 

“Home in Tacoma” Public Hearing 

I am in support of fair and affordable missing-middle housing, 
which is why I object to both the “Evolve” and “Transform” 

proposed scenarios and urge you to please reject them. 

The idea that tax-deferrals will incentivize developers to build affordable housing has never 
actually produced affordable housing, and I see no evidence to hope that continuing doing the 
same will result in anything better now.   

In fact (based on the input from a Minneapolis planner, below) it will likely be disastrously worse. 

Yes, Tacoma, (and most of America) is seeing ridiculously high housing prices.  However, the 
problem is not due to a lack of housing (there are plenty of both market-rate and luxury units 
sitting vacant), part of the problem is the misguided idea of giving tax-breaks to for-profit 
developers and believing they will do anything less than maximize city code for their maximum 
financial gain.   

This has not and will not produce long-term affordable housing.  It hasn’t even done so in the 
short-term, never producing anything truly affordable or suitable for a low-income family of any 
size. 

From: The News Tribune, March 7, 2021 

Tacoma also has used the eight-year exemption liberally, granting tax breaks to over 
200 projects totaling 8,963 units, only 335 of which are affordable. 

According to data provided by Debbie Bingham, a project manager for Tacoma’s 
Economic Services Department, the city has exempted $4.9 million in property taxes in 
2020 and $3.4 million in 2019. 

Even where cities that have attracted 12-year exemption projects, which require at least 
20% “affordable” units, the final product often ends up priced above market-rate. 

https://www.thenewstribune.com/news/politics-government/article249744533.html 

So, why move forward with an already failed plan, and especially in such a massive way?  It 
would be better to apply the tax-break funds more directly to the needy, instead of essentially 
subsidizing many non-local developers and property owners, while we still only get a few small 
market-rate units.  

If more dwellings are the need, first allow for tiny-homes and backyard cottages within existing 
lots.  Incremental steps for even a proven approach would be measured increases in a few 
areas, so I question who initiated this drastic unproven plan (which even the “evolved” proposal 
is) and how it was ever agreed-upon to move forward at such an unprecedented scale.  

Staff Note: This letter is 
from Heidi Stephens, 
heidigs@hotmail.com, 
April 9, 2021, 3:24 p.m.
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Ironically, we are being shown the same presentation as about ten years ago -- many of the 
exact same images copied and pasted, yet those examples still don’t look like the buildings 
actually being built.  At that time, the need to in-fill was brought with an urgent warning that 
people would be flooding into town, which is how Tacoma designated two “growth centers” 
within the city, oddly no longer being discussed.   
 
From the city’s website: 
 

 
 
Downtown was largely vacant in areas and has mostly produced high-market value units, while 
the Tacoma Mall Subarea is systematically destroying viable house-after-house for multi-family 
units, yet without adequate improvement to streets, sidewalks or transportation, not preserving 
trees, open/green space nor matching the former character of the area, as well as not producing 
anything less than market-demand rates.   
 
Additionally, basing “affordable” rent rates on 30% income is outdated, since our goal should be 
to help low-income people/families out of poverty which will be hard to achieve with such a high 
percentage of housing cost.   
 
If we are genuinely intending to create affordable “missing-middle” housing, we need to move 
away from the majority of housing being profit-based (which benefits developers/property 
owners and/or costs taxpayers subsidizing them instead of those we purport to help), and 
instead actually provide housing for housing-sake (not profit) where people/families can be 
housed and safe, along with the opportunity for them to rise out of needing assistance and into 
an affordable home of their own.  
 
Based on these two growth center examples, this tax-deferred benefit (leaving it to builders to 
produce affordable housing) is not working, so it certainly shouldn’t be implemented on an even 
larger scale.   
 
These growth centers were designated with a 25-year plan.  We have obviously not seen them 
through, nor studied them for lessons learned.   
 
As many residents testified during the oral comments period of this Public Hearing, it’s 
unnecessary and potentially disastrous to race forward with either of the “Home in Tacoma” 
plans without a controlled area of study, first.   
 
We already have those two areas and should be continuing to focus there for dense in-fill as 
intended, with close monitoring to determine what is working and what hasn’t, as we continue to 
in-fill those two specific centers.  
 
Instead, the city (with the obvious input and enthusiastic encouragement of developers) is now 
using the affordable housing crisis (a problem the builders, themselves, helped create) as a 
terrible way to rush us into this unbelievably short-sighted plan at a time residents are 
consumed with the pandemic and largely unaware of this scheme.  
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History:  
 
Tacoma’s previous plan for “growth centers” – why are we abandoning this before completion?  
 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_service
s/planning_services/mixed-_use_centers 
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I spent many meetings listening to the city’s and developer’s insistence that these two centers 
would be the primary areas of growth for decades to come… that claim was from only a few 
years ago.  
 
The outcome of the Tacoma Mall Subarea took a significant toll on and sacrifice to many 
residents who used to own and live in the houses west of Tacoma Mall.  Small houses (which a 
low-income family may have actually been able to afford to purchase) were/are instead bought 
by developers for building low-quality, over-priced units.   
 
When a house in the area went up for sale, low-income families hoping to purchase a home with 
space, bedrooms and a yard were repeatedly out-bid by construction businesses (often not 
local) looking to in-fill the highest number of units for greatest profits.  Developers began 
assertive offers to purchase homes not even up for sale, creating as unpleasant an atmosphere 
for residing home-owners as was the appearance of unsightly large structures where 
neighboring houses had been.  Long-time residents felt forced out, and others seeking to reside 
there were denied purchase of that house or any housing in the area, since a low-income family 
with children could neither fit into nor afford any of the resulting units which had taken the former 
houses’ place.  
 
Long-time residents (some whose families had lived in those houses for generations) who 
remained have seen their street and entire neighborhood demolished for cheaply constructed, 
unattractive yet still not affordable multi-family units.  The few small studio apartments the 
developers apparently are allowed to classify as “affordable” are actually only at the low-end of 
market-rate but would not accommodate an entire family even if they could afford it.  
 
 

 
~ Lauren McKenzie 

 
 
So, before this proposal goes any further, this Planning Commission needs to closely study 
these two growth areas for results as rezoned density cores.   
 

- Are they at capacity and need to expand outside their borders?  (No.)   
 

- Are they affordable?  (No.)   
 

- Are they creating live-able neighborhoods?  (Not yet, if ever.)   
 
Until the existing two Growth Centers are density-full as well as fully evaluated, we must not 
move forward with these far less thought-through proposals. 
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The Idea of Eliminating Single-Family-Home Zoning 
 
I am not against housing in-fill and I have been a long-time advocate for affordable housing 
(both domestically and abroad, even assisting with building shelters overseas) so I sincerely 
resent the insinuation that anyone opposed to the “Home in Tacoma” plan is somehow racist 
and/or discriminatory.   
 
Such a dramatic change as is being proposed, deserves careful consideration, and anyone 
suggesting otherwise would appear either disingenuous or with possibly unspoken motives.  
The speed with which this is being pushed through is not respectful of our city’s residents and, 
as a result, is generating significant mistrust.   
 
In fact, in the short time I’ve had to study this proposal and examples from other cities, the more 
it appears to be the opposite of what its proponents are claiming.  
 
Of the three example locations in I’ve found which have experimented with adjusting their 
“single-family-home zoning”, not only are these cities all two-to-four times larger than Tacoma 
but none are allowing for 3-4 story apartment buildings in former single-family-home zones such 
as “Home in Tacoma” is attempting to while with no solid sources to support doing so.   
 

 

Comparing changes to single-family-house neighborhoods:  
 

     Tacoma, WA / population 212,869 (2019) – proposing 3-to-4-story apartments 
 
     Minneapolis, MN / population 420,324 (2019) – triplex or three units, max 
 
     Portland, OR / population 645,291 (2019) – fourplex or four units, max 
 
     San Jose, CA / population 1.028 million (2019) – fourplex or four units, max 
 

 
In Minneapolis, their adopted policy (allowing up to three units on any lot) also requires 
appropriate same-height-limitation for duplex and triplexes 
 
Oregon passed HB 2001, allowing only up to two housing units on every residential lot within 
populations classified as cities, and up to four housing units in cities with 25,000 or more 
residents.  
 
San Jose’s “Opportunity Housing” allows duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes and “granny” 
Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs). 
 
Again, none are allowing for the drastic measures Tacoma is proposing of 3-4 story apartment 
buildings into currently single-family-home neighborhoods, and even the small transitions in 
those above-named cities took them years of community involvement, not a few months.   
 
Even Seattle’s most recent up-zoning measure took years of negotiating before it passed, and 

that only adjusted single-family zoning for only 6 percent of the city, not this massive scale. 
 
Although the Planning Department and builders may have been discussing this for some time, 
residents have only heard about it recently, and most residents aren’t aware at all.   
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I’ve also seen no information supporting that this approach results in an increase in housing for 
the disenfranchised.  To ensure such a thing will require city oversight and enforcement which I 
see no proof of in the city’s blanket plan.   
 
For actual input from one of the cities noted above, please consider these comments of Alissa 
Luepke Pier whose city of Minneapolis implemented a much smaller scale than “Home in 
Tacoma” is pushing, yet is already seeing the irreversible damage in hindsight.   
 
Ms. Pier is a licensed architect and vice president of the Minneapolis Planning Commission, 
where she is the most senior member having served for over a decade. 
 
 

Minneapolis residential upzoning risks unintended consequences 
 

She shares that the city’s “experiment" has not been fully 
examined, noting a number of unintended consequences that 
could accompany the sweeping planning decision. She is most 
concerned that the City Council’s decision could encourage 
land speculation by global investment firms and might well 
undermine the fabric of the very low-income communities of 
color its unprecedented provisions aim to assist. 

 
https://www.insightnews.com/minneapolis-residential-upzoning-risks-unintended-consequences-
alissa-luepke-pier/article_e2ffa2f2-af56-11e9-8bfa-43e57ad786ad.html 
 
 
 
Excerpts from the article (regarding the universal upzoning of all formerly single-family and 
duplex lots to allow triplexes): 
 
 

Somehow, that precise solution became a completely dull instrument that we slapped 
down on the entire city. 

… as much as we’ve patted ourselves on the back for doing “authentic engagement” 
around the comprehensive plan, when it came to actually gathering information from 
stakeholders, there wasn’t a lot of wiggle room to incorporate community feedback into 
the final plan. 

Moreover, many of the most controversial policies in the plan, including the elimination of 
single-family zoning, have not been vetted through an economic lens.  

The policy took as its starting point that more units automatically equals more 
affordability, and there wasn’t any interest in delving into whether or not that was actually 
a factual equation on which to base major decisions.  
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The policy does not cite any research to support its assertion, nor does it even lay out 
any aspirational goals regarding the extent of the impact they hope to achieve (such as 
in anticipated added units, or even in theoretical decreases to housing costs).  

 

“Without any sort of concrete metric, it is impossible 
to analyze the policy's effectiveness in achieving its 
goal of improved housing affordability. That is 
convenient when what one is proposing is a vague, 
one-size-fits-all solution with no real statistical 
support linking it to its presupposed conclusion.” 

 
There is no contingency plan, no method to test effectiveness, and no metrics for 
success. The consequences of a policy like this on a community like mine are far too 
harmful to be glossed over in the name of innovation.  
 
Let me be clear: Adoption of this policy without adequate safeguards will cause great, 
long-term harm to low income families and communities of color, and there is no way to 
undo the damage once Pandora’s box has been opened. 
 
… amend the policy to allow triplexes by right, but only on currently vacant lots—of 
which there are hundreds throughout our city. This would add the desired density without 
some of the negative consequences to the community and its existing housing stock. 
 
The best safeguard, in my opinion, would be an owner occupancy requirement: allowing 
people throughout the city to build new or convert their own homes into duplexes or 
triplexes and rent out the additional space. 
 
I have seen the toll that absentee investor landlords have taken on our community.  
 
Unfortunately, the majority of the data shows that a disproportionate percentage of 
owners and operators of rental properties in my area are not responsible landlords. 
 
 
 

“We’re seeing investors come in, run the housing stock 
into the ground, treat the tenants like garbage, and 
immediately take all their rental income—money that could 
be invested in the community—out of the neighborhood.”  

 
 
 
This is an immediate capital flight from the community, leaving local residents without 
the expendable income to invest in local opportunities or support local businesses. 
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I’m fearful that blanket upzoning will exacerbate this problem, which, so far, our 
regulatory services haven’t been able to control.  

 
 

“I also worry that it will deny homeownership opportunities 
to the very people whose housing problems we’re claiming 
to try to solve: low-income families and people of color… 
with the new policy, a potential first-time homebuyer in my 
community will suddenly have to compete with an investor 
from another state who’s looking to buy the place sight 
unseen, slice it up into three units with minimal 
improvements, and start renting it right away.” 

 
 
 
Those investors are not looking for homes, but for cash flow opportunities.  
 
How can a first-time homebuyer who currently resides in my community compete with 
someone who views it as a triplex income stream? The answer is: They can’t.  

 
“They will be out-bid every time, further denied the 
opportunity for home ownership in the community 
they live in.” 

 
 
 
What will happen in the long run is that we’ll end up with smaller units (as we see 
existing housing chopped up to create triplexes in our less affluent neighborhoods), in 
poorer shape (because the goal of an absentee investor is to maximize profit, and there 
is little consequence for failing to properly maintain a safe living environment for 
tenants)—yet there’s no indication at all that they will go for a lower price.  
 
It’s shocking to me that we’re patting ourselves on the back for this. 

 
 
 

“To summarize: In an effort to alleviate the affordable 
housing crisis, the city is offering my community smaller, 
crappier housing for no less money, with the added insult 
to injury of making it harder for them to buy a house and 
build generational wealth within their own community.”  
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“I’ve heard from realtors specializing in North Minneapolis 
that they are being contacted by firms on the West Coast, 
in Florida, Missouri, Texas, and elsewhere who are looking 
to buy up multiple parcels at a time, sight unseen. Those 
interests are chomping at the bit for this policy to pass.” 

 
 

 
It saddens me that we would take ownership opportunities away, not only from the 
immediate community, but from the region as a whole, in favor of global investors. 

I’m disappointed we, as a city, chose to go that route rather than having a meaningful, 
honest discussion about the potential for this policy to be abused. If we really cared, 
that’s what we would do. 

Good intentions are one thing, but at some point, the rubber hits the road. It’s the details 
that will define whether or not this policy will be effective. 

Instead of being the comprehensive plan that finally addressed Minneapolis’s equity 
issues, this could very well make those issues worse and set us back 10 or 20 years.  

Unfortunately, by the time we find out how catastrophic this might be for my community 
and others like mine, the people that made these decisions will have moved on, and 
another generation of my neighbors will be denied an opportunity to grow wealth and 
have stability within the community. 

This is history repeating itself—just like the planning mistakes we made in the 1960s, 
’70s, and ’80s.  

Well-intentioned people making these decisions from afar are never going to come to the 
right solution in a vacuum of like-minded people who have lived the same life 
experiences.  
 
The world is full of urban planning failures that started with the best and most noble of 
intentions.  
 
If you want to make real, actual change, you have to be willing to do the hard work to 
ensure that the cure isn’t worse than the disease, and that means being open to diverse 
opinions on the matter and addressing concerns about how this will play out in real life. 
 
… we have to identify what could go wrong. One thing we have observed about human 
nature is that there are always people out there who are just looking to make a dollar 
and don’t care who they’re harming on along the way. We need to look for ways to 
mitigate that possibility. That critical eye is missing from this dialogue. 

Instead of jumping to attack people (who are) speaking out, actually ponder where they 
are coming from.  

To not listen to the voices, hearts, and souls of people who are concerned—to not find 
out what motivates them—is a huge missed opportunity.  
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What a great waste of time, money, and energy it would be to enact a policy that might 
very well set your city back farther than where you started from. And what a heavy price 
our most disenfranchised citizens will have to bear for generations as a result. 

Who pays the price for such indifference to legitimate concerns? The very communities 
who are used to justify the “innovative” change in the first place.  

If you are enacting change in the name of others, it seems morally irresponsible not to 
examine that change from every possible angle and study its impact on those same 
communities before pushing it through.  

 

 
We don’t have to look elsewhere, though, because it is already happening here. 
 
 
 

Present day example in Tacoma:  
 
 

Tacoma's Hilltop residents fear new development will price them out 
 
 
Proposed development in Tacoma is raising concerns that longtime residents of the 
Hilltop neighborhood will no longer be able to afford it.  Updated: 10:38 PM PST Feb. 6, 2021 

 
https://www.king5.com/article/news/local/tacoma/tacoma-hilltop-development-residents-
concerned/281-62b00dce-7905-4498-bd5b-b04fd799975d / 
 
 
 
Excerpts: 
 

In the Hilltop area, many residents worry this will bring them one 
step closer to losing their neighborhood. 
 
 
…between 2016 and 2019, the median income of Tacoma’s 
renters only rose by 12%. However, in that same time period, 
the median rent in Tacoma rose by about 21%. 
 
 
“Folks that are the first to be displaced are African-American, 
and then our elders in the community.” 
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Unnecessarily Rushed Plan and Inadequate Outreach 
 
Until I contacted each of my neighbors about this few weeks ago, they had no knowledge of the 
“Home in Tacoma” plan.   
 
The Planning Department never once reached-out to my neighborhood council about this 
proposal… but I see they had meetings with builders, which speaks volumes. 
 
When I shared information with other homeowners on my street, it was noted there was not one 
3-to-4 story apartment building among the “example” photos, nor an example of a 3-4 story 
apartment building directly next to a single family house, the omission of which is a red-flag that 
what is being advertised is not what’s being sold.  
 
Every image from the city’s website and the hardcopy mailed to me, showed only classic 
duplexes, fourplexes... no photo of a 4-story apartment building nor the kind of box apartments 
we’re actually seeing being built: 
 

 
 
This “transition” drawing, also does not show the scenario of a 4-story apartment building 
directly next to a single-family-house; however that is what even the lesser “evolved” option 
would be bringing to many single-family-home areas, yet seems deliberately and deceptively 
omitted from here.   
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After I pointed this out to the city, only on the night of the April 7th public hearing did I see a 
photo of an apartment building added for the first time…  
 

From the Public Hearing presentation slides:  

 

 

 

… yet, again, it still isn’t showing the reality of a 4-story apartment building next to a single-

family home, while for many areas of Tacoma that’s what will be allowed for in both scenarios.   
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The Reality: 
 
Lowest quality construction, poor transition, no matching design standards and no green space.  
 
 

Images from the Tacoma Mall Subarea 
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Streets and sidewalks in disrepair:  
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So much for walk-ability. 
 

 
 
 
No open green space… poor livability.  
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Even from this Graves & Associates architectural rendering, there is nothing transitioning or 
“within the neighborhood design style” about this Proctor plan:  

 
 
 
This intended project will also be demolishing at least one single-family house in the process, 
and destroying livability of this unfortunate house remaining.  
 
 
 
A number of residents have commented on the planning staff being essentially dismissive of 
concerns, by simply verbally assuring that developers would never demolish a viable house or 
construct anything not within similar scale, yet we are already seeing that happen over and 
over, such as in the Tacoma Mall Subarea and with  the “Madison 25” apartments. 
 
 

Google Maps aerial view of full block apartment building and the neighboring homes,  
similar to what had previously been there but demolished to build this entire-block structure. 
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“Before” picture (corner of N 25th and N Madison Street):  
 

 
 
 
“After” (same corner): 
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Same corner looking north, again belaying the expectation of any “transitional approach” being 
applied: 
 

 
 
 
“Oh, that won’t happen,” isn’t good enough to approve policy on which does nothing to confirm 
it.  If we zone to allow it, there will be nothing we can do to stop it, and developers will go for the 
maximum which we’re already seeing happening.  
 
If we allow a for-profit building association to direct city code, it will obviously result in developer 
profits, not long-term (let's be honest, not even short-term) affordable housing… but it will also 
result in loss of trees, yards, viable quality well-built houses and livable neighborhoods.  
 
Seattle has already sadly realized that expecting “for-profit” developers to create long-term 

affordable housing, does not result in affordable housing because they are building for 

maximum profit - and – Seattle is now left with an infrastructure nightmare we should be wiser to 

avoid.  

I have seen no attention put to the cost for additional infrastructure needed to accommodate 
these 3-4 story apartment buildings all over the city.  Serious problems occur when population 
increases before necessary improvements to streets, bus routes, water/sewer, garbage, parks, 
schools, fire and police.  A number of the people I’ve spoken with are very concerned this poor 
planning will ultimately drive up their property taxes, putting a strain on fixed-income seniors. 
 
Endless growth is not sustainable, but we can accommodate more residents without destroying 
our neighborhoods if done in a thoughtful way.  Our city has an opportunity for careful in-fill of 
cottage homes and ADUs, allowing us to retain neighborhood character and necessary green 
open spaces.    
 
However, “Home in Tacoma” as currently written will only benefit developers taking advantage 
of a city-allowed tax-deferral to crowd in as many poorly-built units as possible using the least 
expensive construction methods.   
 
That means, less money will be coming to the city (which we could have put toward real housing 
solutions) while still being left with the same problems of homeless and low-income/displaced 
people, but then also with destroyed neighborhoods and lost-forever houses. 
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Start Again and Work with More City Departments and Residents, not Developers 
 
 
I’m certain that some of the people working on this plan have the best of intentions, but besides 
having no proof (and by not regulating for size and cost specifics) this will not only be doing 
nothing to create affordable housing, but this plan (of eliminating single-family-home zoning) will 
instead again prevent families of color and low income from the option of ever owning/living in a 
single-family-home, as well as many others. 
 
 
From Tacoma Municipal Code:  
 

“The proposed use and development shall be compatible with the quality and 
character of surrounding residential development, shall be designed in a manner 
consistent with existing neighboring structures, and shall not be materially 
detrimental to the overall residential environment and character of the general 
area. In the case of conversion of an existing single-family dwelling to a two- or 
three-family dwelling, the existing architectural features shall be maintained to 
the maximum extent practicable.” 

 
 
Based on the examples, above, this clearly isn’t happening nor being enforced.  
 
Despite the city staffer saying, "It’s about creating great neighborhoods that are welcoming to 
more people.” there's nothing actually requiring that in regulated specifics and (if great 
welcoming neighborhoods are truly the goal, then) that shouldn’t be left to a developer whose 
focus is on profit… it needs to be confirmed in regulatory code. 
 
 
Consider these recommendations of Dan Parolek, designer: 
 
 

Missing Middle Housing can go a long way toward meeting housing needs in a 
variety of places, if done correctly:  
 
Incrementally increasing the allowed number of units/densities can 
substantially increase the number of housing units and address 
housing costs (see note below regarding using density/number of units 
carefully). 
 
Higher densities do not have to equate to larger buildings: House scale 
buildings/Missing Middle Housing can accommodate more units, more 
choices, and higher densities. 
 
Missing Middle Housing is no more than 2.5 stories in height to keep it 
“house scale”… 
 
Regulate maximum building envelope/form & scale rather than number 
of units/density, and carefully regulate building width and depth. 
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Without including reasonable limit specifications, as noted above, viable homes (and, yes, 
historic homes and trees and yards and classic neighborhoods) have been and will be 
destroyed for 3-4 story box apartments buildings as we’re already seeing in the current growth 
centers. 
 
This is contrary to our city code, comprehensive and environmental plan.  Current apartment 
building plans are not complying with our material management, tree and open space programs.   
 
One expectation should be to retain and reimagine existing buildings.  Some of the structures 
being put up in such haste will likely be demolished and rebuilt for this even higher-scale, 
creating a terrible “disposable” building method benefiting construction profit.   
 
It is well established that retaining existing buildings is the most environmentally-sustainable 
option.  Instead, developers are demolishing viable homes with such speed, and without 
allowing for dismantling to salvage reusable materials which means more landfill waste.  
Demolition without salvage of old homes also loses irreplaceable solid old-growth timbers, 
vintage hardware, and many other items valued for reuse.  
 
 
Per the Tacoma Environmental Action Plan, construction waste accounts for over one-third of 
yearly trash, which is not sustainable. 
 
We’re already using county landfill now because our city landfill is full – mostly from 
unnecessary demolition for private profit construction, which is another example of our 
infrastructure not ready for mass demolition and rebuilding. 
 

Tacoma Environmental Action Plan: 2019 Progress Report 
 
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. 
 
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. 

 
 
 
Please also consider how inappropriate it is to push for high-density infill in South Tacoma 
which already suffers from lack of infrastructure and air pollution; doing so is a form of 
discrimination by intentionally creating crowding for the less-privileged into the most unhealthy 
of places.  Tacoma/Pierce County is one of only 32 places in the U.S. with below acceptable air 
quality and South Tacoma suffers most of all.   
 
This is known as Environmental Racism, yet “Home in Tacoma” seems to be a blatant deferral 
to builders' to the detriment of our residents.  Noise, pollution and increased accident potential 
should also extend the JBLM Airport Compatibility Overlay all the way north to South 52nd Street 
due to amplified aircraft decent over the South Tacoma cemeteries, and in-fill housing should 
err on caution not push to the limits of risk. 
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Due to the poor public outreach and late notice of this plan, there has not yet been time to 
review the proposed FLUM policy vision to offer exact verbiage, but based on lessons-learned 
from other locations, to prevent the abuse and destruction this current plan leaves open, please 
instead adopt: 
 
 

The One Tacoma Truly Inclusive and Incremental Housing Plan 
First:  

 
Continue following-through on intended density in the two designated growth areas,  
with better monitoring for quality building, verified family-size units at below market rate 
(which is still more expensive than many may afford, but lack of appropriate regulation 
has left us where were at for now), with improved roads, sidewalks and bicycle lanes, 
landscaping and green space as promised. 

 
Only after that:  
 

No more builder tax-breaks.  The city should collect that missing income to be applied to 
an affordable housing assistance fund to include city-owned housing for homeless, low-
income and transitional housing. 

 
Begin the discussion to consider two-unit maximum along major transit areas with 
requirement of: 
 

Owner-occupied in one of the units (be it a duplex or main house with ADU or 
two cottage homes, etc.) 
 
Incentives given for retaining all existing structures 

 
No viable structure may be demolished without a historic review (and no viable 
structure purchased to be left in disrepair so as to become nonviable) 
 
Any structure demolished may only have an equal-or-below height one story 
increase for the rebuild as long as it’s within neighborhood height limits 
 
Any demolition must use a certified salvage company to retain as much of the 
building materials for reuse and kept out of landfills 
 
Emphasis on retaining the feel or improved livability of the existing neighborhood, 
but incorporating ADUs, cottage homes and tiny houses into single-family-lots 
 
Emphasis on creating basement/attic separate living units in character with the 
existing house 
 
Allow for smaller lots so ADUs and even in-house separate unit may be owned 
separately 
 
Height and boundary limits, as well as neighborhood design style requirements, 
such as: Missing Middle Housing is no more than 2.5 stories in height to keep it 
“house scale”, and to regulate maximum building envelope/form and scale rather 
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than number of units/density, as well as to carefully regulate building width and 
depth 
 
Eco-green emphasis on material reuse and non-toxic building materials, also 
reducing the hazardous polluting dust created from demolitions 
 
Emphasize energy efficiency, with incentives for green roofs, wind and solar 
power 

 
Open green space must be a part of any approved permit plan 
 
No trees may be cut-down, and two trees must be planted for every new unit 
created 
 
Roads, transit, sidewalks, sewer, garbage, parks, school, fire and police, etc. 
must have been pre-evaluated and able to accommodate an increase  
 
Incentives given for increasing diversity, with assistance to low-income renters 
and first-time property owners  
 

 
After ten years, and only after continual careful monitoring, we reassess and (only if needed) 
then consider moving the two-unit option a block-or-two further past major transit areas and/or 
three-unit along major transit routes.  Every ten years, additional incremental changes may be 
reviewed… if needed.  
 
 
Additional Considerations:  
 
We need city-supplied affordable housing options, either city-owned and/or working with local 
property owners to guarantee affordable and housing options for people in need and transition.  
If we indeed want to have a long-term sustainable option, we need to use money currently being 
given for builder tax-breaks and build permanent affordable housing as is what's now being 
proposed in Seattle.  (Didn’t the Tacoma Housing Authority used to actually own and manage 
such housing at one time?) 
 
In desperate attempts to stem the destruction from new development, Seattle non-profits are 
working with property owners for first-purchase options of existing homes at affordable prices,  
before a developer either flips or demolishes it (both methods resulting in out-of-range costs for 
the disadvantaged.   
 
Create options for a local resident investment program to directly finance fellow-residents and 
low-income individuals’ home ownership, with first-chance purchase offers instead of being out-
bid by for-profit developers (which is what swiftly reverts to market or above-market rates, with 
eliminating the chance for affordable housing).  
 
In Los Angeles, vacant parking lots and parking garages are being used for mobile “tiny home” 
structures, some with innovative eco-structures with building materials from discarded plastic 
bottles, used tires and freight containers.   
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In a few years, it’s very likely that the Northwest Detention Center may no longer be operating 
as a private for-profit prison, so such a facility could become interim housing.  Although not 
suitable for long-term, it does have many elements of essential infrastructure already in place. 
 
In some cities, such as Seattle, vacant hotels, warehouses and unrented housing units are 
being incorporated into temporary shelter and longer-term affordable housing, as the excerpts 
from article explain:  

 
Weld Seattle is a non-profit group that has temporarily converted 18 homes around 
Seattle into recovery centers for especially vulnerable people who are homeless or on 
the verge of it.  
 
“We were able to come in and provide the housing and the resources for individuals,” 
Arney said, “and just become a successful part of the neighborhood hopefully instead of 
being boarded up." 
 
Inmates just being released from prison or those who are chronically homeless and 
struggling with drug abuse are allowed to live in the home to work on recovery, sobriety 
and re-integration in the community. 
 
“It's a very creative strategy," Hunter said. "We've been very excited to hear about some 
of those non-profit organizations that are working with builders to help place some 
unsheltered people in properties." 
 
Arney hopes that owners of other vacant properties will consider Weld, which served 
176 people last year and has helped more than 400 since it began in late 2017. Arney 
said 60 percent of clients who finish the program end up in permanent housing. 
Additionally, landlords stand to benefit, too. 
 
Not only is no one breaking in, but owners can get a property tax exemption while the 
home is used by Weld. They may also be eligible for a fair market write-off.“It's a win-win 
for everyone involved,” Arney said.  
KOMO 4 News – Local Program Tracks Vacant Buildings  / (excepts) 

 
 
I live in a widely diverse multi-ethnic community where we’re connected by our love of tree-lined 
streets and historic homes of South Tacoma.  It is not racist to want to preserve livability of 
single-family home neighborhoods.   
 
It is, however, racist to assume that people of color or low-income wouldn’t want to live in a 
single-family-house or wouldn’t want to preserve such a neighborhood for themselves or future 
generations… and it is not only especially racist but incredibly short-sighted to further remove 
people’s housing choices by completely eliminating most single-family-house neighborhoods, as 
this plan would do. 
 
So, it was disappointing to hear people (who I personally know are builders) speak during the 
public hearing in what appeared to be an attempt to shame others into supporting this plan, 
when it’s more likely their own desire to acquire and flip properties which is the actual 
discriminatory practice and will be what results in modern-day redlining. 
 
Until the two current growth centers have been proven successful, there’s no reason to put 
other neighborhoods through the horror of what’s happen in the Tacoma Mall Subarea.   
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Conclusion:  
 
Based on all-of-the-above, we must stop the inaccurate and unfounded claims that more 
housing units will result in affordability or fairness.   
 
Please reject this proposed expansion of developers’ potential power-grab, resulting in a 
rampaging for-profit builders’ free-for-all.  Allowing continued mass invasion of developers will 
subject many low-income home owners to more loss of everything they had put their life savings 
into, and this commission’s involvement for “Home in Tacoma” will be later recalled as  
“Terrible Urban Planning of the New Tacoma Method” effectively culminating in essentially 
eminent domain by unnecessary aggressive rezoning, and very likely negatively affecting the 
most vulnerable people which it is pretending to protect. 
 
Tacoma’s residents care about Tacoma, care about the other people living here and the people 
to come.  Incremental approaches such as opening our homes/yards to incremental units is the 
best approach for protecting current and future housing choices. 
 
It’s time to bring the residents of Tacoma (who live here, love it here, and know it best) to be the 
largest represented stakeholder at the table, with honest open conversations for the obviously-
needed new ideas for creating successful solutions. 
 
 
~ H. G. Stephens 
Long-time Tacoma Resident 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Tyler Stetson <stetsonty@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 4:48 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

To City of Tacoma Planning, 
  
I’m pleased to read about the deliberate and well‐considered steps Tacoma is taking to improve housing choice within 
the city.  I have owned my home in Tacoma’s Hilltop neighborhood for over a decade.  It’s a diverse, vibrant area of a 
city where a successful transformation is starting to take hold.   
  
From our 1917‐era living room, I look out across a neighborhood arterial at a few single‐family homes, an older but 
charming triplex and a duplex; down the block is a beautiful, vintage two‐floor multifamily property.  I’m pleased all of 
these classic wood‐framed structures still exist, and only recently learned that their construction had been all but 
forbidden for more than half a century. 
 
That needs to change, right away.  I fully support Tacoma allowing duplex, triplex, and ADU construction in nearly every 
residential area.   
  
Among the things that made us decide to move to Tacoma and start a family here were the wonderful variety of well‐
preserved vintage homes, tree‐lined streets and parks, and a business community which was clearly at the start of 
transformation. 
  
To grow equitably for everyone, we need more housing, it’s as simple as that.   
  
These changes need to happen soon.  The crisis represented by a lack of available and affordable housing can be seen on 
our streets every day. 
  
Out‐of‐date arguments of limited value should not be allowed to get in the way of the work that needs to be done, most 
especially antiquated parking requirements.  Priority and incentives should be structured towards constructing on some 
of Tacoma’s great many vacant lots, rather than demolition of existing structures. 
  
The specter of gentrification is often raised in opposition to new, market‐rate construction.  It’s a false choice.   
  
While some new construction should be by design affordable and reserved for neighbors of limited means, more new 
housing of all kinds, including market‐rate, helps provide choice and reduce price pressures for all. 
  
Making Tacoma appealing and accessible to residents of all income levels in turn helps support local jobs and business 
owners in a virtuous cycle. 
  
I’m indifferent to the specifics of the “transform” and “evolve” options presented as a purely binary choice.  The hard 
work will be in the details of each kind of development. 
 
We were pleased by the descriptions in the Q&A session that housing in our residential neighborhoods would look of an 
appropriate kind and character, even though designed for more than one family.   
  
The ‘missing middle’  choice depicted below – with appropriate elevations, setbacks, permeable surfaces, and 
greenspace – have almost universally positive impact of neighborhoods. 
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Significantly larger structures need to be treated with a little more caution, a five‐story structure with glass and steel 
pushing all the way out to the property line might be great for downtown or an urban core shopping districts, but is 
disruptive to a purely residential block in a way that, say, two set‐back wood framed floors over a brick street level is 
not. 
  
We’re looking forward to seeing the details, but wholeheartedly support Tacoma’s improving our housing choice and 
accessibility by most especially allowing most of the ‘missing middle’ types all throughout the city. 
 
Best Regards, 
  
Tyler Stetson 
South 9th street 
503‐501‐7343 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Rebecca Stewart-Johnson <rjstewart83@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 9:32 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments for "Home in Tacoma" planning

I do not support this.  I have friends who live in Seattle and I have witnessed what they have had happen to their neighborhoods 
over the last decade and the city has changed for the worse -- ticky tacky developments that only the well heeled can afford or 
super luxury buildings. Diversity is lost. Family neighborhoods are lost. The African American population in Seattle is now 
down 20% as the Central district was gentrified. The promoters always use the slogan of more affordable housing but ask what 
they mean by that. Affordable to the well heeled. Developers are moving in for the kill. We need more parks and green spaces 
and trees. And I don't want to lose the old character of Tacoma for an expensive architectural strip mall look like the 
development at Pt. Ruston or what happened in Proctor with the towers. 

 
The North Slope neighborhood is a great example of how single family and various sizes of multi family housing can work well 
together. But without assurances regarding actual housing affordability, city-wide demolition protection, and enforceable design 
standards, this proposal needs more time and more public involvement.  
 
Thank you, 
 
Rebecca Stewart-Johnson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Callie Stoker-Graham <cstokergraham@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 6:15 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on proposed "Home in Tacoma" project

Hello, 
 
I'm writing (down to the wire!) to provide comments on the planning department's proposed changes to housing 
in Tacoma. 
 
I live in Proctor, so along with other residents here, I'm mostly concerned about the proposed new growth being 
out of scale with the neighborhood (as has happened with the two 6-story buildings, along with the proposed 6-
story building right next to a 2-story house on Adams and 27th). 
 
What I appreciate about the proposed Home in Tacoma plan is the acknowledgment that growth needs to fit the 
scale of the neighborhood and the houses the new buildings will be next to. That is critical. I also appreciate the 
focus on design standards and the statements that new growth should compliment the surrounding houses and 
neighborhood. If this plan is to really compliment Tacoma housing and neighborhoods and make them better, 
then scale and strict design principles are imperative. Thank you for making those important to the plan! I also 
greatly appreciate the mission to make housing more affordable and equitable. That is sorely lacking here, and I 
fully support that mission. 
 
My main concern with Home in Tacoma is still the scale, even given the plan's statement that scale of the 
surrounding homes will be taken into account. The illustration on p. 3 of what mid-scale might look like next to 
low-scale residential seems acceptable and moderate, but in the FAQ, the wording makes me more concerned 
that the scale wouldn't be as gradual and moderate as the scale and gradual transition in the illustration. The 
wording in the FAQ is:  
 
"The proposed Mid-scale Residential Land Use designation is intended to provide a transition in height and scale from 
taller buildings in Centers down to low-scale structures (such as houses). Moderately taller buildings (up to 3 or 4 stories) 
would be allowed next to houses (up to 2 or 3 stories) and other lower-scale structures in these areas. However, where 
Mid-scale transitions to Low-scale Residential, additional standards would apply to prevent abrupt scale changes. For 
example, height may be capped at the same height allowed in Low-scale Residential areas."   
 
The yellow highlighted part concerns me, because it sounds like there could be a 2-story house in a low-scale residential 
neighborhood that ends up next to a 4-story work/live building or multiplex, etc. To me, that is too much of a change for 
that house and for the neighborhood right around it. I would like there to be very clear assurances that the scale will really 
gradually go up to mid-scale next to low-scale housing.  
 
I also wonder what the plan would be for single-story homes, which isn't mentioned in the quoted material above. Our 
home is a very small single-story house (a cottage/bungalow) and is within the mid-scale zone in the 2nd version of the 
proposal. I'm concerned that would mean we could have a 3-4 story building right next to us, which would completely 
change our living experience and our neighborhood. Where we live, many of the surrounding houses are small and single-
story as well, so I'm concerned many neighbors' small homes would be next to buildings that are not to scale with them at 
all. Can the planning dept. provide assurances that 3-4 story buildings won't go next to single-story homes? 
 
I am also concerned about developers trying to get away with as much as they can, rather than caring about the 
neighborhood they are developing in and respecting and *believing in* the goal to make new buildings fit in to the 
surroundings. There is a pretty general consensus among many (myself included) that developers want what is good for 
developers and their pocketbooks, rather than what is good for residents and neighborhoods. So I feel quite hesitant to 
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trust developers to believe in and deeply and respectfully adhere to trying to assimilate new buildings into the 
surroundings. I would like to see developers who truly believe in the mission of scale and design principles and improving 
neighborhoods and housing for RESIDENTS, rather than lining their pockets. Not sure how to fix that, but I think it needs 
to be addressed. I think many, many residents do NOT trust developers, so somehow building public trust that developers
want what's best for a neighborhood and residents would be a very good idea if Home in Tacoma moves forward. 
 
Finally, I prefer the first option, "Evolving Housing Choices," rather than the second, "Transform Housing Choices," 
because I think the latter is too extreme of a change. 
 
Thank you for reading my feedback--sorry about the length of the email! 
 
Callie Stoker-Graham 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: DL STOLAROFF <lyissabel@msn.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:10 PM
To: Planning
Subject: housing code changes

 
 
Hello 
 
I just learned about this and I pray my input is in time! 
 
I live just outside of the Proctor district. I have lived in the same house for almost 31 years! 
 
Last year brought a lot of changes to everyone’s life, especially mine! I turned 65, and although retirement is not in the 
picture for me, at least I had peace of mind in the knowing that on my small piece of the Earth, I am safe in my own 
home.  
 
I realize change is a constant, and that being able to adjust to it is essential, but when it comes down to it, within the 
boundaries of your own property one should be allowed to make decisions about that which directly effects one’s life. 
My home and garden are vital to my well being, current and future, and thus my very existence; they are my safe haven, 
my sanctuary and my church all rolled into one. 
 
The thought of losing my privacy, my sunshine, my way of life and my vision because of a neighbor deciding and being 
allowed to build a structure higher with no consideration of the impact it might have to others is unacceptable and 
wrong in so many ways. 
 
Please take my comments to heart. Grant me permission for the final chapter that I have worked so hard for and truly 
deserve!!! 
 
Most sincerely, 
 
DL Stolaroff 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: stoll <hamaistoll@harbornet.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:10 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comments on the Home in Tacoma Project

I am writing to express my concerns about the proposed changes to residential zoning.  Like many other people, I only 
heard about this proposal when the TNT published a major story on it this weekend.  I am concerned that the tight 
schedule for a public hearing (April 7), the deadline for public comments (April 9), and the City Council decision date 
(June 2021) does not allow adequate time for all the affected neighborhoods to digest this information and formulate 
reasoned responses. 
 
As a homeowner in the West Slope neighborhood, any developments that affect our views will certainly be subject to 
legal challenges, based on our existing height covenants.  In my own immediate neighborhood, there is still room for 
mid‐size development on Sixth Avenue from Jackson to Mildred that is not being utilized.  To suddenly throw open the 
the area west of Jackson, going down the hill towards the water,  for low‐scale residential development MIGHT work, 
but we will need to see more specific assurances about how it will be regulated before we could accept it. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Henry Stoll 
609 Vista Drive 
Tacoma, WA 98465 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: ron stone <ronaldgstone@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:24 PM
To: Planning; ronaldgstone@gmail.com
Subject: Land use N 11 St along State Route 16

To the planners: 
    I am Ronald Stone, 7130 N 13th St, Tacoma, WA 98406. 
    I send this note to support points made by my neighbor, Mark Perrow 
about land use N 11 St along State Route 16. 
    While I understand the need for Tacoma to make changes in the existing 
land use plans and support the current initiative in general, the points 
Mark makes are important for you to consider before finalizing the plan. I 
live at the corner of N 13th St and Heatherwood St W. The intersection is 
uncontrolled and the street is very narrow. There is not room for cars to 
park on both sides of the street and have two-way traffic simultaneously 
pass. Curbing and sidewalks are not consistently in place. N 11th St does 
not run directly along the freeway where Heatherwood meets it. Instead 
houses back up to the bank, and between their back fences and the drop-
off is a trail, which I walk frequently. There simply is no room for a 
structure of any kind  to be placed in back of the existing houses. I urge 
you to correct your maps so that these areas can be removed from your 
plan for mid-scale residential zoning. 
Also, as Mark also points out, there is no public transit 
or shopping anywhere near this area, so residents depend on cars (or 
bicycles) to get around. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hines, John
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 5:28 PM
To: Thoms, Robert; Susan Stone; Planning
Cc: kyle_price@aw.org
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma public comment

Good Evening Susan, 
 
Thank you for your email and I agree with Councilmember Thoms that I will take a look. I am always interested in how 
we can have better process.  
 
Also, I would agree that this work is still far from complete and that I am listening closely to all of the comments I am 
hearing. I am hoping that we can find a way to balance housing with the impacts that come with growth.  
 
John 
 

From: Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:23 AM 
To: Susan Stone <stone.susan@gmail.com>; Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org>; kyle_price@aw.org 
Subject: RE: Home in Tacoma public comment 

 
Thank you very much for sending, I will most certainly review and learn what we can be doing to make our discussions 
more transparent and inclusive 
 
This is far from a done deal, but I understand the pressure to create more housing, but it must be done without 
negatively impacting our existing and thriving neighborhoods. 
 

Robert S. Thoms 
City Councilman, District 2 
City of Tacoma, Washington 
253‐229‐2508 
Robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org 
 
From: Susan Stone <stone.susan@gmail.com>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:20 AM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org>; Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>; kyle_price@aw.org
Subject: Home in Tacoma public comment 

 
Dear planning team, CM Hines and CM Thoms, and Kyle. 
 
I’m a NENC board member, and rather than add to the noise of unrest regarding Home in Tacoma, I wanted to 
ask if we could aim to be a best in class example of community coming together over this complicated issue.  
 
There are many local examples of what not to do (Seattle-Ballard, Cap Hill, etc) - However, I was very 
encouraged by the exemplary process that took place in Bellingham, specifically the Fairhaven district, in 
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transitioning to an urban village. There are similarities between Fairhaven and Proctor and I thought, what if we 
aim to meet, or even exceed, their outcome?  
 
Please see attached for a thorough outline, it left me feeling that success is very possible if we take a different 
approach, and we could reach out to those involved in their success to help us further down south and use their 
learnings to our great benefit both locally and regionally. 
 
Very best, 
 
Susan  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jim <rustbeltjacobin@gmail.com>
Sent: Saturday, April 3, 2021 4:41 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in tacoma comment

Hi, I’m a Tacoma resident in the North Slope Neighborhood. Wanted to comment how impressed & pleased I am, with 
the Home In Tacoma plans. Our city needs to race to build housing to catch up with demand and make it more 
affordable; by allowing more of that new housing to be dense, we have a unique opportunity to bring down the carbon 
footprint of our city and give more new Tacomans more options. I fervently hope the commission settles on something 
closer to Option B, the Transform Housing scenario. I am lucky enough to live with my young son in a walkable area 
where detached homes, fourplexes and apartment buildings co‐exist, allowing racial & class diversity as well as giving us 
a lot of options for walking and biking and using transit. More people should have these options, and if those who prefer 
a walkable community have that choice, our city & environment will be better off. Please be bold, seize the moment, 
and leap over the stagnant zoning processes of some of our urban neighbors and jump into a mixed housing future.  
 
I will try to comment on the zoom hearing, I haven’t done one of those before but I will do my best. Important for our 
leaders to hear there are homeowning parents of small kids like myself who desperately want zoning reform that allows 
construction of all types of housing. Give us more neighbors‐ PLEASE! 
 
Jim Straub 
253.221.0809 
422 N L St #3 
Tacoma WA 98403 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Andrea Munro Svac <andrea.svac@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 7:16 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Andrea Svac
Subject: Public Comment on "Home for Tacoma" project

I am a Tacoma homeowner who lives in the North End (toward the west by Wilson High School) and a voter in 
district 1. I am in support of both proposals (evolve and transform). It is important that we no longer have 
single-family only housing. I see the difference in theseas being the width of the multi-family high density. I do 
prefer more duplex, triplex, and cottage housing, but appreciate the way both projects use the map to create a 
gradation. I am not concerned with multiplexes or apartments being near my home.  

I know many people my age (last 30s-early 40s) who fear they will never own a home and these types of more 
affordable options that could include rental units or units people could purchase would make a lot of difference 
to many people I know. I fully support creating more options for this middle. I also appreciate this can allow the 
city and county to then focus on low-cost housing and possible public housing options for those in our 
community whose housing needs will not be addressed by "the market". 

I really like the suggestion of using two new "zones" and for those to bridge from low density to areas with 
mid-rise units. As these projects occur I beg the city to incorporate the pavement of sidewalks into all projects 
(and to make sure we are improving infrastructure like water and sewer lines as needed). The need to upgrade 
sewers for more density is not a reason to avoid this project, just something that should occur as part of the 
process. 

I further love the idea of having housing more dense so we can maintain park spaces that people can use. 

I know there are objections around parking. I do not think everyone has a car or needs a car. I do know this can 
be a genuine concern, but it can also be offset by considering how many larger structures are near each other 
and how our transit system adapts to our changing needs. Many people feel they need a car now because of the 
lack of sidewalks and the very limited bus service. I realize that is a different office, but the more the city can 
work with our regional transit partners the better. For those who complain about parking in Proctor, the parking 
is not bad because of new residents, but because of the wonderful businesses that bring more people to the area. 
Due to lack of bussing to the Proctor area many drive in (including myself).  

Our current zoning (and housing make-up) is based in racist practices. It is so extreme we have tiny cities fully 
surrounded by Tacoma. So many objections I have heard are the outgrowth of talking points put out by the 
realtors from the time of redlining. It is awful to hear people say they only want other homeowners as 
neighbors. We should not separate our larger community into areas of wealth...which is what happens if rental 
properties are in one side of town and homes (with homeowners) in a different part of town. I also suspect that 
some larger units "look bad" because our current system lacks the nice gradation proposed by your group. I 
realize many people have been told that apartments decrease property values and do not reflect on what it says a 
community of homeowners to be so unwelcoming and exclusive. 

Thank you for your work and I hope to see some version of either or a mix of the two proposals going forward, 

Andrea Munro Svac 
(she/her)
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kris Symer <ksymer@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 10:31 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing

We need more. Multifamily, mixed use, EDUs. Zone it, build it. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Megan Capes <capesmegan@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:17 PM
To: Planning
Cc: City Manager; Wille, Tadd; Woodards, Victoria; Thoms, Robert; Hines, John; Blocker, 

Keith; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; Walker, Kristina; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor
Subject: TDSA Support for Transform Housing Plan

Good afternoon y'all, 
 
I hope that this email finds each one of y'all safe and well. I'm writing as the co-chair of Tacoma Democratic 
Socialists of America (TDSA). TDSA is in support of the Transformative Housing scenario because we 
believe that Tacoma needs a bold, proactive strategy that makes long-term, positive changes that our 
community so desperately needs.  
 
We launched a letter campaign earlier yesterday for our members and community members to advocate in 
support. Within the last 24 hours over 45 letters have been sent to you, which we expect to continue to 
accumulate as the Friday public comment period deadline comes closer. Community members across Tacoma 
care about creating progressive, rapid changes to our housing zoning policy that centers racial equity, the 
climate, and attempts to mitigate the harmful effects of growth. As we stated in our Action Network 
introduction, we are and have been in crisis. 
 
Our city faces a well documented housing crisis. Rents have continued to increase, housing prices continue to 
inflate, and displacement and gentrification continue, even in the course of a deadly pandemic. Tacomans pay 
far too much for their housing and get far too little in return. Rent is too much of a burden for too many 
Tacomans, and though evictions and rents are currently paused, without a great deal of new housing, the city 
will face a massive, impending, and preventable crisis. 
 
Housing in Tacoma was produced with deeply malign, racist intent. Tacoma’s land was stolen from the 
Puyallup tribe and Tacoma’s governing class systematically excluded, persecuted, and plundered people of 
color. Redlining limited the neighborhoods in which people of color could own homes and reside, hampering 
their ability to build intergenerational wealth and limiting their access to the benefits of the city. These 
formative injustices persist to this day as people of color face a much more severe housing cost burden and have
less access to the city’s livability, economic, and educational opportunities than white residents. 
 
Housing costs fuel gentrification and displacement in the neighborhoods of people of color. Tenants also 
face the brunt of these changes, at the whim of ever changing market conditions and the greed of their 
landlords. Housing costs are also responsible for the crisis of homelessness in Tacoma and Pierce county. 
Missing middle housing is not a panacea, but is one of several methods to address these interlocking crises 
facing Tacoma. 
 
Housing too offers a solution to Tacoma’s climate crisis. Transportation constitutes around 58% of Tacoma’s 
emissions (buildings themselves are 40%), so more infill housing can have a large impact on emissions, 
especially if it is paired with transit. A recent study from Berkeley rated building infill housing as the single 
most effective action that a city can take to fight the climate crisis. Home in Tacoma plans development along 
current and future bus corridors, cutting back the emissions from transportation.  
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The plan also has a series of green building provisions. So this represents an important opportunity to 
address the series of interlocking crises of climate, affordability, and white supremacy. There is a great 
deal in this plan that we support, including: 

 Reducing rents and increasing housing affordability for rent and housing cost-burdened Tacomans. 
 Inclusionary zoning requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are 

evenly shared with the most vulnerable and help keep everyone in the city. 
 More density along transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more 

sustainable, less emissions and more healthy city. 

We also see some improvements and recommendations carried forward with the plan to ensure rapid, 
transformation change for our community, including: 

1. Stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning regime 
2. More thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so 
3. Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a veto point for 

housing production 
4. Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 
5. Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing 
6. Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only weaken the 

ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible 
7. Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income (AMI). 

 
Again, please push forward with Scenario 2. Ignore the special interests holding profit and property 
values over, and instead shift instead to strengthen the plan the care for all of our community and 
actively tackles the crises that we face. 
 
For any questions or would like to line up a meeting with our organizers, reach out to chair@tacomadsa.org. 
 
Thank you for your work in caring for our community and its needs.  
 
In solidarity, 
 
Megan Capes (she/her/hers) 
Tacoma DSA co-chair 
chair@tacomadsa.org 
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City of Tacoma 
Tacoma Permit Advisory  
Task Force 

 Memorandum 
 

TO: City of Tacoma Planning Commission; Elliott Barnett, Senior Planner 
 

FROM: Tacoma Permit Advisory Task Force 
 

SUBJECT: Recommendations for Home In Tacoma  
 

DATE: April 9, 2021 
 

CC: Philip Kao, Terry Forslund, Chris Johnson, Lynda Foster 
 
 
The Permit Advisory Task Force supports increasing density city-wide to hit growth management goals. Home 
In Tacoma is a good first step in that project.  
 
Details in Phase 2 should be brought back to the Task Force for discussion. The Task Force recommends that 
Phase 2 discussion to include: 

• Outreach to neighborhoods so neighbors can see what actually is being proposed.  
• Plan to minimize destruction of quality housing stock.  
• Look for opportunities in what we’re adding to single family neighborhoods to make it more likely 

folks could own. 
 
The Task Force discussed Home in Tacoma on their March 11, 2021 meeting and their April 8, 2021 meeting. 
Approved minutes for these meetings will be posted online at: 
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/government/city_departments/planning_and_development_services/Develop
mentServices/tacoma_permit_advisory_task_force/agendas_and_minutes 
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April 9, 2021 

 

Mayor Woodards and City Council Members 

City of Tacoma Planning Commission 
747 Market St. Rm. 354 
Tacoma, WA  98402 

 
Dear Mayor Woodards, City Councilmembers, and Planning Commission Members: 

 

The Tacoma-Pierce County Affordable Housing Consortium members include local organizations, 

companies, and individuals who finance affordable housing in Tacoma, design it, build it, own it, manage 

it, and who provide services to residents who live in it.  Our members also care deeply for our City.  

 

I am pleased to convey the Consortium’s strong support for the Home in Tacoma proposal.  We ask the 

City Council to adopt it, along with the companion affordability and anti-displacement measures. 

 

Of the two proposed housing growth scenarios, we favor the Transform Housing Choices because it 

would provide more housing options for those who are housing cost-burdened. Diverse housing types will 

allow for the natural movement through housing cycles to occur – a range of rental units, starter houses 

for millennials, bigger houses for growing families, and detached units for grandparents or those looking 

to downsize.  The proposal also directs appropriate densities around centers and corridors, supporting 

public transit and retail businesses. 

 

We emphasize the need for affordability and anti-displacement measures to be coupled with the Home in 

Tacoma Project.  We fully support the recommendations put forth by the Housing Equity Committee. We 

ask the Council to consider them as well to promote Tacoma’s equity and antiracism goals: 

 

- Incentivize more affordable housing through extending the reach of the 12-year Multi-Family Tax 

Exemption Program by expanding the City’s residential target areas; 

- Mandate inclusionary zoning requirements for developers so that a percentage or portion of each 

development is set-aside for affordable housing; 

- Create an anti-displacement strategy to help lower-income residents stay in their neighborhoods 

- Develop housing preservation programs for naturally occurring affordable housing and unsubsidized 

affordable housing to prevent displacement 

 

These proposals require the City Council to take a necessary long view on what our City requires for its 

own welfare and that of following generations of residents.  These proposals will ensure that Tacomans 

and their children are able to stay in their communities while increasing access to quality affordable and 

stable housing. 

 

Sincerely, 

 

 

 

Amanda DeShazo, Executive Director 
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April 6th, 2021 
Planning Commission 
747 Market Street Room 345 
Tacoma, WA. 98402 
 

Honorable Chair Petersen and Planning Commission, 

My name is Rachel Randich, I am the Government Affairs Director for the Tacoma Pierce County 
Association of REALTORS®. I am submitting these comments today on behalf of the Association 
and our 2,300 members who are in support of the Home in Tacoma Project. 

As REALTORS® we see day in and day out the need for more housing units within Tacoma, and 
the County as a whole. We hear from potential buyers every day who are just trying to get their 
foot in the housing market but are continuously priced out by offers that are often twenty, fifty, 
or even one hundred thousand dollars over the asking price. The Home in Tacoma Project 
proposal would help alleviate these issues by allowing for much-needed missing middle infill 
housing. Missing middle housing can look like condominiums, duplexes, triplexes, fourplexes, 
multifamily housing, etc., all of which help unlock the door for attainable homeownership.  

By increasing the supply of middle housing stock in Tacoma it will help to decrease stress on 
market prices, and aid in closing the wealth gap most severely impacting single men, women, 
and minority groups. Currently, three-quarters of Tacoma’s Housing Land Supply is zoned 
strictly for single-family homes. The region cannot handle the projected growth that is 
happening without updating the housing policies to allow for middle housing types. The Home 
in Tacoma Project is estimating between 24,000-53,000 units will be built by 2040, with 
variance dependent on a low or high growth model. This won’t completely resolve the Housing 
crisis Tacoma is in, but it will greatly help reduce the impact while implementing a vision for the 
future.  

By supporting the Home in Tacoma Project you will aid constituents across the board; from 
young bright-eyed first-time buyers to elderly citizens looking to downsize and stay in the 
community they know and love. We cannot turn a blind eye to the Housing Crisis plaguing the 
region and must take proactive measures to ensure a vibrant, livable, community for 
generations to come. The Home in Tacoma Project does that. We encourage you to support this 
proposal and let Tacoman’s know you hear their pleas; bring more housing to Tacoma. 
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Always, 

 

Rachel Randich 
Government Affairs Director 
Tacoma Pierce County Association of REALTORS® 
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everyone
deserves a decent place to live.

March 30, 2021

Re: Home in Tacoma Public Comment

Chair Petersen and members of the Planning Commission,

Tacoma/Pierce County Habitat for Humanity supports the City of Tacoma’s efforts to address

our housing and Affordable housing supply issues through, broadly, the comprehensive

Affordable Housing Action Strategy and specifically via the Home in Tacoma project. We support

elements of both proposals to increase market rate and Affordable housing development

opportunities in the City.

To address our housing shortage, we must utilize strategies to increase the opportunity for

housing development in our community, and make it easier to construct housing of all types for

households of all income levels.

Under the City’s current zoning approximately 75% of Tacoma’s residential areas are limited to

single-family detached houses. This greatly limits the supply of housing. The Home in Tacoma

proposals would update zoning in our residential areas to permit a wider variety of housing of

appropriate density.  This would create the development opportunity for “missing middle” type

of housing that will be needed to meet our housing production targets.

The proposals show care and thought in selecting the areas of the City to be rezoned.  It focuses

the modestly higher densities near designated centers and corridors, and then appropriately

transitions the density into the areas that would remain lower density zones. Utilizing streets to

separate the different allowable densities would avoid having a notably larger structure next to

a notably smaller one, separated by only a boundary line or an alley.

We favor a strategy to create the greatest amount of opportunity to increase the supply of

housing. The modest increases in density, smartly located, will better support the transit,

commercial, and retail services the City needs.

It’s also important to note a secondary strategy to incentivize the development of Affordable

housing in newly zoned residential areas.

Tacoma/Pierce County Habitat for Humanity | 4824 S. Tacoma Way, Tacoma, WA 98409
www.tpc-habitat.org | (253) 627-5626
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everyone
deserves a decent place to live.

We encourage the City to expand the areas available for developers use of the 12-year

multifamily property tax exemption program (MFTE). To do so, the City would need to expand

its residential targeted areas (“RTA”) along corridors and residential transition areas newly

zoned as a part of the Home in Tacoma project. Expanding the RTAs beyond their current

mixed-use center areas would allow the City to offer the 12 year MFTE in areas of the City that

developers are currently unable to access the incentive.

In considering this expansion, it is important to note that since 2019 the City has approved

twenty-one 12-year MFTE projects and only 5 of those twenty-one projects have had more than

34 units. We should take this clear signal that the residential housing market is interested in

utilizing the 12-year program and provide more opportunity for the program to be used to

provide critically needed Affordable housing.

Tacoma’s housing market and the City’s housing policies will determine in large measure the

type of community Tacoma is or will be. The proposals will determine who can live in Tacoma,

whether their children will be able to stay when they are grown, and whether Tacoma will have

the locally centered workforce it needs for its own prosperity. Housing will determine the

well-being of nearly every other civic interest: education, child development, public health,

transportation, land use, growth management, economic development, climate conservation,

and racial justice.

Thank you for your work on this issue.

Jason Gauthier

Director of Operations & Government Affairs

Tacoma/Pierce County Habitat for Humanity | 4824 S. Tacoma Way, Tacoma, WA 98409
www.tpc-habitat.org | (253) 627-5626
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April 9, 2021 
 
The Planning Commission 
747 Market Street 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
 

Home in Tacoma Project—Comprehensive Plan Amendment and SEPA Review 
 
Dear Chair Petersen and Fellow Commissioners, 
                                                                                                                                                                                         
Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department applauds the City’s comprehensive plan amendment to 
provide more affordable housing choices for all.  
 
Housing determines health. Safe, affordable, healthy and stable housing affects one’s ability to attain 
full health potential. Further, housing location has a direct link to access to opportunities. Relaxing 
single-family zoning to allow missing-middle housing is overdue in our city facing gentrification and 
threats of displacement.  
 

Proposed Changes to the Comprehensive Plan 
General Comments 
Housing growth scenarios  
The Health Department supports Scenario 2. Buffers in this scenario assume that people living in 
designated centers or along corridors can walk to transit and shopping. Either an eighth- or a quarter-
mile distance is very walkable to most people. Increasing density within buffers can encourage physical 
activity, support social connection, and benefit transit ridership.  
 
It's important to ensure that the timely provision of public facilities and services is in place to support 
the implementation of the proposed changes. To support walkability, we would like to see investments 
to improve safe-route-to-destinations (transit and shopping, besides schools) within the buffers. We 
encourage the City to phase implementation to ensure that necessary capital improvements are ready 
on a neighborhood-by-neighborhood basis to support each phase of development. 
 
Potential phasing of implementation  
In considering a phased approach to implementation, we ask the City to give priority to “opportunity-
rich neighborhoods” where complete services/amenities and reliable transit service are available. A 
social experiment done in the 1990’s concluded that zip codes can determine health. Offering the 
prospect for the underserved populations to live in affluent and safer places with abundant 
opportunities, including convenient access to better schools, pedestrian-friendly streets, safe parks and 
healthy foods and retail, can improve their health, well-being and life expectancy. This phasing strategy 
should be implemented in conjunction with service concurrency and customized anti-displacement 
strategies appropriate for the neighborhood.  
 
If well implemented, this comprehensive plan amendment can become a pathway to create integrated 
and mixed-income neighborhoods by offering more affordable housing in opportunity-rich areas. This 
give the City a chance to demonstrate a win-win for both incumbent incumbents to experience socially-
acceptable gentrification without displacement and newcomers to enjoy a better quality of life. 
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Infrastructural capacity and concurrency 
Development infill across the city can reduce the environmental footprint, maximize service efficiency, 
and curb climate change. However, it’s important to ensure that infrastructural capacity is available and 
the level of service (LOS) is concurrent with growth. We strongly recommend conducting a feasibility 
study to identify the maximum development cap that can be supported by the current urban 
infrastructure LOS, and the improvements needed to sustain these scenarios. The City should coordinate 
with Pierce Transit to ensure service concurrency before parking requirements can be relaxed. Phased 
implementation offers the opportunity to coordinate capital improvement projects across public 
agencies. 
 
Preservation of Historic and Cultural Assets 
There’s an opportunity to save, restore and reuse historic buildings for affordable housing. Explore 
Transfer of Development Rights to preserve those buildings, provided that owners agree to restore the 
properties for safe and healthy affordable housing.  

 
Proposed New Residential Land Use Designations 
Low-scale Residential: Consider permitting fourplex (stacking a side-by-side duplex) as-of-right in the 
proposed Low-density Residential areas. Regulated via form-based codes, fourplexes can be nested well 
within Low-scale Residential neighborhoods. 
 
Mid-scale Residential: This amendment appears to replace Multi-Family (Low Density) zoning with Mid-
scale Residential city-wide. We recommend excluding those multi-family areas that fall outside the 
buffers of Scenario 2 from Mid-scale, and re-designated them as Low-scale Residential. Mid-scale 
residential should be limited along high capacity or reliable transit corridors and in mixed-use centers. 
Simply carrying forward from the current zoning to the proposed designation may neither align with the 
proximity criteria nor the intent of this amendment. This is crucial considering the reduction of parking 
requirements.  
 
Tracking and monitoring progress and impacts 
We recommend that the City monitors the implementation of this ambitious amendment to ensure: 

• Jobs-housing balance and fit/match between housing price-range and wage level, and AMI 
requirements are met. 

• No adverse cumulative impact of growth over time on urban infrastructure LOS. 

• The impact of density (height and FAR) bonus is compatible with the mass and bulk of the 
surrounding neighborhoods. 

• Units developed under the multifamily tax exemption provision remain “affordable” during the 
exemption period.  
 

Time to introduce form-based codes 
We strongly recommend the development of form-based codes in Phase 2 of the Home in Tacoma 
Project. This regulatory tool is the best way to regulate missing-middle housing, according to Daniel 
Parolek who coined the term “missing-middle housing” widely used today. Rather than design 
standards, form-based codes provide developers and the public the much-needed predictability on the 
building form and scale in relation to the public realm. There are numerous health benefits of adopting 
form-based codes, including improving walkability and creating a sense of place. There’s no better time 
for Tacoma to showcase the application of form-based codes to build attractive, welcoming, and 
pedestrian-friendly neighborhoods that support missing-middle housing. Engage the community when 
developing the codes to reflect the community vision on the form, feel and scale of the neighborhoods.  
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To facilitate future introduction of form-based codes in your next phase of work, replace the word 
“zoning” with “regulatory codes” throughout your proposed comprehensive plan amendment (such as 
in Policy UF-9.8, UF-10.5, H-1.5, etc.). 
 
Anti-displacement strategy 
Racism is a public health crisis. Research evidence shows that the differences in one’s opportunity and 
freedom to “control over destiny” would lead to health disparities. The Health Department welcomes 
the inclusion of anti-displacement and anti-systemic racism strategies in this amendment. These 
strategies can give the historically underserved and people of color the opportunities to find stable and 
affordable housing and build wealth, thus improving health and reducing health disparities.  
 
While mitigating displacement impacts is important, the Health Department would like the City to take a 
more proactive approach to prevent displacement even before gentrification takes place. There are 
many forms of displacement. Social and cultural displacements can take place without one being 
physically-displaced. To prevent displacement upstream, it requires stronger neighborhood planning 
and community development strategies which aim to constantly build inclusive and resilient 
neighborhoods with a strong sense of place, ownership and community. We urge the City to sincerely 
consider investing in meaningful neighborhood planning practices by educating and empowering all 
community members to engage in community planning and community building. While not housing-
related, limiting the size (GFA) of retail establishments along corridors can protect incumbent businesses 
from displacement.  
 
Specific Comments 
We propose the following detailed amendments to the Proposed Comprehensive Plan Changes: 

• Policy DD-4.13: Add “and consider the use of form-based codes” after “development standards”. 

• Goal DD-13: Consider introducing a new policy on “Consider the use of transfer of development 
rights to preserve historic assets, particular those that can contribute towards the affordable 
housing inventory.”  

• Chapter Five on Housing, New section on Home in Tacoma (P.45): Bullet 2, sub-bullet 1: Replace 
“design standards” with “form-based code or its hybrid”. 

• Policy H-2.6: Add “prevent and” before “mitigate”. 

• Policy H-2.9: Add “prevent and” before “reduce”.  
o Clarify the “resident preference policy” stated in strategy 3. Would this include tenant’s first 

right to purchase?  
o Consider the following strategies to prevent and mitigate displacement: 

▪ Maintain a “no net loss” policy towards affordable housing units. 
▪ Preserve low-income housing through rehabilitation. 
▪ Consider a fund to support relocation of displaced residents and subsidize low-income 

residents at risk of displacement. 
▪ Provide technical assistance and funding sources for low-income homeowners to 

rehabilitate and modify existing structures. 
▪ Explore and facilitate the development of community land trusts. 

 

• Goal H-3:  
o Create a new policy on “Phase implementation of missing-middle housing and infill 

developments in opportunity-rich areas with reliable transit service first”. 
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o Policy H-3.6: Add “and maintain” after “preserve”; and add “to meet healthy housing 
standards” before the bracket. 

• Goal H-4:  
o Create a new policy on “Track and monitor the average rents and price points of housing 

units targeted for moderately low, low and very low-income households”. 

• Health, Safety + Efficiency:     
o Goal H-5: Add “healthy, safe,” before “resource efficient”. 
o Policy H-5.9: Replace the word “incentive” with “incentivize”.         
o Consider adding two new policies: 

▪ Adopt the National Healthy Housing Standard to ensure safety, health and habitability 
of housing. 

▪ Establish a rental housing safety program to ensure affordable rental units are safe and 
healthy.                                                                                                                                                                                

• Rectifying Historic Inequities: Toward a more equitable and antiracist Tacoma  
o Create a new strategy: “Identify past and current policies that segregate communities and 

replace with race-centric strategies to undo the past mistakes”.  

• Policy H-6.2: Add “and monitor” after “implement”. 
 

Preliminary Mitigated Determination of Environmental Non-significance 
General Comments 
While it’s reasonable to assess environmental impacts when future project-specific developments are 
proposed, the City should design a tracking tool to proactively monitor the cumulative impact of 
developments over time.  
 
We recommend implementing Home in Tacoma by phases. Roll out the first phase in neighborhoods 
where opportunities are rich, with the reasons stated above. This would also help ensure service 
concurrency. Lessons and impacts from the initial phase of implementation can inform additional 
mitigation strategies before implementing subsequent phases. 
 
Specific Comments: Supplemental Sheet for Non-project Actions 
Question 1—Proposed additional mitigation measures  

• Work with community partners to identify strategies to connect those experiencing or on the verge 
of experiencing homelessness with safe and affordable accommodations. 

• Assess development risks near contaminated sites in considering future development proposals. 

• Require low impact development stormwater treatment before infiltration and monitor post-
treatment to protect the aquifer with South Tacoma Groundwater Protection District.  

• Due to the history of non-attainment for fine particulates affecting air quality in the Tacoma-Pierce 
County area, we recommend:   

o Exclude wood burning devices in new missing-middle housing.   
o Replace existing wood burning devices with a non-wood heating option when existing single 

family dwellings are re-purposed for missing-middle housing.   
o Discourage the use of outdoor recreational fire pits.   
o Consider the use of solar panels to reduce burden on electrical grid.   
o Provide incentives to homes who rely primarily on wood heat to switch to a non-wood 

burning alternative.   
o Provide electric charging stations in neighborhoods to encourage use of electric vehicles.  
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Question 3—Proposed additional mitigation measures 
Climate change leads to hotter and drier summers and increased risks of wildfires. The City should take 
this opportunity to ensure that new housing is energy efficient and climate resilient.  

• Under Future Requirements: 
o Consider including one of the following as a condition of approval, such as green building 

certification, vegetated roofs, solar energy panels, and other LID stormwater management.  
o Identify funding for tree planting in areas of low canopy cover.  
o Require HVAC systems to be built to accommodate MERV 13, or equivalent, filtration. This 

provides protection from PM 2.5 found in woodsmoke and wildfire smoke, thus reducing 
the transmission of airborne viruses.  

o Adopt the National Healthy Homes Standard, in whole or in part, to support energy 
conservation.  

• Under Future Incentives: 
o Consider height or FAR bonus for multi-family developments that provide indoor common 

area, recreation space, planting or protecting urban trees, or open space dedicated for 
public use.  

o Incentivize biophilic design to improve health and mitigate climate impacts.  
o Incentivize heat pumps to ensure that residents can remain cool, safe, and healthy during 

heat events. Work with local utility companies to provide rebates or incentives to manage 
initial increases in utility bills.   

 
Question 4—Proposed additional mitigation measures 

• Under Historic and Cultural Assets:  
o Consider the use of Transfer of Development Rights to protect historic buildings dedicated 

for safe and healthy affordable housing.  
 
Question 6—Proposed additional mitigation measures 

• Develop a feasibility study to identify the maximum development cap that can be supported by 
current level of urban infrastructure services, and future capital investment needs to sustain growth. 

• Monitor cumulative impacts on urban infrastructure capacity as Home in Tacoma is implemented by 
phases over time.  

 
Thank you for giving Tacoma-Pierce County Health Department the opportunity to partner with you to 
make our City healthier and more equitable. 
 
Yours sincerely, 
 

 
Amy Pow, MCIP 
Principal Planner, Healthy Community Planning 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ryan Talen <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 8:48 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Ryan Talen  

ry.talen@gmail.com  

4301 East F St  

Tacoma, Washington 98404 

 

 
 

915



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Coby Tamayo <coby@tamayo.email>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 6:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity, 

Coby Tamayo  

coby@tamayo.email  

1718 S Adams St  

Tacoma, Washington 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Aaron Tanczos <aarontanczos@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:58 PM
To: Blocker, Keith; Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma zoning changes

Hello, 
 
I am writing you in opposition to the proposed land use changes.   I have only recently found about the changes 
and believe they would negatively impact the neighborhood.   None of my neighbors I mentioned this too had 
ever heard about these plans.   
 
I do not understand why density and development is not placed in the nearly abandoned downtown 
area.   Instead changing my entire neighborhood to “midscale” is somehow the preferred option.   
 
In my neighborhood speeding, crime, poor schools and little greenspace is the theme.   
 
I do believe there is a housing crisis but it can only be fixed by real economic justice.   I don’t think removing 
historic homes is the solution.  
 
Thank you for your consideration, 
 
Aaron Tanczos 
801 S Pine Street  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mary Beth <marybeth170@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:32 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Response to propositions

Hi there. I live at 865 S 40th St, Tacoma, WA 98418. We bought this house a year and a half ago and I am just 
sick hearing about the changes that are more then likely going to happen to my neighborhood. Street traffic is 
already an issue as well as crime. Cramming more houses and people into this area will make it unbearable. 
Also it’s going to change the whole look and feel of this old neighborhood. It will be devastating to my family 
and to many many other family’s who call this area home. Please do NOT do this to our neighborhood!!!--  
Thank you, 
 
Mary Beth Thomas 
(253) 740-9819 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jess T <jesskthompson@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 6:49 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Public Comment

Hello, 
 
I am a resident of Central Tacoma. I strongly support any plan to increase access to affordable housing - 
especially in terms of ensuring every neighborhood is responsible for making affordable housing accessible.  
 
The two plans are both promising and I appreciate all of the work put into this. I am in support of the second 
plan. I believe ensuring our community members have access to safe, stable, and affordable housing should be 
prioritized over any concerns regarding building aesthetics, property height, parking access, and an 
irrational/unsupported race-based fear that affordable housing equates to structures filled with criminals, sexual 
predators, and transient populations.  
 
However, the plans at this time only address incentivizing affordable units for developers. In my community 
there is a lot of interest in ADUs and tiny homes. However, that is accompanied with great interest in turning 
these into short-term rentals. These types of rentals do not address the need for affordable and stable housing for 
Tacoma residents.  
 
The Airbnb market has grown significantly in Tacoma. Yet, the city has never responded by limiting the use of 
short term rentals. I've heard council members say short term rentals allow people to stay in their homes and 
afford their mortgages. However, the vast majority of these units are not shared housing, but separate, private 
units/single family homes: the types that could instead be used for longer term and affordable rentals. And the 
average nightly rate is roughly $130/night. That goes well beyond a bit of supplemental income to help pay a 
mortgage - unless we're talking about homeowners of million dollar homes.  
 
While buying a house with short-term rental potential may make homeownership possible for community 
members who cannot break into this housing market, there is no local program or mortgage assistance that is in 
place to help first-time and/or low income homebuyers to purchase and develop a home with short term rental 
potential. I would argue this is far from a common reality. 
 
All in all, I would like to see some plans that incentivize homeowners (and not just developers) to develop 
affordable and long term housing opportunities when considering building/developing an ADU. This would not 
only assist homeowners in creating more housing, but would also help ensure that low income households and 
households using vouchers can have greater opportunities to lease up and secure safe, long term housing. (Not 
to mention, serving voucher holders is also a useful way to ensure the spaces created are done to code and 
maintained by the property owner - given the required inspections that accompany the use of a housing 
voucher.) 
 
Thank you for your time and work on these proposals.  
 
Jessica Thompson 
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TO: City of Tacoma 
       Planning Department 
 
From: Joseph Tieger 
 3412 N. 30th Street 
 Tacoma, WA  
 253-212-2148 
 
Home In Tacoma 
 
RECOMMENDATIONS: 
 
Modify and repropose the current “Evolve Housing Choices” scenario and significantly reduce 
/refine the “Transform Housing Choices” scenario.  
 
The rezoning should proceed incrementally, adding more dense housing in parts of the City 
with lower density to encourage the development of businesses and services that support 
walkable neighborhoods but need a larger population to be successful. 
 
No part of Tacoma should be rezoned without an analysis of the capacity of the infrastructure 
serving the area and a time table, cost estimate, end revenue source identified to rectify any 
deficiencies. This should include school capacity, fire and police department staffing & 
equipment, library, parks, and transit. Playing catch-up is not good planning. 
 
 
Over Reaching Plan 
 
Using every bus route as the core of the rezoning places almost the entirety of the present R1 
zoning into the multifamily zone. The scale of the rezoning and the lack of any detail in the plan 
has created a very high level of concern and suspicion among the residents. Having participated 
in good faith in the Multiple Use Center planning and having seen the result, many citizens 
place little confidence in the City and the Planning Department to develop codes, plans, designs 
that will reflect their concerns. 
 
In order to achieve more of the goals of this massive realignment of Tacoma’s housing the City 
should: 
 
Evolve Housing Choices 
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Limit the proposed rezoning to the major transportation corridors These are high investment, 
transit facilities that can only justify their cost by achieving high ridership ex. light rail and bus 
routes operating at 50% of capacity at rush hour. 
 
This would also serve several other purposes: 
 
1. Focus the new homes on transit with higher levels of service.  
 
2. Provide an opportunity for the city to develop design criteria and the citizens to see how 
effective these criteria are. 
 
3. Limiting the initial demand on other City services. 
 
4. Reducing the displacement of present residents. 
 
5. Allow the City government and the residents to evaluate the effectiveness of the myriad new 
policies and regulations allowing for changes before expanding the multifamily zoning. 
 
The Transform Housing Choices scenario should be refined to: 
 
1. Very clearly define the scope, scale, and design criteria of this form. 
 
2. Delineate the absolute maximum size, with any enhancements, of any structure.  The 
inclusion of enhancements has defeated the height limitations for larger apartment buildings 
and created greater impact on the community than predicted. 
 
3. Map the limits of this rezoning and include height limits within the descending from the 
tallest height permitted in the adjacent MUC to the permitted height in the adjacent R1, 
townhouse, duplex zone.  
 

Comments: 
 
Housing Equity Taskforce’s (HET) Home In Tacoma Project housing policy 
recommendations. 
 
OBSERVATION 5  
 

 Poorly designed or out-of-scale infill could build opposition to further infill 
 
This statement is perhaps the most important statement in the document. The City’s efforts 
to promote additional housing have not reflected or protected the interests of existing 
residents. Nor have they significantly added to the amount of low to moderate income housing 
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even as the existing policies have allowed developers to externalize the costs of project impacts 
on the community.  
 
The City has allowed token “enhancements” to produce buildings of far greater height and 
mass than residents had accepted in the public review process. In doing so the City has lost the 
trust of the residents and this lack of trust is reflected in the reluctance of the residents to trust 
the City government to implement the HIT zoning changes in ways that will both accomplish the 
stated goals and do so in ways that address their concerns. 
 
The City has paid lip service to requiring design elements to make buildings more compatible 
with the character of the community. Despite persistent requests from the public, there is no 
mandatory design or early public review process. 
 
UPDATING HOUSING POLICIES 
 
“and smaller multifamily buildings” 
 
What are the limitations on “smaller multifamily buildings? 
Will the buildings be set back or up to property lines and sidewalks? Tiny property line spaces 
between buildings crate deep shade and do not allow for maintenance of buildings, collect 
debris and harbor rodents. 
 
Not just building code requirements but design features that support cohesive neighborhood 
character. Will this rezoning allow ticky-tacky stucco blocks with no design detail next to 
century-old homes? 
 
Is it the intent of this rezoning to encourage the complete conversion of blocks of single-family 
residences into multifamily buildings? 
 
“The City can also take actions to ensure that housing growth meets multiple community goals, 
target unmet need for affordable housing, and put in place anti-displacement measures and 
other tools to ensure that all groups can benefit from housing growth. 
 
The plan should describe, in detail, what the City is going do to prevent the displacement of 
present residents. For example, the City could freeze the value of the land underlying single 
family homes so the new zoning, which does not benefit the single- family homeowner, does 
not increase the taxes of residents that are retired, disabled or otherwise on a fixed income. 
 
Build sustainable and resilient housing to address the climate emergency, urban forestry goals, 
and protect the health of the Puget Sound 
 
This statement would be more believable if the City stated that as the projects increase the 
area of impermeable surfaces -roofs, paving etc. and decreases vegetative cover, increasing 
runoff the project proponents would be responsible for containing and treating the runoff from 
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their property. The runoff from urban roofs, roads and sidewalks, has numerous well 
documented negative chemical and physical effects on water quality and temperature. 
 
Tacoma has not met its urban forestry goals and the removal of trees and garden space that 
will be the inevitable consequence of this rezoning will exacerbate this. This will decrease the 
beneficial effects of forest cover in helping to reduce the temperature of the urban 
environment and decrease the absorption of carbon from the atmosphere.  
 
A wishful statement about protecting the health of the Puget Sound is meaningless babble 
unless there are site specific requirements that mitigate the foreseeable impacts.  
 
Proposed New Residential Land Use Designations 
 
“• Design standards for specific housing types” 
 
These design standards must be part of the land use designation. Given the total lack of such 
design standards in present City code there is nothing that the present residents can rely on.  
 
It is difficult to find examples of where existing City building code has created any buildings of 
design that are compatible with adjacent structures, of architectural interest or distinction. All 
recent construction is, at best, mediocre design, indistinguishable from similar, low-cost, 
maximizes square footage construction elsewhere.  
 
Getting housing growth right 
 
“The recommendations call for balance between housing growth and design, livability, historic 
preservation, urban forestry, public infrastructure and services, and other community goals. 
The recommendations include infill design principles so that new housing complements 
neighborhood scale and patterns, and provides transitions from higher-scale to lower-scale 
areas. Proposals include actions to reduce demolitions of viable structures, to ensure that 
housing growth is supported by infrastructure and services, and steps to assist people of color 
and others facing economic barriers to access housing and build family wealth.” 
 
The recommendations, when eventually converted into specific code, are unlikely to meet the 
lofty goals they describe. The City conflates the building code and its specific requirement for 
such things as the number of windows and doors per unit with the ideas contained in the 
concept of “design” meaning the appearance of the building and, ideally the setting in which 
the building exists.  
 
The City has also been reluctant to take any action that increases, however marginally, the 
costs of construction in the interests of either design or the provision of amenities benefiting 
the community that would offset the impact of hundreds of new residents. 
 

924



 

5 
 

Housing growth, i.e., population growth, does require “infrastructure and services.” 
Unfortunately, the City can not adequately support its existing infrastructure or provide 
adequate services for its existing residents.  The Home in Tacoma project is disconnected from, 
and does not describe, how the City proposes to pay for, among other things, an increase in 
school capacity, police and fire protections, road safety improvements, park and recreation 
facilities.  
 
The HIT project should describe funding mechanisms to support the increased density. The City 
has, unlike every other jurisdiction, not required impact fees to support services choosing 
instead to shift these costs from the developers to the taxpayers. Other communities also 
require builders to provide other amenities / mitigation including traffic control devices, 
sidewalks, community open/meeting space facilities within the project footprint.  
 
For example, from the Tacoma News Tribune, November 16, 2020,  
 
“Courts give Puyallup another victory against warehouse developer to collect impact fees” 
“The city charges developers an impact fee to help pay for open space and parks. City Attorney 
Joe Beck said the formula is based on square footage of a building, the projected number of 
employees and visitors, and other factors.” 
 
https://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/community/puyallup-herald/ph-
news/article247160291.html 
 
Home in Tacoma Project Planning for housing actions: 2020 to 2021 STAFF REPORT: February 
17, 2021 
 
Scope of Work 
 
Refine policy guidance for and requirements affordability incentives 
 
There is NO NEED to provide an incentive for a developer to construct multifamily housing.  
 
Multifamily housing is income generating housing and forms the basis of investments 
Incentives, also known as subsidies, flow from the taxpayer to the investor creating not less but 

more social inequities. 
 
If the City believes that incentives are necessary to encourage below market units then these 

below market units should remain below market in perpetuity.  
 
6. Establish a City anti-displacement strategy  
 
Is this strategy to be based solely on the income of residents? Income alone does not provide a 
adequate view of the financial status of an individual. Costs, including medical, property taxes, 
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mortgage and insurance payments, student loans, child care, support for elderly relatives and 
other obligations all affect the ability of someone to remain in their home.  
 
Will the City considering freezing the property tax on the land under existing R1 housing so the 
rezoning will not unfairly increase the taxes on the present residents until the property is sold? 
 
In the alternative the City should publicly acknowledge that this strategy will not consider the 
financial condition of present homeowners and that it will contribute to the displacement of 
present residents unable to pay the increasing property taxes resulting from the rezoning. 
  
7. Strengthen policy direction to promote reuse of existing structures  
 
Is this policy to be directed to only residential structures and only for residential uses?  
 
10. Create green, sustainable and resilient housing 
 
Creating housing that would meet this goal has been and will continue to be resisted by the 
development community for a few, constantly and loudly voiced reasons, from which the City 
always retreats.  
 
First, the development community resists any changes even changes affecting the health and 
safety of occupants, example – fire sprinklers in homes.  
Second, requiring these features would increase construction costs and may not be reflected in 
rents. 
 
 The City could require that all of the multifamily housing not use fossil fuels. It could also 
require that the builder offset the carbon footprint of the project with a contribution to a 
forestry project in the local area.  
 
However, even though these requirements would help the City achieve green, resilient and 
sustainable housing they increase costs and rents so the City will not take the necessary actions 
to support achieving this goal. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jane Trancho <jtrancho@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 2:58 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoms Project comment

I would like to be on record as supporting the implementation of Housing Scenario #1 
and in opposition to Housing Scenario #2 at this time. 
 
As a resident of the Hilltop neighborhood, I feel that Scenario #1 has the opportunity to 
provide much additional housing types that are more in scale, provide more potential for 
home ownership, and will be less likely to destroy the culture of the neighborhood, as 
these housing types are more accessible for smaller development. I am seriously 
concerned that even with all good intentions, large scale development required in 
Scenario #2 will reduce further the ability of the Black community to maintain its place 
here in the Hilltop. 
 
Thanks for listening. 
 
Jane Trancho 
1233 S Grant Avenue 
Tacoms WA 98405 
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Transportation Commission 

 
 
 
 

 
 
March 17, 2021 
 
Tacoma Planning Commission 
747 Market Street, Rm. 345 
Tacoma, WA 98402 
 
Subject: Home in Tacoma 
 
Dear Planning Commission, 
 
The City of Tacoma Transportation Commission appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the 
Home in Tacoma Project that seeks to increase housing supply, choice, and affordability in Tacoma.  On 
December 20, 2021, the Commission received a presentation on the Home in Tacoma Project and discussed 
the importance of achieving the City’s housing and transportation goals.  
 
The commission supports the outlined housing growth vision to create neighborhoods that are inclusive, 
welcoming to our diverse community, resilient, thriving, distinctive and walkable, and include robust 
community amenities and a range of housing choices and costs. While promoting housing supply, 
affordability and choice are the primary goals of this project; we recognize mobility as a critical component 
in this plan's overall implementation. As such, we are encouraged by the thoughtful and intentional housing 
growth proposals concentrated within Centers and Corridors, served by active transportation choices. 
Consistent with the Transportation Master Plan (TMP), this project makes commitments in protecting the 
community, providing mobility for all, and striving for fiscal/environmental/social sustainability. 
 
Under review of the Home in Tacoma Project, we would like to offer the Planning Commission the 
following recommendations in support of the goals and policies of the Transportation Master Plan: 
 

● Ensure that policies and design standards are consistent with Vision Zero and specifically support 
the more vulnerable users that are not in cars.   

● Work cooperatively with local transit agencies (i.e., Sound Transit and Pierce Transit) to 
strengthen and coordinate housing growth with public transit and active transportation planning 
and implementation activities. 

● Prioritize 20-minute neighborhoods that connect residential areas to local retailing, business, and 
community services, so residents can access more of the services they need close to home by 
walking, biking, and use of assistive devices. 

● Encourage development, which completes the connected network of sidewalks, trails, bike lanes, 
bike boulevards, shared lane markings, and protected bike lanes throughout the city that serves all 
bicycle user groups. 

● Incentivize developments that promote walkability and that provide amenities such as weather 
protection, seating, and improve pedestrian connectivity. 
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● Enact parking policies that balance efficient land use patterns with neighborhood livability and 
economic vitality, and stimulate active transportation choices. 

● Implement impact fees as a tool to allow for the development to directly address the increased 
demand for services created by their growth, and alleviate current funding constraints. 

 
In addition, the Transportation Commission is supportive of the policy recommendations outlined by the 
Housing Equity Taskforce (HET) promoting equity and antiracism goals. To supplement these strategies, 
we would recommend encouraging and supporting alternative homeownership models (e.g., community 
land trusts), and “right to return” policies. 
  
The Transportation Commission’s comments are rooted in the goals and policies set forth in the 
Transportation Master Plan and feel that these comments will help strengthen the goals of the Home in 
Tacoma Project. These comments reflect the values and interests of residents throughout the City. Thank 
you for the opportunity to comment. We look forward to a better Tacoma. 
 
Thank you, 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Gerrit Nyland     Dr. Jane Moore 
Transportation Commission Co-Chair  Transportation Commission Co-Chair 
 
 
cc:  Infrastructure, Planning & Sustainability Council Committee 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Wille, Tadd
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 3:28 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FW: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

 
 

From: Kelly Triggs <ktriggs@tpchd.org>  
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 10:16 AM 
To: Wille, Tadd <tadd.wille@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 ‐ Tranformative Housing Choices 

 

Tadd Wille, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  
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4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  

7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Kelly Triggs  

ktriggs@tpchd.org  

3629 S. "D" Street, Tacoma, WA 98418  

Tacoma, Washington 98418 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Cynthia Bertozzi Turco <cbturco@nventure.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:06 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Zoning for Single-Family Houses

I am a single-family homeowner in the West End. My husband and I adamantly oppose raising the density 
zoning for single-family homes in our neighborhood. If I wanted to be in a high density area without a backyard 
squeezed between duplexes and apartment buildings, I would have purchased a home in another part of the city 
or in another city. We have many vacant lots and deteriorating properties throughout the city just calling out for 
development. We should develop those properties first before we even 
consider changes to existing neighborhoods composed of exclusively single-family homes. We have not even 
filled all of the apartment buildings that are under construction yet. None of us want to be the Lonergans who 
took loving care of a beautiful home in a single-family neighborhood only to discover that zoning changes will 
destroy our privacy and investment. Please keep the zoning intact so that our single-family homes remain as 
they are. 
 
I think that you need to update your population projections in light of the accelerating changes that have 
happened this year. There was a time when the Pacific Northwest beckoned. Now, we are becoming a less and 
less desirable place to live. This fact will slow the pace of a growing population. 
 
Related to this, I am also opposed to the failed experiment of providing tax exemptions to builders and 
homeowners who buy certain properties. In an equitable system, each and every resident pays one's fair share of 
property taxes, based on the value of one's property rather than on the deal the developer cut with the city. We 
have created an unfair system that places the burden of taxation on some, while letting others get a free ride. 
Many times, we are giving breaks to homeowners with properties more valuable than our own. That's not 
equity, by any one's definition. 
 
I value the input of a planning group, but ultimately the decision about rezoning one's own neighborhood should 
go directly before the voters. 
 
Cindy Turco 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Barnett, Elliott
Sent: Saturday, April 10, 2021 9:46 PM
To: Julie and Jay TURNER  . . . .; Planning
Subject: RE: A Must-Read article for you, please!

Thank you Julie! I will, and will share the link with the Planning Commission as well.  
 
All the best, 
Elliott 
 
From: Julie and Jay TURNER . . . . <juliejayturner@gmail.com>  
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 6:31 PM 
To: Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> 
Subject: A Must‐Read article for you, please! 

 
Eliott, this is a fascinating article!  Someone posted it on the NSHD Facebook page, and Deborah Cade, 
our chair, sent it to our Board.  Please read it as a cautionary tale! 
 
Julie Turner 
 
https://www.insightnews.com/minneapolis-residential-upzoning-risks-unintended-consequences-alissa-
luepke-pier/article_e2ffa2f2-af56-11e9-8bfa-
43e57ad786ad.html?fbclid=IwAR1NFB8eUcr8688n7d9EF1jVKws9eiFnFTCgJji3MIdU5C8mvgZfV589z6M 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: K Ursich <delfiblue@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 1:49 AM
To: Planning
Subject: HELLO FROM OLD TOWN RESIDENT KATHY URSICH

Dear members of the Planning Commission  
     I am writing in regards to Home in Tacoma Project. 
     I would like to give some input in this proposal. 
     I live in Old Town Tacoma and was born and raised here. 
     I went to Seattle for college and lived up there for decades. 
     I came down here for retirement to my roots and love the historic nature of Old        Town. 
   I have put five homes in Old Town on the Tacoma's Landmarks Historic register. 
   The four Starr street houses and the McCarver Beal's duplex. 
   I would like Old Town to be left single family zoned with no duplexes or triplexes. 
 Old Town starts at Tacoma Ave. goes down the hill and is bordered by Carr Street    and Starr 
Street.  This is the oldest part of the City.  It is also view sensitive with a height limit of 25 feet.   
   The Croatians settled in Old Town around 1910 and fished off the Tacoma dock. 
   (That's when there were fish  to catch). 
   There are small bungalows in the back of many houses that were lived in by the fishermen.     Many 
are still there and are in the back of the properties. 
   There are two such bungalows in back of the former Boskovich property at 2218 North 29th.  
   A drive thru of the alleys in Old Town will show you many such small houses in the back of the 
properties. 
   One lot up on North  27th between Starr and McCarver has a small house in the front and an 
identical small house in the back with the front that house facing the alley. 
   Please leave Old Town single family zoned with small houses in the back of the properties. 
   No duplexes or triplexes or apartment buildings.  Protect the historic nature of Old Town. 
Please forward to all members of the planning commission. 
Kathy Ursich 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kris U-W <Valiturus@hotmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 16, 2021 6:09 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Your "planning" will destroy the neighborhoods we love. Tacoma finally, after more than 50 years of urban 
planning failure will try yet again.  You will tear down historic homes (it will happen, a 1905 craftsman 
bungalow is as historic as any mansion) and replace them with X-plexes. The idea that you will know your 
neighbors on sight is gone; the idea of gardens (smaller lots); will disappear; the concept of stable 
neighborhoods will be moot, backyard privacy will giveway to apartments with balconies staring into your yard. 
Evening strolls next to concrete walls, blocked views and blocked sunlight. In fact, you could just cut the 
sidewalks to increase sq. ft., and city revenue.  
 
In fact, why not just call it Spanaway North, with uncontrolled growth? BTW I grew up in Spanaway and 50 
years ago it was a wonderful place. Now mixed-use cheap housing, land that "perked" for the correct payment 
to the county, roads lacking the capacity to carry the population, lack of fire and sherriff services, just plain lack 
of infrastructure planning, and uncontrolled density growth destroyed the area.  Or look at Ballard and the mix-
use fiasco perpetrated on what once was a livable neighborhood. Look at the little plan for Dupont and the 
monstrosity of a freeway entrance/exit. Nope, can do without your 'planned' neighborhoods. 
 
I've lived on the East Coast in West Philadelphia and in the Mid-west, in Minneapolis. I've come to find most 
urban planners live outside the area they attempt to restructure and, thus treat it as a grad school charrette. 
 
Seems little considerations is addressed to infrastructure: street capacity, sewers, garbage, schools, fire, or 
policing.  You discuss waving "parking" for larger units. 
I like my neighborhood of walks and gardens. I'd liked to age in place here; your making that option 
untenable.  I don't want plan. 
 
You need to fix existing infrastructute in this city before you add an additional burden of housing.  
 
Kristi Urv 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Joseph van Dyk <joseph.a.vandyk@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 2:30 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma - Public Comment (for the record)

To: Tacoma Planning Commission 
 
I enthusiastically support proposed land use changes currently under review through the Home in Tacoma 
project. Thank you for all the good work; we are woefully behind the curve. Please include this is part of public 
comment on this project. 
 
Thanks, 
 
Joe van Dyk 
 
---  
Joe van Dyk  
3009 N 26th Street 
Tacoma, WA 98407 
718.801.7131  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ryan VanBaalen <ryanvanbaalen@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, March 8, 2021 10:47 AM
To: Planning
Subject: The future of housing

In my neighborhood close to 6th Ave., single family residences are being torn down and two new ones are put 
up on the same lot. Instead of allowing space for families to play and congregate, you are allowing houses to be 
packed in like sardines all in the name of "affordable housing." How is this good for families? 
 
It seems to me that the people who are loudest on social media are being given the most consideration. Why is 
the city council so easily swayed by people on social media who may or may not even by citizens of Tacoma? 
 
What about the home owners who have invested in their neighborhoods by purchasing a home only to be told 
that a large (probably over-sized) complex is being built next door?   
 
Allowing developers to pack in more housing is only ruining quality of life. People do better when they're not 
right on top of each other. There should be more regulations in regards to new developments--not less. 
 
Ryan VanBaalen 
1007 N Ainsworth Ave, Tacoma, WA 98403 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ann Vanderpool-Kimura <ann_vander@q.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 12:14 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma comments

Hi City of Tacoma Planning Commission, 
    I am a Tacoma resident and I support the proactive Home in Tacoma 
Project. I am pleased that the City is keeping affordability and equity in 
mind as we try to remedy historic and current inequities while planning 
for future growth.  Although due to family economics (i.e. affordability) 
I am part of the gentrification problem, I know it is my duty to educate 
myself about the neighborhood I live in and hope that the City works to 
support the historical residents and culture of each of Tacoma's 
neighborhoods (while not blocking folks out of previously restricted 
higher end neighborhoods). 
    I support Tacoma's plans to address the "missing middle" and support a 
combination of low-scale residential and mid-scale residential with 
transitions in between.  The transitions are important, but having a mix 
of both residentials (such as we see developing in the Proctor, 6th Ave, 
and Hilltop neighborhoods) adds vitality to a neighborhood (walkability!) 
and equity to a city.  The homeless crisis in Tacoma is not just "some 
people's problem", but rather it is everybody's concern. As a City we need 
our government (with citizen involvement) to plan growth so that all 
Tacomans can live and thrive in our city. 
    For the two growth scenarios, I prefer Scenario 1: Evolve Housing 
Choices, and hope that it is a sufficient, balanced approach. 
     
Sincerely, 
Ann Vanderpool-Kimura 
  
```````````````````````````````````````````````````` 
Computer access is not always part of my evening routine ..  
Depending on circumstances, I may only be checking email sporadically.   
 
(253) 572-5661 (land line .. no text) 
amv-k@lifetime.oregonstate.edu 
```````````````````````````````````````````````````` 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Milly Vara <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 5:55 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Milly Vara  

varakaren27@gmail.com  

2112 s 90th st apt 82  

Tacoma wa , Washington 98444 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kristi Lynett <klynett@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 5:00 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

I agree with eliminating single family and making it all low scale. I also think the mid‐rise is fine, especially if 
the 4th floor is only available for affordable and green multifamily.  
 
I'm generally fine with the Transforming Choice, although not sure if our community is and frankly don't see 
Tacoma needing that for a while. Even the Low growth estimate is double what we've experienced the last 20 
years.  
 
Thank you for tacking this and for the opportunity to comment, 
 
Darby Veeck 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: dvercillo@outlook.com
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:28 PM
To: : Barnett; Barnett, Elliott
Cc: Planning
Subject: HIT Proposal Comment and Questions

Hi Elliott, 
  
My name is Dennis Vercillo and I called you the other day and thought maybe email would be better to reach you. I live 
off of N11th and Harmon St 98406.  This proposal as I understand it would fundamentally change the zoning rules in 
Tacoma. I would also caution that making these wholesale changes to zoning rules without more due diligence and input 
from citizens can have unwanted consequences. I'm requesting that more time be given for due diligence and input. 
  
Questions I would appreciate answered: 
  
Does Tacoma have the infrastructure to support the new plan? I was unable to locate studies and impact with 
mitigation on the following: 

 Water supply 
 Sewer capacity 
 Environmental impact including carbon footprint which our Governor is trying to reduce and green space 

other than our parks. 
 Ability of Fire department to support this type of additional residential housing: such as mid‐scale, along 

with more cars parked on side of streets. 
 Police department 
 Hospital capacity 
 School capacity especially where zoning is changing to mid‐scale or higher 
 Transportation – do we have road structure or correct busing lines to support this type of fundamental 

change. 
 Metro Parks ‐ I have firsthand knowledge that there is a shortage of field rental/use for sports such as 

football, baseball and soccer. 

 Electrical grid able to handle this type of change 

 
I have read the Preliminary Environmental Determination and think some responses make assumptions with no 
data behind them. Could you please provide documentation on how the below assumptions were made? 
 
Example from question 3 in the Preliminary Environmental Determination:  3. How would the proposal be likely to 
deplete energy or natural resources? The Home in Tacoma Project is a non‐project action and as such would not 
directly impact energy or natural resources. The policy proposals, when implemented, would represent an overall 
conservation of energy and natural resources. Future phases would enable increased density of development in an 
already developed area, as well as encouraging reuse of existing structures. These factors can help reduce the cost 
in materials and natural resources that would be consumed in sprawling development patterns. It is anticipated 
that less roadway, pipeline, utility lines etc. will be necessary to accommodate infill housing development versus 
sprawling suburban development.  
 
my question to above ‐ there is no type of documentation or data to support how much sprawling suburban 
development is left in Tacoma or how this plan would prevent it. Assumption being made if Tacoma implements 
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HIT there will be reduced or no sprawling suburban development and I do not see any type of documentation 
supporting this assumption.  Another assumption talks about conservation of energy and use of existing structures. 
Most developers will be buying property to tear down existing structures and building new structures (ie duplex, 
triplex, fourplex and multifamily ‐ think of Proctor district in Tacoma with the mid rises). These new units will use 
more natural resources including electricity and gas.   
 
Why would my area N11th and Harmon be approved for mid‐scale residential in phase 2? 

 I have been unable to locate documentation on how this area qualifies due to bus line or ¼ mile from shopping. 
 The only difference from mid‐scale residential and low scale residential is mid‐scale you can have a 3 to 4 story 

multifamily, also with mid‐scale you can have small lot houses. 
 This area is deemed as view sensitive with a 25 or 20ft height restriction, how would this restriction 

enable building of a 3 to 4 story multifamily? If not possible, this then only leaves the difference of small 
lot houses, which I could not find a definition of what is a small lot house. 

 Mid‐scale residential also speaks about smaller building setbacks and more site coverage yet does not speak 
about the details.  This ambiguity is difficult to judge impact and could affect homes with a current view.  

 The area on N11th scheduled for mid‐scale should remain in the low scale residential designation. 

 
Would zoning rules change from the 25 or 20ft view sensitive area? 
  
When does phase 2 begin? 
  
What about property tax – will low scale and mid‐scale have a different property tax rate? 
 
What studies were used to show the effect on current single family residential neighborhood dynamics? As I read the 
proposal, no neighborhood would be zoned as what is currently known as single family. 
 
What studies were used to demonstrate that in an area zoned as view sensitive, that this type of proposed zoning 
change actually created affordable housing? 
  
In closing, these are a few of the questions I have and I appreciate the willingness to look at the housing affordability 
issue.  We have a chance to get this right and think we need to slow the process down, get more community 
participation/buyoff and make sure we have done our due diligence.  I think housing is an issue but we need to make 
sure Tacoma can support this type of wholesale change to our zoning rules and that more time is given for community 
engagement. I think engaging our community neighborhood boards early and often would help in this process.  
 
Look forward to your response. 
  
Dennis Vercillo 
Tacoma WA 98406 
dvercillo@outlook.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jaime Vogt <jaime.vogt@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:58 AM
To: Planning; Hines, John
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Thank you for the reminder to respond.  
I would support either scenario, but would prefer #1.  
 
We do need more affordable housing.  
 
As we work toward this, I would like the council to keep in mind that we are not working to develop Tacoma as 
a "bedroom" community for Seattle. We also want to make sure we are attractive to employers.  
 
Jaime Vogt 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Ingrid Walker <ingrid.k.walker@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 6:56 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Dear Chair Petersen: 

I live in Tacoma’s North End, at 1214 N. Prospect and work at the University of Washington, Tacoma. 
I’m writing to say that I support Home in Tacoma. 

The increased housing choices will diversify our neighborhoods, welcome new people into our 
neighborhoods, and halt sprawl. I believe it is an important move to make housing more equitable in 
the city. 

Please convey my support to other members of the Planning Commission and the City Council. 
Thank you for creating Home in Tacoma. I look forward to its implementation. 

Best wishes, 
 
Ingrid Walker 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Susan Walker <smaurawalker@gmail.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 23, 2021 3:56 PM
To: Planning
Subject: DADU with Duplex

I own a rental duplex in Lincoln District on a large lot with a detached garage on the alley. There are 3 off street 
parking spaces off the alley also. I want to request that the planning commission look at allowing DADU's with 
rentals and duplexes. I believe there would be no problem allowing this scenario. There is no reason to think 
adding a third rental space would be any different than having a triplex. My personal goal would be to build it, 
rent it until I retire and occupy it at that point. I am considering, if I get permission to build, making a 
completely handicap accessible dwelling. I also would be happy to rent to THA clients. I have one great THA 
tenant now. Thanks for your consideration, Susan Walker 253-213-2850 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: weswalker3000@gmail.com
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 7:42 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma 

Slow down there buddy! 
 
You are seriously considering 3‐4 story buildings among what is currently single family homes! My “city center” in the 
McKinley neighborhood is represented by nearly all one story buildings. Half of which are empty or underused.  
 Create a vibrant walkable city center and slide in middle housing as need develops.   Better yet, spread the incentives 
among the homeowners to create ADUs or room rentals. Use what is already there. Don’t sell out our neighborhood to 
developers. Apartments at market value don’t provide people with a chance to build roots or equity. A small home for 
sale could be affordable with incentives for a family but not if they are fighting a developer with big pockets who will flip 
it for profit or build something huge for profit.  
 We have so many empty lots and abandoned buildings. Look near the dome. This should be a thriving entertainment 
area with large apartment buildings. But what I see are empty lots and hear promises and lies.  
 
I understand that need for housing and dream of a more inclusive and vibrant city. Help homeowners become landlords 
to offset the rising taxes. Create exciting city centers. Take care of the port pollution which holds our town back from 
becoming a world class city of destiny.  
 
Wesley Walker 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Mindy Roberts <mindy@wecprotects.org>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:35 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment - Home in Tacoma

City Planners – 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Home in Tacoma. As a resident of Tacoma, I realize we are at a critical 
decision point that will benefit – or negatively impact – future residents of Tacoma and our neighbors across the Puget 
Sound region. For over 50 years, Washington Environmental Council has advocated for clean air, clean water, and clean 
energy for all. While we primarily focus on state‐wide issues, we engage in local issues when they are regionally 
significant. Home in Tacoma, and its related policies, have regional significance. 
 
Whichever approaches are considered, we urge you to base them on two fundamentals: 
 

 Racial equity must be core. Formerly red‐lined areas and current communities of color in Tacoma experience 
disproportionate environmental and public health impacts, which means these geographies need more 
attention than other parts of our shared City, including housing policy. Those impacts range from greater 
prevalence of nearby toxic waste sites to hotter peak summer air temperatures – both of which impact and are 
impacted by housing policy. Gentrification is displacing people of color who have built and supported Tacoma 
for decades, and that’s simply not fair. Tacoma has an opportunity to right past wrongs with equitable 
strategies, and we urge you to do even more to work directly with communities of color as this evolves. 

 Wastewater needs must be factored in. Simply stated, more people means more sewage. Unfortunately, 
Tacoma’s wastewater infrastructure today is not keeping up with added demands so adding more housing 
without bringing this up to par will not work. First, the North End Treatment Plant is discharging more flow than 
is legally allowed. Second, wastewater pipes regularly break and discharge untreated sewage into 
Commencement Bay. Finally, combined with other cities, Tacoma’s current sewage is harming South Puget 
Sound; multiple conservation organizations, including WEC, and Tribes have called for upgrading to modern 
infrastructure to accommodate future residents. While Tacoma is currently attempting to stop these protections 
from moving forward at the Department of Ecology, instead Tacoma should be engaging in how to meet the 
future needs of people in Tacoma as well as communities “downstream” in Commencement Bay and South 
Puget Sound. Therefore, any housing policy must include modern wastewater because Tacoma cannot operate 
under “business as usual.” The SEPA determination must adequately addressed this critical wastewater 
infrastructure. 

 
Thank you for your consideration. These will be complicated and difficult decisions for Tacoma, from residents to the 
City Council. Please ensure that selected paths act on racial equity and invest in modern wastewater systems. 
 
Sincerely, 
Mindy Roberts 
 
Mindy Roberts • Puget Sound Director 
cell 206.485.0103 • mindy@wecprotects.org 
Pronouns: she/her (why pronouns matter) 
 
Washington Environmental Council • wecprotects.org 
1402 Third Avenue | Suite 1400 | Seattle, WA 98101 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Martha Webb <webbkin@blarg.net>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:06 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Greetings — 

I am writing in response to the Home in Tacoma plan. Surely we need more housing in our city, yet 
I find this current proposal coming out of past thinking. That may be why it appeals to the Master 
Builders and maybe contractors and developers in general. I’m not so sure it is the best idea for the 
general Tacoman. Here are my thoughts: 

°In general, I think the plan would work best if it was neighborhood based. What do the businesses 
and dwellers along Pearl St. see for their future? 6th Ave? 21st St.? These are all very different 
communities, but all major arterials with transportation. Why not have study sessions with each of 
them along the lines of what MetroParks has done with say Wright Park and the conservatory and 
with the school playgrounds-to-parks program. Take a script from them. 
°Any plan needs to consider equity, especially wealth equity which tends to be based in home 
ownership. Somehow this plan needs to support townhouses, coops, and condos. 
°Affordable housing? More housing is good, but it doesn’t ensure affordability. We need to look at 
a livable wage for our city which would consider housing prices and rents.  
°Underground utilities  
°Solar panels on new development and have a plan for getting them on already existing houses 
especially in our lower economic neighborhoods.  
°Homelessness 
°New and more frequent bus routes 
°Plan for green spaces, tree plantings, and community gardens. And chickens! 

Based on a State study, our TPCHD is working on the social health of our community, more 
specifically participatory policy making. The underlying understanding is that engaging 
communities in developing laws and policies builds more sustainable programs and decisions. 
Think maybe they could help out the Planning Commission on engaging communities?  

I think this process needs to be slowed down. As was mentioned at the hearing, decisions made 
here will affect Tacoma for a very long time to come. I also think that the plan speaks to the past 
and we need to be looking to Tacoma’s destiny decades from now, especially as we consider issues 
of justice and the environment. 

Sincerely, 
Marty Webb 

Sent from my iPad
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Wung, Lihuang

From: larry elliott <wtucsoncowboy@yahoo.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 3:52 PM
To: Planning
Subject: COMMENTS ON HOME IN TACOMA PROJECT

Dear Planning Commission and City Council Members, 
 
Please slow down and consider the very realistic damage that a speedy effort to drastically increase the "missing middle" housing in 
Tacoma by totally eliminating the single family zone will cause.  Missing middle, affordable, and a wider variety of housing are very 
realistic needs in Tacoma, but not a need that can be fulfilled overnight by the wholesale revamping of every housing area in Tacoma 
with disastrous effects for every Tacoma resident. Please, slow down and put your concepts on a very public ballot with bond issues 
and impact fees attached.  Missing middle housing is a real problem, but missing infrastructure and higher taxes will leave Tacoma 
with an even greater problem..which I will call "Height Flight".  There is already a wide variety of ethnicities in Tacoma from which 
no one has fled.  But Height Flight is a very different story.  Just ask any of your residents suffering from the ultra rapid and under 
publicized construction of a 3rd monstrous 6 story Condo next to their historic Craftsman homes on N 27th.  Or ask the residents in 
the Victorian house on N Proctor and 8th where reduced setbacks and taller ultra modern structures swamp their iconic home (very 
much like The Little House a book written in 1942 about Tacoma's current zoning dilemma). 
 
In my opinion, The Home In Tacoma Project brochure is full of false hopes.  For example, on page 3 is a "pretty picture" of how the 
"missing middle" housing would blend in perfectly from the detached single family homes (whose zone in Tacoma has been 
eliminated) to serve as a buffer with the Mid-rise of Proctor, 6th Ave and other mixed use centers.  This picture is totally misleading as 
so prominently evidenced on N 27th next to the PO.  No buffer; no missing middle there; only very NON-AFFORDABLE high rise 
condos to meet the needs of the Seattleites heading south since Seattle and Ballard have already been destroyed by their "missing 
middle" fixes.  Also, this picture is unrealistic because Tacoma has been built up since 1872.  The only areas where this "pretty 
picture" can be accomplished are on large tracts of vacant land where a totally new planned community is being built.  It cannot be 
accomplished here in a city that has been developed as a residential one for the past 149 years.  Another vague statement on page 3 is 
that Mid-scale residential will have building height, width and depth "MIDSCALE BETWEEN houses and Centers".  So where is that 
concept on N 27th?  Also, Mid-scale claims to have moderate to low on street parking.  Be realistic it will be no available on street 
parking and no leisurely family bike rides through Tacoma's wonderful family neighborhoods.  Also,  the very definition of Mid-scale 
includes retail/office space.  That's quite the oxymoron..residential retail office space.  There is also "live-work" and "walkability" 
language that seems in direct contradiction to the fact that there aren't that many jobs in Tacoma to justify this as a major design 
feature.  On page 4 some of the most drastic changes to Tacoma's character are in a nondescript, very innocuous chart detailing the 
fact that 90% of Tacoma is currently Single-family and 10% Multifamily.  Single family no longer exists in Tacoma and is now 
included with duplex, triplex, townhomes, cottages, etc.  The only two choices offered to Tacoma's residents are now Scenario 1: 
EVOLVE and Scenario 2: TRANSFORM.  Scenario 1: EVOLVE would reduce the concept of single family (now more broadly 
defined as Low Residential) to 75% and Mid-Scale (e.g. Proctor, 6th Ave) to 25%.  In Scenario 2: TRANSFORM those percentages 
drop to an extremely LOW 40% for low scale residential and a MIND BOGGLING 60% for Mid-Scale (e.g. Proctor, 6th Ave) 
development.  With this scenario 2, the destiny of Tacoma as being a thriving family oriented community is GONE and NO 
AFFORDABLE HOUSING has been gained only more monstrous, expensive Proctor-like structures. 
 
As the Good Book acknowledges sometimes people need to "cast out all of them that sold..the City out..and have made it into a den of 
thieves".  Please put these drastic changes on the ballot and include bond issues and impact fees so that all of Tacoma's residents might 
have a say in the their City's Destiny. 
 
Sincerely, 
J. Werner 
Tacoma resident 

952



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Wes <wes@readaccess.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:36 PM
To: Planning
Subject: FLUM comments

Understand the need to create housing, however needs to be done correctly, the following needs correcting: 
  

1.      The scale of the plan is too much too soon, a slower more careful approach is necessary. 
a.      The demand issue is across western Washington, Tacoma should not try to fix entire problem alone in 

such a short time. 
2.      The cost bearing of these proposals is backwards, developers should bear cost, not current property owners, 

stop the tax free options to developers. 
a.      If the market is so hot it doesn’t need tax incentives. 

3.      Infrastructure changes should be levied on developers, not current property owners, our taxes are already too 
high.  Developers need to have in their plan and budget paying for changes to water, gas, sewer, sidewalks, etc. 

4.      Parking should be directly correlated to all units, no missing parking which creates congestion for neighborhood, 
again burdening others. 

a.      Traffic Impact Analysis and SEPA, must be done. 
5.      Micro‐units do not serve and are out of place in several locations, less than 600sqft is inappropriate at most 

locations. 
6.      Let the individual neighborhoods decide if they want multi units or ADUs, not the city writ large. 

a.      Any multi‐unit or ADUs should have additional setbacks aside from basic single family, this should also 
include additional parking space, etc. 

  
‐Wes, homeowner, N 36th St. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kim Vascik <tvascik@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 7:20 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

 I am not in favor as HIT is written, it is very vague. Were residents involved in this process? How about residents from all 
neighborhood council areas? This was not presented to WENC until last week. It was reported that letters to the 
community were sent. Honestly, I haven’t talked to a soul who received one, including myself. Home in Tacoma is a 
HARD hit on residents, and a hit for developers. Do you think developers are going to build affordable housing? And 
what is affordable housing in Tacoma??? Will HIT will decrease the rental rate?  Lower housing  market prices and first 
time home owners will benefit? 
 Who benefits are the builders,real estate agents, developers and the city of Tacoma who has huge deficit and needs 
revenue.  
  Concerns with HIT 
1) we want to see a full environmental impact statement completed not the Simple SEPA statement.  
2) Parking minimal at best for multi family residents. Seattle is a parking mess. Residents park blocks away. 
3) How will you accommodate sewer, waste water, utilities,  Also, fire and garbage trucks accessibility on crowded 
streets. From what I understand both services do not support this. 
4) How does this keep rents low, home prices affordable, and help first time buyers? 
5) Tacoma wants infill, have you provided jobs? Good jobs? Recruitment of companies? 
Shamefully we lost Russell Investments a 151 billion worth of  assets. State Farm with its 800 employees.  
6) how will this affect our taxes? When will it affect? Can this be in writing for residents to fully understand.  
7) This increases use of our green spaces/parks. Our parks aren’t mowed fully and trash isn’t picked, this will only get 
worse.  
8) Property theft is on the rise and simply not enforcement by our already over burdened lack of police services. How 
will this be addressed? 
 
NIMBY‐ yes I have to include this.  
I live in the West End, Harmon Street, North of Hwy 16th the only block affected 1)Tacoma wants to keep people in their 
houses, when triplexes are zoned we will leave. 
2)0 that is Zero transit in my neighborhood.  
3) Triplexes will not make rent affordable, but decrease desirability of out view sensitive area. 
4) It will not make my neighborhood to scale but overcrowded, building what compliments our neighborhood is 15 
single family homes not 46, on our small block.  
  I ask that you delay this process for another year and educate the public with more information. Especially since Elliot 
Barnet mentioned  the final will be a piece of both proposals.  
Kim Vascik 
Vice Chair West End Neighborhood Council 
 
 
Sent from my iPad 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Hunter, Lillian
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 6:03 PM
To: Jane Evancho
Cc: Planning; Hines, John
Subject: RE: West Slope Neighborhood Coalition Comments RE:Home In Tacoma

Dear Mrs. Evancho: 
 
Thank you for your outreach and thank you for including the documents from West Slope Neighborhood Council.  The 
expertise and observations are very much appreciated.  I also have concerns about the proposals.  I believe they are too 
vague with regard to impacts and designs.  Your letter certainly supports my concerns but includes valuable "legalese" 
that I don't have in my wheelhouse.  Thanks to you and the NC for daylighting those particular elements. 
 
I do support our housing efforts and realize the need.  However, torpedoing established neighborhoods without thought 
and consideration to those impacts is not the way to do it. 
 
Certainly more to come.  Thank you again ‐ much appreciated. 
 
Lillian 
 
‐‐‐‐‐Original Message‐‐‐‐‐ 
From: Jane Evancho <jane_evancho@wamail.net>  
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 2:27 PM 
To: Planning <planning@cityoftacoma.org> 
Cc: Hines, John <John.Hines@cityoftacoma.org>; Thoms, Robert <robert.thoms@cityoftacoma.org>; Blocker, Keith 
<Keith.Blocker@cityoftacoma.org>; Ushka, Catherine <cushka@cityoftacoma.org>; Beale, Chris 
<chris.beale@cityoftacoma.org>; Hunter, Lillian <lillian.hunter@cityoftacoma.org>; McCarthy, Conor 
<Conor.McCarthy@cityoftacoma.org>; Walker, Kristina <Kristina.Walker@cityoftacoma.org>; City Manager 
<CityManager@cityoftacoma.org>; Mike and Nancy Fleming <mnfleming@netzero.net> 
Subject: West Slope Neighborhood Coalition Comments RE:Home In Tacoma 
 
Attached please find documents regarding our organization's comments on this proposal. 
 
 
 
‐‐  
This email has been checked for viruses by AVG. 
https://www.avg.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Heidi <batlmaidn3@aol.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 8:07 PM
To: Planning; City Clerk's Office; Wung, Lihuang; Beale, Chris; McCarthy, Conor; Ushka, 

Catherine; Blocker, Keith; Walker, Kristina; Hunter, Lillian; Thoms, Robert; 
vadergan@yahoo.com

Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

  
To whom it may concern: 
  
This is in regards to the Home in Tacoma Project proposals. I am appalled by the changes in this proposal and the 
outreach to the citizens of Tacoma.  Not one of my neighbors has even heard of the changes the planning dept. are 
proposing let alone the confusing survey that was put out that was biased anyway toward making you choose taller and 
more housing. There were 870 responses on the survey out of the over 200,000 people that live in Tacoma. The 870 
responses do not represent the majority of the residents of Tacoma. I would hope that if the City wants growth then they 
would add more Fire and Police and have a standard of how many Fire and Police are needed to the ratio of people 
because as of now we do not have enough and the crime has skyrocketed in Tacoma. 
 
Home In Tacoma Project proposals 

∙       Allow more housing types (such as duplexes, triplexes, cottages and small multifamily) throughout Tacoma's 
neighborhoods – What about the people that bought their homes on single dwelling lots that want a quality of 
life and single dwelling living. They are being left out of this equation. I think that areas that already have single 
dwelling should stay that way.  

 ∙       Allow mid‐scale multifamily housing in areas close to shopping and transit – If you allow this then there 
needs to be adequate parking(15 parking stalls with 50 units are not adequate parking) and enforcement of 
parking over sidewalks and on planting strips because this is already happening in the West Mall area and in So 
Tacoma where there is multi‐family housing and it is not a walkable area. 
 ∙       Update design standards so new housing complements the neighborhood – bottom line is that whatever 
someone proposes will get an okay from the City because they want be able to pack people in like sardines and 
take away a quality of life. 
 ∙       Strengthen policies and programs to make housing more affordable – I would like to know what the City 
thinks is affordable because I know that $1,100 a month for a very small studio is not affordable for someone 
that makes $16.00 per hour and just picking up the utilities is still not affordable. As long as Tacoma remains a 
hot spot to live no housing will be affordable unless the City builds and maintains it. As far as I know the City 
cannot tell a person how much they can charge for rent, so affordability is out the window. 
 ∙       Strengthen anti‐racism and anti‐displacement policies and programs – No person that wants to buy or rent 
should ever be turned away as long as they meet the criteria of the purchase or rental. I do not know how you 
will deal with this. I live in a very diverse part of Tacoma and love it. 
 I am a lifelong resident who owns a home in a single dwelling neighborhood. I am involved in my community 
love my neighborhood and do not want to see anyone without a place to live, but the reality is Tacoma will not 
be affordable for people that make $16.00 or less. I wish the city will stop saying housing will be affordable 
because you have no control over how much people ask for  the sale of a house or the rent that is to be paid. 
Developers and all the people that have a vested interest in building in Tacoma should not have a say in how 
Tacoma grows and should not get the 8 or 12 year tax breaks to build. We need to be smart about how we grow 
and West Mall/Proctor district areas are not the way we should grow.  
  
Sincerely, 
  
Heidi White, S Tacoma 

960



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: James White <James@smithandwhite.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 2:01 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Good afternoon, 
I am a home property, investment residential property, investment commercial property, and business owner in 
Tacoma.  I am against your rezone proposal.  It introduces too much uncertainty and uncertainty will harm 
housing development.  The city’s current strategy of allowing greater density (through ADUs and the building 
of houses on existing empty lots), reducing administrative/bureaucratic costs and time, should be continued and 
perhaps augmented through a less expensive permitting process.  However, this massive rezone is a rather 
transparent money grab by developers wanting to take profits in choice view locations.   
Sincerely,  
James J. White 
Founding Attorney & Partner 
Of Smith & White, PLLC 
www.smithandwhite.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Vadne White <vadnepwhite@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:34 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home In Tacoma feedback

Thank you!  This is a huge body of work, and I appreciate the effort that went into pulling it together.  I would normally 

write in a more eloquent manner, I am rushed to get this to you before the deadline (addressed below).   

While I support more housing, I do not support these options. When I say I support it, I mean I live it.  I rent part of my 

home to first responders who need mid‐term housing while on assignment in Tacoma.  We are considering an ADU so 

we can be part of the solution.  We are not elitists looking to keep people out of our neighborhood.  But it needs to be 

done in the right way. 

       View Sensitivity:  currently Tacomans in many neighborhoods (North End, West End, McKinley, etc) own 

properties that have views which are protected by current zoning.  I can find nothing in the information about 

protecting the investments in view sensitive areas.  For a good example of what Tacomans are being asked to 

accept, look at The Commencement in Ruston, and make note of how even if it were only 3‐4 stories, it blocks 

the views of houses that have been there for a century.  Without a specific plan to address view sensitive areas, 

you will not have my (and I dare say, my neighbors’) support for either plan. 

       Too much to analyze in a short period of time:  I read on your website that you made efforts to get the 

information about the effort out to Tacomans.  I am hearing that many neighborhood groups were not 

informed, and that the survey (what survey?) was answered by only 800‐ish people.  Additionally, I understand 

the consolidated information was made available with a public turn‐around of only one week.  That is not 

enough time, and not enough people have been educated on what is proposed.  The responsible thing to do is 

to pump the brakes and re‐solicit for more public opinion with the plans, and be open to revision based on the 

feedback. 

       Specificity:  We are being asked to accept a broad plan, but the devil is in the details.  I suggest you re‐frame 

your approach to ask us to accept a broad plan with the condition that the neighborhoods have oversight on the 

implementation of the plan in their area.  Meaning:  if a developer buys‐out 4 lots and proposes to build a 

prison‐looking apartment building that blocks all the views on a street, the neighborhood has the right to 

require the developer to modify the plan to suit the area.  If the developers plan is sound, it will pass. 

       Transit, walkability, etc:  I see a discrepancy in the claim that these changes are being proposed in areas 

close to transit, shopping, etc.  That simply is not the case.  As an example, there is no transit on “the 

waterfront”, yet you are proposing 3‐ 4 story buildings up the hill from it.  There are only 1 or 2 busses that 

come into the neighborhood far up the hill and south of the waterfront of the proposed new Mid‐Scale area.  It’s 

walkable for the young and healthy only.   The East‐Side has very few resources in walking distance.  Be careful 

not to make broad claims you are not following.  Each neighborhood needs to be addressed specifically.  I 

cannot support the proposals until the neighborhoods are addressed specifically and appropriately. 

       Parking:  if there is not transit (there is not), people will come in cars, and the plan does not address this.  A 

better job needs to be done to address the parking and traffic problems this will create. 

       Developers getting rich:  there is no reason to designate the area above N Waterview St as Mid‐Scale 

residential other than to allow developers to buy out the current owners, tear down their houses, and build 4 

story apartment homes like those ugly buildings in Proctor.  To say that is to provide much needed housing is a 

stretch.  Those current houses could be incentivised to add ADUs, rent a floor out, etc.  This plan makes money 

for developers.  Period.  I emphatically denounce the proposals due to this issue.   
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       Environmental impacts:  Anyone saying there will be no environmental impacts is irresponsibly forming an 

opinion based on other factors, not environmental ones.  Bald eagles currently fly around the N Waterview St 

area, and potentially are nesting, yet it is proposed to bulldoze all the green and allow 4 story concrete building 

to be erected.  You absolutely must perform a responsible environmental impact study localized to each 

proposed building site before you allow any building.  We have spent millions of dollars on a superfund clean‐up, 

and are seeing some good results.  Don’t pour concrete on everything and ruin it. 

       Vote:  I feel strongly that NOTHING this large should be forced on the people of Tacoma without a proper 

vote.  If it’s a good plan and has support it will pass.  That is the right way. 

Thank you for your time, and I am happy to consult on my neighborhood, my rental floor, or any other 
questions you might have. 

Vadne White 

253-224-8758 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Dona Wiesel <donawiesel5@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:55 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

Hello, 
 
I am a newer homeowner in the Lincoln District of Tacoma and have concerns about the zoning changes. I hope 
everything is being considered very carefully and with lots of environmental impacts studies. I would like lots 
of transparency from the project and input asked of our neighborhoods before massive changes are made.  
We live in a house that's over a hundred years old surrounded by many other houses that are the same. The 
neighborhood is nice the way it is and Phase 2 could cause extreme changes.  
We live next to one of the only remaining rental houses on the street, with many adults living in it, and the 
amount of noise and cars that they have brought to their end of the street is not ideal.  
I know you hope having multifamily houses near rapid transit will decrease the need for parking but we need to 
be realistic. Americans are very attached to their cars and until we rely less on our own vehicles, the need for 
parking is going to be very extreme. In my own example of my renting neighbors, they alone have added 
upwards of 5 cars to the street parking.  
Will the infrastructure, schools, and policing be able to keep up with the increased housing you plan to add? Do 
you have jobs to support all these new households? The biggest employers in the region are all governmental 
and you will probably need to attract new companies. Traffic will need to be addressed as well. 
I am just worried this is a project that should have been in the works ages ago, and slowly phased in. Now it 
feels like a cash grab rush job without careful thought. Please just set careful considerations/rules to the new 
zonings and hold people to it. Please be mindful of the environment and existing neighborhoods. Thank you for 
your time.  
 
Sincerely,  
Dona Wiesel 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: wesixski11 <wesixski11@harbornet.com>
Sent: Tuesday, March 30, 2021 9:46 AM
To: Planning
Subject: New housing plan

I am dead‐set against this plan.   It will spoil the charm of Tacoma and will make us a tightly packed herd of 
rats. 
The only “good” thing that might come of it would be to increase the tax base of our city. 
My answer is 
NO 
NO 
NO. 
Elizabeth T. Wight 
1510 Ventura Drive 
Tacoma, WA, 98465 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Aarin Wilde <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 3:03 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Aarin Wilde  

aomonroewilde@gmail.com  

3211 N 9th St, Apt B  

Tacoma, Washington 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Kristen Getz <getzkristen@yahoo.com>
Sent: Thursday, March 25, 2021 4:19 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Public comment re: Home in Tacoma Project

I would like to offer some factors for consideration in implementing the Home in Tacoma Project from the perspective of 
accessibility. 
 
‐ Please ensure affordable housing is located in areas where the infrastructure allows for access to the intended 
resources. E.G. bus stops are not accessible if sidewalks are not present and paved with curb cuts.  
 
‐Please consider the intersection between low income and food insecurity by locating affordable housing in areas that 
are not food deserts, or by using available tax incentives, etc. to incentivize food resources (grocery/convenience stores) 
to locate near affordable homes. This also has accessibility implications, as disabled people may need to utilize 
affordable housing and may have trouble navigating outside of their immediate area to buy food. 
 
‐ Please ensure affordable housing includes a mix of property types and locations. An ADU in a backyard isn’t a viable 
housing option for someone with mobility challenges if it can’t be accessed via wide, paved paths or without climbing 
stairs.  
 
Thank you for your consideration. 
 
Kristy Willet 
Commissioner, Tacoma Area Commission on Disabilities  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: James Williams <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 4:07 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenerio 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

James Williams  

jimherbwilliams@yahoo.com  

8201 6th Ave. apt 126  

Tacoma, Washington 98406 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Steve Williams <prospect2125@aol.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 5:06 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Comment on Housing Policy

Good Morning,  
Thank you for the Pubic Hearing last evening.  I have a few comments on the collection of policies. 
 
First, I believe a full EIS is required as the policies will have major environmental as well as economic and social 
consequences, if nor initially, then certainly over time, as you well know.  If they don't then why bother with the whole 
thing. 
 
Second, I think that several of the consequences revolve around parking and cars.  The plans have either stated or 
unstated assumptions about cars, parking, walking and mobility.  They should be included in the EIS. 
 
Third, I think the focus on residential zoning is a bit narrow.  Seems to me that other land uses are critical and should be 
part of this major effort, as they are critical to the City and its residents. 
 
Fourth, I think that major assumptions are made by anyone looking at or concerned with the policies are about ownership 
vs. rental.  If one believes that home ownership is good for the City, and I do, then it should be included in any discussion 
of zoning, density, etc.  I think that making such assumptions explicit would assist in discussions.  For example, seems to 
me that many folks equate density, height, etc with rentals.  That really means that they think single family is THE 
ownership option.   
The city needs both ownership and rentals and should, seems to me, have explicit goals in these areas. 
 
Thanks. 
Steve Williams  
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Laura Wilson <lauramwyip@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:17 AM
To: Barnett, Elliott
Cc: Planning
Subject: Re: Home In Tacoma Project - COMMENTS DUE NEXT WEEK

Hi Elliott and Planning Commission Team, 
 
My name is Laura Wilson. I just bought a single-family home in Tacoma at 3206 S 7th St, 98405 and posted it 
to rent - within 24hrs, I had 200 inquiries and the volume of inquiries is not slowing down.  There is a real need 
for housing near cores and centers, especially housing that is kid and pet-friendly. Big apartment buildings do 
not support this type of family/community growth.  
 
I support Home in Tacoma. 
 
The Home in Tacoma supports building the missing middle that would still maintain a 
neighborhood/community feel. This opportunity provides homeowners and small businesses to literally build in 
their own backyard, supporting us to be contributors and stewards to the city's growth. Please convey my 
support to other members of the Planning Commission and the City Council. Thanks for creating Home in 
Tacoma. I look forward to its implementation.   
 
Thank you, 
Laura 
 
 
 
On Sat, Apr 3, 2021 at 1:15 AM Barnett, Elliott <elliott.barnett@cityoftacoma.org> wrote: 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Helen Wilson <helenwilson59@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:56 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Feedback:  Proposed code changes

 
To whom it concerns: 
 
I could not find a clear map of the proposed housing changes.  The one online is too pixilated at high resolution.  I think 
they would change my neighborhood (524 E Division Lane, 98404) from single family dwellings to some multi family 
buildings.  I have no problem with higher density.  In the city we all need to squeeze a little to make room!  Here, 
however, are my preferences: 
1:  zoning that Encourages stepped back stories to prevent the “canyon effect” in higher buildings 
2:  Retail space on ground floors Of such buildings. 
3: Sufficient open space preservation.  In particular, an oddly shaped Parcel of land across from my house that belongs 
to the city.  It has become a gathering place for our neighborhood and an adopted spot.   
4:  I applaud the housing that encourages transit use rather than vehicle use.  Just be sure transit keeps up with the 
burgeoning population! 
5:  The McKinley district is a food desert.  Would be nice to have a real supermarket within walking distance, as there 
was here in 1994. 
6:  We could use some traffic calming at the intersection of McKinley and E Division.  Limited visibility makes this 
crossing perilous for pedestrians. 
7:  Are you coordinating with Tacoma’s urban forestry goals concerning tree canopy percentage? 
 
Thanks for your consideration, 
 
Helen J. Wilson 
253 331 8528 
Sent from my iPhone 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: LaDauna Wilson <ladaunaw@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 5:03 PM
To: Planning
Cc: Hines, John; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina; Jim Wilson
Subject: Please note: We are opposed to the Home In Tacoma Project: AHAS Planning Actions 

as it stands as of April 9, 2021

Importance: High

 Dear Chair Petersen and Commissioners: 

We recognize Tacoma’s need to implement solutions for low‐income and homeless housing but feel the actions that are currently 
being considered are moving far too quickly. They lack detailed research on the environmental and infrastructure needs,  as well as 
input from the people who reside in the neighborhoods where the zoning changes are being proposed. We understand a postcard 
was distributed announcing this plan. In a query with our neighbors, NO ONE recalls seeing such a document. It is only through word 
of mouth and information on our community Nextdoor social network did we learn about this project.   

We strongly oppose moving forward with this plan in its present form!  

A few items and concerns we’d like to point out: 

1. Where is the full environmental impact statement?  
2. The current infrastructure was set up and put in place for single family homes and does not allow for expansion for the 

number of people and homes that this proposal supports. We experienced the glut of traffic to our neighborhood with only 
one bridge across the Narrows, and also as the second one was being built. We do not wish to return to that scenario.  

3. How will schools, libraries and other public utilities and resources be funded and expanded to meet the needs of an influx 
of residents? Tax cuts to developers will not bridge the gap. 

4. The bus lines in our areas are limited. Yes, they go to transportation hubs, downtown Tacoma and Seattle. What if your job 
is more remote? Our son had a job in Spanaway a few years ago. It took 1‐1/2 to 2 hours, each way, for him to get to the 
job site. This isn’t acceptable.  

5. We live in an area with view property. How will those views that we pay additional taxes for be protected? 
6. What is the definition of “low rent” housing? Who sets this and will the new developments actually be available for low 

income residents? This was part of the proposal in Proctor but is not what happened. Is this plan creating additional rental 
unit and not homes for purchase? How does this build and support our community? 

 You need to slow down this process, move back deadline dates so all parties – residents, city planners and developers understand 
ALL OF THE DETAILS and the IMPACTS that it has on our community.  

We moved to North Tacoma more than 32 years ago to be able to raise our family in a quiet, safe community. Let’s stop the rush to 
push a vague proposal through that will have profound and long lasting impact on Tacoma’s neighborhoods. 

Sincerely, 

LaDauna and Jim Wilson 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: David Winfrey <geoduck10098404@yahoo.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 4:02 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Housing in Tacoma options

Hello, 
 
If you need to change zoning, I prefer Scenario 1. 
 
Thanks 
 
David Winfrey 
8403 S. 18th St. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Edward Winskill <navarth@hotmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 12:09 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Tacoma Planning Commission- Opposition to 'Home In Tacoma' plan

 
In opposition to the "Home In Tacoma" housing density proposal before the Commission, I offer my 
perspective as one who served as an elected member of the Board of Directors of the Tacoma School District 
for 30 years. 
 
I was elected to five consecutive six‐year terms on the Tacoma School Board, serving from 1989 to 2019. 
During my decades of service, the Board was deeply involved in issues related school capacity, school 
construction, and population issues, in addition to the myriad of other issues pertaining to the operation of 
the Tacoma public school system. I believe that I have a deeply informed point of view on these issues, as they 
would be impacted by the proposal now before the Commission. 
 
The population densities which would result from the adoption of the proposal would greatly exceed the 
capacities of the local schools in most residential neighborhoods in the city. The school infrastructure is 
already strained, even after a years‐long program of new school construction and remodeling of existing 
facilities. The issue is greatly complicated by our State Supreme Court's decision in the McCleary case, which 
requires much smaller class sizes‐ a mandate that even now cannot be fully accomodated by existing facilities.
 
For these reasons alone the proposal should be rejected. I would be happy to provide further information if 
requested. 
 
Debbie Winskill 
715 N. G  St. 
Tacoma 98403 
253 627 7377 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Adam Witthuhn <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Tuesday, April 6, 2021 9:12 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Choose Scenario 2 - Tranformative Housing Choices

Planning Commission, 

I write this letter as a homeowner, voter, taxpayer and Tacoma resident. The housing crisis 

here is very real and visible. We need to do take action to help this situation and thankfully 

there is something on the table that can start this process. 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 
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5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  

7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

We stand with Tacoma Democratic Socialists of America (TDSA) in these recommendations 

and appreciate your time listening to our input for Public Comment.  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. 

In solidarity. 

Adam Witthuhn  

adamwitthuhn@gmail.com  

5401 S 11th Street  

Tacoma, Washington 98465 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: John Wolters <john@wc-studio.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:13 PM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma

Comments for Home in Tacoma 
 
"New Buildings that are out of scale with the existing ones" 
It is anticipated that as Tacoma adds more density, the scale will change from low-rise, one/two-story buildings 
to 3 story buildings, likely not 4 story because adding an elevator is too costly, and this scale change will cause 
some angst to an older generation that bought into this scenario.  During the PAG meeting, Brian 
mentioned that the perception of a triplex was 3x the size of a house.  In our architecture practice we design 
many missing middle housing types.  The average unit size is in the 550-600 sf range....meaning 3-4 units fit 
into a 2-3 story home without much scale change.   
 
"Design Standards Updates" 
Currently, design standards don't apply to single homes.  If a duplex or triplex is likely to be the same size/mass 
as a single home, it makes sense for Design Standards to go away for missing middle.  Director Huffman 
mentioned that if the project moves forward there will need to be some type of design standards but he never 
mentioned why this was the case. Design standards don't make buildings better. If this project moves ahead, I 
would propose to eliminate Design Standards for missing middle. 
 
"Ensure new housing is well designed and complements the neighborhood"  
The City should not be involved in regulating the design of buildings or how they complement the 
neighborhood. That is the job of design teams.  
 
"Parking and Traffic Impacts" 
If we design for parking and cars, we'll get parking and cars.  If we design for walking, biking,  transit we'll get 
walking, biking and transit.  It's our choice.  Eliminate parking requirements. 
 
"Promote Home Ownership" 
Missing middle housing is an opportunity for someone like me to own.  I'm not saying everyone needs to or 
wants to own a home.  I can't own a home but I can own a fourplex if I live in one of the units. It's a different 
home ownership idea but it's viable. Missing Middle can provide that to people who want it. 
 
Option 1 or Option 2 on the Map 
Option 1 is a better option because it focuses medium density around mixed use centers first.  This not only 
ensures a transition zone between mixed use center and single home neighborhoods, it also provides more 
density near businesses that need foot traffic and regular business. 
 
I am in support of adding more density to Tacoma and support this proposal, I would like to see Phase 2 of this 
process where the details are ironed out and see us take a more progressive outlook designing the future Tacoma 
that we want for the next several generations. 
 
 
 
John Wolters 
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206.371.5152 
 
WC STUDIO 
architects 
 
www.wc-studio.com 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Emma Wonsil <info@email.actionnetwork.org>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 8:32 PM
To: Planning
Subject: The Need for Housing Justice from a Housing & Homelessness Provider

Planning Commission, 

We, residents and community members throughout Tacoma, because of our commitment to 

undoing Tacoma’s racist past and in light of the city’s enduring housing crisis, recommend the 

pursuit of the Transformative Scenario laid forth in the Home in Tacoma plan. There is a great 

deal in the plan to recommend it. We see reducing rents and increasing housing affordability 

as functionally stimulus for rent and housing cost burdened Tacomans. Inclusionary zoning 

requirements serve as a means of making sure that the benefits of development are evenly 

shared with the most vulnerable, and help keep everyone in the city. More density along 

transit lines and more walkability, paired with green buildings, create a more sustainable, less 

emissions heavy and more healthy city.  

 

 

But we wish to see the following improvements and recommendations carried forward with the 

plan:  

 

1) A stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy to accompany the more liberalized zoning 

regime 

2) A more thorough rewrite of parking mandates, rather than a recommendation to do so. 

3) Some clarity on the role of design standards and a commitment that this will not serve as a 

veto point for housing production  

4) Mandatory affordability in buildings with a large footprint (i.e., inclusionary zoning) 

5) Expand Residential Targeted Areas in Tacoma to create more affordable housing  

6) Speedy and rapid implementation of this proposal. Slowing down the process will only 

weaken the ultimate product and justice demands that we move as swiftly as possible  
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7) Revise Multifamily Tax Exemption (MFTE) program to Tacoma’s Area-Medium-Income 

(AMI)  

Choose Scenario 2 because we need transformative housing change to actively combat our 

housing crisis and care for all of our community. I work on an adult behavioral health team at 

an emergency shelter and we need BIG changes.  

Emma Wonsil  

emmawonsil@gmail.com  

1221 N Proctor St  

Tacoma, Washington 98405 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Jeri Wright <jeriwrig@aol.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 11:33 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Home in Tacoma Project

I am absolutely against this. This is a benefit to developers and politicians and NOT a benefit to low income 
families. It’s an opportunity for developers to come in and destroy single family neighborhoods, get rich, leave. 
What guarantee is there that the new construction will be set aside for lower income families? What guarantee is 
there that someone doesn’t come along and out bid the lower income buyer? Who pays for the improved roads 
that will be needed to accommodate the increased traffic, the sidewalks that will be needed? Who pays for the 
improvements to our schools to accommodate the increase in students?  
It falls on the taxpayers of these single family neighborhoods, not the developers that are pushing for this.  
This is something that needs to be taken to the people for a vote, not slipped in unnoticed with very little notice 
to those that will be affected by the changes and destruction to the footprint of our neighborhoods. Do not 
destroy what homeowners have worked so hard to achieve without first taking the time to inform each 
homeowner and then putting it to a VOTE.  
This plan will be robbing homeowners of what they purchased when they bought their homes.  
 
Sincerely,  
Jeri Wright 
Narrowmoore Neighborhood   
 
 
Sent from the all new Aol app for iOS 

983



1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Jody Wright-Tenenberg <jwrightten@gmail.com>
Sent: Wednesday, April 7, 2021 11:20 AM
To: Planning
Subject: Fill-in

            The Fill‐In Project 
  

When the space is gone, we will know the worth of space 
  
  

The more I feel  understand “The Fill‐In Project”, the more questions I have.  

  

My first reaction was Tacoma is going to be turned into a city like Seattle. I have two 
cousins and an uncle that live in Seattle. All of those relatives speak of Seattle with disdain. That 
was not the case in as little as seven years ago.  They all speak of crowed space, terrible traffic on 
city streets and of course highway 5, so many tear downs of old beautiful homes replaced my 
multi‐family dwellings.  My relatives spend a lot of time driving around seeking a parking space 
and they often question if it is really worth the trouble to go where would like to go and when 
they get home will they find a place to park.  They have put up window blinds that block light so 
they can live unviewed.  One cousin always had a great food garden but is now so heavily 
shadowed by a  new building next door that she is unable to grow food anymore.  We tried to visit 
our uncle on a Sunday and could not find any place to park.  We ended up paying $20 to walk one‐
half a mile to his residence to visit him for under 2 hours to save another $10. The neighborhoods 
look awful.  

  

I am not in favor of either of the 2 proposals. If Seattle could not get it right, what makes us 
think we can?  Why do we have to follow a plan that creates heavier density in many of our lovely 
older neighborhoods.  The sponge is full, we can’t take more in. I don’t understand why we need 
more growth.  The infrastructure will not support many more people as well as services currently 
provided to residences.  

  

So, I ask you to look to the welfare of our city and always have in view not only the present 
but also the coming generations.  Don’t over crowd our neighborhoods, take away our 
neighborhood communities and darken them with shadows. 
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On the online meeting you spoke  ( 3/18/21) of the affordability in terms of rising rents, 
high maintenance cost as the cost of goods continue to rise,  high mortgages (which the rates are 
historically low), but rising property taxes were not pointed out. High property taxes are also an 
element of the equation for affordability. I currently pay $650  month. I understand there are not 
any affordable housing units in the new buildings in the Proctor District or 6th and 
Alder .  Apartments.  Here are the current rates for 6th and Alder: Studio$1,300–$1,825 

1 Bed$1,660–$2,150 

2 Beds$2,480–$3,100  

  
  

  

  

From the online meeting of 3/18/21 you spoke that many people are concerned about the 
possible  loss of value in their property due to the “Fill‐In” project. You stated that you did not feel 
this would be the case.  Later in the meeting you spoke of supply and demand of housing.  The 
demand was so high currently because the supply is low which is causing high property values. 
Then it was said that If supply increases in neighborhoods the property values will decrease 
because the supply is high. Yes, that is the basic economic principle of supply and demand.  So, it 
appears that I am to hand a donation to a developer a portion of the value of my home.  I 
generally consider donations to be voluntary and I do not view this as voluntary.  

  

A very large percentage of Americans largest financial asset  is their home. Bingo!  That’s 
me. My home is a very large part of my retirement investment plan.  I am not from a privileged 
class and worked extremely hard to be able to purchase my home.   There are many places in the 
world that I would love to live.  I can’t afford a house in Kauai, HI or on the beach in California, but 
I was able to in Tacoma.  If you can’t afford somewhere or it is overcrowded, then it is time to 
reconsider. 

  

So, I feel fortunate to live in the North End and in order to afford my single family home, I 
had room mates. There other ways to own a home if you are creative without changing zoning.  
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I live halfway  between 6th Ave and the University of Puget Sound (UPS).  Whenever 
someone in the neighborhood is intending  to sell, I form a committee to speak to the seller and 
ask them to please not sell to an investor that will make the property into a student rental. Living 
with students in the neighborhood is a challenge.  They do not become part of the neighborhood 
community. There have been numerous issues and including one evening (2:00 AM) I thought 
someone was trying to break in. I called 911 and 5 police cars showed up to remove 2 students 
having sex on our front porch.   If properties are built in my neighborhood they will become most 
if not all student rentals.  The proposals  for fill‐in are for Tacoma residents and UPS students are 
not residents. Furthermore, it is beginning to look like maybe the Link on 6thAve may not happen 
to overwhelming costs in the elevated construction.  

  

When I attended the meeting of March 18 ,2021, my first and subsequent reactions have 
been to develop the downtown. From what I understand  from the documents I have reviewed 
from city planning offices, “Downtown Tacoma‐Regional Growth Center” that there is a plan to 
increase residential population in the downtown area to 76,200 by 2040 including the MLK 
District, North Downtown and South Downtown. I am suggesting that “Filling‐ In” the downtown 
area by a proposal 3 and only those areas. Our downtown has improved largely from the opening 
of UWT and the museums, but since then it feels like a polka‐dot town, too much empty space 
between commercial spaces. The North and South Downtown do not connect. We have the “Link” 
between the 2 but it just seems vacuous at points.  Never should a parking garage be on the street 
level as exists in several places downtown now.  Here you will not destroy or change existing 
communities. These are not just neighborhoods but communities.  

  

We may have many empty office buildings that  that may remain empty after the pandemic 
is over causing a larger feeling of emptiness. I was glad to hear the “Old City Hall”  has been 
purchased for a viable business that may increase business and home life downtown. I don’t know 
the names of buildings downtown but there is an empty building right by “Old City Hall.” This is 
where incentives to developers could be made as well as buyers of the property to other buildings 
downtown. 

  

Now onto ADUs.  Yes, I have one right on top of me in “stalled” construction.  This ADU has 
taken all of my view of Mt. Rainer on my 1st floor entirely away. I have also lost  all of my view of 
the Mountain from my back porch and all privacy in my backyard .  I have an inground swimming 
pool heated by the sun and now it is almost entirely shaded from their ADU.  I have had many 
summers here with a lot of kids teaching them how to swim and just hanging out. This will  not 
happen anymore as  the pool will be just too cold. I read in the ADU documents that ADUs are not 
supposed to shade property, true?  I also understand from the “Fill‐In” the intent is to save the 
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tree canopy.  The first thing the neighbors did was remove all the trees. They currently have a 
“Stop Work Order” because they are not respecting the safety of the workers or the 
neighbors.  We asked them to address the problem but it was not taken care of, so we had to call 
the electrical company. They have been a continued source of disrespect. Parking in the  alley, 
placing the garbage on our property…. Not Good. They no longer will look or talk to us.  Great 
community spirit damaged. 

  

If I were forced to choose between “Evolve Housing “ and “Transfer Housing,” I would 
choose “Evolve Housing.” The “ Transfer Housing” choice creates too many problems.  This is too 
much density   for the city’s residential areas.  We will look like Seattle.  Single family houses will 
be destroyed as well as more trees lost and big parking problems.  There will be a lack of 
community in the neighborhoods from all of the rental properties.  Parking will be a huge 
problem.  In my neighborhood each house has at least 2 cars, some 3, boats and RVs.  When I first 
moved here I was wondering if I had moved to Kampground of America (KOA) or should I attempt 
to have our street renamed Marine Drive. 

  

I have proposed Proposal 3.  Fill‐in the Downtown areas to  increase the density   of urban 
living in Tacoma. The link already exists in the downtown area. It can be the most desirable  area 
to live in Tacoma if developed properly. Working  and living all in close proximity.  

  

I have difficulty believing that these zone changes benefit many residents of Tacoma.  I 
believe it will benefit developers  the most and the city through fees such as property taxes, 
permit fees, etc 

  

Sincerely  

Jody Wright‐Tenenberg 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Lowell Wyse <lowell.wyse@gmail.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:15 AM
To: Planning
Cc: Barnett, Elliott
Subject: Home in Tacoma public comment

Greetings, 
 
I am writing to express my full support for the Home in Tacoma project, in particular the "Transform 
Housing Choices" scenario. This policy change is urgently needed in order to address the housing 
affordability crisis and manage urban growth. I support the "transform" option because I believe it 
will make Tacoma a regional and national leader in progressive housing policy.  
 
While adding density is, in itself, a climate action strategy, these policy changes must be accompanied 
by transformative actions on transportation and tree canopy. Tacoma cannot continue to delay in 
building out its active transportation network and it's urban forest infrastructure. Creating infill 
without transportation and greening enhancements has the potential to make Tacoma less livable, not 
more. We must keep up with housing demand while improving social equity and environmental 
health.  
 
Sincerely, 
Lowell Wyse 
307 S. 29th St. 
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Wung, Lihuang

From: Shoko Yoshikawa <shoko62@hotmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, April 8, 2021 4:00 PM
To: Thoms, Robert; Hines, John; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Ushka, Catherine
Cc: Planning
Subject: HIT project and Homeless issue
Attachments: HomelessStatistics.pptx

 
Dear Council members, 
 
I am engaged in clean and safe Tacoma effort, and following your study session on homeless issues in Tacoma.  Since 
NCS’s nice presentation of 3‐phase approach to Homelessness of 2017, I see little review of why these effort has not 
seem working.  I do not see enough statistics, but it is pretty obvious that a large % of current unsheltered homeless 
folks have mental/drug abuse problems so that just housing them like Stabilization site or Micro‐shelter does not solve 
the issue.  Many simply refuse to be housed, i.e. lifestyle choice.  Low‐barrier shelter will help reduce homeless litters 
and waste issues if managed properly, but it is not going to reduce homeless population.  My assumption without hard 
data is that the lower cost housing will help smaller % of people by preventing them falling into homelessness due to job 
losses or sicknesses. 
 
A friend forwarded me an article of the Tacoma 
Tribune    https://www.thenewstribune.com/news/local/article250313054.html 
Where highlighted is one of the key to reduce these hard‐core homeless folks. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Washington state House Bill 1590, passed in 2020, gives city and county councils authority to vote to raise local sales 
taxes for housing and does not require them to ask voters for approval. 
Under the law, 60 percent of the proceeds are to be used for constructing affordable housing, mental and behavioral 
health‐related facilities and funding operations and maintenance of new affordable housing and facilities where 
housing‐related programs are provided. The remaining 40 percent can be used for “operation, delivery or evaluation” of 
mental and behavioral health treatment programs or housing‐related services.  
The law also allows the city to bond against the funding to leverage millions of dollars more in additional investments for 
housing projects. 
‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐‐ 
Do you know HIT project effort that is getting much attention by the city include above mental and behavioral health‐
related facilities and funding operations and maintenance?    
  
Also, there are already many apartment type buildings being built in the downtown and surrounding area.  Have we 
done any research on those buildings?  Interview people living there? 
 
Thank you, 
Shoko Yoshikawa 
1515 Dock St. Unit 506 
617‐803‐0811 
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What happened to those 
who existed to housing for 
let’s say following 2 years.
• Back to homeless%
• Remain to be a 

contributing member of 
the society % 

From:
https://www.cityoftacoma.org/UserFiles/Servers/Server_6/File/cms/NCS/HomelessnessPresentations/SS-2020-09-
15HomelessnessUpdate.pdf
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There is a nice presentation on 3-phase approach in 2017
17-1005 - Presentation (cityoftacoma.org)

• Any statistical data from Stability site? 
• What did we do right and wrong?  What can we learn from?
• Does place like this attracts more homeless people, who could not be admitted, to congregate around to 

receive some basic service?

991

https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/ncs/homelessnessPresentations/SS20171003StateOfEmergencyOnHomelessnesAndInterimSheltersZoningRegsPresentation.pdf


1

Wung, Lihuang

From: Rebecca Young <rebeccayoung3@me.com>
Sent: Friday, April 9, 2021 9:13 AM
To: Planning
Subject: "Home in Tacoma" - thumbs up from Proctor

I’m 65 and have been a homeowner in the heart of Proctor since 1995  
I fully support the Home in Tacoma Project! 
 
There are plenty of young couples and families with young children who have little hope of buying, or even 
renting something decent in our city now. There are also older people who would love the opportunity of living 
on property with their grown children, but also value their privacy and their children’s. We need to start 
thinking outside the box to meet more peoples' housing needs. 
 
Speaking for myself, I wouldn’t mind moving to something smaller, lower maintenance, but on my salary 
working for a nonprofit, it is more affordable to stay in my home, than to find something else. But it’s getting 
tougher. My annual property taxes are more than 10 percent of my yearly salary, and I make just over the 
qualifying line for senior property tax relief. 
 
Signed, 
Rebecca Young 
Not a NIMBY 
 
3721 N. 24th St. 
Tacoma 98406 
253-376-8814 
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OBJEC Contact Comment Approx. Location NCD

4 Alexander Hansen

Without protections for low‐income residents, the potential for significant upzoning could 

allow for rapid gentrification of vulnerable neighborhoods like Hilltop. We're already seeing 

new construction homes being offered for 500k+ in this area, and the potential for massive 

profits of multifamily new construction could lead to massive wave of displacements S. 8th & Ainsworth CENTRAL

5 Alexander Hansen

There are very few registered historic homes on Hilltop, as compared to similarly‐old 

housing stock north of Division. This disparity, presumably driven by racial discrimination 

etc., puts Hilltop in danger of having much of the historic character wiped out by the 

potential for people to knock down a couple old Victorians and replace them with 6+ units 

of contemporary box‐esque townhomes for 600K a pop S. 8th & M CENTRAL

6 Allison Cook

These are very small parcels, they do not seem appropriate to designate for the mid scale 

taller buildings. I fear developers will try to buy multiple parcels to combine? I have no 

interest in selling my home or losing the neighborhood feel and space I have. 1823 S Washington st CENTRAL

7 Allison Cook cooka88@g

Due to the character of this neighborhood, I think it should only be zoned for low scale 

instead of mid scale. 1823 S Washington St CENTRAL

8 Allison Cook cooka88@g

May want to reconsider using the term “low‐scale”. It sounds like saying low class compared 

to high class. This could have negative connotations for your project. If it only refers to 

height, consider putting the height requirement as the name instead? CENTRAL

10 Austin Goble

Due to the topography and existing development of Life Center, Franklin Park and Franklin 

Elementary, there are fewer through streets. For that reason I would recommend a closer 

examination of the zoning changes here. The larger scale units may not be as functional 

here.

Between Lawrence and 

Cedar, from Melrose to 

S 17th. CENTRAL



22 brendan.haigh@outlook

The "evolve" plan should designate at least a block and a half on either side of "corridors" as 

mid‐scale residential. The proposed changes to the comprehensive plan dictate that mid‐

scale residential abutting or across the street from low‐scale residential match the building 

height of the low‐scale. By only extending the mid‐scale zoning half a block off of sixth, this 

would limit building heights all along the corridor to two stories maximum. This would 

severely constrain growth and density along our best transit corridors. A block and a half 

radius would allow four story development on the block immediately adjacent to corridors 

and step down to two story multifamily on the first half of the next block. This should be the 

minimum streets like Sixth Ave. and South 19th, which are large, busy roads with major 

transit service. CENTRAL

26 Chris Jordan jordan.p.ch

This entire golf course should be reclaimed by the city, rezoned and donated to Black 

community as reparations for Hilltop

Central Tacoma Golf 

Course CENTRAL

27 chris@fab‐5.org

All zoning changes need to be operationalized with a racial equity impact analysis, and 

through an anti‐racist lens centered on anti‐displacement and specifically increasing housing 

and homeownership for historically redlined residents and their descendants. All zoning 

changes should be designed to prioritize increasing housing in measurable proportion to the 

need across income levels while weighted in favor of low and moderate income 

affordability. Hilltop CENTRAL

28 chris@fab‐5.org

Preference, tax incentives, and zoning changes should offer reparative tax relief for 

communities adversely impacted by redlining. Community workforce agreements centered 

around Black contractors must be implemented to counteract the white supremacist 

barriers of the current construction union system, and enable Black and brown small scale 

construction and contractors to be favorably positioned to scale and benefit from 

redevelopment efforts. Hilltop Tacoma CENTRAL



29 chris@fab‐5.org

Housing for cultural workers, educators, and community organizers must be prioritized 

accelerated, and community preference policies acknowledging and counteracting the 

historic social and economic violence which has been meted against Black, Native, and non‐

white immigrant families through redlining and legislated structural and environmental 

racism. The focus of ALL zoning changes must be to abolish displacement, and create 

avenues of return with truly affordable home ownership and housing options. Black and 

native residents/homeowners need to be amplified and supported specifically as landlords 

and as developers. CENTRAL

49 Felicity Devlin

Because of potential for developing expensive view properties here, neighborhoods could 

be at risk of displacement for high end development Hill Top CENTRAL

76 Kevin

Provide higher design requirements for mid‐rise building.  The new building at the corner of  

6th and Alder should have higher upper story glazing requirements.  Also, the ground floor 

commercial should vary more through articulation, canopy types and material.  Please 

ensure enough parking is provided to not impact surrounding neighborhood. CENTRAL

81 Laura H.

Has the City considered using otherwise under utilized parking lots for mid‐scale projects 

(like Proctor)?  There are numerous locations that have ridiculously massive parking lots 

that could be used for this purpose.  The west end of this Fred Meyer Parking lot is used for 

all kinds of things in connection to Delong Park that negatively impact our community (drug 

use, sex workers, littering in park, hetc). Honestly a mid‐scale residential development 

would help with the issues since there would be more people around to police these issues. CENTRAL

101 Patrick Keller Jr

No on any proposal, keep it as a single residential neighborhood.  Adding more to a space 

adds more noise, parking issues, and losing privacy. 3018 S 9th St. CENTRAL

113 Scott Wild

I fully support both scenarios, with a strong preference for Scenario 2 which would improve 

density drastically. At present there is not enough housing to meet demand in the region. S Adams & S 12th CENTRAL



117 Simons

This neighborhood is under a covenent for single family houses. I purchased my home 

because I liked the feel of the neighborhood. Changing the zoning in my neighborhood to 

more than 2 stories and more than a 4 plex per lot would drastically change my 

neighborhood. I can understand making one lot deep along the South 19th Street Corridor, 

but the suggested changes is for 3 to 4 lots deep. I don't agree with these changes in our 

neighborhood. It looks like the Northend is largely untouched.

Murray March houses S 

17th and S Pine CENTRAL

120 Stephanie Smith

This entire green zone should be mid level. Grocery store nearby and parks spaces along 

with event spaces. Density should be higher. CENTRAL

125 Stephanie Smith

This entire green zone should be midlevel. The access to transportation, Grocery stores, and 

amenities make it a healthier environment for mid level development. CENTRAL

126 Stephanie Smith

There should be a wider band of mid level zoning on either side of 6th ave due transit 

access, proximity to parks and access to grocery stores..

Along 6th ave from 

union to orchard CENTRAL

144 Yannick Agree with allowing more housing: Very close proximity to highway, essential business. S Mullen & S 18th CENTRAL

145 Yannick

As a homeowner in Tacoma, there is a lot of understandably NIMBY attitude on potential 

changes, but allowing change is a must. We live in a world rapidly changing and this city is 

just one city in the area that needs to evolve with the times. Preventing growth in the area 

has built the non‐sustainable housing market that we and the surrounding areas have. It's 

time to allow natural growth of the city we live in. CENTRAL

161 Zackery Gostisha

I think that the area between 6th Ave and 19th/Sprague and Yakima would be an 

exceptional location for the CENTRAL

162 Zackery Gostisha

That is, this ares should all be upzoned‐‐it is walkable and very close to transit and several 

community services, such as stores. This is a fast‐growing area, too, making up zoning 

extremely helpful. CENTRAL

165

I support option 2 to add more housing choice.  Light rail is going in on MLK, but the area 

that is walkable to the stations is larger than the area currently zoned for new development. 

Give people seeking housing more options to choose housing that is closer to buses and 

trains. Hilltop / S 19th CENTRAL

176

I disagree with the designation for mid‐scale housing in these blocks that surround the 

school as it will increase traffic dangers for young students walking to school. Also, I 

purposely bought a family home here so I didn't have to be near noisy multi‐units. 11th and Ainsworth CENTRAL

177

I approve of scenario 1 here to increase options for multi‐generational family housing in this 

family oriented neighborhood. 11th and Ainsworth CENTRAL



180

The new proposed changes are an incredibly dramatic shift in direction, and will have a huge 

impact on the Tacoma’s neighborhoods and its residents.  The proposed changes are also 

going to make developers and speculators a lot of money if passed.   Option 1 is bad 

enough.  Option 2 is ridiculous.  Find other options.  It is called compromise.

All Tacoma 

neighborhoods CENTRAL

197

I would be curious to know if the comments supporting mass‐development are from people 

even living in Tacoma and/or are developers themselves. CENTRAL

198

I would be curious to know if the comments supporting mass‐development are from people 

even living in Tacoma and/or are developers themselves. CENTRAL

199

I would be curious to know if the comments supporting mass‐development are from people 

even living in Tacoma and/or are developers themselves. CENTRAL

200

I would be curious to know if the comments supporting mass‐development are from people 

even living in Tacoma and/or are developers themselves. CENTRAL

201

I would be curious to know if the comments supporting mass‐development are from people 

even living in Tacoma and/or are developers themselves. CENTRAL

208

I support the Transform option because it increases access to denser housing options in 

areas of high opportunity such as transportation corridors. CENTRAL

212

Area is already a highly residential area, restricted (and recently defended in Court) by CCR 

to single‐family homes. The proposed land‐use would put existing residents in direct 

(financial) conflict with would‐be developers. Should broad changes be made to all 

residential areas in Tacoma, the proposed land‐use should be as close as possible to the 

existing controls in place (low‐scale residential). Any mid‐scale residential need (to support 

traffic corridors), should be limited to S‐19th St (as proposed on N/S Union and N 21st St). CENTRAL

218

Housing Scenarios have only been public for 1 month, Most people likely have no idea what 

this is all about! It is not enough time to understand and consider the options being 

proposed. CENTRAL



219

Lots in our neighborhood are very small, some don't even have off‐street parking. Allowing 

a four‐story building in this neighborhood would tower over the neighboring homes. 

Sunlight and privacy would be drastically reduced. Low‐density residential would be a better 

option here if the zoning must be changed at all. Lawrence St CENTRAL

227

Scenario 2 would make this entire neighborhood midscale residential. There would be less 

incentive to focus growth along Corridors and Center. CENTRAL

228

scenario 2 would create a better transition between 6th Ave highly urban projects and the 

neighborhood. The current land use designations promote an abrupt change in intensity. CENTRAL

229 scenario 1 ignores that 12th is a designated mixed use corridor CENTRAL

243 This whole area should be upzoned between 6th and 19th. 8th and Ainsworth CENTRAL

244 This whole area near 6th would be perfect for mid rise housing CENTRAL

256

My concern is that the 900 block of South Ridgewood Avenue and South Grant Avenue, 

which are East of Sprague, are being treated the same as the 900‐1100 blocks of streets to 

the West of Sprague. Why shouldn't it you ask? Because 10th street acts as a divider West 

of Sprague, but doesn't exist on the East between Sprague and M street. Currently this area 

is zoned Single Family Residential but both proposal one and proposal two show it moving 

to become Mid‐scale Residential highlighted in mauve on the map. Please make note of my 

objection to this change. I'd like to request that both roads remain zoned as Single Family 

Residential, shown as green on the map, from 11th until 9th street which forms a natural 

divide, much like 10th street provides on the other side of Sprague. Please don't divide 

housing zoning mid‐block.

900 block of S 

Ridgewood & S Grant CENTRAL

271

Bubbles of zoning cutting through lots leaves a lot of headaches for homeowners to sort out 

later.  High impactt changes need to be more carefully applied than this proposal shows, 

this should be rejected because it doesn't have the quality that a proposal of this type 

deserves,. S 15th from Pine to CENTRAL

299

Another long barrier wall of bulk needs to be broken up, and across fromthe golf course 

would be a natural place.  The breaks are import to establishing "place" and without them 

the centers are stunted.  Please move this back to low density.

S 19th from Pine to 

Trafton CENTRAL
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9 Andrew W. EASTSIDE

23 Brian, 253‐486‐6381

I am potentially in favor of either of these options, if we follow through in investing in 

infrastructure. The PowerPoint presentation pays lip service to the need for infrastructure, 

but this investment appears nowhere in the actual planning. East Tacoma already has 

severely burdened infrastructure, and no more public transportation is planned in our 

direction. How will this be a livable and sustainable community if we increase housing 

density and do nothing else? EASTSIDE

24 Brothers

Prefer Evolve proposal to preserve teh integrity of the neighborhood. Encourage any 

multiple family homes provide ADEQUATE parking for each unit (min 2) 58th & bell EASTSIDE

38 D'Ann I strongly disagree with both proposals East 30th Street EASTSIDE

50 Felicity Devlin

Because of potential for developing expensive view properties here; I think Mid‐scale zoning 

could put residents  at risk of displacement for high end development Mckinley EASTSIDE

56 Grace Davis

This is the first comment this parcel owner is making.  Any other comments on this parcel 

should be deleted.  I am strongly opposed to the process the planning commission has used 

and consequently believe this project be slowed down/stopped until the full public is made 

aware of the extreme scope and excessive costs.  This project may have merit but the 

commission's process has sullied it in extreme.  No one in our vicinity received 

mailers/emails notifications despite being highly engaged as the rezone attempt 2 years ago 

can attest.  Slow it down, engage the full public and provide much more detail.

1207 E 30th St Tacoma, 

Wa EASTSIDE

58 Hayley

Strongly disagree on both scenarios. East Tacoma has the largest upzoning of all Tacoma. 

This is the second attempt to rezone this area in two years. As previously mentioned in 

Comprehensive Plan meetings, this area already provides middle housing, rezoning impacts 

views and home values, there is a lack of connectivity to surrounding business districts, and 

lack of adequate supporting services and infrastructure E K St EASTSIDE

85 Lindsey

What are you going to do about Height restrictions impacting the view of the existing and 

future homes? EASTSIDE

86 Lindsey M

What are the responsibilities (i.e. street improvements, sidewalks, sewer hookups, storm 

drainage, etc) to which builders and developers will be held accountable to benefit the 

community being impacted by the zoning change? EASTSIDE



94 Nancy Morrow

Rezoning Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill to higher density housing would  be yet another 

means of disenfranchising those individuals who have finally been able to purchase a home 

and start building generational security. These neighborhoods are working class 

neighborhoods and we should consider the impact on the financial security of home owners 

in these areas. The associated decrease in home values and obstruction of views that come 

with higher density housing will be yet one more way of preventing these lower income 

families from building a secure future for their families. In addition, Strawberry Hill and 

McKinley Hill are already bordered by zoning that supports missing middle housing and high 

density zoning in the McKinley Neighborhood Center and Lower Portland Ave Crossroad 

Center. 1021 E 30th St EASTSIDE

95 Nancy Morrow

Rezoning to higher density would adversely affect the historic character of Strawberry Hill 

and McKinley hill  in a way that violates Tacoma's Comprehensive Plan for preserving and 

enhancing the character of city's neighborhoods.  The historic character of Strawberry Hill 

and McKinley Hill are sufficiently preserved as to make this area eligible for registration as a 

National Historic District.  The rehabilitation of such areas has been shown to create 

thousands of jobs and bring in millions of dollars in WA state tax and B&O taxes annually.  In 

conclusion, the rezoning of Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill could adversely affect some of 

the views that Tacoma is best known for and those used in the City's own advertising and 

promotional materials. E 30th St EASTSIDE

96 Nick

This entire area already supports multi‐family housing and building heights up to 35 feet. 

This covers 3 story buildings. 4 stories and exceptions for more risks public views and 

property value impacts to one one of the highest points in the city of Tacoma. Further 

density is supported in mixed used centers on both sides of the neighborhood AND high 

density zoning to the west. Lastly, large rental buildings with such views creates exclusive 

high end rental, but not affordable housing. Strawberry Hill EASTSIDE



97 Nick

Just two years ago, the Planning Commission proposed to rezone our neighborhood to 

“High Density”. The Commission and City Council recommended maintaining the existing 

zoning. Furthermore, the Commission recommended a reconsideration of the View 

Sensitive Overlay District and the application of that District Citywide. Increased density was 

rejected for the following reasons: Public testimony; The existing zoning supports missing 

middle housing; High density zoning is supported in the McKinley Neighborhood Center; 

Potential view impacts; Establishing appropriate zoning transitions; Lack of adequate 

supporting services and infrastructure; Lack of connectivity to surrounding business 

districts. These points are just as true today as they were in 2019. Strawberry Hill EASTSIDE

98 Nick

Why does the “View Sensitive” zoning protections only apply in north Tacoma districts? This 

isn’t equitable to other neighborhoods that also have views of the Puget Sound, downtown, 

and surrounding mountain ranges. When will such property value protections extend 

beyond the North End, Northeast Tacoma, and West End? In 2019, the Planning Commission 

recommended a reconsideration of the view sensitive zoning citywide. I see that the 

completed a “citywide” Dec‐2020 update to view sensitive zoning and the Tacoma 

Comprehensive Plan (Tacoma Ordinance No. 28724; effective 1/1/21). I also see that the 

result of this “citywide” update was to 5 areas already in view sensitive zoning, lowering 

these areas from existing 25‐foot height limits to 20‐foot limits. Strawberry Hill EASTSIDE

116 Shawn Johnson

Salishan has beautiful streets and sidewalks, which is great. This is a community that 

deserves this, as they have been underserved for too long. But how is it equity to foist 

density and development on communities where these investments have yet to be made? EASTSIDE

138 troyserad@gmail.com

Note to Tacoma planners: regulate the footprints of buildings, not necessarily their height. 

Fat and squat buildings really are awful and detrimental to the scale of communities: 

Proctor's landscraping residential buildings are NOT the model. Instead, look to McKinley 

Hill's Overlook (624 E. 32nd Street) as a model in terms of building envelope/footprint. The 

Overlook should represent a maximum Missing Middle building size in our area. Also, allow 

for rowhomes with shared walls across parcel lines, and remove  or reduce the ridiculous 

setbacks in the area. East 32nd and J Street EASTSIDE



140 Warren

This zone change proposal should not be enacted. In its recent zoning study by the city in 

2019 of the Strawberry Hill and surrounding neighborhoods, the Planning Commission 

recommended a reconsideration of the View Sensitive Overlay District, recommending that 

it include the historic neighborhoods that exist here on Strawberry Hill and McKinley Hill. 

The changes proposed by this zoning plan go completely counter to the direction of recent 

studies by the Planning Commission. East 30th Street EASTSIDE

141 Warren

Additional reasoning for why this zone change proposal should not be enacted is that in our 

immediate area is the McKinley Neighborhood Center which already supports high density 

zoning. Furthermore, so too does the nearby Lower Portland Ave Crossroads Center area. 

These provide ample opportunity for the development of housing to meet housing density 

goals that this area should contribute. The Planning Commission itself has noted that the 

Eastside (and South End) district's existing zoning already allows the highest housing unit 

density as compared to other districts in the City, with data showing that the Eastside has 

the highest percentage of multi‐family residential zoning of any neighborhood district in 

Tacoma. East 30th Street EASTSIDE

172

So I finally save up enough to buy a home and finally get away from apartment living and 

now I might have an apartment end up next door?? Um no. Thanks for making my efforts to 

be a homeowner a complete waste of time and money. Plenty of open area commercial 

area to build. Keep apartments out of neighborhoods. EASTSIDE

196

Despite recognition, McKinley Park and surrounding neighborhood is a historical district. 

McKinley Park was established in 1901. Please do not do this to this area! I ask that you look 

up pictures of McKinley Park dating back to 1900s. Instead of turning this area into 

apartment land, please acknowledge it as a historical district. EASTSIDE



202

Why are all the “Historic Districts” concentrated in north Tacoma? There are 8 historic 

districts in Tacoma. Outside of 2 in Downtown, there is 1 in West End and 5 along connected 

residential blocks in the North End. McKinley Hill is a historic area. It shares much of the 

same history as the structures found in already recognized districts, but lacks representation 

in the historical register/zoning. These are some of the oldest neighborhoods in Tacoma, 

plats dating as far back as 1857. They retain historic architectural homes built when the area 

was first developed. A 2018 UW study (conducted with the City of Tacoma), found that 77% 

were built prior to 1929. The same study found that 62% of homes retain their original 

physical integrity, qualifying them for National Historic Register nomination right now. EASTSIDE

203

This is misleading. The map shows this parcel in Scenario one as largely “low scale” but 

there’s a small note in the map saying, “If a parcel is partly in the Mid‐Scale Residential, it 

most likely would be included in that category.” So now this large parcel is actually “mid 

scale”? The map should accurately show what is being proposed to change. Right now it 

cuts across large parcels but the map presents these as “low scale”. EASTSIDE

204

How will there be affordable housing if large story rental buildings are built in view areas? I 

also see that there are exceptions for bonus height and density beyond the “3‐4 stories” 

stated. How much density and building height will be allowed? Further, I see an addition for 

extending property tax exemptions to this new zoning. How will this not just end up being a 

subsidy for high end, luxury rentals? Will there be any requirements that such units have 

affordable housing? If there aren’t property taxes for years, how will there be funding for 

the already lacking infrastructure and services in this area that will be needed to support 

more density? What about the loss of property values to homes who lose their views to a 

large apartment complex? How do they recover that loss on their investment? EASTSIDE



205

I disagree with adding more density to Strawberry Hill and strongly w/ Scenario 2. 

Particularly, imposing vaguely defined new "Mid‐Scale” zoning. Existing zoning already 

allows multifamily homes. High density is supported in the high density multifamily zoning 

to the west, AND in the McKinley & Lower Portland mixed use centers on both sides of the 

area. Scenario 2 effectively makes the entire area high density. If the new zoning is to 

provide “a transition between Centers and Corridors and low‐scale neighborhoods”, 

Scenario 2 directly conflicts with this. It just says all housing in the neighborhood can be 4 

stories, even if this is directly next to a small home. Zoning should provide a smooth 

transition between small residential homes and high scale/density housing. Scenario 2 

offers no form of smooth transition here whatsoever. EASTSIDE

213

This neighborhood is a great candidate for upzoning due to proximity to downtown and 

transit centers. Strongly prefer option 2! EASTSIDE

220

What on earth has gone on here? FOUR duplexes on a 5700 sqft lot? If this is your idea of 

condensed housing? Will all the property owners have the chance to make this kind of 

change to their property and maximize the return when they leave Tacoma?

3616 TO 3622 

MCKINLEY AV EASTSIDE

233

Increasing density.  You need plenty of parking, most places around here have 3 to 4 

vehicles per house.  You'll need wider streets.  More schools.  More parks and green spaces.  

McKinley avenue is already backed up with traffic during commuting hours and often other 

times as well.  And who's going to sell their homes so you can build apartments?  72nd and 

McKinley seems like a good area, it currently has a big empty lot with a messed up 

abandoned home and about 10 tents.  Start there. E 64th and McKinley EASTSIDE

275

Creating neighborhoods means respecting boundaries, not extending strips from one side of 

a city to the other.  This strip needs at least 2 separate units o flower density between 

Wapato Park and, EASTSIDE

276 Grids are a clunky way to upzone, and don't develop a sense of place.  A smaller cluster E. Portland and 56th EASTSIDE

289

Will homeowners be taxed based on the highest and best use of the property or the current 

use.  The tax increases that come with upzoning need to be faithfully communicated, not 

omitted. S 34th and EASTSIDE

293

The Steep slopes along this ridge are already denied building permits for  SFR,   in part 

because of biodiversity claims by City Land Use Biologists.  Seeing that it  was not removed 

indicates that the Environmental issues were not. adequately analyzed yet and this plan will 

need considerable revision to become in compliance with existing code. W EASTSIDE



294

Before this proposal turned my opinion,  I used to support missing middle choices for Alley 

Served lots like this neighborhood has.  But this is going to result in multi family  sore 

thumbs popping up all over the city and never building  thebetter t but clear and buildable 

boundaries are needed. EASTSIDE

297

Increased density was rejected for the following reasons: the existing zoning supports 

missing middle housing; High density zoning is supported in the McKinley Neighborhood 

Center; Potential view impacts; Establishing appropriate zoning transitions; Lack of 

adequate supporting services and infrastructure; Lack of connectivity to surrounding 

business districts. These points are just as true today as they were in 2019.  It feels 

information is vague, undetermined missing or misleading. 1213 E 30th EASTSIDE

300

Areas outside of already defined Mix use Centers should not be eligible for bonus height or 

bulk so that centers retain their primacy and neighborhoods are n o in undated with the 

overflow from the underparked new construction. E 67th and E N EASTSIDE
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53 Gia Mugford

These empty lots need development. It is ridiculous to ignore this prime real estate in any 

housing tacoma plan. If the city does not know why these lots aren't being rebuilt they need 

to find that out and then make this the most lucrative zone for transit oriented housing in 

the city. That will drive revitalization downtown as new residents look for walkable 

businesses and services in the downtown core. This is also an excellent location for 

commuters using Sound transit, if the city would just establish a safe pedestrian/bike access 

from downtown to the transit station.

fawcett and 15the to 

26th. NEW TACOMA

54 Gia Mugford

S 25th and D streets need to be closed to vehicular traffic so that their associated 

neighborhoods become safely accessible for commuters fron central/hilltop and McKinley. 

I'm so tired of almost being hit on my way to the train by distracted drivers. S 26th and D streets NEW TACOMA

82 Lexy K

Why are there not more efforts to invest in or near downtown? The City's planning lacks 

vision and sound urban planning pencils NEW TACOMA

92 Martin Shoemaker

Agree with the nearby comment, it really feels like this was all presented after the cake was 

baked. I looked at the "community outreach" to date since 2018, and it seems that just 60 

people came to three meetings to discuss proposals that will directly affect over 100,000 

people. That is hardly adequate effort on the city's part to have an honest conversation 

about planning. NEW TACOMA

182

Oh my, it's another City‐sponsored "participation festival". Pointless, but checks the box of 

public participation. What people have to say will matter not one whit to staff, Planning 

Commission, or City Council. This thing is fully baked and the outcome pre‐determined. Will 

do nothing for affordable housing (which was and continues to be a stalking horse 

argument), and will only end up making Tacoma even more unaffordable than ever for 

current residents. Previous studies showed that Tacoma has all the building capacity and 

commercial development capacity it needs to accommodate GMA‐mandated growth 

requirements under EXISTING regulations; i.e. no changes were needed. This is all about the 

developers, the LLCs, and investors. NEW TACOMA

216

Has there been consideration of more categories of zoning?  Mid‐scale is a HUGE range.  

Concerned that city will not follow suggestions from residents.  All for affordable housing, 

but take it slow and do it right. General question NEW TACOMA



235

Lets invest in creating an urban walkable livable downtown. There are so many empty lots 

and a need for greenspace and  services for people to live and work. Lets not block out the 

sun in the neighborhoods but create a vibrant core. Do we really want to our downtown to 

go the way of malls, to just become vacant dilapidated eyesores?

From the U district all 

the way up the hill. NEW TACOMA

236

Don't block the sunlight in the walkable neighborhoods by adding mid rise housing with no 

transition. Invest in making our downtown vibrant.  Put parking underground. Let the 

sunlight in. Build midrise in downtown  with greenspace, plant trees. turn vacant lots into 

parks  live/work housing.  Lets not forget our urban core and all the space available there. NEW TACOMA

247

There's a lot of vacant lots in this area. I'd love to see more housing going into there. It 

would help absorb the growth in population and make this area less dangerous, abandoned 

feeling and run down. I want my city to be beautiful all over! NEW TACOMA

249

Once again, the city manages to ignore entire swathes of downtown. There are empty lots 

upon empty lots from S 15 to S 25th, Yakima to Pacific. And yet the city continues to focus 

on already developed neighborhoods. If you profess to want a strong, vibrant downtown 

core, why do you continue to ignore all these lots? Build up here, you dummies! Downtown in general NEW TACOMA

259

Is there data to show that either plan will actually create affordable housing?  Where is the 

data to support this?  Is the city doing everything it needs to do to make the zoning changes 

create affordable housing vs market rate housing?  Without extensive other government 

programs, zoning is not going to solve the problem, and can create more problems or 

unintended consequences. How will this impact neighborhoods?  There are great 

neighborhoods all across Tacoma, and people want to keep those great neighborhoods.  

There can still be change, but make it carefully and intentionally. General comment NEW TACOMA

260

At a recent meeting, I heard both that property values will go up with theses changes AND 

that there will be more affordable housing?  That doesn't make sense.  Maybe it is because 

people can sell their property to developers so that they can tear down what is there?  The 

building association sure likes the plan, which is not a selling point for me as a resident. General NEW TACOMA
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1 6166486191

Please heavily consider amount of car traffic at already busy intersections when deciding 

areas are upscaled.  Please keep upscaled areas within one block of public transit options to 

encourage usage over cars.  Very supportive of reasonable density increases provided 

vehicle traffic is well‐managed. 30th/Proctor NORTH END

2 Adonais Clark

The midscale designation should not encompass parcels abutting North Union Avenue 

between North 30th Street and North 18th Street. This stretch of North Union Avenue is an 

historic and scenic gateway to the Proctor District, the North End and UPS. It is lined with 

well kept single family residences, which, combined with the tree‐lined boulevard are 

irreplaceable and should be preserved for future generations to enjoy as the rest of Tacoma 

densifies and loses its character and history..

North Union Avenue 

from North 30th Street 

to North 18th Street NORTH END

3 Adonais Clark

I prefer Housing Scenario #1 over #2. We are not Seattle and do not want to be like Seattle. 

Be careful.. Don't spoil Tacoma. City wide NORTH END

21 brendan.haigh@outlook

The "evolve" plan should include a half block of mid‐scale residential around neighborhood 

commercial zones like this. Two story multifamily would be totally appropriate here and 

keeping it to half a block would prevent four story buildings. N 34th and Proctor NORTH END

25 Carolyn Read

N 30th is like a freeway during the morning and evening rush. You take your life in your own 

hands trying to cross the street to get to the business center. If you are increasing density, 

please also put in traffic calming measures on these main through roads. NORTH END

36 D. Nanfito

How does the transition work outward from the U.S. Bank location? How can you maintain 

the height integrity you describe?  Are there plans to develop this location as well?  Frankly, 

your transition discussions are difficult to picture here. NORTH END

37 D. Nanfito

How can you reassure that houses will not be demolished when 6 were for this 

development?  How does more rental units translate into home ownership?  Isn't that the 

goal? NORTH END

39 Darin Lenderink How would this impact the integrity of the North Slope Historic District? NORTH END

40 Dave & Linda We do not agree with this proposed change 16th & Alder NORTH END

41 deacon9424@gmail.com

Increasing midscale zoning will allow the city to adapt to more effectively to housing 

demand and improves quality of life through density. While it won't address current needs, 

it will certainly do more than low scale. North Slope NORTH END



42 deacon9424@gmail.com

Areas of north Tacoma are ideal for density and midscale by being walkable, access to 

transit, and plenty of services. Common complaints of parking and traffic should be 

addressed by asking everyone currently living in the area why they need more than one 

vehicle. Current homeowners, in conjunction with rezoning, should be incentivized to stop 

buying cars, reduce their footprint, limit themselves to a single vehicle per household where 

possible. Proctor NORTH END

43 Elaine Myers

I'm still scratching my head about how planners can believe cramming more density into the 

north end will magically end car dependence. It's just going to create more traffic and street 

parking in an area where property crime and car thefts/break‐ins are rampant and the 

police don't even bother to respond. This doesn't seem like "equity" when people are forced 

to street park and can't afford to fix their car after it was damaged by criminals

Entire proposed mid‐

scale Proctor area NORTH END

45 Emily

Please protect historic homes. I do not want to see our historic homes torn down and 

replaced with 4‐plexes. N. 33rd/Proctor NORTH END

46 Evy Kontos and Mark M

Midscale residential designation should not go east beyond elementary school nor 

encompass the W‐H preschool due to traffic congestion and child safety.

Washington Hoyt 

Elementary School NORTH END

47 Evy Kontos and Mark M

The midscale designation should not encompass N Union because it would destroy the 

beauty and character of this boulevard. N Union Ave NORTH END

48 Felicity Devlin

Area is already seeing a lot of population increase.  And will see much more.Let it 

accommodate that growth before adding mid‐scale zoning.  Because of potential for 

developing expensive view properties, neighborhoods could be at risk of displacement for 

high end development. Proctor neighborhoods NORTH END

52 Gary Chiba

Get your infrastructure in place, BEFORE creating density. Many roads in this area have no 

sidewalks, curbs nor street lighting, and some are still even gravel. Limited transit service ‐ 

Pierce Transit  has reduced routes, now removing local stops. This makes absolutely no 

sense as something other than a money grab. Don’t turn Proctor into Ballard. NORTH END



59 Ian W

Of the two scenarios, scenario 1 seems to be most in keeping with neighborhood integrity, 

while still allowing for infill and upzone development where appropriate. Scenario 2 would, 

it seems, allow for the radical destruction of the very neighborhoods we love and seek to 

maintain.

North Slope Historic 

District NORTH END

60 If your not outraged youIf your not outraged your not paying attention! Do not pass this proposal. NORTH END

61 Jack Haden‐Enneking

Why are this and several other areas apparently not considered viable (in either plan) for 

mid‐level housing, or more infill of any kind? North Tacoma NORTH END

64 Jan Paulino

The entire stretch of North 30th from Union to Starr should be expanded to mid‐scale given 

it's on a major transit line corridor with easy access to bus service from Proctor to 

Downtown. Curious why it's omitted, is it because these are big "fancy" homes with views 

that might get obstructed by a four story apartment building? North 30th NORTH END

65 Jeff

Drawing a line around Proctor and designating that area as 'multifamily' housing is not 

planning.  It is turning the entire process over to developers.  Tacoma should continue to 

offer a spectrum of housing options of varying density, but you cannot insert a multistory 

apartment building into the middle of a block of single family homes and pretend that has 

not irreparably damaged the character of the neighborhood (traffic, parking, blocking of 

views and sunlight, loss of architectural harmony, etc.).  Proctor, which supports a diversity 

of businesses accessible on foot, should be a model for urban planning, not an experiment 

in 'how far can it grow before it is compromised by congestion'.  There should be 'more 

Proctor Districts', not "more apartment buildings in Proctor'. Proctor District NORTH END

69 Jonathon KImmel

This is the extent of westbound bus service on N30th.  How can you propose more density, 

without transit options, and no provision for parking? NORTH END



71 jpa194@yahoo.com

This process is a charade. The fix is in and there is nothing the current residents can do 

about it because they don't really have a seat at the table designed and controlled by the 

developers then rubber stamped by the council. We have seen it before with the massively 

ugly apartment buildings already clogging the area. Where is the infrastructure? Where are 

the impact fees that should attend development? Who decides what the design standards 

will be for infill? Low‐scale is the only marginally acceptable zoning for Proctor. People are 

fed up with the lack of transparency, insider control, ad lack of an effective voice in the 

process! 28th & Proctor St. NORTH END

72 Kayla Hip

Scenario 2 (midscale housing) is a great fit here, with close proximity to downtown and 

public transit with the new light rail construction. There is a huge need for more affordable 

housing in this area as well and more affordable/attainable housing options would be 

hugely beneficial to this area. North Slope NORTH END

73 Kayla Hipp

There is a huge need for more affordable housing in this area, with growing homeless 

encampments nearby. Increasing to mid‐scale housing in this zone would be beneficial, 

especially with the recent lightrail construction nearby on Division. North Slope NORTH END

74 Kayla Hipp

There is a huge need for mid scale housing in the Proctor area. The anti‐apartment building 

sentiment from Proctor homeowners is just a present day manifestation of redlining policies 

that are the reason white families are able to own homes in the Proctor area today. 

Affordable housing in this area is critical to address the harm caused by redlining in Tacoma. Proctor NORTH END

75 Kayla Hipp

Currently, there is not great public transit with the bus lines. If mid‐scale housing is built 

here, there would need to increased public transit to make it possible for low 

income/middle class residents to commute around the city. Buslines are not highly used in 

this area currently, because most everyone in Proctor has a vehicle to drive themselves 

around. Proctor NORTH END

78 Kim Vendy

Fine place for mid density, put the pizza place below, housing above. Please don’t raise 

single family homes to build ugly verticals cracker box houses. NORTH END



79 L Kitmitto

Increased density in the Proctor neighborhood makes less sense than in areas that could 

truly benefit from additional housing options, areas close to traffic corridors, and where 

public funds are currently being invested. This area is being preyed upon by real estate 

developers and increasing density will not have the same impacts as could be felt in other 

locations. "Market rate" is extremely localized in Tacoma and increasing the stock in nicer 

neighborhoods will not open opportunities for those trying to afford housing in other 

neighborhoods. And when will the infrastructure upgrades follow the construction, and will 

there be an end to the homeowner tax burdens of the developer tax exemptions? Enough is 

enough, with such little benefit to most of us. 26th & Proctor NORTH END

80 Laura

This a beautiful, tree‐lined street.  Joggers, walkers, and bicyclists regularly pass by and take 

in the beautiful green spaces and century‐old houses.  Union Avenue should be preserved to 

be enjoyed by Tacoma residents now and in the future.  Please reconsider including this in 

the zone for multi‐level apartment developments.  Apartment buildings would diminish the 

beauty of this street and deprive residents of a much‐loved place to exercise and enjoy the 

outdoors. 24th and Union NORTH END

83 Lexy K

Why is the City not following its own Comprehensive Plan for the development at 27th & 

Adams? It gives me no faith at all in your ability to plan a livable city. Development for 

development's sake is not sustainable, especially in a mid‐sized town without an 

industry/niche/market to support it over time. NORTH END

84 Lexy K The newer apartment buildings in this area are rented to capacity, correct? NORTH END

88 Marissa Mulligan

Failed pot‐holed road with heavy school bus/car traffic, no streetlights, curbs or sidewalk. 

No ADA ramps either. And bus service was actually cut in our neighborhood.  This lack of 

infrastructure is not unique, these poor conditions and lack of service exist all over the 

proposed mid‐scale area, how can this area possibly support mid‐scale density when this 

supposedly "walkable" neighborhood doesn't even have decent sidewalks and street lights?

29th between 

Stevens/Mason NORTH END

91 Martin Shoemaker

Maybe soon developers can tear out the Proctor Pea Patch and turn it into more overpriced 

apartments NORTH END



93 Name Witheld Adams 21 right here, must include underground parking. NORTH END

99 None

Absolutely no mid level residential should be on any street other than a main arterial. 

Tacoma can’t manage the roads as it is. Add density to side roads and those roads won’t be 

manageable either. People who have saved to purchase a single family residence shouldn’t 

be punished because of the city’s lack of planning. There are plenty of empty commercial 

sites that could be developed for additional housing including empty K‐marts, Safeway, and 

more. Use what’s available and don’t take away space from people already occupying it. 

Scenario 2 is a disaster. If it were to pass, Those homes affected by mid level builds should 

see an automatic reduction in their property tax as value would tank. The city is already 

contemplating reduction in TPD all while increasing density. Don’t Seattle our Tacoma. N 24 and Cheyenne NORTH END

100 None

Both scenarios should only be implemented within one block of business plazas or on major 

roads. No further than 1 block off main roads. This should not negatively affect single family 

homes. Many years of savings to own a home in a quiet neighborhood ruined by big Seattle 

wannabe apartment buildings. Curious if city council members are willing to live like the 

people who’s neighborhoods have been ruined by giant ugly boxy apartments like proctor. 

Pretty sure we’d never see it right next door to their homes! There is a reason people 

choose to live in single family homes. Quit trying to make tacoma terrible like Seattle! N. 28th and Mason NORTH END

103 Payton Ward

Both options seem more dedicated to maintaining low density residential zoning north of 

19th st than south of 19th st. This seems odd considering the significant commercial and 

recreational areas north of 19th and the extent of mass transit in the area (including the 

light rail expansion which will be entirely north of 19th). I can't help but question how these 

maps were developed and if there was more consideration given to maintain the single 

family home aesthetic in North Tacoma because of the demographics (both median income 

and ethnicity) there versus in South Tacoma. North Tacoma NORTH END

104 Please dont support thisPlease dont support this !  It will ruin the character of the neighborhood! NORTH END



105 Randy Steele

I have friends who are affected by the new apartment next to the Proctor post office, and 

their backyards will be impacted by the tall structure blocking out most of the daylight in 

their backyard. Are there any provisions in the plan to evaluate the impact of sunlight on 

taller structures to surrounding properties? For example, would the city consider only 

allowing structures taller than 2 stories if the shadow doesn't cover surrounding properties 

for x % of the day? I support building more affordable housing in Tacoma but worry adding 

tall structures too close to resident's yards would negatively impact property values and 

quality of life for those homeowners. N 29th and Adams NORTH END

109 Resident

I lived in an apartment the first 30 years of my life.  I chose to live in Proctor because it was 

a delightful, mature neighborhood with beautiful, vintage housing stock.  Despite being in 

the midst of busy streets such as N. 30th, Alder, Stevens, etc., it’s walkable and relatively 

quiet.  That’s why deer and other animals visit from Puget Gulch.  It’s these unique 

attributes that give Proctor it’s character.  Let’s move more slowly.  Let each district 

maintain its character.  Many of the most beautiful housing stock is right next to the 

business core.  It’s these very houses that would be torn down in the new plan.  The lines 

make no sense in that regard.   More tiny houses, ADUs, and cottage housing would be a 

fine place to begin. Proctor NORTH END

110 Rob Meyerson

Zoning in this location was recently changed to allow a higher height. I was agreeable 

provided that setback restrictions will be maintained. It appears that the new designation 

will change the setback requirement and reduce the amount of parking for this existing 6 

unit building. This change would impact the fabric of our neighborhood and add to the 

already increased parking demand on the neighborhood created by adding two restaurants 

with no parking (Cooks Tavern and Brewers Row). The proposed change is unacceptable.

26th between Alder and 

Lawrence NORTH END



112 Sarah Daanen

I'm a proponent of growth and increased density in specific areas of the city but worry that 

there hasn't been enough thought given to the potential domino effect that could result 

from both proposals (more specifically Housing Scenario 2). 7 of the 10 families that live on 

our street have lived here for 25+ years and I’m concerned that if one family leaves and 

their home is purchased by developers who build a structure on the top end of the mid‐

scale multifamily housing range, that it’ll make other families want to leave. I could see this 

being a slippery slope that could create more opportunity for developers to continue to out‐

bid families who want a single‐family home.

N 45th St and N Gove 

Street NORTH END

118 snickersnicker@yahoo.c

your housing proposals remind me of vancouver BC. They tie in bike routes and mini 

commercial zones for things like neighborhood coffee shop or grocery. The old streetcar 

routes in the N end are still defined and could easily be utilized/renewed. For ex, no one 

wants to bike on major road like vassault or 46th, the Vancouver BC concept of "1 street 

off" works on many of these old streetcar routes like here at Cheyenne. Former commercial 

bldgs still exist on these routes. If you tied in neighborhood commercial, bike lanes, 

increased residential density these areas would not only meet your housing goals but 

increase quality of life, commute patterns and lower crime thru 'eyes on the street'. n cheyenne and n 45th NORTH END

121 Stephanie Smith

Ruston way has large housing and this area should be moved up to mid level in proximity to 

improve access of these important recreational spaces by residents. N 36th near ruston way NORTH END

122 Stephanie Smith

This area near all these parks and recreational spaces needs to be mid level housing. People 

should be encouraged to live near healthy spaces so they can walk to the park and higher 

density will help. NORTH END

127 Stephanie Smith This stretch of north 30th should have a band of mid level from white st to union NORTH END

128 Stephanie Smith Orchard street should have mid level zoning all up and down it

North and south 

orchard NORTH END

129 Stephanie Smith

North cheyenne has a bus route and should be mid level to encourage density near transit 

access points

North cheyenne fron 

34th to 45th bus line NORTH END



130 T. Lowe

The "hushed" pilot neighborhood between N. 6th Ave & N. 8th Ave. and Trafton & Oaks is 

an eye soar. City planning has allowed developers to demolish at least 5 historic homes to 

build three 4 four plexes, a three story Mid‐Scale and soon will add two 4 story 40+ unit Mid‐

size apartments. None of which have adequate parking or other proper environmental 

impact studies.. The third 4 plex and the two 4 story mid‐size have been approved to build 

during a pandemic lockdown, allowing little, if any, public comment on these structures. 

Public outreach for this whole program has been abysmal at best. I urge the commission to 

slow‐down until such time as we can meet in a public forum and public outreach can more 

inclusive for those who do not have access to Zoom. N. 10th & Junett NORTH END

132 Tom Baier

Changing all of Old Town to mid‐level will absolutely destroy the views (and home values) of 

residents who are currently paying for them. NORTH END

133 Troy H

Under Scenario 2 Proposed Low‐scale residential at times can feel out of place, due to 

surrounding resources like transit.  Would like to see a minimum area for section to be 

designated Low‐scale.  If a section does not meet the minimum area (due to surrounding 

Mid‐scale) the area would default to the higher density. North Tacoma NORTH END

134 Troy H

The neighborhood bikeways/greenways are a great Tacoma resource.  Would like to see 

traffic calming measures for such roads built into future growth plans.  For example traffic 

diverters for auto traffic, or additional round‐abouts at busy intersections. North Tacoma NORTH END

136 Troy H

How would zoning change/stay consistent on Waterview St?  Would love to see more 

density paired with more consistent transit on Ruston servicing Pt. Ruston, Old Town, and 

Downtown. Ruston Way NORTH END

137 Troy H

Agree with: Ruston way has large housing and this area should be moved up to mid level in 

proximity to improve access of these important recreational spaces by residents. N Alder Hill NORTH END

139 Walt Jones

I remember hearing this property earned a coveted Infill Project Pilot award to build 

cottages, which would have been a vast improvement over what's there now. What a lost 

opportunity. We've lived in the Northend for nearly 30 years and would totally support 

more  ADUs, townhomes and duplexes that are in‐scale with the current look and feel of the 

neighborhood. Mid‐scale development in the proposed area is too much. NORTH END



142 Will

This plan needs more time for public review. For scenario 2, this map seeps very poorly 

designed. This comment is on one of several locations that make the map seem incomplete. 

Please correct these flaws in the maps and give the public more time to review after you 

have properly designed maps. NORTH END

143 WIll

This plan heads into the right direction, but the public needs more time to review and 

comment. Scenario 1 will certainly make Tacoma more desirable to live in, make more 

available housing (although perhaps not more affordable), but will likely create more strain 

on our transportation and education resources. We need to ensure the impact fees are 

properly assessed on the developers and we include mandatory affordable housing. 

Otherwise, we will have the same failures as other cities that have attempted similar plans‐‐

the housing supply increases, but the increase in desirability offsets the increase in supply 

by increasing demand further. NORTH END

163

Commercial zoning along 6th Avenue should be included in the move to allow mid‐scale 

residential.  The high level of transit access on this street would make it attractive to build 

apartments and live/work structures. It makes very little sense to allow this housing only in 

currently residential‐zoned areas and not commercial as well.  Please reduce the parking 

requirements down to zero for any corridors with frequent transit service. Angled parking 

on some side streets can help with parking needs.

6th Avenue and 

Ainsworth Avenue NORTH END

171

Is Schuster Parkway not a major corridor? Seems like this area meets your criteria for 

upzoning to midscale. I question the city specific areas that seem to have more aggressive 

rezoning than others. NORTH END

173

Lots of wildlife in area due to gulch. Deer walk down street regularly. Owls, lots of other 

critters. Large old trees would be at risk. Smaller old homes not consistent with mid‐level 

development proposed. Moderate duplexes, ADUs probably fine if consistent with existing 

home scale, design, and sufficient set back. ADUs probably fine as well N 31st and Madison NORTH END



174

Beautiful historic tree lined area with mostly smaller older homes.  Mid‐scale designation 

too much.  Maybe some to scale, stylistically consistent duplexes, townhomes.  If the beauty 

of this street is lost, it will be gone forever.  I don't live here, but regularly walk this area and 

would hate to see Tacoma lose this treasure.

Union from N 30th to N 

21st NORTH END

175

N 30th already has way too much traffic and little parking.  Already frequent accidents at 

30th and Proctor (and close calls with pedestrians).  Cars also try to bypass 30th by going 

down parallel streets or Proctor St.  Pierce Transit also changed the Route 13 so no longer 

goes up 30th towards Pearl, and the hourly schedule (even during commute times) is not 

sufficient.  City needs to improve road and traffic issues here and Pierce Transit needs to 

add a lot more service if they want more commuters using transit.  I love transit, but when I 

commute I use the park and ride as it takes too long (especially if you miss a connection) to 

get to the park and ride.  Even transit lovers want to keep a reasonable amount of parking. N 30th and Proctor NORTH END

178

You know from all the public comment around the two six story apartments (high rents, 

definitely not affordable) built on Proctor street in the last few years, and the planned third 

six story apartment building for about a block off of Proctor, that residents are getting fed 

up.  The buildings are already cutting further into residential neighborhoods.  All the 

buildings are by the same developer, who I am sure is profiting nicely, as is the city with the 

tax benefits of the new buildings. Proctor NORTH END

179

When the city council and city planning commission is changing zoning, very few ordinary 

citizens look at the details of what the city is planning.  It is only during the implementation 

that people really notice what is going on.  Why not learn from what happened after the 

circa 2009 MUC zoning changes (and the complaints that you have heard from residents 

related to the implementation), and actually try to get significant, genuine input from the 

residents of the city.  Don’t just rely on the small number who filled out a January 2021 

survey (I read the paper and had no idea that a survey was being done), or the limited 

stakeholders who have been involved in the process.  Publicize all of what the city is 

planning, not just what the city wants people to know about.

Area surrounding 

existing Proctor mixed 

use center NORTH END



181

Until I got the flyer in the mail in March 2021, and took the time to see what the proposed 

changes were, all I knew was that the city wanted to increase affordable housing, which is a 

great goal.  I heard nothing about: the elimination of single‐family zoning, the plan to allow 

sprawl throughout existing neighborhoods (the “missing middle” allows anywhere from 

duplexes all the way up to many story multiplexes), and the significant zoning changes the 

city made (quietly) in 2019.  This is not transparency.  This is not consensus building.  Will 

these changes even create affordable housing without significant government subsidies?

Proctor proposed mid‐

scale (i.e. large scale) 

zoning changes area NORTH END

190

Transit goes further east on N. 26th. Are you protecting the houses there from mid‐level 

zoning because they are bigger so they are more attractive to save? That is wrong. NORTH END

191

When did N. 26th qualify as a "high‐quality" transit corridor? See Tacoma’s Missing Middle 

Housing: Planning for Access, Affordability, and Mobility The Urbanist, Rubén Casas, January 

22, 2021 NORTH END

192 Seriously? https://cms.cityoftacoma.org/CRO/Barnett.pdf NORTH END

206

Second this comment: Both options seem more dedicated to maintaining low density 

residential zoning north of 19th st than south of 19th st. This seems odd considering the 

significant commercial and recreational areas north of 19th and the extent of mass transit in 

the area (including the light rail expansion which will be entirely north of 19th). I can't help 

but question how these maps were developed and if there was more consideration given to 

maintain the single family home aesthetic in North Tacoma because of the demographics 

(both median income and ethnicity) there versus in South Tacoma. NORTH END

207

How is Schuster Parkway not considered a corridor? The proposal (and existing zoning) 

concentrates the bulk of higher density multifamily zoning across south Tacoma. How does 

this address accessibility and affordability in north Tacoma, which is less affordable? NORTH END

214

Already need traffic calming here.  Drivers treat 31st from Stevens to Proctor as if the side 

streets have stops signs.  More density will only make this worse.  City has been non‐

responsive in the past, and I think the neighbors have mostly given up complaining. N 31st and Mason NORTH END



215

Proctor already has the mixed use area and the city hasn't listened to concerns. This missing 

middle area is much too big.  Having a much smaller area, much more narrowly and 

carefully tailored area may work.  Please take into account the feedback from the 

neighborhoods involved.  Don't turn Tacoma into a tear down city.  Add density, but both 

plans are too much.  Take smaller, more targeted steps so that if mistakes are made, the city 

can learn from them.  Also, why can't there be more categories of zoning with narrower 

bands of housing types?

General comments, 

some specific to Proctor NORTH END

217

Will this result in the awful changes in the Seattle University District with tear downs of old 

homes, hodgepodge of mid‐size apartments, crowding, no parking.  Can't there be a 

compromise that allows for affordable housing (like ADUs, duplexes/townhomes that blend 

in), without impeding so far into existing old neighborhoods?  This is not a historic district 

but is full of modest old craftsman houses that will be lost forever if someone decides to 

tear down and put a mid‐scale (which can get large) building.

Proctor area, and other 

neighborhoods NORTH END

221

This plan wont work without jobs.  Businesses have been leaving Tacoma for years.  The 

pandemic made this worse as small businesses have folded.  There is a high chance that any 

new housing will be aimed at attracting Seattleites with high paying jobs (like our new 

apartments have) and this means cars on our roads, no "walkable" areas.  Until tacoma has 

a strong economy with jobs available at all levels (and people not driving up I‐5 for work) 

this will only cater to make developers and realtors rich NORTH END

222

The Scenario 2 proposal places too much emphasis on existing transit routes, which are 

likely to change.  Density increases and allowance for the level 2 types of housing in any 

solid, consistent area of the City is wrong.  Scenario 2 goes too far. North Tacoma NORTH END

223

Scenario 2 proposes to add density in areas not suitable for the full range of housing types 

proposed.  it's overkill.  Keep it on known arterials only. Leave neighborhoods alone. Not all 

single‐family housing is racist and it's wrong to think so.

Non transit streets in N 

Tacoma NORTH END

230

scenario 1 fails to provide additional housing capacity in these enclaves along 6th avenue. it 

should include the first blocks at least NORTH END



232

Utterly absurd that we are allowing an influx of Seattleites destroy our neighborhoods, just 

as they did in Seattle!  Tacoma's neighborhoods are gorgeous testaments to our residents' 

pride of place and commitment to community.  And it's fairly obvious that the several 

condescending comments in favor of this "up zone" are coming from the same handful of 

pro‐growth zealots... North 21st NORTH END

234

I strongly believe no one should have the right to block the sunlight to another persons 

property. There needs to be a transitional zone of low density out from the neighborhood 

districts and transit corridors. The neighborhood center needs to transition to low density 

not mid. No building should be built more than one story over a neighbors property height. 

Lets see the townhomes and cottage housing and keep the walkability and greenspace. 

There are so many who want to build DADUs to provide housing. Lets give that a chance and 

not block out the sun. NORTH END

237

Low density housing lets the sunlight hit the sidewalk for more than a few hours, increases 

housing options a choice which still preserving some greenspace. No one should ever be 

allowed to build a 4 story building next to a little 1‐1.5 story home.  The city should 

encourage midrise within it's existing boundaries of the neighborhood centers. What we 

need is a low scale transition not 4 stories blocking out the sun.

Midscale zone where 

there should be low 

density NORTH END

238

It's hard to take put a lot of trust into a planning process that led to approval of the N 

Adams/N 27th developmentd to the NORTH END

239

Mid level should not be permitted abutting single family. Outside of main arterials the 

midrise proposed should all be changed to low rise for years first.  No zoning change should 

ever allow mid rise directly in place on single family. No building should ever be allowed to 

be built more than a story higher than it's neighbor and block their sun. You want to 

preserve equity, protect those who can't afford to be in view height limiting districts.

All the mid rise in this 

map that directly backs 

into single family with 

no transition. NORTH END

240

Where are the town homes, duplexes and cottage housing? The neighborhood is beautiful 

for it's trees and sunlight. Lets increase housing options but not block out the sun.  All 

midrise on this map not on an arterial needs to be low rise for years first. Lets take our time 

and thoughtfully plan out a beautiful more affordable future.

Should be low rise 

instead NORTH END

241

Midscale because of access to transit and walkability?  We are not there yet.   People park 

on the street blocks away, and walk TO Proctor.  It is pretty much impossible to live without 

a car et.  Yes, there are pedestrians on Proctor NORTH END



242

2nd this comment.  Midrise neighboring single family should never me permitted! Both 

scenarios 1 and 2 have the potential to drastically effect sunlight and greenspace. Lets add 

more housing but not block out the sun. Lets develop our downtown before it becomes an 

urban ghost town  adding housing and vibrancy there first.

Scenario 3 change all 

the mid rise to low‐rise NORTH END

245

Near the university could use greater density, as long as it looks nice in the neighborhood. 

Would be perfect for 4 story buildings north of 6th NORTH END

246 This area is near the light rail line and should be zoned for mid rise residential. NORTH END

250

In Scenario 1, Evolve Housing Choices, N Prospect between N 10th and N 11th is split 

between low‐scale and mid‐scale designations. Even with recent parking improvements due 

to Grant Elementary's rebuild, this area often lacks parking during the school year. Adding 

mid‐density housing has the potential to make this situation much worse, having a negative 

impact on existing residents and members of the Grant community. While improving public 

transit options could be beneficial to some, that is not a reasonable option for people who 

work unusual schedules, need to travel to areas without access to transit, or avoid transit 

for other reasons (such as COVID‐19). N10th and N Prospect NORTH END

251

This is not a historic district but has distinct historic character. How will this be maintained 

in either of the new scenarios, especially Scenario 2?  The pilot project on North Prospect 

and North Fife closer NORTH END

252

This is not a historic district but has distinct historic character. How will this be maintained 

in either of the new scenarios, especially Scenario 2?  The pilot projects on North Prospect 

and North Fife closer to 6th Ave don't fit with the neighborhoods. Also, how will the new 

rezoning impact infrastructure designed for single family residential areas? NORTH END

253

It is very disappointing to ruin the character of single family homes from 6th ave north to N. 

30th St.  The city has already made the mistake of up zoning west of Stadium District to N. 

Oaks St. If you take the time and walk through that neighborhood you will clearly 

understand the negative impact of allowing developers to demolish single family homes and 

develop townhouses and apartment buildings. I am for expanding NORTH END



254

I strongly disagree with this proposed low‐scale residential and mid‐scale residential zoning 

policy.  How can small multifamily, townhouses and fourplex be classified as low‐scale 

residential?  If this is approved a developer could remove single family homes throughout all 

of North Tacoma and construct multifamily, townhouses, and fourplex.  Low‐scale 

residential needs to be redefined by removing multifamily, townhouses, and fourplex.  

Allowing single family residents to construct ADU’s and tiny homes is very reasonable. This 

will help by making more units available to reside in and will keep the beauty of the city. 11th and N. Adams NORTH END

255

This is a terrible plan from COT.  Lets cut down all the trees on residential lots and develop 

multifamily units?  We all know nothing is affordable when land is developed with multiple 

units. We need more greenspaces throughout Tacoma not more development NORTH END

257

This area is not compatible with more density. The infrastructure barely supports single 

family residential housing. Today there is not enough parking, and the roads are narrow and 

cannot support current traffic. Adding more density will greatly increase the issues of today 

and may create an unsafe situation for children attending Grant Elementary School. NORTH END

258

If building more affordable housing is the goal, there are more affordable options than 

Proctor.  New development will be market rate.  Developers support this plan for a reason.  

And Proctor’s unique character will be lost, in one fell swoop. Proctor neighborhood NORTH END

279

When my wife and I moved to Tacoma over 20 years ago this neighborhood was in 

disrepair, with 4 rentals on the block. As they were purchased and owner occupied, the care 

for the properties improved, trees were planted, small crime reduced.

24th between Alder and 

Cedar NORTH END

302

This portion of the North Slope Historic District is within the proposed mid‐scale area. How 

will this district be protected from encroachment of mid‐ NORTH END

303

This is the South end of Buckley's Addition Historic District, on the National Register. How 

will this district and Historic Contributing properties be protected from mid‐ NORTH END

304

Since North 8th is the southern boundary of the Buckley's Addition National Historic District 

it should also be the transition zone to from mixed‐us NORTH END

305 This alley should be the northern boundary of the mid‐use NORTH END



306

Street parking in this area is already difficult, especially in the evenings and on weekends. If 

this area becomes NORTH END
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102 Paul Borth

Fix the multiple errors on the map existing multifamily housing as single family hosing 

before you proceed.  The city needs and accurate starting point to go forward.

North Shore Golf 

Course Condos and 

others NORTH EAST

147 Yvonne McCarty Why is NE Tacoma Elementary proposed to be rezoned to mid‐scale residential?!

NE Tacoma Elementary 

School NORTH EAST

148 Yvonne McCarty

This mid‐scale residential area is not a logical boundary.  What is the criteria for breaking up 

a self‐contained neighborhood into low and mid scale?

Norpoint Way and 

Pointe Woodworth 

Drive NORTH EAST

149 Yvonne McCarty Why are these houses excluded from the new zoning? 25th St. NE NORTH EAST

150 Yvonne McCarty

This is the location of the Kobetich Library and the Tacoma Engine 3 firehouse ‐ why is it 

being zoned low‐scale residential

Browns Pt. Blvd. and 

45th Ave. NE NORTH EAST

151 Yvonne McCarty

This is the property of Meeker Middle School.  Why is it going to be zone mid‐scale 

residential? Nassau Ave. NE NORTH EAST

152 Yvonne McCarty

In general, NE Tacoma is not a walkable area.  There is no "town center".  We have 

extremely limited public services, shopping, and very few jobs.  The transit system consists 

of 2 buses that take people into downton in the morning, and two buses that go from 

downtown to NE Tacoma in the afternoon, and there is no bus service on the weekends.  

This zoning doesn't fit the City's objective of bringing destiny to areas with good transit, 

services, and jobs.

Everywhere in NE 

Tacoma NORTH EAST

153 Yvonne McCarty Why bisect an existing community with two different types of zoning?

Heritage Park 

Neighborhood NORTH EAST

154 Yvonne McCarty I believe this is Puyallup Tribal Public Housing, so should be zone multi‐family

corner of 63rd Ave NE 

& 21st St. NE NORTH EAST

155 Yvonne McCarty This whole area is multi‐family townhouses/condos

West side of Nassau 

Ave NORTH EAST

156 Yvonne McCarty This is the location of Browns Point Elementary ‐ not residential area 51st St. NE NORTH EAST

157 Yvonne McCarty These lots are also Tacoma School District Property 51st St. NE NORTH EAST

158 Yvonne McCarty

This is the property of Crescent Heights Elementary ‐ why is it being re‐zoned to Low‐Scale 

Residential? Nassau Ave. NE NORTH EAST

159 Yvonne McCarty This is park space, and should remain park space ‐ not Low‐Scale Residential.

South of Crescent 

Heights Elementary NORTH EAST



160 Yvonne McCarty

Can you confirm whether the Heritage Park HOA rules regarding allowable structures would 

supersede the City's zoning rules?

Northshore Parkway 

and Nassau Ave. NORTH EAST

183 Why were these homes left out of the zoning areas? Would they remain single family? NORTH EAST

184 This is an apartment complex ‐ The Fairways. It is NOT single‐family housing. NORTH EAST

185 This is an apartment complex ‐ The Fairways. It is NOT single‐family housing. NORTH EAST

186 This is an apartment complex ‐ The Fairways. It is NOT single‐family housing. NORTH EAST

187 These seven slots are townhouses. NORTH EAST

188 This is an apartment complex. NORTH EAST

189 This neighborhood is already multi‐use/family housing. NORTH EAST

231

Equity is not being addressed in these scenarios! If it was, most change would be in North 

and Northeast, not in East and South Tacoma. Justifications are not aligned with outcome. 

Please slow down and ensure the communities understand and are on board, before 

submitting to City Council. NORTH EAST
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11 B Jackson

Wouldn't it be amazing if there were a sidewalk along this property so people could walk all 

the way to the park? I am game.

S 88th st, between 

Tacoma Ave and 

Fawcett Ave SOUTH END

12 B. Jackson

Increased traffic/stormwater runoff would negatively impact this neighborhood without 

additional maintenance and support

D street, between 84th 

and 96th SOUTH END

13 B. Jackson

The west end of these lots form a natural drainage for this whole neighborhood and Fern 

Hill Park specifically. It would be beneficial if the woods here were maintained (clear ivy, etc) 

to help control stormwater runoff. That could build resiliency into the stormwater system, 

which would in turn support the increased population density Fern Hill Park, east side SOUTH END

14 B. Jackson

Wouldn't it be amazing if there was a pedestrian path connecting this park to D st? That 

would significantly improve walkability in this neighborhood

Fern Hill Park, NE 

corner SOUTH END

15 B. Jackson

Increased impervious surface area in this neighborhood will exacerbate the existing 

stormwater issues. I suppose the code will require developers/homeowners to upgrade 

their runoff systems to the new standards, but that will be quite a financial burden on a 

neighborhood that is already underserved. I am curious how the city will address that; I 

hope it's not in the negligent/punitive manner I have observed so far.

D st, between 84th and 

96th SOUTH END

16 B. Jackson

This area could be awesome! But developing it will be expensive, as the stormwater runoff 

here is already uncontrolled. Again, how can property owners be expected to afford the 

significant costs of bringing these properties up to standard? Even just to protect their 

properties from increased runoff due to development around them? Will the city be 

assisting with that effort? S 88th st and S Park Ave SOUTH END

17 B. Jackson

These lots are high areas, which would become significant sources of stormwater if they 

were developed to small townhomes or a multiplex. I don't think the current stormwater 

codes adequately consider or address off site impacts, so would the city ensure that new 

developments would not negatively impact downgradient areas?

SW corner of Fern Hill 

Park SOUTH END

18 B. Jackson

The city should buy this parcel, clear it, and make it into a small parking area for Fern Hill 

(like mostly just another entrance by foot, but with parking for like 5‐6 cars. Or maybe a 

bathroom! A bathroom would be amazing

Tacoma Ave S and S 

90th st SOUTH END



19 Bethany Jackson This park could use some parking/bathrooms Fern Hill Park SOUTH END

32 CJ

While I see there are mitigation efforts for transitional heights between low & mid scale 

residential, what about additional efforts for areas that are being abrubtly changed from 

single family to mid‐scale?  Does this mean that suddently I may have a 4 story apartment 

building 6 feet from my house?  I think that needs to be addressed, along with infrastructure 

improvments and dedicated open green spaces. SOUTH END

44 Elliott, Tacoma Planning

How should freeways and similar barriers be factored in to the designation of proposed Mid‐

scale areas? I‐5, other freeways SOUTH END

51 Felicity Devlin

Because of potential for developing expensive view properties here; I think Mid‐scale zoning 

could put residents  at risk of displacement for high end development Lincoln SOUTH END

57 Greencabochon@gmail

Evolve is reasonable. The other option is madness considering the poor condition of 

residential streets already. Also this entire concept only makes sense if there are rent caps 

so the outrageous rent prices decrease with increased unit supply. This can't be about 

greed. It needs to legit be about affordable housing, and without actual rules and 

enforcement about max rent costs, the landlords will always charge as much as they can get 

away with. We need denser AFFORDABLE housing. If no rent caps are included in this plan, 

it's pointless. S 42nd & Sheridan SOUTH END

67 JLD

What is being proposed to handle the additional parking and traffic needs.  Will the current 

roadway structure be sufficient? SOUTH END

68 john i like scenario 1 3304 S K St SOUTH END

70 Josh S Thompson Ave should be the street here between S 38th street and S 48 street? ?

S Yakima Ave between 

S 38th street and S 48th 

street SOUTH END

77 Kevin Chung

I strongly support the Transform Option, especially along Pacific Avenue. With new BRT 

improvements, this major street would greatly benefit from more density. Pacific Ave, South of I‐5 SOUTH END



87 M Martinez

This is a single family residence neighborhood and it should remain as such.  We already 

have a problem with too many cars parking on the road ‐ making it difficult to get out of our 

driveway, and there is no room for any surplus parking.  In addition our access road ‐ A St. is 

in deplorable condition ‐ numerous deep pot holes upon pot holes ‐ its a 4 wheel drive type 

road now.  Adding any more traffic will make it worse.  The City roads department does not 

seem to make our end of town a priority and has neglected our roads for many years ‐ we 

pay taxes like everybody else and are not receiving the services.  So NO ‐ to adding any 

density to our area ‐ NO to zoning changes.

92nd St between A st 

and B St. SOUTH END

106 RD

This historic neighborhood can not both be preserved and be mid‐rise, even by an 

experienced re‐developer like myself.  This proposal would be more honest if it was called " 

Tear Down Tacoma". Park AVE from SOUTH END

107 RD

Mid‐rise tower zoning on the edge of the city shows a lack of commitment to the 

"transitions" concepts, as the proposal left not room for those to happen.  A more 

thoughtful re‐mapping is needed before either proposal proceeds.

96th from Ash to 

Sheridan AVE SOUTH END

108 RD

Long Strips of towers with bonus stories is going to make a dreary strip mall scene on 

steriods.  These need to be broken apart and have the transitions, then the lower density 

for over half of a strip length.

S Yakima form 38th to 

96th SOUTH END

114 serenityfound@gmail.co

I think both options for this area are good, as long as significant infrastructure/public transit 

updates are made and there is a plan for retaining at least some of the green space/tree 

canopy. There is a massive housing crisis in our town and immediate action is required. SOUTH END

131 Thomas

I am strongly against BOTH of these choices! This neighborhood already has too much traffic 

and crime, cramming a ton more people into this area is going to make it unbearable. Also, 

these neighborhoods are amazing because the history! Cramming sardine cans in will ruin 

the whole look and feel. It would be a shame to do this. S 40th and J SOUTH END

135 Troy H

Our neighborhood bike/greenways are a great resource!  I would love to see some aspect of 

traffic calming like traffic diversion or round‐abouts added to these paths as part of this 

plan. S Park and S 67th SOUTH END



166

Mid‐scale housing is a good option here, but there is so much distance between crosswalks 

to provide access to shopping options on S38th Street. Please consider the needs of 

pedestrians and transit riders for crosswalks, bus shelters and other complete streets 

features along corridors to improve safety for pedestrians, cyclists, and transit riders.  Don't 

just put the housing in and make the pedestrians fend for themselves.  Also, the city should 

work with Pierce Transit to make the buses run later into the night. S 38th and Asotin SOUTH END

167

Many of the homes in this neighborhood have views of the mountain. How will increasing 

height impact this? SOUTH END

168

What will the impact of changing zoning in South Tacoma be for the aging population in this 

area? Is displacement a concern? SOUTH END

270

Less than 1/2 a lot is left out of the MidRise, meaning that it's misleading to show a a 

continuation of a different zone here.  TAcoma already has development problems with lots 

beareign multiple zones and it's not OK to make it worse.

S K St  from 46th to 

43rd, and many other 

places SOUTH END

274

A half block of low rise surrounded  Mid‐Rise will be a dark valley under the 6‐story 

"incentivised" tower surrounding it.  Not enough thought was given to  anything but 

multifamily units in this proposal and it should be rejected/ SOUTH END

277

Blanketing  a long north‐south stretch with MidRise High bulk, low‐transportation options 

creates un‐necessary conflict with adjacent jurisdictions. These need to be pulled back to 

provide the lower density areas that will transition from single family to the aggressively  

small‐living‐space urban vision planners are going for

96th and Yakima, and 

every other boundary. SOUTH END

278

The built‐out capacity of this plan is much larger than needed.  Not every new household in 

the South Sound needs to be in Tacoma.  This needs to be re‐thought with attention to 

strengthening our South Sound, this just looks like we're  making a Statement Zone Code 

with more good intentions than iintentionality.

84th and east of 

Hosmer SOUTH END

290

Historic Homes from legacy Street Car neighborhoods should be preserved, perhaps lightly 

densify, but not be pressured by zoning for 4 stories up to 6 with bonuses.  This plan does 

not protect the cultural resources of the city. SOUTH END



301

Spreading the MidRise zoning over so much of the Residential land will dilute the incentive 

to build at the mixed use centers, weaking the effectiveness of transit, reducing economic 

synergy, and diluting place.

City wide, this comment 

at some random spot 

along the unbroken 

72nd street strip SOUTH END
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169

No zoning of Metro parks open space for Low density or Midscale Residential zoning. Thank 

you. SOUTH TACOMA

170

No rezone from from single family dwelling. Use vacant buildings in mixed use centers first 

before ruining quality of life for homeowners invested in Tacoma. Thank you SOUTH TACOMA

193

The houses north of S. 54th on S. Warner and S. Birmingham Streets are filled with classic, 

historic homes.  They are part of the "park" experience and these blocks between S. 54th 

and South Park should remain low‐density. SOUTH TACOMA

194

Only a few years ago we were promised that nothing south of 48th Street would be 

impacted ‐‐ this is shameful. SOUTH TACOMA

195

The city already has designated "growth" centers but hasn't seen them through. Instead the 

Tacoma Mall area is being destroyed (houses and yards are systematically being bulldozed 

for 3‐4 story ugly and NOT affordable apartments with no infrastucture being put into place 

first. South Tacoma wishes to retain its historic atmosphere. Stop dumping on South 

Tacoma; focus on the two growth centers which haven't been seen‐through yet! Both 

scenarios being proposed by the city are terrible, and are an obivous power‐grab by 

developers. Shame for pretending the proposed options have anything to do with 

sustainable affordable housing ‐‐ neither scenario does. Please do not allow for 3‐4 story 

apartment buildings anywhere in South Tacoma other than directly west of the Mall and 

north of S 47th Street. SOUTH TACOMA

209 Both scenarios are terrible and unacceptable. South Tacoma SOUTH TACOMA

210

Everything east of the Water Flume Trail (east of South Park) and north of S. 54th Street 

should remain low density.   South Clements Street (north of S 54th ST) is essentially an alley 

and would not support multi‐family density, plus multi‐units would destroy the front‐facing 

view of historic homes which have always crested the park.   South Alder Street (north of S 

54th ST) is a critical entry into Oakwood Hill Cemetery and cannot/should not have any 

additional traffic congestion, in addition to residents' desires to preserve the traditionally 

historic feeling of this street.   Please include these blocks in the low‐density zoning. SOUTH TACOMA

211

The jets from JBLM fly lower and lower over the cemeteries upon their approaches, and the 

low‐density requirement should extend north from S 72nd up to S 53rd. SOUTH TACOMA



280

Lower Density along this trail would allow us to keep more of the park feel and a more 

open, secure atmosphere. 60th and SOUTH TACOMA

281 This would be a good candidate for Mid‐Rise, why is is ignored?

56th from Madison to 

Puget Sound SOUTH TACOMA
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20 Bob Profitt Large scale mixed use development here, on bus line, imagine the views WEST END

30 chris@fab‐5.org

White supremacy means neighborhoods such as north Tacoma wont be required to 

shoulder their fair share of the burden of housing Tacoma's incoming residents. The burden 

of change must be distributed equitable through a racial equity lens that brings wealth 

inequality facilitated by historically white supremacist housing policy into account. Words 

such as "historic" are white dogwhistles for preserving racist housing inequities and 

privileging the already disproportionately favored white landed class. This dynamic needs to 

be dismantled now, and we need the burden distributed within a racial equity lens to 

counteract generations of economic violence and harm. North Tacoma WEST END

33 Conway Brew 720‐217‐2

How would development of this location be enacted as it is a freeway onramp/offramp?  

Would freeway changes be necessitated to enact development? Although the 16 is a bus 

route, there are no bus stops on the 16 so I am not understanding how this parcel fits within 

the guidelines discussed.

Highway 16: N Jackson 

Ave to Skyline WEST END

34 Conway Brew 720‐217‐2

Given the very narrow streets and slope, what specific plans are in place to protect existing 

views and improve infrastructure for this area (many of the streets have not been repaired 

in years)?

Skyline West past 

Optimist Park to 

shoreline WEST END

35 Conway Brew 720‐217‐2

lack of sidewalks, inconsistent sidewalks, and narrow streets seem to make this area an 

unlikely spot to increase density without multiple, significant infrastructure upgrades which 

might reduce the available land for increased density.  What specific plans are in place to 

remedy these issues?

Skyline west to 

shoreline WEST END

55 Gloria Swinson

Totally agree with other comment, develop density around the park ‐ transit options exist, 

police sub station in place, water park and school. This makes sense here. WEST END

62 Jake Bullinger

Mid‐scale residential makes the most sense for the area adjacent to Point Defiance Park. 

Greater density — as well as an expansion of small‐business activity — would dramatically 

increase the walkability of this area. Couple this with an investment in more frequent/more 

direct transit from communities in South Tacoma, and far more people would be able to 

enjoy the park with only a marginal increase in traffic.. WEST END

63 Jan Paulino

It seems like a huge missed opportunity not to expand mid‐scale to this area, especially 

since it's walkable to transit, shops and services. WEST END



66 Jeffery Neause

I’dmuch  rather see a large mixed use apartment  building here, before a designated 

homeless village. WEST END

89 Martin Shoemaker

Agree with the comments that mid‐scale should extend to the entire area around Kandle 

Park, there is bus service on 26th and great walkability to more restaurants, shops and 

stores than in Proctor. Kandle Park, north 26th WEST END

90 Martin Shoemaker

Why isn't the mid‐scale density extended to Orchard? And include all of Orchard? From this 

exact point, it's only a 10 minute walk to a full service grocery store, a hardware store and 

several restaurants. WEST END

111 Sarah Daanen

I've always thought that this intersection would be a great place for a combined residential 

& commercial area. I would love to have smaller multiuse buildings throughout the North 

End. I think this is an opportunity to both provide more affordable housing options, 

encourage diversity, and create individual personality through residents and business for 

your neighborhood.

N 46th and N Orchard 

Street WEST END

115 Shawn ‐ shawn_e_p@h

This area is considered for moderate density due to it's proximity to the Center on 6th 

Avenue.  However, there is no road connectivity across SR 16, so the buffering is not 

producing valid results

N 10/11th St in 

Hawthorne vicinity WEST END

119 Stephanie Smith I'd like to see a wide band of mid level density around Kandle Park

From 27th to the 21st 

street and near the 

orchard corridor 

orchard WEST END

123 Stephanie Smith

Point Defiance are should have mid level density up to 51st to encourage residents to walk 

to the park and recreational spaces WEST END

124 Stephanie Smith

The areas along north 46th should have a band of mid level because of the areas amenities, 

parks, etc WEST END

146 YNT

This is a private road/cul de sac with an HOA. Mid‐rise zoning is not a suitable fit for this 

location. WEST END

164

This abandoned big‐box retail site is a prime location for transit‐oriented development 

being off of Route 1. For what practical purpose is it excluded from this proposal? Convert 

the parking into housing.

6th Avenue and 

Orchard Street WEST END



224

The area around Vassault Street will work well as a low density area allowing for duplexes 

and triplexes; however, sidewalk connectivity and bus access needs to be expanded in this 

area to compliment the existing street and bike lanes. Speeding is an issue along Vassault 

and increasing traffic calming improvements would benefit the increased density. WEST END

225

Mid level development should be strongly considered around existing parks. These spaces 

are critical for higher density housing. WEST END

226

The western slopes and the community restrictions on subdividing parcels are in direct 

conflict with the At Home in Tacoma goal. The councils decision to reduce the allowable 

heights of buildings in this area of 20' will only create further issues with increasing density. 

Many lots in the western slopes have duel frontage, no sidewalks, and substandard road 

widths. Density could easily be doubled or tripled in this area with minimal effect to views. WEST END

248 I'd love to see some mid rise residential near the park here. WEST END

261

University Place neighborhoods will be negtively impacted by this, where they given a 

chance to comment? WEST END

262

mid rise is unsuitable for a lot that is a private storm drainage tract.  A Mid Rise proposal is 

not a good fit here. 20th & Westridge WEST END

263

Spot zoning  half of a cul de sac for midrise  is against the recommendations of professional 

planning groups.  This should be low density. 20th and Westridge WEST END

264

Why does this mid‐rise zone make any sense on a small steep private road with limited 

capacity? Our HOA has architectural controls that should have been coordinated with, and it 

will be plain that the zoning is not compatible. 20th and Westridge WEST END

265

Mid‐rise on narrow roads close to creeks with drainage problems is a poor choice,  This 

proposal does not take into account  the stream setbacks and buffers that are already in 

place. WEST END

266

19th is not a arterial corridor west of Bridgeport, it has only a 40 ft ROW, is very steep so 

unsuitable for on street parking that mid rise needs, and is either in a over steepen d cut or 

fill along most of the western length.  Broad brushes of Mid‐rise through here show a lack of 

attention to detail. 19th and Sunset WEST END



267

Areas that are a couple miles from the nearest center, on local collectors not arterials, and 

only severed by 1/hr low frequency "milk run" transit do not meet the stated selection 

criteria for mid‐irise, but yet are mapped for that.  This map is either wrong or the 

statements are not accurqte, in either case, the entire proposal is suspect. Seashore and 19th WEST END

268

Narrow streets and long distances to centers make it look like the map was drawn by 

someone who has never been past Jackson on 19th.  This proposal is a bad idea Grandview and 19th WEST END

269

It's time to clean up the boundary between UP and Tacoma to 19th Street to match the 

school districts. Pleaseconsider the council to council transfer of annexation process and in 

the meantime, leave the zoning that should be UP's decision alone.

Willow, Crystal Spring, 

and Westridge south of. 

19th WEST END

272

This is on a shared road with Fircrest's single family zone,  meaning that there is no room for 

the step down transitions that are proposed. This shoudl have eliminated this mid‐rise zone, 

but didn't, so is sending mixed messages about whether the transitions are actually going to 

be implemented. WEST END

273

Sound Transit is unlikely to ever fulfill it's promised link extension, as it's over budget and 

over schedule, and the transportation assumptions that were bligthly accepted before Covid 

are clearly now false.  Please re‐plan all the Mid‐Rise to the updated reality that transit is 

unreliably fragile and downzone to a density where residents can park a car to get around 

in. Pearl and 19th WEST END

282

Spot zoning a half‐block Mid Rise area to block the views  of uphill neighbors i other 

jurisdictions is not a good idea.  We have to live next to these people. Grandview and 20th WEST END

283

The entire cul de sac looks north to views over the water a and to the bridge, which we have 

covenant‐ protected.  Please remove the insensitive view‐blocking zoning, especially since 

the area doesn't meet any of the criteria for Mid‐Rise that were advertised. 86th and 20th ST Ct W WEST END

284

Narrow 40 ft. roads with no room for shoulders and sidewalks now can not support Mid‐rise 

buildings.  The roads are already blocked with delivery vans several times a day.

S 18th and S Walters, 

and many other places 

in the city. WEST END

285

Close to walkable areas with services this is Not.  We deserve a plan that shows more skill 

than broad brush routes.  Mid‐Rise needs alley support, lot lines respected, and clustering.

N Juniper and N 

Woodworth, plus more 

places around the city WEST END

286

Bonus height should not be available outside centers, so that the transitions are more likely 

to be smooth. 12rh and WEST END

287

Single lot deep zoning extending far from a center  does not rise to the level of planning that 

will help our city grow gracefully. S 12th and  Sunset WEST END



288

Has the City considered using otherwise under utilized parking lots for mid‐scale projects 

(like Proctor)? There are numerous locations that have ridiculously massive parking lots that 

could be used for this purpose. WEST END

291

Spaghetti cul‐de‐sacs with roads laid out for low  density can not support the emergency 

repsonse times, delivery fleets, commercial garbage volumes, and other impacts from mid‐

rise intensity N 30th and Bristol WEST END

292

We need planning that is response to our city, this zoning that doesn't allow an outlet for 

the dozens of people per acre intended, looks like a stray mark on a paint‐by‐number kit.

S Shirley between 11th 

and 12th WEST END

295

We don't believe that change will be  slow and incremental because of this 20,000 SF lot 

was spot upzoned from SFR to R4 just 2 years ago, and now is approved for 15 or more 

maximum height townhouses.  A call to the city revealed that the potholed and broken 

roads will not be required to repaired, the  sidewalk wont even have to go a half block to 

connect to Grandview, the closest arterial, and that nothing is being done to account for the 

parking impacts, loss of sightlines, or to transition to the SFR across the street, and nearby.  

The 1930's home, part of waht makes Tacoma desirable to people who could live in 6 story 

midrises all over King county,  will be demolished.  Don't Seattle my Tacoma. Westridge at S 19th WEST END

296

Narrowmore has 20 ft height limit view sensitive zoning and well‐ enforced covenants, does 

this proposal set those aside to achieve the 3 to 4 story minimums WEST END

298

Suggestion ‐ for this neighborhood of small post‐war homes, instead of tearing them down 

for townhouses and midrise blocks, update the ADU code to allow 50‐50 split of allowable 

lot coverage so decent sized DADUs can be accessed off the alley.  Or even allow the 

fronting home to be the smaller home.  The presumption that all existing homes are large 

relative to their lots is inaccurate and unintentionally restrictive. S 8th‐9th S Meyers ST WEST END

31 Christina This seems like a good idea 67th and orchard
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