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There are currently 1,200 apartments for rent in Tacoma... we should not be approving tax
breaks for more tiny, at/above market-rate units such as proposed in RES40815.
Your approval of this resolution means you just approved the demolition of this perfectly
fine small historic house (which may have been affordable and with yard space enough for
a lower-income family with children), loss of mature trees and destruction of livable
neighborhood.

Housing growth should be in vacant areas (vacant land and buildings) and within
neighborhood designs.
This is the fourth example of this which I've seen in the past week (loss of a viable house,
yard, large trees) ... quite sad and these decisions will be so regrettable within a few years.
HeidiGS@hotmail.com
PS ~ Oral public comments should occur after presentations of the agenda item, please,
not before.

.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Heidi S.
City Clerk"s Office
July 27, 2021 Virtual Forum
Tuesday, July 27, 2021 6:36:48 PM

Please enter the following exchange into the public comments for this evening's Virtual
Forum.
Thank you,
HeidiGS@hotmail.com

_________

From: Beale, Chris <chris.beale@cityoftacoma.org>
Sent: Tuesday, July 27, 2021 12:42 PM
To: Heidi S. <heidigs@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: Special Meeting follow-up

Thanks Heidi. I will re-look at your research paper. Appreciate your time
Gratefully in service,
Chris Beale, AICP
Tacoma City Councilmember, District 5
253.312.0550 (text or call)
Have a question or need city services? Use 311!
—> Tacoma First 311 - https://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=17887
—> Download the “Tacoma First311” app through iPhone or Android
—> Dial “311” on any phone in city limits (dial (253) 591-5000 anywhere else)
________________
On Jul 27, 2021, at 10:21 AM, Heidi S. <heidigs@hotmail.com> wrote:

Hi Chris,
Thanks for your reply.  I especially appreciate the admission that Home-inTacoma "will not set aside managed and cost controlled affordable housing"...
Correct, and "change" just for change-sake isn't wise. To date, I've found no
example which supports multi-family zoning in single-family areas as benefitting

anyone other than the builders/owners (which are often from out-of-town, so
dollars wouldn't remain in our city); but there are multiple sources which report
that up-zoning may instead further accelerate increased housing costs.
In a prior Planning Commission meeting, it was even stated that: Home-inTacoma is 'not going to create low-income housing' and that HIT is instead only
a tool 'to provide more housing'... but if that's what HIT is really for (purely
"more" housing), many people would argue that "more" housing is not what we
need.
For example, according to Apartments.com there are currently over 1,200
rental units available, so normal turn-over would easily accommodate the
[quoted] 3,000 people throughout a year's time (in fact more-than so, since a
"unit" is often occupied by more than just one person). We should be working
with the owners of these currently vacant units, before creating more.
So, this is why people are questioning the "missing middle" claim, plus we
already have two designated centers to accommodate growth, and those need
to be properly managed first.  Young people could start out in those centers,
and then move into single-family investment areas as they may afford to over
time... but HIT, as proposed, would swiftly eliminate desirability in most areas,
as we're seeing happening in Seattle and would be on an even larger scale
here.
The question remains, then, if the purpose of HIT is not "affordability" after all,
and won't provide shelter for the homeless nor create units suitable to
accommodate typical-sized families, then what is the real reason behind this
rush?  
Since the actual crisis is homelessness and lack-of-affordability (neither of
which will be fixed by HIT up-zoning), then repeating the unsubstantiated
"missing middle" claim is not generating faith among constituents.   
To answer your question: for an alternative to HIT, see my message, below,
and also pages 21-24 of my Public Hearing written comments submission
(Titled: "Alternative: The One Tacoma Truly Inclusive and Incremental Housing
Plan" -- not sure how that was somehow unclear?).  
Thanks,
HeidiGS@hotmail.com

___________

From: Beale, Chris <chris.beale@cityoftacoma.org>
Sent: Friday, July 23, 2021 7:57 AM
To: Heidi S. <heidigs@hotmail.com>
Subject: Re: Special Meeting follow-up
Hello Heidi

Thanks for writing. So, over 3,000 people move to Tacoma each year. Housing
prices are out of control due to lack of supply, in large part. Our residential zoning
strategy hasn’t changed much since mixed use centers were implemented over 20
years ago; our residential zoning strategy for the vast majority (75% single family)
hasn’t really changed since the 1950s.

Setting aside your critics that HIT will not create affordable housing - it certainly
will not set aside managed and cost controlled affordable housing, that is
correct - What do you think the city’s growth strategy should be to
accommodate growth if its not the strategy being contemplated? I did look
through your 24 page paper but did not see an alternative espoused for the
city’s zoning strategy.
Gratefully in service,
Chris Beale, AICP
Tacoma City Councilmember, District 5
253.312.0550 (text or call)
Have a question or need city services? Use 311!
—> Tacoma First 311 - https://www.cityoftacoma.org/cms/One.aspx?
portalId=169&pageId=17887
—> Download the “Tacoma First311” app through iPhone or Android
—> Dial “311” on any phone in city limits (dial (253) 591-5000 anywhere else)
__________________
On Jul 22, 2021, at 10:49 PM, Heidi S. <heidigs@hotmail.com> wrote:

Hello Council Members,
In follow-up of Tuesday afternoon's special meeting, reviewing
"Home in Tacoma":
To CM Hunter's height question: even a 2-story
box-building is out-of-place in a single-family-home
neighborhood, when bordering right up to property
lines and still blocking-out all views and light (due to
no green or open space).  
To CM Walker's comment of resident "concerns"
only needing explanations but not necessarily
changes... respectfully, no. Many residents have
been steadily following this topic and are quite
aware of the evolving FAQs -- most concerns are
ongoing desires for change to the present
proposal. It's distressing for those (who have been

participating for months) when it seems that some
council members are just only now beginning to
familiarize themselves with this.  
Mayor Woodards, the FAQs have been little
comfort to the majority of residents but have, in fact,
been a point of frustration due to side-stepping the
actual questions and skillfully rewriting intent with
incomplete answers.
To CM Ushka's great question: despite very few
cities attempting this approach (with NONE as
drastic as this proposal), there have been early
studies/reviews from various cities such
as Minneapolis, Austin and Vacouver, BC (where
it's been noted that none of their up-zoning has
effectively resulted in affordable housing, but has
actually increased costs and disenfrachizement
while causing irreversible damage to
neighborhoods part of which is the loss of mature
trees). Many such articles/weblinks have been
submitted to the Planning Department/Planning
Commission via pubic comments, so it's extremey
disappointing that such input has has been
mysteriously avoided or ignored; however (from I
can find) there is no city in the US which has
proposed or implemented 3-4 apartment buildings
in single-family-neighborhoods nor especially citywide... so what "Home In Tacoma" is proposing
would be a massive untested experiment unlike
anywhere and with no proven results to support it.
Even for cities which only allowed for a small
percentage of single-family-neighborhoods' upzoning (Seattle's was 6%, not city-wide), those
cities still only allowed for 2-4 plexes in controled
designated areas while matching the current
neighboring height/design and including green/open
space requirements. Such consideration needs
more than a few months' review, yet still has
nothing to do with the actual homeless/affordability
crisis. Instead, where speed is needed, is providing
shelter (tiny homes/vacant buildings and rental
assistance to start) then eventually city-owned
housing (I'd much rather my tax dollars go directly
to housing needs, than to for-profit developer taxbreaks which have not and will not result in lasting
affordable housing).

Thank you, CM Hunter and CM Thoms for your
continued community contact, pursuing design
standards and relaying the desire for this to be
brought to pubic vote.
Heidi Stephens
HeidiGS@hotmail.com
.

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
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Venus Dergan
Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; McCarthy, Conor; Hines, John; Blocker, Keith; Walker, Kristina; Hunter, Lillian;
Thoms, Robert; Woodards, Victoria; Pauli, Elizabeth; Stewart, Linda; Griffith, Allyson; Ely, Kristin
Foster, Lynda; STNC Board; Karen Rich; City Clerk"s Office
Proposed homeless low barrier mitigation site in District 5 at 82nd and Pacific Ave.
Tuesday, July 27, 2021 9:14:45 PM

Mayor Woodards, City Council, NCS, and City Manager Pauli,
I am writing to a request to remove the District 5 location on 82nd and Pacific from
consideration on the recent list of proposed homeless mitigation stabilization sites.
All City Council Districts are to support a city homeless site in each District equally
and yet District 5 has three and now possibly a fourth location proposed.
District 5 currently has the proposed Hotel purchase on Hosmer Street, the McKinley
TEMS site which will be moved to Manitou on 69th and Proctor, and now the
proposed low-barrier mitigation site 9again) on 82nd and Pacific.
We have recently been down this road before regarding the homeless site location in
Manitou.
The original list of 10 sites for a low barrier mitigation site included other City Council
Districts, why are they not under reconsideration?
Why are you not using the original list of 10 sites in Tacoma?  
Why are you not using the original list of 700 + sites in Pierce County?
(We have a PDR request from April regarding the site lists and it is yet unanswered.)
Why is the North End always omitted?  
Why are almost all sites located south of 6th Avenue in the South End, in
economically depressed and crime-ridden areas?
Are you not reviewing Tacoma Equity index when you choose the sites?
We are struggling with receiving TPD response to 911 calls in our neighborhood.
Where is the City's equity, inclusion, and transparency and accountability in this
proposed location?
Where is the equity, and inclusion, transparency and accountability you actively
promote ?
District 5 should have never been on the list for consideration, as this is unfair to our
District's community.
Please remove District 5 from consideration and distribute the homeless sites
equitably throughout the City as promised.
I look forward to responses/answers from all, especially those who represent our
area, also Mayor Woodards who lives in our area and District. Please provide
answers to our community and businesses.
Respectfully,
Venus Dergan
Manitou Resident and Representative

South Tacoma Neighborhood Council
*It would also be nice if the City and County could focus on serious
affordable housing.
(for those on fixed incomes, Social Security, SSI, etc.)

Sent from Yahoo Mail on Android
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To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

James Kuhlman
Planning; Hunter, Lillian; McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina; City Clerk"s Office
Home in Tacoma Program - response 3
Thursday, July 29, 2021 1:20:41 PM
Response to Home in Tacoma Program 3.docx

Please see the attached letter and photos and distribute to all those involved with the proposed
"Home in Tacoma Program".

Response to Home in Tacoma Program (#3)
July 29, 2021

This is a follow up letter to one my wife Teri and I sent on April 8, 2021 regarding the Home in Tacoma
program.
To briefly summarize that letter:
1. I have seen no evidence the city infrastructure and public facilities can accommodate this
magnitude of change and development.
2. In our last letter we stated that Mid scale development would be a land grab for developers.
We now believe that both Mid and Low scale present the same threat.
3. We still have not heard how gradual implementation, preservation of sunlight, preservation of
some kind of privacy, additional green spaces, prevention of wholesale demolition of historic
buildings, etc. will be controlled. We want to see the proposed methods of keeping Tacoma
habitable after this change and the City’s definition of what habitable means.
Additionally, in our previous letter, we attached photos of examples of scenarios that we visualize as
becoming rampant if Home in Tacoma becomes a reality. I am now attaching two photographs of a
house at 1010 N Yakima Ave that is one block from our house. Here are some facts about this home:
1. It was built in 1910 and is in the Stadium District, an historically significant neighborhood.
2. It sold several years ago to Signature Custom Homes LLC and has been vacant ever since with no
maintenance or care. In 2019 a demolition permit was approved. It was boarded up a few
months ago due to drug dealers using it.
3. It sold in June, 2021 to 1010 N Yakima LLC and the two 50’ wide parcels have been combined
into one parcel as of June 2, 2021. It was purchased for $935,000.
4. The current zoning designation for this property is R2‐VSD25.
Regarding the attached photos: the first one is the house back in April 2021. It had been recently
boarded up. In the second photo, the balcony railing is now gone and the French doors are removed
and boarded up. There is a large section of entry railing missing (see yellow “Caution” tape). What you
cannot see is that plumbing fixtures, lighting fixtures, hardware, and anything else of value has been
removed. The house will soon be demolished. I believe the owner is planning on developing this site
with a multi‐family project. Considering the location and the value of the land, I doubt these new units
will be “affordable”.
If this can happen now, how will it be controlled without any zoning? It won’t be controlled, because
affordability is driven be economics, supply and demand, NOT the Home in Tacoma Program!

Sincerely,
James Kuhlman

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Jenni Wynkoop
City Clerk"s Office
Thoms, Robert; Woodards, Victoria; Walker, Kristina; McCarthy, Conor; Hunter, Lillian
Public Comments: Objections to Home in Tacoma Zoning Proposal
Friday, July 30, 2021 12:15:30 PM

Dear City Council I am voicing my objection to the Home in Tacoma zoning proposal to convert all singlefamily residential zoning to either low-scale or mid-scale residential zoning. Here are my
objections:
Changing zoning to medium and low scale residential will not solve Tacoma's housing
crisis! And in fact has the potential to make it worse by driving up housing prices.
The zoning change will encourage developers to buy up properties for rental income,
which will drive up property and housing costs and price families out of home
ownership. The vast majority of people living in multi-family or cottage housing don't
own their units. The ultimate result will be less home ownership and a more transient
population that will ruin the smaller community feel of Tacoma.  
The proposed zoning will create too much density in residential neighborhoods and
make our city unlivable (akin to Seattle). We specifically chose to live in Tacoma
because we hate the density of Seattle neighborhoods. It makes people anxious, stresses
them out, makes it so you can never really know how long it will take you to get
somewhere, causes people to spend way more time in their cars. If people in Tacoma
wanted that lifestyle they would live somewhere else. I have multiple close family
members who live in residential areas of North Seattle and I dislike going to visit them
because it feels too crowded and there are too many cars. It gives me anxiety just to be
present there.  
More density will create traffic problems that Tacoma is not prepared to address. Roads
are already atrocious and City is unable to fix them. Traffic is already getting worse
even without a zoning change and there is no plan to address traffic issues and very few
opportunities to build new or expand existing roads. Public transportation in Tacoma is
awful and inconvenient (Pierce Transit is so broken I'm not sure anyone could fix it).
You cannot expect that people will ride the bus. We will end up with a situation like
they have in Seattle where most people still own multiple cars and have to park blocks
away from their home because there's just too many cars on the street.
Many people live in Tacoma specifically because it is not like Seattle and don't want it
to be like Seattle. We and our neighbors live in Tacoma specifically because we like the
single family residential neighborhoods where people are not right on top of each other.
We bought a house here because we don't want to live in a super dense neighborhood or
City. I feel like the City is violating my right as a home owner to have some space and
peace and quiet by forcing denser zoning.
Dense multi-family housing is appropriate within business districts, and I commend the
City for increasing the height restrictions to allow for more multi-family housing. But
capacity in those areas is far from maximized. The City should instead focus on
bringing more multi-family housing to the business districts. It's far more efficient to
create 150 rental units in one building than it is to convert 150 single family houses into
duplexes. The proposed zoning in residential areas won't even make a dent in the
housing crisis. It will only make our City unlivable. Also, the City needs to figure out
how they are going to deal with the traffic impacts from increased density in the
business districts before bringing more density to residential neighborhoods where there

are no solutions for increasing traffic capacity.
Tacoma must require multi-family housing to provide adequate on-site parking. Lack of
an on-site parking space DOES NOT discourage people from owning cars (especially
because public transportation in Tacoma is so awful) and the streets are already over
crowded in many areas. The City needs to get rid of incentives that allow developers to
reduce parking spaces. Let's be real, public transportation in Tacoma is so poor that
most people only ride it if they have to. How many of you ride the bus to work
everyday? How many of you have gotten rid of a car because you choose to ride public
transportation? How many of your neighbors have made that choice? Make no mistake,
cars are not going away. We may all be driving electric vehicles some day, but cars are
not going away.
I implore you to reconsider these zoning decisions. Do not turn our city into the nightmare
Seattle has become! If you must allow denser zoning in some areas, there first needs to be a
solid plan in place to address the terrible condition of our city streets. Also, there absolutely
must be a requirement to provide onsite parking for at least 1.5 cars per unit for multi-family
housing.   
Thank you for your consideration of my comments,
Jennifer Wynkoop
City of Tacoma Resident

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Mary Ann Leberg
City Clerk"s Office
The future of housing in Tacoma
Wednesday, August 4, 2021 5:26:09 PM

Greetings!
I showed up for the recent (July 13) Zoom meeting about the future of housing in Tacoma, and
heard all about the proposal to build multiple housing units in neighborhoods presently zoned
single family. I was recognized as a speaker near the beginning, but was clueless that there
would be a lot of council business first. So I said I'd speak later, but 3 1/2 hours later, and still
no supper, I simply gave up!
But I haven't given up on this issue.
Seattle is my home town. I was born and raised there, and lived there for 47 years before I
had the good sense to leave. I lived out of state in a couple of states, and came back to the
region (King County) in 2014. Seattle had become unrecognizable! They did something like
what's being proposed in Seattle, to create more housing units. This Always results in
displacement. A friend's family of origin home, which he hoped he might inherit, was
bulldozed. A church that I used to cherish, such a beautiful, peaceful place, was bulldozed.
And the buildings they put up, all in the same architectural style, were uglier than sin! And all
built by the same for-profit architects and builders, I'm certain. These projects, all over the
city, poured gold into their boots, that's for sure!
And so what happened to Seattle? The rents went up to such exorbitant levels that by now,
the average one bedroom apartment rents for $2500 per month, and no ordinary person can
afford to live there! And the tent cities exploded! I went to Roosevelt High School in the
North End, and then to the University of Washington. There were no tent cities beneath the
Montlake Bridge or by the freeway in the Roosevelt District then. There were none at all.
Rents were affordable.  
The creation of all this extra housing just poured gold into the boots of the developers,
bulldozed existing housing and at least one church that I especially know of, uglified all the
neighborhoods across town, and that's about all it did.
And that's about all that this will do! I am utterly opposed to this. There Will be the
bulldozing of houses to make way for these buildings. People Will be displaced, including out
of houses that are fully paid for, in older neighborhoods. And what will it really do? Create
more housing units, yes. But who can afford to rent them? And are people going to be
forced to rent who have been forced out of their homes? And what kind of compensation, if
any, will they get for losing their homes by having them bulldozed? And what kind of
compensation will they get for being gypped out of their inheritances? My friend, who was
gypped out of his inheritance because his family of origin home was bulldozed didn't get a
penny--not anything.  
You had better have a referendum on this. This needs to be voted on! You can't just have a
hasty discussion on this the same night that you're doing council business--not even having a
special hearing all by itself, dedicated to this, and then start digging up dirt and bulldozing
people's homes! That's a scandal and an outrage!
Now then, another, deeper outrage: There are people living on the streets in Tacoma, some
in tents, and some not. I see tent cities in the Hilltop area, every time I go to the doctor's
office over there. And these people need to be housed! The rainy season will be upon us in
another month or so, and they can't wait!  
Here's what I think should happen:
Every time I go downtown, I descend from the top of the Hilltop district through block after
block after block of places that had buildings on them at one time but have been bulldozed.  

BUY UP these places (one of them is for sale right now--I drove by it the other day!) and
build tiny houses for these people currently living in tents! They can't wait! Something needs
to be done, and now, to get them into housing. I was speaking to a neighborhood cop about a
year ago. We've been having ongoing problems with a neighborhood bar. We were
discussing the homeless problem. He said that there are 2500 people homeless in Tacoma,
and only 1500 shelter beds. That was last year. It must be worse by now. About the
homeless, people say, "Well, they're junkies, and they're mentally ill." Project after project
and study after study have proven that when you house the homeless, their attitude and their
behavior improves! Some of them have been working full time, or even more than full time,
at 2 or 3 part-time minimum wage jobs and still cannot afford the rent! Recently, there was an
elderly woman in a wheelchair who was homeless! This just broke my heart! This just should
not be! And there are veterans who are homeless! The word veteran and the word homeless
should not be attached to each other!
I don't want to see the uglification of apartments built by the same developers who are
getting rich off of it, the gentrified rents, and the resulting explosion of tent cities in Tacoma,
as has happened in Seattle. We still have a chance here.  
There were a number of people on the call who said that vacant commercial space might be
turned into housing.
This was done, and done well, in Seattle. There was a decommissioned elementary school.
It was turned into apartments. A friend of mine who was moving from the country into Seattle
rented one of them, and said she was very happy with it. She was a lower middle class person,
of modest means, living by herself.  
There's a vacant building, actually two of them, in the Proctor district near where I live. The
utility company doesn't want them anymore. There's a proposal afoot to turn them into a
community center. They Need to Be Turned Into Housing! What on Earth are we thinking
of? Housing is a basic right, not an option or a privilege! And as long as people are living in
tents, we have a moral obligation to house them, and do it first and foremost!  
And, for each additional multi-unit place that is built, a certain number of the units Must Be
low income, rent subsidized units. I would say at least half of every multi-unit place. At least
a third. Housing is a basic human right, not a privilege!
And the people in the street can't wait!
A number of years ago, in 2015, after the devastating wildfires in Okanogan County, I went
over there to see what could be done. 160 families had been burned out of their homes. Their
vehicles had even been burnt up. All they had left was the clothes on their backs and their
ash-laden properties. I met up with a remarkable Four Square Pastor over there who was
determined to do something. He was also a building contractor. He was determined to build
shelters on peoples' land, professionally built, that they could add onto later, and which could
shelter them right away, for winter was fast approaching. His little church had been able to
raise $2,500 out of the $75,000 they needed for this effort.
The fire was in the belly! I went home, paid my rent, made a list of building supply outfits
from the Canadian border to Wenatchee, called him up to see what kinds of building supplies
he needed and how many of each, and went right back over there. In a matter of days, I
personally raised $50,000 in cash contributions and building supplies for the project. And I
figured out a place where the trucks could come, in Tonasket, and deliver things. just went
from building supply outfit to building supply outfit, and in a matter of days, the job was
done!
We need to provide for our homeless people in tent cities, and we need to do it now! We have
a moral obligation to do so. Anything else is a travesty.
Mary Ann Leberg, LMSW, LMHCA
lebergm83@gmail.com

City of Tacoma
Office of Sustainability
July 26, 2021
TO:

Infrastructure, Planning, and Sustainability Committee

RE:

The Home in Tacoma Project

Dear Chair McCarthy and Committee Members of the Infrastructure, Planning, and Sustainability Committee,
The Sustainable Tacoma Commission was created by the City Council to advise councilmembers and staff on
sustainability initiatives, as well as bring community accountability, transparency, and vigilance to the long-term
implementation of Tacoma’s Environmental Action Plan and other sustainability policies.
With that in mind, the STC is writing to ask for your resounding support, with the inclusion of a few suggested
provisions, of the proposed Home in Tacoma Project. This project not only recognizes and addresses the City’s
affordable housing crisis, it also offers a comprehensive, inclusive, forward-looking policy that would increase
housing supply, affordability and choice for current and future residents1.
Multiple2 studies3 have shown an increasingly inextricable link between housing policy and climate policy. Notably,
these studies4 found that residential developments can be a key area for carbon reductions.
According to the 2019 GHG inventory, transportation is responsible for approximately 44% of Tacoma's emissions,
and residential and commercial buildings are responsible for 19%. In addition to addressing our housing needs, the
Home in Tacoma project’s plan to increase density also represents a climate-forward approach that will dramatically
tackle the main sources of the City’s carbon emissions.
Home in Tacoma will greatly improve the quality of life for our residents. Not only will it reduce rents and increase
housing affordability for cost-burdened Tacomans, it also proposes inclusionary zoning requirements that will
ensure the benefits of the city’s growth are evenly shared with our most vulnerable neighbors. Regarding
sustainability, increased density along transit lines and more walkable neighborhoods, paired with green, resilient
commercial and residential development buildings, will lead to a more sustainable and healthier Tacoma.
To make the project even stronger and align it with the requests from many members of our community, we are
asking for the following revisions to the proposal. These include:
● Place a stronger emphasis on anti-displacement policy. This should be a priority for the City going
forward, to ensure that as we increase housing supply through infill, that we are also addressing the
potential for long-time residents of Tacoma being displaced by rising housing costs.
●

1

Review parking requirements to consider if eliminating them would lead to real tree preservation
and/or preserve plantable areas. According to the City of Tacoma’s Urban Forest Management Plan

Home in Tacoma Project
Residential Energy Efficiency is Largest Source of CO2 Reduction Potential
3
A Life Cycle Approach to Prioritizing Methods of Preventing Waste from the Residential Construction Sector in
the State of Oregon
4
Right Type, Right Place: Assessing the Environmental and Economic Impacts of Infill Residential Development
through 2030
2

Analysis5, 57% of Tacoma’s plantable areas are in single family residential zoning. To grow our tree
canopy and ensure that every neighborhood benefits from trees, we should ensure that we don’t pit parking
against trees, and strive to preserve not just existing trees during infill development, but also the ability to
plant more trees through preserving permeable surfaces, particularly in the ROW. Portland, OR has model
code that the City of Tacoma could look at.
●

Adopt inclusionary zoning, or other incentive structures within this effort to fortify the City’s Housing
Trust Fund, to ensure that it can fund affordable and social housing development.

We also ask the City to examine other policies in tandem with Home in Tacoma, which include:
●

Eliminate the 8-Year Multifamily Property Tax Exemption. The largest need in our current housing
stock is affordable housing, and eliminating the 8-year MFTE would expand the use of the 12-year MFTE,
which has an affordability requirement.

●

Support and invest in local and regional transit, including car sharing. This could look like
encouraging Pierce Transit to leverage its taxing authority to fund a large increase in transit prevalence and
frequency. Long-term, the City of Tacoma and other local public agencies like Pierce Transit should lobby
the Washington Legislature to change state laws to enable progressive funding authorities for local transit
agencies.

●

Review short-term rental code in the near future. The City should review short-term rental codes to
ensure that it is consistent with the goals of Home in Tacoma.

●

Review tree preservation codes in the near future, to mitigate any potential tree loss due to increased
development.

The Home in Tacoma Project would be a giant step toward addressing the existential challenge of the climate crisis
and mitigating its worst impacts to our area. Infill housing is widely recognized as a cost-effective way to begin the
transition towards a green economy that centered around clean and livable communities.
It is a matter of justice, equity, and affordability to invest in dense and diverse neighborhoods throughout the city,
not just in certain enclaves.
Through your support of this important initiative, our City will be able to create inclusive, welcoming, and thriving
neighborhoods that are sustainable and resilient.

Sincerely,

Lexi Brewer
Chair, Sustainable Tacoma Commission

5

2019 Tacoma Urban Forest Management Plan Phase 1 Research Summary, Appendix D. 2018 Tacoma Tree
Canopy Assessment

CC:

City of Tacoma Office of Environmental Policy and Sustainability
Elizabeth Pauli, City Manager
Tadd Wille, Deputy City Manager
Michael P. Slevin III, Environmental Services Department Director
Peter Huffman, Planning and Development Services Department Director
Jennifer Kammerzell, Public Works
Lihuang Wung, Planning and Development Services
Anita Gallagher, City Manager’s Office

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Karol Barkley
City Clerk"s Office
Homeless sites
Tuesday, August 10, 2021 9:16:29 AM

I have been in “conversation” on NextDoor with some of our Tacoma citizens who are concerned
about locations the City will consider/approve for the homeless.
I am asking…WHY there isn’t serious consideration (as in putting it at the top of the list) of the Old
Tacoma Airport? This is a location that is not in a residential neighborhood. It offers A LOT of space
that could accommodate A LOT of people. It is located behind commercial structures and not that
visible to the general public. Public transit is available on 56th St. and on S. Tacoma Way.
With all the push-back the City Council is getting for other properties under consideration that ARE
in residential neighborhoods, this would seem like a win-win situation.
Please respond.
Karol Barkley
Sent from Mail for Windows 10

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Chelsea Nichole
Woodards, Victoria; Hines, John; Thoms, Robert; Blocker, Keith; Ushka, Catherine; Beale, Chris; Hunter, Lillian;
McCarthy, Conor; Walker, Kristina
City Clerk"s Office; Tacoma Public Utility Board; Stewart, Linda; board@southtacoma.us
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Please see the attached letter from the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council,
regarding the low-barrier site proposed at South 82nd and Pacific Avenue.
Sent on behalf of the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council.
Best,
Chelsea McElroy - Vice Chair

August 9, 2021
Mayor Victoria Woodards
City Council of Tacoma
747 Market Street
Tacoma, WA 98402
RE: Proposed Low-Barrier Mitigation Site at South 82nd and Pacific
To Mayor Woodards and the Tacoma City Council,
In May 2021, the South Tacoma Neighborhood Council Board sent a letter to Tacoma City Council regarding the
proposed Homeless TEMS and Mitigation sites within the City of Tacoma. In the letter, we requested the City
operate with more transparency and inclusion in regard to location selection.
However, we have recently learned through another group's Facebook post, and only more recently through our
inquiry directly through Tacoma Public Utilities (TPU), that the Neighborhood Community Services (NCS)
Department is already in the process of 'seeking a memorandum of understanding with TPU for use of the property
at South 82nd and Pacific' which is once again within City District 5.
We are writing to encourage consideration of locations to be spread more evenly throughout all of Tacoma, not so
disproportionately focused in South Tacoma and the South End Neighborhood Districts. City District 5 has been
selected more than any other, already with three long-term sites (the previous McKinley TEMS site scheduled to
move to South 69th and Proctor, as well as the hotel purchase on South Hosmer Street, the latter two both affecting
this neighborhood district's police sector) and now this fourth site proposal at South 82nd and Pacific Avenue. We
are aware of the few other previous locations throughout the city in other districts, but those have mostly been shortterm temporary/seasonal sites, not long-term projects as are being located in District 5.
It does not appear that the Equity Index nor community police liaisons are being consulted for appropriate input and
fairness when choosing the locations. We are also concerned about the practice of relocating people out of their
familiar neighborhoods, especially troubling that they are being moved into some of the most economically
depressed and high-crime areas in our city.
The South Tacoma Neighborhood Council supports permanent, free and/or truly low-income housing not only
equally shared throughout all of Tacoma but also all of Pierce County. We would appreciate a response and more
community involvement regarding this proposed low-barrier site, plus more location equity and advance
communication from the City Council, NCS and TPU, moving forward.
Respectfully,
South Tacoma Neighborhood Council Board
CC: Tacoma Public Utilities
Neighborhood Community Services

