Comments to DSEIS
Section 3.1 - Land Use/ Aesthetics

1. The DSEIS Section 3.1.3, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, concludes there will be a significant unavoidable adverse impact even after mitigation. Therefore, per Washington WAC 197-11-660 and Tacoma Municipal Code 13.12.660, both the Proposed Action and the Proposed Action Alternative should be denied.

2. Section 3.1.B.1, Affected Environment, states in part, “Homes surrounding the golf course have been built and purchased with the expectation of continued golf course views and/or golf course frontage.” This section goes on to mention that a Superior Court ruling denying third-party beneficiary status to those homeowners has been appealed. While that appeal is pending, that third-party beneficiary status should be neither accepted nor rejected. In the interim, the statement of the Hearing Examiner in 1981 should take precedence:

“The applicant shall submit a legal agreement, which is binding upon all parties and which may be enforced by the City of Tacoma. It should provide that the property in question will maintain and always have the use of the adjacent golf course for its open space and density requirement which has been relied upon by the applicant in securing approval of this request.”   (DSEIS Section 3.1.A.1)

The Superior Court Judge ruled the agreements that formalized that directive are binding and enforceable. Even though the judge also said the owners could apply for a rezone modification, he did not say it had to be granted. The City has ample legal justification to deny the rezone, and should do so.
3. Neither the Proposed Action nor the Proposed Action Alternative meets the requirements of the Comprehensive Plan. As quoted in DSEIS Section 3.1.A.1, Affected Environment, Policy LU-RDLI-6, which is specific to the Low Intensity designation for the golf course, states: “Permit the innovative development of large-scale low-density residential projects consisting of varied housing types in appropriate locations within low intensity residential areas provided the density, design and scale are compatible with the character of surrounding properties.” (emphasis added) But DSEIS Section 3.1.A.2 states , “The proposed small lot sizes and setbacks for the Proposed Action would not be consistent with or protect the established character of the surrounding neighborhood. The lot sizes and setbacks for the Proposed Action Alternative would also not be consistent with the surrounding neighborhood, but would result in overall less density and intensity.” Specifically, Table 3.1-5, Comparison of PRD District Density, shows quantitatively that the proposed action density is not compatible with the existing neighborhood. The density of the existing PRD, without the golf course, is 5.35 dwelling units per acre, but the Proposed Action would increase the PRD density by 16%. The proposed action alternative is less dense, but still increases the density by 4%. With density used as the measure of compatibility, neither proposal achieves the mandated compatibility, and therefore should be denied.

4. On DSEIS page 3.1-6 is the statement, “Now that the golf course area is proposed for development, it is necessary to evaluate current open space within Divisions 2, 3, and 4 and the two development alternatives (i.e., the Proposed Action and Proposed Action Alternative) to determine whether usable open space requirements for both the original PRD rezone and the new development are satisfied.” We challenge that conclusion. The 1981 hearing established that the golf course is the required open space for the future PRD. Subsequent development did not produce the smallest lot sizes allowed, but rather completed the anticipated golf course community with a variety of dwelling types and lot sizes. This should only be expected, since neither topography nor market conditions could reasonably lead to every lot size being the minimum. Obviously, these dwelling types and lot sizes where chosen with the golf course in mind. It is unconscionable now, less than 10 years after the last dwelling was completed, to conclude open space can be recalculated. It should remain as it was originally established.

5. There has been a strong public reaction to the question of what constitutes “open space”, or, as defined in the Tacoma Municipal Code, “usable landscaped recreation area”. Citizen interpretations inevitably conclude open space is public land. Despite whatever variations may have crept into the city’s interpretations, any citizen will tell you their private yard is not public open space. When someone suggests the city at times included private yards as public open space the universal response is disbelieving laughter. If fact, recent clarifications to the Tacoma Municipal Code specifically state that private yards should not be included in open space. Therefore the only reasonable calculations in Table 3.1-3 are those for Code Interpretation B, since that interpretation excludes private yards from the calculation of open space. And with that interpretation, neither the Proposed Action nor the Proposed Action Alternative provides the required one-third open space. The proposals should be denied.
6. The Proposed Action requests many variances. No justification is provided for these requests, so it must be assumed they are for the sole purpose of increasing density to maximize profits.  But the land use regulations are intended to prevent just such tactics.  With no compelling justifications, these variances should be denied.

7. The DSEIS correctly assesses the contribution the golf course makes to the aesthetics of adjacent dwellers. But it does not recognize the aesthetic value of the golf course to the entire region of NE Tacoma. NE Tacoma is accessible from a limited number of roads. North Shore Parkway is one of the roads most commonly used by residents of not only NE Tacoma, but also Browns Point and parts of Federal Way. North Shore Parkway offers a clear view of the golf course and this vista of green fairways and mature trees is the signal to many residents that they are home. This loss would have a significant adverse impact on all the residents in the area who chose their homes in part because of the way the golf course shows the beauty of the Pacific Northwest.

8. Finally, DSEIS Figures 3.1-4 through 3.1-34 and the videos in Appendix B show the beauty of the neighborhood adjacent to the golf course and the adverse impacts that proposed development would bring, more clearly than words can describe. This promised golf course community should not be taken away.

