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AGENDA FOR 

GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
December 08, 2008 – 6:00 p.m. 

 
CALL TO ORDER: 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of Nov. 24, 2008. 
2. Receive and File: a) Minutes - BB16 Workstudy Session Nov. 10, 2008; b) 

Budget Worksession Nov. 03, 2008; c) Budget Worksession Nov. 4, 2008; d) 
Budget Worksession Nov. 17, 2008; e) Building / Fire Safety; f) Letter from 
FEMA; g) Intergovernmental Affairs Minutes 8-11-08; h) Letter from Harbor 
History Museum; i) Letter from Canterwood. 

3. Appointment to the Parks Commission. 
4. Resolution – Amending Meeting Times for the Planning Commission and Design 

Review Board. 
5. Resolution – Updating the Fee Schedule.  
6. Resolution – Surplus Equipment.  
7. Setting Date for Public Meeting – Rossi Annexation of One Parcel. 
8. Special Occasion Liquor License – Homestead Group Home. 
9. Eddon Boatyard Construction Easement – Nicolich. 
10. Harbor History Museum Easement Phase I Environmental Site Assessment. 
11. Sanitary Sewer Facilities Easement and Maintenance Agreement – Canterwood 

Division 11 Phase 3 & 4. 
12. Austin Street and Harborview Drive Roadway Rehabilitation Project – 

Construction Contract and Materials Testing Contract Award. 
13. Federal and State Lobbying Contracts. 
14. Release and Settlement Agreement – Kvinsland. 
15. Approval of Payment of Bills for Nov. 24, 2008. 
16. Approval of Payroll for the month of November: Checks #5289 through #5311 

and direct deposits in the total amount of $345,266.78. 
 
OLD BUSINESS:      

1. Public Hearing and Second Reading of Ordinance – Adopting the 2009 Budget. 
2. Second Reading of Ordinance – 2008 Budget Amendment. 
3. Resolution – Adopting Findings of Fact for Denial of Comp Plan Amendments 08-

0001. 
4. Adoption of Findings and Conclusions for the 2008 Comprehensive Plan 

Ordinance. 
 
 NEW BUSINESS:    

1. Public Hearing and First Reading of Ordinance – Gross Floor Area Definition. 
2. First Reading of Ordinance – Water & Sewer Revenue Bonds. 
3. Prosecuting Attorney RFP and Contract – Approved for form.   
4. Interlocal Agreement for Design Review Services for BB16/Hospital Mitigation 

Improvements Phase 2 – WSDOT. 
5. BB16/Hospital Mitigation Improvements Phase 2: Supplement to Design 

Contract. 
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6. City Attorney Contract.  
  

STAFF REPORT:  
1. Downtown Business Plan.   

 
PUBLIC COMMENT:  
 
MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS: 

1. No second City Council Meeting in December. 
2. GH North Traffic Options Committee – Wednesday, January 14th, at 9:00 a.m. in 

Community Rooms A & B. 
 

EXECUTIVE SESSION:  To discuss potential litigation per RCW 42.30.110(1)(i). 
 
ADJOURN: 
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 GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF NOVEMBER 24, 2008 
 
PRESENT:  Councilmembers Ekberg, Young, Franich, Conan, Malich, Kadzik, 
Payne and Mayor Hunter.   
 
CALL TO ORDER:  6:00 p.m.  
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:  
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of November 10, 2008. 
2. Receive and File: a) Joint City Council / Guild Worksession 10/24/08; b) AWC 

RMSA 2008 Loss Control Report Card. 
3. Kitsap County Jail Contract.  
4. Career Management Institute Contract. 
5. Wastewater Treatment Plant 8’x10’ Specialized Service Body to Mount on Pre-

Purchased Cab and Chassis - Contract Authorization.  
6. 50th St. Street Lights - Purchase Authorization.  
7. Approval of Payment of Bills for Nov. 24, 2008: 

        Checks #59431through #59543 in the amount of $1,812,159.58. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt the consent agenda as presented. 
   Payne / Conan - unanimously approved. 
 
OLD BUSINESS:    

 
1. Public Hearing on Development Agreement for COMP 08-0001 and Ordinance – 

2008 Comprehensive Plan Amendments. Tom Dolan, Planning Director, presented the 
background information for the Development Agreement, further describing 
amendments suggested by the City Attorney. He said that the public hearing is a 
requirement of a development agreement and asked that Council make the final 
decision on Comp 08-0001. Findings of Fact would then be formulated to be inserted into 
the ordinance for final adoption. He addressed questions from Council regarding the 
development agreement. 
 

Mayor Hunter opened the public hearing at 6:18 p.m. 
 
Chuck Johnson – Shyleen Street.  Mr. Johnson said he had testified in front of the 
Planning Commission. He said that once the Comp Plan is amended, it opens the door 
to uncertainty; the Comprehensive Plan is the policy statement and years ago the 
decision was made that the north side of Grandview would remain low-density 
residential. He said that there is a burden on the proponent to establish and convince 
Council that something fundamental has changed to cause the policy to be altered. The 
north side of Grandview has historically been small houses and low-density residential 
which is a good “line to keep.” This proposed development plan has changed many 
times. The big decision is the policy determination that council is being asked to make 
because something has changed since that line was drawn many years ago that will 
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cause Council to alter the character of what is existing on the north side of Grandview. 
Ultimately, what you see in the proposal is large-scale commercial development. That is 
the character being addressed tonight. What do you want to do with that particular piece 
of property…large-scale development that is inconsistent with the property use and with 
the policy determination? He said that the proponent hasn’t met the burden to establish 
that things have change enough to warrant revisiting that decision. 
 
Carl Halsan – PO Box 1447, Gig Harbor.  Mr. Halsan, agent for the applicant for COMP 
08-0001, said that ultimately this is a policy choice; should this property be RM or RL. 
There have been many details hung on this proposal since it first came in three years 
ago to go through this process.  Essentially, it’s still the same project; it’s just become 
more detailed as each week passes with each change for the better. He said that he 
sees this as a “win-win.” Before Council tonight is ultimately a choice for the southern 
portion of the property called Area 1. Are you going to have five little buildings with all 
surface parking and minimal tree preservation and buffers, or are you going to have two 
mixed-use buildings that have a 24-hour sense. There will be offices on the first floor 
and residences on the second floor and maximum tree preservation and little to no 
surface parking. These are the ultimate choices before Council. Mr. Halsan said that all 
the changes made over the past two weeks were directly in working with staff. He 
thanked Tom Dolan and Jenn Kester for working with him to continually add details to 
the development agreement. He said that staff suggested that instead of 40 foot buffers 
to the north and none to the south they change it to 25 feet of dense vegetation to the 
north and add a buffer to the south side of the residential side of the project. Mr. Halsan 
explained that the internal buffer between the two halves of the projects will be 
determined by the Design Review Board to accommodate building placement and to 
allow wider buffers and more tree preservation along Grandview. The rest of the 
development agreement and site plan remain essentially the same: one curb cut rather 
than many, double the tree preservation, mixed use projects and a drastic reduction in 
surface parking. He finalized by saying that this has taken three plus years and that his 
clients are getting tired of working on this; he hopes that Council can see their way to 
approving the amendment tonight. 
 
Tom Dolan responded to a comment about the inadequacy of a 20 foot buffer along 
Grandview and the question of whether this would have to be extended through the 
development agreement. He said that the Design Review Board is not going to look at 
landscaping on Grandview as their purview is the zone transition buffer on the northerly 
side of the development. They are required to review that as well as the portion along 
Pioneer which could be up to 35-40 feet of transition buffering.  He said that the 
applicants have identified 20 feet of buffering along Grandview in the exhibit to the 
development agreement. The zoning code only requires an eight-foot setback along the 
Grandview side of the property and so he doesn’t believe that the DRB could require 
more than the 20 feet being identified. He added that for the current non-residential RB-
1 zoning, the minimum sideyard setback is ten feet and described the reason why 
Grandview is considered a side yard rather than frontage. 
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Carl Halsan responded that in section six of the development agreement they attempted 
to address going beyond the minimum for the width of buffers and preservation of trees. 
He offered to go even further to try and address the concerns along Grandview and 
Stinson and to let the Design Review decide about the internal interim buffer which 
would allow wider buffers on the street. He then addressed questions about the tree 
survey by saying that every tree five inches or greater in diameter had been surveyed 
on the site. He then plotted those trees within the perimeter because those are ones 
being saved and they are unsure of what is going to happen between the two buildings. 
He said that they need to meet code parking and if this can be done in the garages of 
both buildings, there will be no parking in the center area. If the code requires some 
surface parking then not all the trees will be saved in that area.  He said that at this 
scale and with minimum buffers, they almost double the code requirement for tree 
preservation. 
 
Mayor Hunter pointed out the requirement to have ten feet between the building and 
trees and another five feet that could be lost at the street edge for over-excavation. Mr. 
Halsan responded that they have the ability to slide the building to save trees. 
 
Mark Hoppen – 8133 Shirley Avenue.  Mr. Hoppen read a letter in support of the 
Planning Commission’s denial of COMP 08-0001 or to support an alternate procedure 
to reach a land use re-designation of the 4.27 acres at 3700 Grandview Street. He 
asked Council not take action on the proposed amendment explaining that the problem 
is the re-designation only appears to be acceptable if tied to a development agreement. 
The proposed development agreement only provides short-term land use restriction of 
uses and landscaping requirements for five years, and after that time the designation 
opens the property to the full-spectrum of uses in the potential zones available; there 
are no guarantees that the property will be developed in any specific manner. Mr. 
Hoppen continued to say that it must be assumed that the City Council, if authorizing 
the potential change from Low-Density Residential to Medium Density Residential, 
would be accepting the possibility that after five years the property might be developed 
or re-developed with RB-2 outright permitted uses, which is unacceptable to him as well 
as other city residents that understand this land use action.  Mr. Hoppen suggested a 
different course if the amendment is not denied. He requested that this issue be 
returned to the Planning Commission to establish both a new Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use designation and a new zone that reflects the limits on uses proposed for this 
property. This action will ensure that properties at the city’s rim can be successfully 
managed over the long-term through zoning.  Mr. Hoppen then went on to say that the 
proposed Comp Plan Amendment is problematic in several ways: 1) it provides no 
zoning security from undesired RB-2 uses after five years; 2) it sets a precedent to 
increase intensity for any properties similarly situated; 3) it proposes a dangling 
development agreement, a zoning document that is de-coupled from an attendant 
rezone; and 4) it fosters particularly intense use of low density designated residential 
property.  If Council denies, authorizes or remands this proposal back to the Planning 
Commission, the intensity of the project should be reduced. Buffers along Pioneer and 
Soundview should be set at 40’ minimum and the height overlay should be continued on 
the property to control commercial volume and to keep the structures similar in scale to 
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adjacent residential and business structures.  Through the height overlay, transition 
design review standards would be left in play with respect to the north and east property 
lines. Mr. Hoppen reminded Council that one of the proposed buildings is approximately 
6000 square feet larger than all the square footage in the Civic Center complex without 
the lawn or evergreen buffers to soften it to the neighborhood.  Mr. Hoppen finalized by 
saying that what you do for one property owner now will be expected by others in the 
future. He predicted that this could result a similar scenario at the corners of Rosedale 
and Stinson and again asked Council to confirm the Planning Commission’s denial of 
the amendment, and that it be sent back to them to establish a new comprehensive plan 
designation consistent with a new zone for approval. 
 
Jack Tropiano – PO Box 11203, Tacoma. Mr. Tropiano explained that he owns property 
adjacent to the Ancich property. Their driveway is between the Ancich properties, just 
north of where John resided. He said that they have an easement between the 
properties and asked what would happen to his driveway when construction begins. He 
said he hasn’t seen a comprehensive plan or photos and doesn’t know where the 
buildings will be placed and what is proposed. He said he would like to talk to the 
planners to find out. 
 
Tom Dolan responded that the document submitted show this easement. Mr. Halsan 
responded that the easement in question is north of the site and nothing that they are 
doing will affect this. 
 
Guy Hoppen 8402 Goodman Dr.  Mr. Hoppen commented on the proposed amendment 
to the Comprehensive Plan. He read a letter explaining that several years ago several 
concerned citizens let the City Council know, in no uncertain terms, that building size 
and scale needs to be controlled in the Gig Harbor View Basin. The message was that 
outsize buildings like those proposed at Grandview and Pioneer should not be allowed 
in the view basin.  He explained that his father was a Gig Harbor City Councilmember 
and he that a concern, even back then, was protecting the hills on down to the water 
from outsize development.  This 60,000-plus square foot building proposal is not about 
trees, buffers, a development agreement, or even the need for office space or lack 
there-of. What this is about is whether huge out-of-scale buildings belong in the Gig 
Harbor view basin, adding that if you can see a structure from the waterfront, it’s in the 
view basin. He stressed that these buildings will dominate the skyline between Pioneer 
and Stinson.  Mr. Hoppen said that by allowing this Comp Plan Amendment, Council will 
be telling those who accumulate a few pieces of adjoining property in the view basin 
that they are due special treatment and can expect an up-zone at the expense of 
historic neighborhoods such as Shyleen, Butler, Lewis, or even in the Millville area. He 
said that if Council believes that the existing zoning provides for development that can 
best be controlled by up-zoning, and then they should consider a zoning change more 
in keeping with the existing single-family use of the property or possibly consider a 
cottage home development use. Mr. Hoppen finalized by saying that the City of Gig 
Harbor is fortunate to have the Up-Town, Olympic Village and Borgen Boulevard areas 
for larger scale development and building that also provides room for growth. Gig 
Harbor is even more fortunate to have the historic character of our downtown, 
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waterfront and view basin neighborhoods largely intact and he believes that this up-
zoning proposal to be in conflict with the community’s desire to maintain that character. 
He asked Council to take this precedent setting proposal off the table. 
 
Bill Fogerty – 3614 Butler Drive.  Mr. Fogerty said that the October 24th plan showed 40 
feet between the existing homes on the north end, and now the Planning Department 
has decided that it should be cut back to 25 feet to keep the 40 on Grandview. He said 
that the only difference in this plan is that the project’s yards got bigger and 15 feet got 
cut from the buffer between the existing homes. Mr. Fogerty then said that when this 
came to Council in February, the lot on the corner of Pioneer and Grandview was R-1 
all the way up. Now we are talking about 15,000 square foot buildings.  He presented a 
slide show that first showed the 10,500 square foot BDR Building downtown with the 
Harbor Inn Restaurant building superimposed on the front to illustrate the size 
difference.  The next slides were shot up the hill going up Pioneer from downtown 
showing low-density craftsman style homes with 16 feet maximum height.  The slide 
then transitioned to a shot of the hill showing the existing tree line at the top and the 
corner of Grandview and Pioneer. The next slides showed what it would look like with 
eight feet of trees along the right of way removed.  The slides then showed two 
buildings, one 15,000 and one 12,000 superimposed on the site at the top of the hill to 
illustrate what it would look like with the trees cut the two proposed buildings. He said 
that if this is allowed, it could set precedent for others to do the same on further down 
the hill, showing a slide with several 12-15,000 square foot buildings superimposed on a 
photo of the hillside. He said that this is what it’s going to look like from downtown if we 
allow the construction of this type of project. He said he wanted to know the size of 
footprint of the proposed homes on the northern portion as their adjacent homes on 
Butler are an average of 2500 square foot 
 
Monte Hester – 8905 Franklin Street.  Mr. Hester said that Justice Johnson’s comments 
were appropriate in that he is reminding Council that it is your chore to determine what’s 
best for Gig Harbor based on policy already determined and reflected in the existing 
ordinances.  He said that when you take a look at that, it simplifies the choice: to take a 
look at what can be built under the existing ordinances and what is being proposed and 
will be accomplished through this proposed agreement. If the agreement results in a 
better project that considers the overall interest of the citizens and those most effected 
in the short and long-term, it doesn’t take much thinking to determine that this is how 
Council should exercise its discretion.  He said that he trusts that Council and Staff are 
in a better position than he to make that particular reflection and final decision. 
However, as he understands RB-1, there is very little you can do about what is to come 
if the project is built under RB-1and that the result can be significantly imposing on the 
neighborhood because the number of structures and access driveways that would be 
present and the number of trees that could be taken down as a consequence of the 
necessity of the development itself. He said he isn’t here to tell Council what he thinks 
should happen as a resident of Gig Harbor, but said that if we concern ourselves with 
what is best,  not necessarily what certain individuals would prefer but what is best for 
Gig Harbor now and in the future, then the decision should be to support this particular 
project with the guidance or your staff and the Council in days to come to determine the 
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actual project that will be built in conformity with the agreement as well as the other 
compelling zoning laws. 
 
William Lynn – PO box 1157, Tacoma.  Mr. Lynn, on behalf of the applicant, said that he 
would leave it to others to talk about the merits of the proposal, but he wanted to assure 
Council that there are no procedural problems that can’t be easily cured. In answer to 
Mr. Hoppen’s alarm about somehow “disconnecting the restrictions” from the different 
approvals that are being proposed…the only thing unusual or unique about this project 
is that it is more restrictive than most at this point of the process. Most of the time you 
approve a Comprehensive Plan it is just approved without a lot of attachment; isn’t a 
development agreement. Here the application is proposing restrictions through a 
development agreement the intent of which is to make sure that what you see is what 
you get to the extent you have seen it so far. That isn’t to say that the rest of the 
process won’t add additional restrictions. The project still has to go through Design 
Review, a rezone, and a potential height overlay issue. All those will result in additional 
restrictions that will have their own enforcement mechanisms. Councilmembers Young 
and Payne raised a good question about what happens if this agreement expires.  Mr. 
Lynn said that this hasn’t come up before, but he believes that the five-year term came 
from the city; it’s not something the application proposed so that they could weasel out 
of this in a few years. If Council would like to make this ten or twenty years, that is fine 
with them.  Another way to address this is to say that the agreement expires at some 
point in time, but the requirements for a development agreement do not. So any rezone 
of the property wouldn’t necessarily have to come back to the Council, but you might 
have a different idea other restrictions ought to be. If your concern is that somehow an 
owner of this property would wrangle out of the terms of the development agreement, 
he will tell you that the applicant is prepared to work on a solution just as they have 
worked on solutions to every other problem that has been identified. 
 
Marty Paul – 3312 Rosedale.  Mr. Paul thanked Council and staff for the amount of time 
and effort that has been put into this. He said that respects and understands the amount 
of tension the residents and business owners in the community must feel about this 
because it is a landmark property. They knew this when they bought it and have 
preserved it the last four years with the goal in mind to create the kind of project that 
would have a positive impact on Grandview/Pioneer/Stinson as well as Kimball Drive 
and the eventual overpass to Wollochet.  He said that what hasn’t happened in the 35 
years he has lived here is that there has been no effort to place residential mixed with 
commercial development in Gig Harbor. The conversation has come up a few times with 
the positive impacts of Uptown as well as the large-box expansion of Gig Harbor North. 
This is an opportunity to shape a residential appeal to what now is strictly a commercial 
ramp off Highway 16.  Mr. Paul added that the other thing that have been expressed 
heavily tonight is the tree preservation; he thinks Monte Hester, Carl Halsan and Bill 
Lynn have expressed the enhanced amount of tree preservation and the effort to work 
together towards making this a project that is aesthetically appealing. The thing that has 
possibly been lost is that there will be a development on this project and the alternative 
doesn’t need to go through the all this effort. He reminded the group that the project 
could be up to five, 5,000 square foot buildings with surface parking, and only 78 trees 
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preserved.  They have not wanted to go forward with this because it would 
disadvantage the long-term effects of the peak of the hill at Pioneer / Stinson / 
Grandview. He said that he is here to answer any questions as one of the three partners 
in the project, adding that their goal in working through the next two to three years is to 
end up with a project that those that oppose it now can be more in favor of and those in 
favor of it now can be proud that it moved forward. He stressed that the suggestion to 
send it back to the Planning Commission is not an option for the investors. 
 
Mr. Paul was asked why they would build five buildings if the two larger couldn’t be 
done. Mr. Paul responded that that there is a building size maximum and other code 
requirements for parking and impervious coverage, three parking spaces per 1000 
square feet, and setback restrictions. The reason that it ended up at five is due to the 
setbacks and parking. Their purpose in showing the existing option is so that it can be 
avoided. He said that their intention is to develop the property regardless and to 
maximize the property to the highest and best use. When you downsize to 5,000 square 
foot buildings you significantly impact use, which was part of their motivation.  He said 
that the city has done a bad job of attracting a diversified business base and with 5,000 
s.f. buildings you are going to end up with businesses such as nail salons or tanning 
beds because they are 1200 s.f. users.  If you allow a building size capable of providing 
broader employee based businesses that need 5-7,000 square feet you won’t be 
limiting the location of white collar job growth. There is very little science or technology 
business down here; this is an opportunity to build something capable of housing 20-50 
employees that can’t fit into a 5,000 s.f. building. This would be an economic stimulant 
to the peak of the hill as well as allowing residents to live on top that could conceivable 
walk downstairs to work. 
 
Mr. Paul was asked to respond to the neighbors who will live next to such large 
structures.  He said that it could be managed through dense planting-based buffers 
which they’ve agreed to do; there could be tree growth of 3-4 feet a year and they could 
conceivably create a forest around their project.  He said that from Grandview the 
project will look like a two-story building. He said he thinks someone would rather reside 
next to something that is aesthetically protected as opposed to the adjacent commercial 
property such as Kitsap Bank where there isn’t a tree on the property. It is all surface 
parking and has been “rehabbed” twice in the last twenty years and yet there are no 
truly growth-viable businesses due to the size. He asked if the city wants him to build 
that kind of business adjacent to the existing residents or if they want him to preserve 
twice the enhanced trees with a project of residential mixed use and potentially a deli 
and Windermere Real Estate, which he thinks it would be better neighboring property. 
He asked to keep in mind that on the lower property they are open to a cottage-like 
residential aspect and/or seven individual houses. Because of the enhanced buffering, 
you will end up with a 2500 s.f. home as an immediate neighbor.  
 
Mr. Paul was then asked about increasing the buffer along Grandview to 30 feet as it is 
the Gateway to Gig Harbor. Mr. Paul responded that the buildings can be moved due to 
the middle area or the building design could be architecturally changed. He said that the 
residents living above the buildings will pay more for more buffering from the noise on 
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Highway 16. The more trees that are removed are a disadvantage.  He said that aside 
from fire code there is an excess of 60-80 feet between the buildings that could be 
modified. Addressing Grandview, he said that this was addressed with the comments 
about having a 20-25 foot buffer elsewhere to because it isn’t a restricted area; it’s an 
offer on a landscaping basis.  He referred to the drawing with the five buildings pointing 
out five different ingress/egress points for the separate buildings. He said that this 
significantly disadvantages tree preservation. He added that even with three buildings 
there would be three access points whereas their proposal only has one. This has been 
done by moving the parking underneath which eliminates the ability for access off 
Stinson or Pioneer. If a second has to be included it will also be off Grandview. He said 
they decided on two buildings for aesthetic reasons which add to the setback 
requirements. The development agreement is to allow the city to restrict the project so 
that there are no surprised.  
 
Tom Dolan said it would be difficult to believe you wouldn’t have a secondary 
emergency access. He also said that he didn’t think five accesses onto Grandview 
would be permitted.  Mr. Paul responded that he was just told that the fire code 
restrictions would be enabled by the size of the underground parking because you need 
the turning radius and/or “hammerhead” and so by creating access points to each 
building you create this. There will be only one curb cut for their proposal. 
 
Council asked if the zoning was RB-1 on the property when they bought it and when it 
became that designation. Mr. Paul said that it was RB-1 when they bought it but he 
didn’t know when it became RB-1. He said he owns other properties of this stature and 
has been patient to make sure that their projects are not only attractive aesthetically but 
have an economic vision. The size of the building and the amenities that you create 
residentially around the building will attract a high-quality use. If you limit the size of the 
building and the aesthetics that surround you, it limits the style of residential use and 
business around you.  He said that with only residential development you would 
eliminate more trees and create larger homes because of the “highest and best use.” 
They did a study that said you would end up with seventeen homes there with an 
assumed minimum size of 3,000 square feet. Most of the residential lots would have 
little to no trees.  What they have proposed is the greatest level of preservation of trees, 
flexibility in ingress/egress and the willingness to be restricted to a developer’s 
agreement that allows input throughout the entire process. 
 
Mayor Hunter gave an overview of the many changes that have occurred since this 
project first came in for the Comp Plan Amendment. He said that this is the gateway to 
Gig Harbor and the citizens want small buildings in the view basin that relate to this 
scale and size. He said that this should go back to the Planning Commission.  
 
Tom Dolan explained that if the comp plan is approved, the project will still need to go 
before the Design Review Board for zone transition buffering, it needs a rezone, and it 
needs site approval all which could all occur simultaneously. It also needs several 
permits.  
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Bill Fogerty spoke again saying that this was all R-1 according to an old map. There 
was discussion on when it may have changed to RB-1. 
 
Mike Paul – 3720 Horsehead Bay.  Mr. Paul said he is one of the three partners. He 
clarified that they were clear when they bought the property of the RB-1 zoning. The first 
step was to look at this and decide if it was in their best interest to build the allowed five 
buildings. They talked to the former Mayor as they have talked to Mayor Hunter, and did 
due diligence to make sure that everyone is clear about what could currently go on the 
property and what they would be asking for in lieu of that. They were hesitant to bring 
forward a plan of the five buildings as they think this would adversely affect the top of 
Gig Harbor. He said that if they go to three or four buildings and end up with15, 000 s.f., 
they still don’t think it’s a good project for the city; if they save more trees with three 
buildings but still have surface parking, they don’t feel good about that. He said that they 
have run their course and will not be going back to the Planning Commission. He voiced 
appreciation for all the work that has been done and the time that Tom Dolan has spent 
with them. He said that they feel positive about the things that have been presented, 
which is the first step in a process. This is not approval of a building, not approval of a 
footprint, not approval of a foundation close to trees…this is a Comp Plan Amendment; 
they have far outdone the basics for a Comp Plan Amendment. They have given square 
footage parameters only and they have agreed to give more room on Grandview. All 
that is being presented is the maximum square footage with 85% of the maximum 
above for residential. He added that they don’t have to have the residential; they are 
willing to work on this during the upcoming five-year process if the Comp Plan 
Amendment is approved. 
 
There were no further public comments and the public hearing closed at 7:18 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Ekberg said that tonight the issues isn’t about tree preservation; it is 
about Comp Plan zoning and what has changed on this particular piece of property that 
would warrant the Council looking at it going from residential low to residential medium. 
The only thing that has changed is the ownership of the property. He said that we need 
to remember that the RB-1 zone is for a buffer between residential and business and he 
thinks this business and this piece of property is doing exactly what it is zoned to do. 
What could go on the property is more in keeping with the scale and size; he is 
comfortable with the RB-1 as it allows for the continued transition between the business 
and the residential zones. Councilmember Ekberg then said that he has trouble with all 
the changes; a plan that was dramatically different was presented to the public at the 
start of the process asking to have increased residential zoning abutting the R-1and 
then the RB-2 zone on the top of the hill. The public commented and the Planning 
Commission made a recommendation based on that information. To have it continually 
change isn’t fair to the citizens.  It this is a good project it needs to go to the Planning 
Commission based on this project; not one ever changing.  The issue is what kind of 
zone if best here; if it needs a full hearing to move forward properly then he would 
consider it. Under this condition, he agrees with the Planning Commission. 
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Councilmember Young said that he has changed his mind a couple of times partly 
because he proponents have been responsive and changed the project along the way. 
He said that the difficulty is we are doing this backwards as a result of the Comp Plan 
process for a single property and because Council is concerned that they will lose 
control after the change. He added that: 1) there aren’t enough zones or comp plan 
designations and this is a significant jump from little tiny office buildings to very large 
office buildings, from neighborhood to neighborhood which doesn’t seem consistent; 
and 2) because we do lose control at the rezone level. He explained that Council 
switched to get out of the quasi-judicial process which broadly he agrees with, but he is 
starting to rethink now because at the Comp Plan level there is this rather large, broad 
context that they are to consider. In this case this proposal has some merit, but where 
control is lost is what the zoning and development will look like after that. So the 
development agreement is trying to address this with a gracious back-and forth effort.  
He said that his concern is that the development agreement may not be in place prior to 
development occurring or a rezone application. If the market were to shift he wants to 
know how to fix this. He made two suggestions: 1) figure out a way to make sure that 
this isn’t a concern; or 2) voting to deny this tonight. He said he’s not sure there is a way 
to approve the Comp Plan Amendment without that assurance. 
 
Councilmember Kadzik disagreed that this isn’t about trees; a lot of it is about trees. He 
said he is in favor of the project in principal. The Paul’s will do a quality job and the 
details are getting better, but there have been a lot of changes over the short course of 
a few weeks.  Once we approve this the actual zoning will be approved and there is no 
legal way not to do so. The best chance that we have to ensure that we get the quality 
project we want is at this step. He said that once we get beyond this there are a lot of 
things that could happen and so he is uncomfortable with the way it has progressed due 
to the many changes. When he was on the Planning Commission it was a “pet peeve” 
that things always changed when they came to Council. He said this is the kind of 
project that we need the full picture to make a decision, and prior to some discussion 
and public testimony, he was leaning towards approval.  Now he thinks it needs to go 
back; unusual circumstances require unusual solutions. This is the gateway to the city 
and we can get a quality project out of this if we take the extra steps. He said that he 
didn’t think Council should be designing the project and so he is in favor of sending this 
back and having some sort of development agreement that the Planning Commission 
along with the Design Review Board can work together to make this a quality project. 
 
Councilmember Franich said that this project has taken a lot of reiterations and that is 
one of the main problems. He read from the zoning code RB-1 Intent. “To this extent 
non-residential structures should be limited in total gross floor area per lot in order to 
minimize the impact of bulk and scale to residential neighborhoods.”  Councilmember 
Franich said that it couldn’t be any clearer than that.  The property is RB-1 and it meets 
the criteria of the intent; a15, 000 s.f. building doesn’t meet the intent of the zoning 
code. The biggest problem is there are a lot of unanswered questions in this 
development agreement because it has changed so many times. He said he is in favor 
of voting this Comp Plan Amendment down tonight. If we do move forward with it and it 
comes back, the Council and Planning Commission need to keep in mind what 
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mechanism will be in place to truly inventory the trees and then address any events that 
may cause those trees to come down. If you take out some of the trees an arborist may 
come in and say that others are unstable. We need to address that. 
 
Councilmember Conan said that he identifies with Councilmember Kadzik. They both 
served on the Planning Commission and it was a frustration when these things would 
happen at the Council level and they never got to see this much detail at the 
commission level. He encouraged this type of process at the Planning Commission 
level. He said that the partners working on this project have good intentions for what 
they want for Gig Harbor and he thinks it could be a great thing for the gateway into Gig 
Harbor but it has to be handled carefully. He added that he looks at this as a way to 
preserve trees, to keep the character, and to help blend the large buildings into the 
neighborhood, but the development agreement has changed over and over. This is a 
good thing as we are trying to adjust and react to what we want, but the problem is we 
do have a moving target on both sides. He said he understands the property owner’s 
frustration; they want to move ahead. He then said he would favor putting back before 
the Planning Commission but try and accelerate the process so that it doesn’t get hung 
up for another one or two years. Momentum has been built with the development 
agreement and with some great ideas that can be hammered out without Council trying 
to do it. It is easier for the Planning Commission to work out the details. We are on the 
right track and he hopes that sending it back to the Planning Commission with direction 
for an accelerated schedule could be doable. 
 
Councilmember Young said that the comp plan amendment couldn’t return until next 
year. 
 
Councilmember Payne said he is favorable to this proposal because he thinks it’s about 
trees and is very concerned with what could happen on this site. He said that he knows 
the applicants have good intentions and have to maximize their investment and they 
have been sitting on this for quite awhile. Their investment is not his concern; what is 
his concern is what that looks like at the end of the day and how it affects the gateway 
to Gig Harbor. He said that he wished that the process could have moved faster, better, 
quicker and that the Planning Commission had an opportunity to take a look at what 
was changed before it came before Council the first time. He said he would have liked 
to see some of this detail discussed at that point as the Planning Commission is 
probably a wiser place for a lot of these details to be identified. Councilmember Payne 
said that he is concerned with the scale of the project looking north up the hill from the 
south; obviously the impact probably more so than anybody is to his residence. He said 
that great thought has been put into this project and he thinks that the change 
mentioned by Councilmember Ekberg and voiced as frustration by Mayor Hunter is 
good because that is what was voted on early in November…change. He said that we 
have a public process and every change identified has been presented in a public 
setting. The changes are a reflection of a developer trying to do right by the community. 
The community and residents may not agree with that, but he thinks the applicants and 
the residents could have done a better job of talking to one another so that at the 
Planning Commission level and they would have seen a better product. He said he was 
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inclined to support this for several of the reasons he stated. In addition, Marty (Paul) 
brings up an excellent point about economic development. He would love to see more 
small, white-collar businesses which all trends show are going to be the economic 
engine of the future. We know that there are several small software companies in fact 
that are lessees of yours and we want to see that.  This is close to the residences and 
that, along with the scale, is real problem for many.  He agreed with Councilmember 
Kadzik that it would be best if this went back to the Planning Commission, adding that 
he understands the sentiment of the applicant to move forward with the project. His 
understanding at this point is nothing is moving forward from a development standpoint 
other than design until mid-2010. He said he doesn’t know the impact to the applicant 
but he would hate to rush into the agreement and negotiate setbacks this evening.  
Councilmember Payne finalized by saying that generally he is in favor of the project, 
adding that he would like to see more conversation between the residents, the 
applicant, the city and the Planning Commission to refine this project. 
 
Councilmember Malich said that it is a basic, fundamental thing that we all have to think 
about when sitting on Council is that we are elected to represent the desires of the 
people of the community; they are first, we don’t represent the developers as much. We 
allow it with zoning and control it with the Comprehensive Plan, Shoreline Management 
Act and so many other development regulations. He said that there is a tremendous 
amount of upzoned land in Gig Harbor with huge amounts of acreage up by the prison, 
Gig Harbor North and Point Fosdick that are places for large buildings. He said again 
that the fundamental issue is what does the community desire; they don’t desire huge 
buildings in the downtown view area. With all the zones that throughout the community, 
this is the one thing we have tried to guard the most; the view basin and we should 
protect it.  He said he is in favor of voting this down now rather than wasting the 
developer’s time.  
 

 MOTION: Move to approve Comp 07-0005; Comp 08-0002; Comp 08-0003; 
Comp 08-0004; Comp 08-0005; Comp 08-0006; Comp 08-0007; 
Comp 08-0008; and adopt Ordinance No. 1147. Comp 08-0001 is 
denied and staff is directed to prepare findings as discussed by the 
City Council and staff is further directed to prepare a resolution for 
Council adoption that specifically identifies the Council’s intent on 
denying Comp 08-0001. 

  Ekberg / Malich – six voted in favor. Councilmember Conan voted 
no. 

 
 
  

2. Public Hearing and Second Reading of Ordinance – Cemeteries Conditional Use 
Permit.  Tom Dolan presented the background information for this ordinance that would 
allow existing cemeteries to expand as conditional use in the R-2 District. He said that if 
the amendment is approved the cemetery will drop their appeal at the Boundary Review 
Board and ask them to approve the 96th Street Annexation. 
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Mayor Hunter opened the public hearing at 7:40 p.m. 
 
Catherine Jerkovich – 2106 Pacific Avenue, Ste. 500.  On behalf of Haven of Rest, Ms. 
Jerkovich spoke in favor of the ordinance that resolves the non-conforming use issue 
that would be imposed with the proposed 96th Street Annexation. She said that they 
went to the Boundary Review Board and said that if the ordinance is passed that they 
would be in favor of the annexation. She thanked the Mayor, Council and staff for the 
work done to resolve this issue. 
 
There were no further comments and the public hearing closed at 7:43 p.m. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt Ordinance No. 1148 as presented. 
   Payne / Kadzik - unanimously approved. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:     

1. BB16 Level III – Preferred Alternative. David Stubchaer, Public Works Director, 
gave an overview of the 39 month process resulting in the Level III Final Report in the 
packet. He said that the goal is to select a locally preferred alternative which addresses 
the development and general growth on the BB16 Interchange. The impact is based on 
predicted traffic in year 2032. There was extensive public outreach to discuss various 
options as a result of the three studies that were performed. Mr. Stubchaer explained 
that selecting a locally preferred alternative is a step in the journey that will continue 
with an Interchange Justification Report (IJR) to begin next year. The cost of the three 
options range from 92 to 181 million dollars based on the higher end estimates for each 
of the options. The potential funding sources are the Hospital Benefit Zone, developer 
fees, and State and Federal funding. Because this project is slated for 2012 it was not 
included in the Six-Year TIP. He then introduced the city’s consultant, Al King from 
Lochner Engineering Firm to give a brief summary of the final report. 
 
Mr. King explained that his firm was engaged by the city to complete the Level III 
Analysis and provide a recommendation on a preferred alternative. He said he would go 
through the presentation quickly because Council has seen the bulk of the information 
and the minor adjustments to the estimates do not change the outcome of the final 
report. He proceeded through the PowerPoint Presentation giving an overview of the 
analysis of each alternative. Mr. King finalized by saying that when they considered the 
scoring, the cost, and the community impact to residents, businesses and the hospital, it 
appeared conclusively that the SPUI should be the recommended alternative. 
 
Mr. King addressed questions from Council on the scope of the project. He said that the 
scope initially was to look only at the interchange. When they began and the IJR 
process it became clear that they would need to expand the study area. They tried to 
choose the major interchanges and so they stopped just short of 144th.  
 
Councilmember Ekberg asked if there are incremental ways to buy time and draw traffic 
away from this interchange such as an off-ramp at 144th or to have an off-ramp at 96th, 
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close the off-ramp at the current interchange and then leave the-on ramp. He asked if 
these ideas had been considered. 
 
Mr. King responded that they were looked at, but there are two important elements to 
consider with interchanges: 1) DOT policy only will allow urban interchanges closer than 
two miles apart in rare instances; 2) in the case of 96th, this suggested solution would 
fail within five years. DOT wants ultimate solutions.  
 
Mr. King answered questions on the cost estimates by saying that they put together a 
planning-level estimate that doesn’t include survey work or a detailed layout. They don’t 
have the specifics of the ground, required structures, or underground geological work to 
be able to do that detailed of an estimate. That will be developed in the preliminary 
design phase which is15% of the total construction cost.  He then explained that the 
reason the ramps have to be moved with the SPUI is because it is supposed to operate 
as a single intersection. He said that there are four in this state that work surprisingly 
well. 
 
Mr. King then explained that this analysis doesn’t include improvements to other 
interchanges.  The study area goes from SR-302 back down to Olympic Drive; the 
breakdown occurs on the mainline and the model illustrates that other improvements 
would have marginal impact on the Burnham Borgen Interchange.  
 
Mr. King was asked what happens with a SPUI that has reached its maximum capacity. 
He responded by saying that this projected model is based upon the assumption that 
the Gig Harbor North area is built out to its GMA limits in year 2032 and so the 
probability of additional traffic is slim. There was further discussion on future growth 
probability. He further explained that it would take approximately four years to get this 
project operational utilizing a somewhat expedited process. 
 
Responding to a question regarding engineering estimates, Mr. King said that the 
figures are in the breakout he provided. He said that the first part of the process in 
design is to get DOT buyoff. They are in the process of putting together an estimate to 
move forward with the IJR process within the city’s budget capability.  
 
Councilmember Young said that it doesn’t appear that there are many choices to make. 
Some of the funding mechanisms are in place and there may be access to other monies 
but not until we begin the design process. He suggested moving forward with the SPUI. 
 
Rick Tennell – 3014 Mountainview Avenue West, University Place.   Mr. Tennell 
explained that he is a member of the partnership that owns land where the proposed 
Split Diamond would be located. He said there has been a lot of discussion on the 
process, which they appreciate. A year and a half ago staff informed them that their site 
was selected as one of the best alternatives for the Split Diamond improvement. During 
the following year and through several meetings, it was pointed out that the Split 
Diamond option was the most cost effective and also provided the most flexibility. He 
said that he is mystified by the early recommendations that favored the Split Diamond 
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and then by this new recommendation for the SPUI; he wondered how the cost could be 
so different.  He mentioned that people panic when they enter the existing roundabout 
and he can only imagine how they will react to nine lanes and the choice of fifteen 
different directions. He then said that whichever design is selected, it is a huge 
undertaking and the most significant investment decision the city has ever made and 
commended Council for what they face. He continued to explain that during the last 
year and a half they have walked through the process along with the city. Prior to this 
they were considering two sales on the property because their intention is to form a 
preliminary plat. The sales disappeared when the rumors leaked that their property was 
one of three being considered for the interchange improvements. He said that no matter 
which design is selected that it be done in the near future because the longer it is 
postponed, it effectively condemns his property. He said that he doesn’t mean to imply 
that the city has tried to do that, but the fact of the matter is the city has an important 
process to go through. He again asked that the decision be made quickly because of 
the impact on their site and the ability to sell and proceed forward.   
 
Bob Dragoo – Peninsula Light Company.  Mr. Dragoo said that Peninsula Light is 
endorsing the recommendation from the consultant adding that they disagree that 
utilities only get 3% on the value scale. When you look at that the rating for the benefit 
of the cost you are not showing; on the Split Diamond there will be about 3 million that 
PenLite is going to have to spend that they won’t with the SPUI and a cost to the 
community one way or another. If you don’t have to spend the money and follow the 
recommendation of the consultant, they support that decision. Mr. Dragoo expressed 
appreciation for the process in the sense that the consultants listened and brought a lot 
of things into consideration. As far as the money listed in the report; the revenue from 
sales tax will help to pay for this, which is another argument for the SPUI. He again said 
that they would very much like to support the SPUI. He agreed with the previous 
speaker that they would like to know as soon as possible because they have torn up 
Borgen Boulevard twice and would just as soon not do it again. 
 
John Chadwell – Olympic Property Group.  Mr. Chadwell said that OPG is in favor of 
finding cost effective solutions to complex problems and this is certainly complex. He 
said he thinks it’s not which is the best solution, but a process question; picking 
something and moving forward. He said in 2032 the answer probably will look different 
than anything that you have seen tonight and will be a combination of various factors 
that haven’t been considered. When you look forward at an interchange in 25 years and 
examine it with the GMA full build out then any interchange in a UGA in this state would 
fail. The problem is more complex than picking one of the “pretty pictures” with not-so-
pretty numbers attached to them. No one can imagine how different it will be in twenty-
five years. The traffic model cannot predict behavioral changes of drivers, flex hours, 
telecommuting, retirees and transit; all these will have a big impact. Tonight he isn’t 
suggesting choose one option over another as he doesn’t think it matters, but choosing 
one and getting into the deeper analysis with the state will help us to get closer to 
answers that work for all. Unfortunately, we are finding that with GMA you put more and 
more people in the bubble; you can put bigger pipes underground; expand the sewer 
treatment plant and put up water tanks but you can’t just keep building bigger and 
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bigger roads. That’s where transit and behavioral changes that haven’t been fully 
considered are ultimately going to affect the outcome; moving forward is the answer. 
 
Councilmember Ekberg agreed that we need to do something. He said he doesn’t like 
the SPUI because it puts all our eggs in one basket; it’s a massive pile of concrete and 
can't be phased in or changed. He said he liked the Split Diamond because of the 
flexibility but with the cost analysis, there is no way to choose anything other than the 
least expensive option which is the SPUI. 
 
Councilmember Franich agreed, adding that he wished that ten or twelve years ago 
there would have been better planning and understanding of the actual traffic impacts. 
Now we have to spend 100 million dollars to correct a bad decision. 
 
Councilmember Payne said that he unenthusiastically supports the SPUI. He said that 
he can’t think of anything less characteristic of Gig Harbor but we have to move forward. 
He said he hopes that as we move forward we have an epiphany and come up with a 
different solution. 
 
   MOTION: Move that City Council adopts Single Point Urban Interchange as a 

preferred alternative for the long-term BB16 Interchange Improvements. 
 Kadzik / Conan – unanimously approved. 
 

2. Olympic/56th Construction Improvement Project – Contract Amendment / David 
Evans & Associates. David Stubchaer presented this amendment for work outside the 
scope of the contract for survey and other related construction services required to be 
performed during construction. 
 
   MOTION: Move to authorize Amendment #1 to Consultant Services Contract for 

David Evans and Associates, Inc. for additional work of surveying and 
technical support for Olympic Drive/56th Street Improvement Project. 

  Payne / Kadzik – unanimously approved. 
 
3. Public Hearing and First Reading of Ordinance – Adopting the 2009 Budget.  

David Rodenbach, Finance Director, gave a quick overview of the budget numbers. He 
said that the budget proposed the elimination of the following full-time equivalents:  

Building Inspectors   2 FTE 
Associate Planner   1 FTE 
Receptionist   ½ FTE 
Community Services Officer ½ FTE 
Custodian   ½ FTE 
Senior Engineer   ½ FTE 

 
Rob Karlinsey clarified that Council asked about the COLA for non-represented 
employees and he responded 5%. He said that this is still true with the exception of two 
unrepresented positions in the police department. He said he is recommending a 6.2% 
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COLA for the Chief and Lieutenant because the police officers under contract are 
getting this amount.  
 
The Mayor opened the public hearing at 8:34 p.m.  No one came forward to speak and 
the hearing closed. 
 
Councilmember Young commented that we ought to look at the COLA adjustments for 
non-represented employees considering we are headed into a deflationary cycle. He 
offered to do research and come back at the next meeting. 
 
Councilmember Franich asked how much is paid out in merit and bonus pay.  Mr. 
Rodenbach said that 49 employees at top step earn bonuses, which equals 
approximately $139,000.  The increase for the other employees is pro-rated throughout 
the year and so it would be less than $149,000.  
 
Councilmember Malich asked for clarification on health care benefits for ½ time 
employees. Mr. Karlinsey responded that their benefits are pro-rated to 50% which 
could be cost-prohibitive for some. He added that he would like to bring this up for 
discussion in January. 
 
Councilmember Franich said he is glad that due to the circumstances this year we went 
through the budget and found savings and hopes that in future years, if revenues 
increase that we don’t lose sight of what could happen and that we’ve learned 
something from the decisions that were made that partially led us into this situation. 
 
This will return for a second reading at the next meeting. 

 
4. First Reading of Ordinance – 2008 Budget Amendment.  David Rodenbach 

presented the background for this ordinance necessary to address the shortfall in the 
2008 Street Operating Fund budget. He cited the 2007 year-end project estimation and 
the increased activity in the street fund as the culprits for missing by such a large 
margin.  To meet the shortfall, a $250,000 transfer will be made from the General Fund 
rather than going back to re-allocate some of the charges to the stormwater fund. 
 
This will return for a second reading at the next meeting. 
 
STAFF REPORT:    

1. Eddon Boat Update.  Lita Dawn Stanton, Special Projects Assistant, gave an 
overview of the information given to the Operations Committee last week. She said that 
the budget is $980,000 from the Heritage Grant covering the Boat Building. The 
renovation includes fire safety code upgrades and public access alterations.  For the 
brick house, it is for preparation and demolition work to construct the public restrooms. 
The expected start date is January 2009 with completion in July. 

 
2. WWTP Funding Plan. David Rodenbach said that the total estimated design and 

construction is nearly 24 million. To date we have spent 2.2 million and received about 
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$775,000 in Public Works Trust Loan for the design with a repayment schedule of four 
years.  We are currently working on the DOE Grant of 1 million and so we are looking at 
a 7.1 million revenue bond. The bid opening is December 4th and so the first reading of 
the ordinance for the revenue bond is scheduled on December 8th. He said that the 
strategy is to have the financing options in front of Council prior to awarding the bid due 
to the unpredictable economy. He said that revenue bonds do nothing to the city’s 
bonding capacity. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
Gretchen Wilbert – 8825 No. Harborview Drive.  Former Mayor Wilbert said her 
comments are on the proposed 2009 Budget. She left a packet of original 
correspondence with the Boys & Girls Club on a Senior Center and said she hopes for a 
community center and that Gig Harbor would be in charge.  She then referred to a letter 
dated March, 2005 in which David Rodenbach addressed a $1000 donation by the 
Health Care Providers of Pierce County for a Senior Center. Mr. Rodenbach asked that 
the check be made out to the City of Gig Harbor and the money would be put into an 
account. To her knowledge none of that has been spent and so she wanted to make 
sure that the money was still available. 
 
Mr. Karlinsey said that he would follow up on that. He said that staff is exploring an 
application for CDBG funds for the Boys and Girls Club project, but it appears that Gig 
Harbor doesn’t qualify. He said that we may have to ask the County to be the lead 
applicant.  
 
MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  
 
Councilmember Young reported that at the AWC Legislative Affairs Committee meeting, 
he found out that there is a 5.1 billion deficit and climbing. The total amount of 
discretionary budget would have been 10 billion which means that ½ of discretionary 
spending will disappear. He said because cities are hurting the state seems inclined to 
support additional revenue tools some of which could benefit Gig Harbor. He offered to 
discuss this further if anyone is interested in contacting him. 
 
Councilmember Kadzik brought attention to the Year-End Report packet of information 
distributed by the Gig Harbor Historic Waterfront Association.  
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS: 

1. Special City Council Meeting: Public Hearing to Consider Proposals for City 
Attorney / Legal Counsel. Monday, December 1st at 6:00 p.m. 

2. Intergovernmental Affairs Committee – moved to Friday, December 5th at 12:30 
p.m. to meet with lobbying representatives. 

3. GH North Traffic Options Committee – Wednesday, January 14th, at 9:00 a.m. in 
Community Rooms A & B. 

 
ADJOURN: 
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 MOTION: Move to adjourn at 9:07 p.m. 
  Kadzik / Conan – unanimously approved. 
    
        CD recorder utilized: 
        Tracks 1001 – 1065 
        
               
 
 
               
_________________________ _  ____________________________  
Charles Hunter, Mayor    Molly Towslee, City Clerk 



COUNCIL WORK STUDY SESSION  
BB16 Update  

Monday, November 10, 2008 
Community Rooms A & B 

 
Present: Mayor Hunter, Councilmembers Ekberg, Young, Franich, Conan, 
Malich, Kadzik and Payne. Staff: Rob Karlinsey, David Stubchaer, Carol Morris 
and Molly Towslee. 
 
Presenters: Al King and Robert Munchinski, from H.W. Lochner, Inc. 
 
Call to Order: 8:43 p.m. 
 
Rob Karlinsey, City Administrator, opened the meeting and introduced the 
presenters. He explained that this meeting is to review the information and ask 
questions in order to choose a preferred alternative on November 24th. 
 
Mr. King gave a brief overview of the process to do a Level III analysis.  He 
explained that they laid out all the options and rated each. 
 
Mr. King continued with a presentation of what they have prepared summarized 
in the list below:  

• Purpose and Need Statement, required by the Department of 
Transportation, based on existing conditions and what condition might be 
by 2032. 

• Simulation of what will occur if the city does nothing at this interchange. 
• Recap of work to date. 
• Level III Goal. 
• Level III Study Elements. 
• Interim Improvements Overview. 
• List of Alternatives on all three levels: 

o SPUI 
o Modified Split Diamond 
o SPUI with 96th Ramp and Drop Lane on SR16 

• Traffic Operations 
• Planning Level Cost 
• Economic Review 
• Scoring Process 

o Scoring attributes defined 
o Scoring attributes Scale 
o Scoring weights 
o Scoring Results 

  
Conclusions:  All three options are buildable. The SPUI appears to have the 
greatest benefit / cost value. 
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Discussion on Funding: 
• Move ahead as reasonable. 
• Federal Government is talking about another stimulus package for 

infrastructures. In order to take advantage of that, the city needs to move 
forward. 

• No funding the legislature in the next couple of sessions. 
• Fund by: 

o Hospital Benefit Zone 
o Developers 
o State Funding 

 
 
Mr. Munchinski presented a simulation on the following and commented on 
concerns: 

• SPUI - Don’t anticipate any state improvements on SR16 for the next ten 
years. 

• Split Diamond – Insufficient emergency access. 
 
Rob Karlinsey said that Lochner will come back with a recommendation on the 
24th of Novembers and ask Council to make a decision. Mayor Hunter and 
Councilmembers thanked them for their presentation.  
 
Adjourned: 9:35 p.m.     Scribe:  Molly Towslee 
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OUTLINE MINUTES 
Budget Workshop:  

Court, Admin, Finance, Planning, Police, Marketing 
 
 

Date: November 03, 2008   Time: 6:00 p.m.    Location: Conf. Room A&B       Scribe: Molly Towslee 
 
Councilmembers Present:  Mayor Hunter, Councilmembers Kadzik, Payne, Malich, Conan, Franich, Young and Ekberg.  
 
Staff Present:  Rob Karlinsey, Paul Nelson, Judge Dunn, Mike Davis, Bill Colberg, Dick Bower, David Rodenbach, 
Laureen Lund, David Stubchaer, Tom Dolan, and Molly Towslee, City Clerk.  Several other staff members were present in 
the audience. 
 
Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 

needed) 
Opening Statement Mayor Hunter read an opening statement about the state of the economy. 

 
Rob Karlinsey gave an overview of the efforts to cut the budget before the 
Sept. 12th Budget Update and the further cuts that have been made to 
address the sudden and continued economic downturn.  
 
Staff members went through the budget describing their objectives and 
goals, and what efforts have been made to cut the budget in their 
departments. 

 

Court Paul Nelson described how the Court function would be maintained without 
sacrificing public safety after losing one Court Clerk position. He said that 
without the second clerk, fewer cases will be assigned to collections. He 
responded that cutting the second clerk could cost the court quite a bit. He 
gave an overview of the 2009 objectives and answered questions 
regarding expenditures. 

 

Administration Rob Karlinsey gave an overview of the Narrative of Objectives. 
 
 

Report on the 
Mainstreet Program 
before the last reading 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

Comments: 
• Focus less on Economic Development and more on core functions. 
• Reduced the amount for the Skansie Park Feasibility Study from 

$20 to $5000. 
• Doing the basics at the Skansie Park.  
• Ask Civic Groups to take on some improvement projects or to 

donate the funds for the city to do. 
• Put a portion of the Federal Lobbying Efforts back in. 2009 is the 

third year of targeting. City might lose funding if some effort isn’t 
continued. Negotiate the State portion down further. 

• No funding for Boys and Girls Club in 2009.  
• No citizen survey in 2009. Work towards improvements that came 

out of the last survey. 
• Certified Local Government Program: 40% of Special Projects 

Employee time spent on CLG. 40% spent on grants and parks, and 
10% spent on other projects.   

• CLG was important to Mainstreet program. 
 

of the Budget 
Ordinance. 
 
Put some federal 
lobbying back in. 
Negotiate state down. 
 
Work with civic groups 
for parks projects. 

Finance David Rodenbach gave an overview of the Narrative of Objectives for his 
department. 
There was discussion on cutting the Accounts Payable Clerk position and 
who will take over the duties in her absence. 

 

Police Chief Davis discussed the loss of the .5 FTE in 2009 and the offer by the 
CSO to go half-time.  He said that the Courtsmart system will help to offset 
the decrease in service somewhat, and they will need to backfill the 
community outreach services that she provides. This may also allow the 
Court to add back their position. 
He went through the 2009 Objectives and Capital Outlay for the 
department. 

 

Planning Tom Dolan gave an overview of the 2009 Objectives. 
• Senior Planner will assist in keeping consultant costs down by 

Add PROS Plan to 
objectives. 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

working on the Shoreline Plan Update. He stressed the need to 
move forward on the plan to protect the shoreline. 

• Add a Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan to be done in-
house. 

• Cuts in staff will effect work products. How much depends upon 
permit size and volume. 

• Amendments to Comp Plan and Zoning Code will continue to 
increase. 

Building/Fire Safety Dick Bower discussed the staff reductions in his department: 2 Building 
Inspectors and 2 receptionists. To address staff cuts, he will take on 
building inspections and plan review in addition to other projects. 
 
He went through the 2009 Narrative of Objectives in this department. 

• Emergency Management will be put on a back-burner due to cuts. 
• Cancel fire inspection and investigation contracts and perform 

duties in-house. 

Cancel PCFPD #5 
contract for fire 
inspections.  
Cancel P.C. Fire 
Marshal contract for 
fire investigations. 

Adjourn 
 

Because the meeting was running long, Marketing was moved to tomorrow 
night.     Meeting adjourned at 9:15 p.m. 

Next meeting 
tomorrow at 5:30 p.m. 
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OUTLINE MINUTES 
Budget Workshop:  

Marketing and Public Works 
 
 

Date: November 04, 2008   Time: 6:00 p.m.    Location: Conf. Room A&B       Scribe: Molly Towslee 
 
Councilmembers Present:  Mayor Hunter, Councilmembers Kadzik, Payne, Malich, Conan, Franich, Young and Ekberg.  
 
Staff Present:  Rob Karlinsey, Paul Nelson, Judge Dunn, Mike Davis, Bill Colberg, Dick Bower, David Rodenbach, 
Laureen Lund, David Stubchaer, Tom Dolan, and Molly Towslee, City Clerk.  Several other staff members were present in 
the audience. 
 
Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 

needed) 
Introduction Mayor Hunter explained that the plan is to go until 8:00 p.m. and if more 

time is needed a follow-up meeting would be scheduled. 
 

Marketing Laureen Lund said that due to the budget constraints she is proposing to 
go back to 10% of her salary from the General Fund and the rest from 
Hotel / Motel Funds.  She then went over the Narrative of Objectives for 
her department. 
 
Comments: 

• Any way to measure benefits Tacoma Convention Visitor’s Bureau? 
Measure in 2009. 

• Sponsorship of Events. Figure in staff time. 
• Events aren’t tourism related so no Lodging Tax Funds to support. 
• State requirement for an annual report of spending. More scrutiny 

than before. 
• With the 90/10 split, what isn’t going to be done by Marketing: 

Promotional advertisement; information dissemination on projects; 
recognition ceremonies; groundbreaking ceremonies; website; 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

signage; economic development; concert and movie nights. 
• Adding $30,000 to the LTAC Reserve for a Skansie House 

Interpretive Center. 
• LTAC requires 45 day notice to review changes in the budget. 
• Help fund Eddon Boatyard Restroom project – take to LTAC for 

discussion. 
 

Parks David Stubchaer began with an overview of the Narrative of Objectives. 
1.  Streetscapes. Downsize from $10,000 to $2,000. 
2. Irrigation Upgrades. After discussion, this was eliminated. 
3. Tree lighting – sponsored. 
4. Healthy Harbor – sponsored. 
5. Sign placement and repair – reduce from $10,000 to $2,000. 
6. Holiday decorations – reduce scope and try to find sponsors to 

offset cost. 
7. Arts Commission Project Support Program. Proposed to transfer 

money from Art Capital to General Fund.  Several Councilmembers 
spoke against this idea and suggested cutting back on the grant 
program instead. 

8. Concerts in the Park – sponsored. 

 

City Buildings 
 

No comments on the Objectives.  

Streets Operating 
 

Pavement Markings are a safety issue – leave at $50,000.  

Streets Capital Narrative of Objectives: 
1. Burnham / SR16/Borgen Blvd Corridor Improvements. 
2. Harborview/Pioneer Intersection and Uddenberg Lane. Meet with 

the merchants to determine best traffic calming options. 
3. Donkey Creek Daylighting – leave in as placeholder for grants. 
4. 38th Street sidewalk/bike lane/roadway improvements. After 

discussion on the scope of this project and possible funding options, 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

suggested to carry forward 2008 appropriation to mid-2009 and 
reduce amount to $50,000, and switching the scope of the project to 
56th to Goodman School. 

5. Street maintenance. Critical to put money into this fund as streets 
have been neglected. 

6. Sidewalk gap connection.  This is on hold. 
7. Point Fosdick sidewalk gap.  On hold. 
8. Public parking lot. On hold. 

 

 
 
Add back $100,000 
Create a list of priority 
roadways. 

Parks Development Narrative of Objectives: 
1. Eddon Boat Park building restoration. Cleanup won’t help to fund 

this project. 
2. Maritime Pier.  No funding in 2009. 
3. Jerisich Park Dock summer moorage extension. Postponed. 

 

 

Lighthouse 
Maintenance 

No discussion on this item.  

Water Division - 
Operating 

Narrative of Objectives 
1. Backflow device testing and inventory.  Reduce from $10,000 to 

$5000. 
2. Conservation program.  
3. Newsletter. Look into adding water system performance required by 

DOE to monthly water bill rather than using the newsletter. 

 
Reduce amount to 
$5000. 
Add report to water 
bill. 

Wastewater 
Division – 
Operating 
 

Narrative of Objectives 
1. Pump station maintenance and repair. Some lift stations 40+ years; 

can’t buy parts. $75,000 for repairs and rebuild. Bid to replace: 
$700,000 to replace smallest one. 

2. Treatment plant equipment repair and maintenance.  
3. Receiving water quality study/outfall inspection. 
4. Line cleaning.  Done in-house. 
5. Mandatory training for operators. Needs to be added to budget. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Add $6600 for 
training. 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

Wastewater 
Division – Capital 

Narrative of Objectives 
1. Odor Control. Reduce from $50,000 to $20,000. 
2. Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion. 
3. Lift station Upgrades. Reduce from $100 to $75,000. 
4. Wastewater Outfall Completion. Postponed 2010. Permits have 

been extended. 
5. Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion Phase III. Postponed 2010  

or beyond. 

Reduce Budget for #1 
and 3. 

Stormwater Division 
– Operating 

Narrative of Objectives 
1. NPDES Phase 2.  For monitoring, education, lab work, 

enforcement, inspect erosion control, training, citizen hotline, 
stormwater manual. Want to get to 60% compliance and implement 
a systemic program.  Staff time should be moved under salaries. 
Reduce amount from $100 to $70,000. 

2. Stormwater Comprehensive Plan Update. 
3. Pierce County / City Storm Drain GIS Survey Assistance. 

 
 
Reduce Budget. 

Water Division - 
Capital. 

Narrative of Objectives. 
1. GH North Well Site (No. 9). If 9 is pursued may delay action on 10. 

$110,000 is average perimeter for design. Long lead time. 
2. Crescent Creek Well (No. 10). Shallow well. $200,000 is for 

construction and to bring on-line. 
3. Reid & Hollycroft Intertie. Design in-house. 
4. System upgrades. Reduce further from $58,000 to $35,000. 
5. Water rights annual advocate permitting.   
6. Groundwater recharge preliminary report. Postponed 2010 or 

beyond.   
7. Harborview Drive waterline replacement. Postponed 2010 or 

beyond.   
8. Stinson Avenue waterline replacement. 40 years old. Priority 2 in 

water capital. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
Reduce Budget. 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

Utility Rate 
Increases 

1. Due to lower than anticipated development, should we increase 
rates? 

2. Recommendation to move along projects rather than raise rates. 
3. Find additional ERUs to allow this to occur by identifying “dead” 

projects and freeing up the ERUs. 3000 available currently. 
4. Look at other options to free additional ERUs. 

 

 
 
Find ways to free up 
ERUs. 

How to proceed on 
Budget 

Schedule another follow-up meeting with changes as discussed. 
 
Monday, November 17th at 5:30 p.m. 

E-mail draft of 
spreadsheet and 
budget changes. 
 
Notice meeting. 

   
Adjourn 
 

Meeting adjourned at 7:22 p.m. Next meeting Mon. 
Nov. 17th at 5:30 p.m. 
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OUTLINE MINUTES 
Budget Workshop:  

Marketing and Public Works 
 
 

Date: November 17, 2008   Time: 5:30 p.m.    Location: Council Chambers       Scribe: Molly Towslee 
 
Councilmembers Present:  Mayor Hunter, Councilmembers Kadzik, Payne, Malich, Conan, Franich, Young and Ekberg.  
 
Staff Present:  Rob Karlinsey, Paul Nelson, Judge Dunn, Mike Davis, Bill Colberg, Dick Bower, David Rodenbach, 
Laureen Lund, David Stubchaer, Tom Dolan, and Molly Towslee, City Clerk.  Several other staff members were present in 
the audience. 
 
Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 

needed) 
Introduction Mayor Hunter said that handouts were given to Council and staff with 

revised numbers. 
 
Rob Karlinsey said that this amended budget is the result of weeks of hard 
work.  
 
 

 

Budget Overview • Reductions were found throughout the budget including training, 
overtime, equipment, flower baskets, etc. 

• Preliminary 2009 ending balance just shy of 1.2 million. 
• Revenue picture hasn’t changed. 
• Because of healthier ending fund balance Council has options: 

o Leave balance alone in case things get worse. 
o Revenues are pessimistically realistic so it may be safe to 

add things back. Recommendations to add back below. 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

Recommendation 
to add back in to 
budget 

1. Federal Lobbying. Commit to first half of 2009.  
2. Street Rehab. Chip seal, slurry, overlay. 
3. Civic Center Debt Reserve. 
4. BB16 – IJR Process. Combination of in-house and technical experts 

to continue in the process. 
5. Employee positions.  Add back all but three (Planner and two 

Building Inspectors.)  Four positions remain at ½ time. 

Add $35,000 
Add $100,000 
Add $100,000 
Add $100,000 
 

General Fund 
Balance 

Where does add-ins leave GF Balance? $839,000.  
Cuts spread across all funds in order to protect the GH balance. 
 

 

Budget Discussion 1. Receptionist salary allocation to other funds. 
2. Possible effect on credit rating due to the reduction of the ending 

fund balance. 
3. Adding lobbying back in for ½ year makes sense.  
4. Take home police cars.  Most officers live local. Saves time to get in 

service. 
5. Reduction of overtime. Manage this in all departments. 
6. Civic Center Debt Reserve. June 2011. Doesn’t pay off to 

restructure payoff at this time. 
7. Street overlays vs. deferred cost. City hasn’t done deferred 

maintenance evaluation. Not a huge difference for 1-2 years. 
Grandview needs reconstructed. 

8. Cost of Living Increase for employees.  Effective January 1st. Police 
have 6.2% in contract. Rob negotiating 5% for other employees. 

9. Parks: Skansie Net Shed and KLM Veterans Park were added back 
into budget – carry over from 2008. 

10. Sponsored events.  Laureen Lund clarified the sponsorship. 
11. BB16 – IJR. Smart to keep in to continue in the process. Some work 

can be done in-house.  Lochner contract at-will contractor. 
12. 2009 Bonuses.  

• Budget assumes a 5% merit increase and COLA for a total of 

 
 
 
Check on GTH 
contract. 
 
 
Have Bond Counsel 
come in to discuss. 
 
Do analysis of roads 
and take list to Ops 
Committee. 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

10% to salaries. 
• Increase spread throughout the year due to evaluation dates. 

Rob explained the merit/bonus system in place since 1990.  
• Typical of other jurisdictions.  
• Rewards performance – great incentive. 
• Encourages money-saving ideas. 
• Not automatic.  
• This is a high performing organization.  
• Alternative is longevity pay or step-system which doesn’t 

reward good work. 
• Bonuses are to keep and maintain quality employees. 

Pool for cost-cutting / savings program. Is it legal? 
• State has such a program. 
• Caution: state had no cap and employees qualified for 

$75,000 bonuses. 
Use fixed amount rather than percentage for merit 
increase/bonuses.   

• Easier to manage and could prevent layoffs.  
• This would have to be negotiated with guild. 
• People value the benefit and city would lose good 

employees. 
Budget tight – eliminate the bonuses / increases? There is still work 
to be done and we need good employees to do that work. 
Private sector lucky to see 3-4% increases, but the salaries are 
higher.  

• It would cost more to cut or change the current system.  
• Duty is on the supervisor to justify increase. 

PERS Retirement based on employees’ highest years of 
compensation. 
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Topic Discussion Follow-up (if 
needed) 

Everyone agreed that the employees come to work expecting to 
work hard every day.  

 
Consensus Changes discussed to be incorporated into Budget for First Reading of 

the Ordinance if Council concedes to the recommendations discussed. 
 
All Councilmembers agreed to the recommendations. 

Make changes and 
bring for 1st Reading 
and Public Hearing. 

Employee Layoffs / 
reinstatements 

Rob to let employees who positions were re-instated know tomorrow. Follow up with 
employees. 

Other discussion Councilmembers requested a list of consultants for 2008 compared to 
2009. 

Forward comparison 
list. 

Adjourn 
 

Meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m. . 
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 City of Gig Harbor 
Community Development Dept. 
3510 Grandview St. 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

Memo 
To: Mayor Hunter and City Council Members 

From: Dick J. Bower, CBO – Building/Fire Safety Director 

CC: Rob Karlinsey 

Date: 12.02.08 

Re: Building and Fire Safety Report for the month of November 2008 

The following report is being provided in an effort to keep you informed of the myriad activities of the 
building and fire safety department over the past month.  If you have any questions please give me a 
call, e-mail or visit and I’ll get you the answers. 

Departmental Activities:  
During the period building and fire safety staff took part in the following activities: 
- Participated in statewide Apprenticeship Program development meetings. 
- Attended W. WA Chapter – ICC meeting. 
- Participated in meetings related to budget shortfalls. 
- Attended multiple budget meetings 
- Attended City Attorney candidate selection process. 
- Hosted regional Multi-Agency Coordination Committee meeting. 
- Participated in PC Local Interagency Networking Quorum 
- Performed final inspections and issued a CO for Gig Harbor Retirement Residences 
- Participated in GHN Traffic Options meeting 
- Met with applicants for Safeway site redevelopment and 7 Seas Brewing Co. project 
- Completed review of Eddon Boat  Rehabilitation Project permits 
- Met with Quadrant Homes reps to discuss issues affecting their development 
- Provided comments on 4 planning and 2 engineering permits 

New Permit Applications 
New Commercial -  6       
New Residential - 5   
Remodel / TI -     3 
Other -              48        
Total -  62      
 
Large Projects Reviewed and Awaiting Revisions:  
Bayview Building   Town Plaza Fire Protection 
Highlands at the Harbor   CGH Wastewater Treatment Plant Expansion 
Jordan Warehouse 

Major Plan Reviews Completed: 
Eddon Boat Shop and House Rehab/Restroom project 
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Permits Issued:    
Commercial –  2         
Residential -  2  
Remodel/TI -  1 
Other -  28                                                     
Total Issued -  33   
 

Permits-By-Appointment: 12 

Inspections: 
The following inspections were performed: 
Periodic inspections - 144  
Final Inspections - 42     
Certificate of Occupancy - 9     
Total - 195   

Enforcement: 
The following enforcement actions were taken: 
Investigations - 2              
Stop work orders issued - 1  
Citations issued -   
Civil NOV’s issued - 2  
Total -5               

Fire Inspection Referral /Refusal Follow-ups:   
 

Business License Inspections:  

Training: 
- Attended Simpson Strong-Tie code update training 
- Participated in DOE Haz-mat and containment training 
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security 
Region X 
130 228th Street, SW 
Bothell, WA 98021-9796 

FEMA 
November 24,2008 

Mr. Steven C. Bailey, Director 
Pierce County Department of Emergency Management 
2501 South 35th Street 
Tacoma, Washington 98409-7405 

Dear Mr. Bailey: 

The U.S. Department of Homeland Security's Federal Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) 
has approved the Region 5 Hazard Mitigation Plan as a multi-jurisdictional local plan as outlined 
in 44 CFR Part 201. With approval of this plan, the following entities are now eligible to apply 
for the Robert T. Stafford Disaster Relief and Emergency Assistance Act's hazard mitigation 
project grants and Flood Mitigation Assistance project grants through November 24,20 13: 

l ~ i t i e s  and Towns: Fire Districts: l~chool  Districts: I~tilities: I 

City of Buckley La kewood Fire 
Department (PCFD #2) 

City of Edgewood I Fife SD 

Carbonado SD 

City of Dupont 

City of Fircrest 

City of Gig Harbor 

Town of Eatonville 

Dieringer SD 

1 Town of South Prairie 

Town of Wilkeson 

Clear Lake Water 
District 

I Lakewood Water District/ 

The plan's approval provides the above jurisdictions eligibility to apply for hazard mitigation 
projects through your State. All requests for funding will be evaluated individually according to 
the specific eligibility and other requirements of the particular program under which the 
application is submitted. For example, a specific mitigation activity or project identified in the 
plan may not meet the eligibility requirements for FEMA funding, and even eligible mitigation 
activities are not automatically approved for FEMA funding under any of the aforementioned 
programs. 

Over the next five years, we encourage your communities to follow the plan's schedule for 
monitoring and updating the plan, and to develop further mitigation actions. The plan must be 
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Mr. Steven C. Bailey, Director 
November 24,2008 
Page 2 

reviewed, revised as appropriate, and resubmitted for approval within five years in order to 
continue project grant eligibility. 

If you have questions regarding your plan's approval or FEMA's mitigation grant programs, 
please contact our State counterpart, Washington Emergency Management Division, which 
coordinates and administers these efforts for local entities. 

Sincerely, 

rk Carey, Director 
itigation Division 

cc: Mark Stewart, Washington Emergency Management Division 

Enclosure 
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RESOLUTION NO. 777 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON, 
WHICH ESTABLISHES FEES FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
LAND USE APPLICATIONS AND PERMITS; BUILDING PERMIT 
FEES; AND ENGINEERING FEES; REPEALING RESOLUTION 
NO. 735 AND ALL PREVIOUS RESOLUTIONS ESTABLISHING 
FEES FOR THE SAME PURPOSES. 

 
 

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor has established land use, engineering and 
other community development fees by Resolution; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the Gig Harbor City Council has requested that the Community 
Development Department evaluate fees on an annual basis and, as necessary, 
propose adjustments to the fee schedule; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the last update occurred in December 2007 in Resolution No. 735; 
and, 
 

WHEREAS, the city’s costs have increased throughout 2008; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the revised fee schedule provides a five percent cost of living 
adjustment to existing fees, and reflects the City’s increased costs relating to the 
processing of applications, inspecting and reviewing plans, or preparing detailed 
statements pursuant to chapter 43.21C RCW; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the proposed fee schedule adjustments are deemed necessary to 
maintain fair and equitable application fees. 
 

NOW, THEREFORE, THE GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL HEREBY AMENDS 
THE COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT FEES FOR 2009 AND ESTABLISHES THE 
FEE SCHEDULE AS PER THE ATTACHED EXHIBIT "A". 

 
APPROVED: 
 
        
Charles L. Hunter, Mayor 

 
           
Molly Towslee, City Clerk  
 
Filed with City Clerk: 12/1/08 
Passed by City Council:  12/8/08 
Resolution No. 777
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Introduction
 The City of Gig Harbor engaged Spinnaker Strate-
gies to prepare a strategy to strengthen business downtown 
and generate more sales.  The focus of this strategy is the 
area around Harborview and Pioneer Way that includes 
the shopping center and Judson Street.  There are other 
commercial areas around the harbor, including Millville, 
Finnholm and Donkey Creek, but this strategy focuses 
on the traditional commercial and emotional center of 
the city.
 All places compete for people’s time, money, atten-
tion and loyalty.  Downtown faces increasing competition 
from new stores and malls on the west side of the city and 
in Gig Harbor North, and it will lose in head-to-head 
competition with these areas if it tries to sell itself simply 
as another specialty retail center.  Downtown needs to 
compete based on its own distinctive strengths.  
 This document lays out a competitive strategy based 
on a positioning statement and fi ve key principles in-
tended to guide future planning and marketing.  The last 
sections include recommendations for specifi c actions that 
Gig Harbor can take.  
 The ad hoc advisory committee played an invalu-
able role in preparing this strategy, meeting bi-weekly in 
June, July and August, and giving up a full Saturday to tour 
other waterfront retail areas around Puget Sound.  With 
such a great place to start from, and a committed citizenry 
like this, downtown Gig Harbor will not only survive 
but thrive, as a strong center of both community pride 
and prosperity.  



Overall
Positioning
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 This strategy positions downtown as the “un-mall”, 
as an authentic, walkable  village or town center where 
people can live, work, walk, play, shop and worship all in 
the same place.  The principles on the following pages 
detail this positioning:  1)  that downtown is a gathering 
place, 2) that people can walk to coffee from where 
they live or work, 3)  that the downtown retains the 
old buildings and character that give it authenticity and 
charm, 4) that there are places to stroll and relax, and 5) 
that there are public spaces owned, controlled and actively 
used by the public.  
 Compare this to a shopping center, built all at one 
time, surrounded by a sea of parking, under the control 
of one owner, and set apart from neighboring residential 
areas.  The essence of the downtown strategy is variety- of 
different kinds of people coming together for different 
activities, all in one place with a strong sense 
of community.
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PRINCIPLE 1:
THE GATHERING PLACE

 In a world of malls and chain stores, people want 
authenticity, the real thing.  They also crave the personal 
-- for the barista or salesperson to know them when they 
walk in, and to see friends and acquaintances.  People also 
want to be able to linger without feeling like they have to 
buy a cup of coffee to sit down.  
 While downtown can be the “living room” of the 
city where people spend time together, they also need 
reasons to go there regularly, “anchor uses”.  On the pri-
vate side, these anchor uses could include a constellation 
of restaurants, including higher-end establishments, brew 
pubs and more coffee houses.  They might also include 
another downtown bookstore or a magazine store that 
provides a place to read and drink coffee.  And the list 
should certainly include a small inn or boutique hotel that 
caters to business travelers as well as to tourists.
 On the public side, these anchors could include a 
library branch, reading room or homework center in the 
Bogue Building; a community hall that would be both 
a senior center and a place to take classes; and a public 
boathouse for youth sports and masters-level rowing and 
paddling.  Downtown will need features that draw not 
only seniors and empty nesters but teens, ‘tweens and 
families with children.  If successful, this mix of people 
will become an attraction in itself.
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PRINCIPLE 2:
WALK TO COFFEE

 More than just higher gas prices are getting people 
out of their cars.  More and more people want to live 
and work in the same place, and go about on foot.  The 
promise of being able to walk to coffee is a strong one, 
both in getting people to move closer to downtown, and 
in creating repeat customers.
 As part of its downtown strategy, the City needs 
to reinforce the walkable and historic character of 
the surrounding neighborhoods, which now provide 
downtown’s most loyal customers.  For example, the City 
should plan that the vacant and underdeveloped lots in the 
Millville and Finnholm neighborhoods be built out with 
bungalows, cottages and other small scale housing that 
will be in character with what is already there.  Similar 
planning should go on for the vacant tracts which separate 
the shopping center from Stanich Avenue and Tarabochia 
Street from Chinook Avenue.  These plans should also 
include more formal pedestrian links.
 The City should also encourage in-fi ll development 
with small offi ces that appeal to professionals.  This will 
bring more people downtown during the day and boost 
the lunch trade so vital to restaurants.  Beyond this, it 
simply makes good sense for the city as a whole to provide 
more opportunities to work near the water, for this space 
will attract highly skilled people who could live or work 
anywhere but choose Gig Harbor as their city.  These 
professionals, “knowledge workers”, are the stuff of the 
modern economy, and they will create jobs that save 
people from commuting to Tacoma.  
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PRINCIPLE 3:
REWARD RENOVATION

 Gig Harbor does not have to sacrifi ce its sense 
of place to have a strong downtown.  By rewarding 
renovation, and discouraging wholesale demolition and 
redevelopment, the City can preserve the downtown’s 
historic and traditional qualities.  Cannon Beach, on the 
Oregon Coast, is but one example of a downtown where 
sensitive infi ll has actually made the place more interesting 
than it was 40 years ago.
 Rewarding renovation will require changing both 
the planning and the building codes.  The planning code 
needs to more precisely defi ne the desired building 
scale, materials, placement and features, and to provide 
incentives for people to renovate rather than replace.  
These incentives might include expedited approvals or 
more favorable parking requirements.
 The building codes should match the upgrade 
requirements to the scale of the project.  Otherwise 
owners may simply choose to tear the building down 
and start over.  The State of New Jersey has created new 
building codes designed to reward renovation, and these 
codes have sparked a wholesale increase in renovation 
activity and values.  These codes require that building 
owners comply with life safety requirements in their 
current use of the structures, and not just when they 
need permits.  This approach leads to steadier investment 
over time.  
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PRINCIPLE 4:
MAKE GILICH A LANE

 Downtown needs a new “Velcro” point for retail, a 
place to sit and stroll.  Gilich Lane, just off of Judson Street, 
can be that place, particularly if it becomes the center 
piece of the surrounding block.  
 Ringed by Judson, Pioneer and Harborview Way, 
this block is one of the most interesting places in the city, 
although few people now venture beyond the perimeter.  
It is, in fact, a rare place where a person can live, work, 
shop, eat and worship all in the same block, and it has 
an eclectic mix of buildings and a semi-rural quiet that 
refl ects the overall character of Gig Harbor.
 Extending Gilich from Judson Street through 
to Harborview will link the shopping center to the 
waterfront and create a lovely retail lane and raise the 
value of interior parcels.  The City might also consider 
creating a small public green in this area, which would be 
another magnet for activity.  There is much to be gained, 
both publicly and among private property owners, from 
approaching the future development of this area together.  
The overall approach should be that of creating and 
revealing a special place, a place that provides a place to go, 
to explore, to relax, to enjoy the qualities of community 
that defi ne both a village and a city.
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PRINCIPLE 5:

LEVERAGE THE 
PUBLIC PLACES

 Downtown includes not only private property and 
businesses but also public parks, historic buildings, and the 
sidewalks and streets which connect them.  The way the 
City uses and manages these assets will have just as much 
effect on downtown’s health as the opening of a new 
coffee house or hotel.
 The greatest opportunity for better use of public 
space is at the base of Pioneer Way, where the City should 
widen the sidewalk and improve the small public plaza at 
the southwest corner.  This has the potential to become 
the true focal point of downtown, but it needs upgrading.  
It is this intersection where most tourists mentally 
start their visit, and it could a picture-postcard image 
for marketing the city as a whole.  The City also needs 
to limit the amount of commute traffi c that goes past 
this intersection, since rush-hour noise levels can make 
conversation almost impossible.  
 The City should view the parks and museums and 
historic waterfront structures as part of a recreation 
program that gets people to come downtown.  This means 
ensuring that the Eddon Boatyard, the Harbor History 
Museum and even the buildings in Skansie Park are 
programmed in such a way that they draw regular and 
frequent use by residents, and not just occasional visits.  
At Skansie Park, the City should aim for active year-
round use, particularly by families and children.  Adding 
playground equipment, climbing walls or fountains may 
do this, but these improvements should not be aimed 
solely at the very young, for people of all ages will use 
these if they are carefully chosen and placed.  The City 
also needs to maximize use of the public docks, where 
increasing the number of visiting boats will increase the 
number of land visitors who come down to see them.
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Next Steps  

1Consolidate and review the various harbor 
area plans and strategies.  This includes this 
business strategy, plans for Skansie Park, and 

streetscape plans for Judson Street and Harborview Drive.  
The recommendations from these efforts should be turned 
into a single prioritized list of actions for the area.  In 
bringing these plans together, the City may fi nd that it 
needs to change some of the individual strategies.

2Start talking with landowners on a regular 
basis.  The current recession gives the City a 
chance to start a dialogue with property owners 

that will lead to more of a shared vision for what the area 
can become, before individual owners and developers 
bring forth new plans in the next building boom.  These 
conversations cost almost nothing to carry out, and they 
should be led by the mayor or the city manager.  The 
conversations should include both major property owners, 
such as the Russell Foundation, and small merchants.

3Create a single citizens’ planning organization 
for the harbor area. There are many economic 
development opportunities that the City can realize 

in the harbor area, if it plans ahead.  Doing so will require 
bringing together residents, merchants, offi ce fi rms, marine 
industries, non-profi ts, and park users, and this group 
will need time to organize and become strong.  The city 
should start organizing this group now.  should start organizing this group now.  should start organizing this group now.
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4Look for money.  The City is already spending 
money on various programs in the area, including 
promotion paid for with the lodging tax.  The 

City should count up these expenditures, confi rm its 
priorities, and research whether some of this money can 
be redirected to bricks-and-mortar projects.

5Spend money on small, tangible 
improvements.  These projects could include 
sidewalk improvements at the southwest corner 

of Harborview Drive and Pioneer Way, the removal of 
sidewalk landscaping that now impedes access to Skansie 
Brothers Park, and other improvements that people who 
walk or use the area daily will enjoy.  This will get people 
talking about what other improvements they value, and 
involve the public in a kind of incremental planning 
approach that may be far more effective than bigger 
design efforts.

6Create a target list of businesses.  Downtown is 
a venture, and every venture has partners.  The City 
should target the types of businesses that it wants, 

and assemble the marketing and other tools it needs to 
attract them.  Gig Harbor has terrifi c potential to become 
a center in the knowledge economy, and it should take 
steps now to begin attracting both companies in these 
sectors, and to build the business infrastructure needed to 
support these companies.  

 While this strategy defi nes a positioning and identity statement that is the “what” of marketing, this is just the 
beginning.  The “how” and “who” of carrying out this strategy will be equally important, and the City needs to play an 
active and on-going role in this.  The long-term success of this strategy will depend on creating political support for it, 
in building a management team, and in recruiting business.  As next steps, the City should:  
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TACTICAL ACTIONSTACTICAL ACTIONST
The following is a list of possible actions and projects:

Streets and Sidewalks

1. Create a small pedestrian plaza where Pioneer Way 
meets Harborview Drive.

2. Redirect some commuter traffi c from Harborview 
Drive. to Stinson Avenue.

3. Extend Gilich Lane between Judson Street and 
Harborview Drive, creating a formal foot path or car 
lane.  

4. Create formal pedestrian links behind the shopping 
center between Stanich Lane and Stanich Avenue, 
north of Pioneer Way between Tarabochia Street and 
Chinook Avenue, and between Novak and Rosedale 
Streets in Millville

Parks and Docks

1. Free up transient moorage by ticketing those who 
exceed stay limits.  Add temporary docks for summer 
time transient use.

2. Create a municipal boathouse.

3. Add fountains, climbing walls, play structures and 
other child-attracting features to Skansie Park.

4. Program the museum, boatyards and Skansie net shed 
with weekly classes and workshops.

5. Create a combination senior center and multi-
purpose building on the Key Bank site at Judson and 
Pioneer Way.

6. Move canoe and kayak rentals to the Skansie Park 
docks.

Appendix
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RESOURCES AND LINKS

Great Small Cities with Great Downtowns:  
Oregon:  
Ashland, Bend, Cannon Beach, Hood River

Washington:   
Bainbridge Island, Fairhaven (Bellingham), Friday Harbor, 
Kirkland, Port Townsend, Roslyn

California:
Claremont, Los Gatos, Mill Valley, Palo Alto, San Juan Capistrano 

Public Anchors: 
Oregon:
Multnomah Arts Center, Portland OR: 
http://www.multnomahartscenter.org/
   
Portland Warehouse:   
http://www.portlandboathouse.org/

British Columbia
Roundhouse Community Center, Vancouver, BC:  
http://www.roundhouse.ca/
   
Garden City Park playground, Richmond, BC:  
http://www.space2place.com/public_garden-city.html

Renovation Codes 
New Jersey: 
New Jersey has been the national leader in this area since 1996.  
Its a code is even considered better than the International 
Building Code’s special provisions for renovation.  

New Jersey building code:  ey building code:  ey building code:
http://www.state.nj.us/dca/codes/rehab/rehabguide.shtml, 
or call Amy Frank, 609-292-7899. 

IBC Adoption:   
http://www.iccsafe.org/government/adoption.html

Building Codes and Planning Efforts

1. Relax parking standards for restaurants.

2. Adopt the IBC renovation code.

3. Create expedited review for projects that meet 
city standards for building scale, mass, setbacks and 
materials.  

4. Allow small lot residential development with 
bungalows, cottages and clustered housing.

5. Create a master plan for the block bounded by 
Harborview, Judson and Pioneer.  

6. Allow for professional and offi ce uses in designated 
areas near downtown and the waterfront.  

7. Create special planning and building codes for reuse 
of the net sheds and other historic structures near the 
water.  

8. Revise codes to encourage creative interim uses on 
sites like the Stutz property.

9. Focus future retail development in Finnholm 
and Donkey Creek in smaller areas, and target 
redevelopment of sites like the parking lot next to the 
Finnholm Market.

Marketing and Outreach

1. Create a target list of businesses for recruitment.   
The list for downtown should include a 
white-table cloth restaurant that serves lunch, 
brew pubs with live music, a small inn or hotel 
with a rating of at least three stars, a coffee house, a 
combination magazine store and coffee house, and 
sit-down family restaurants.

2. Explore ways of using the lodging tax on capital 
projects.

3. Target part of the tourism marketing at local residents, 
identifying specifi c activities around the harbor.  



8700 N.E. ODDFELLOWS RD.
BAINBRIDGE  ISLAND, WA 
(206) 780-0553

WWW.SPINNAKERSTRATEGIES.COM
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