
 

 

 
Gig Harbor 

City Council Meeting 
 
 

June 8, 2009 
 5:30 p.m. 



AGENDA FOR 
GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

Monday, June 8, 2009 – 5:30 p.m. 
(note earlier starting time) 

 
CALL TO ORDER:   
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of May 24, 2009. 
2. Receive and File: Boards and Candidate Review Committee Minutes May 26, 

2009. 
3. Correspondence / Proclamations: “We The People” Gig Harbor High School State 

Champions.  
4. Appointment to the Design Review Board. 
5. Appointment to the Planning Commission. 
6. Liquor License Application: Gateway to India. 
7. Eddon Boat Environmental Restrictive Covenant Agreement with Department of 

Ecology. 
8. Federal Lobbyist Contract Extension. 
9. Resolution for Public Hearing & Approval of Easements – Bacchus Street 

Vacation. 
10. Resolution - Section 125 Employee Flexible Spending Account Plan Document. 
11. BB16 Mitigation Improvements Project – Consultant Services Contract for 

Construction Survey and Professional Technical Support Services. 
12. Approval of Payment of Bills for June 8, 2009: Checks #61091 through #61190 in 

the amount of $1,428,333.45. 
13. Approval of Payment of Payroll for the month of May: Checks #5439 through 

#5461 and direct deposit transactions in the total amount of $338,261.62. 
 
PRESENTATIONS:  
1.  We The People – Ken Brown, Gig Harbor High School.  
2.    Pierce Stream Team – Jami Pleasants.  
 

OLD BUSINESS: 
1. Second Reading of Ordinance – Sehmel Drive Area-Wide Rezone. 
2. Second Reading of Ordinance – Amending Special Events Permit. 
 

NEW BUSINESS:    
1. Public Hearing and First Reading of Ordinance – Development Agreement 

Processing Amendment. 
2. Public Hearing and First Reading of Ordinance – Mixed Use District Overlay 

(MUD) Amendments and Area-Wide Rezone (ZONE 07-0006)- CONTINUED To 
June 22nd. 

 
STAFF REPORT:  
1.  New Websites Presentation: Lita Dawn Stanton and Laureen Lund. 



2. Permit Extentions. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS: 

1. Finance / Safety Committee: Mon. Jun 15th at 4:00 p.m. 
2. City Council Budget Update / Budget Forecast Worksession: Mon. Jun 15th at 5:30 

p.m. 
3. Operations Committee: Thu. Jun 18th at 3:00 p.m. 
4. Boards and Commissions Candidate Review Committee: Mon. Jun 22nd at 4:30 

p.m. 
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 GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING OF MAY 26, 2009 
 
PRESENT:  Councilmembers Ekberg, Young, Franich, Conan, Malich, Payne, 
Kadzik and Mayor Hunter.  
 
CALL TO ORDER:  6:00 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. Approval of the Minutes: a) City Council Meeting May 11, 2009; b) Special City 
Council Meeting May 18, 2009. 

2. Receive and File: a) Parks Commission Minutes April 1, 2009; b) Operations & 
Public Project Committee Minutes April 16, 2009. 

3. Liquor License Renewals: Target; Puerto Vallarta Restaurant; Round Table 
Pizza; and Julep Nail Parlor. 

4. Resolution – Surplus Furniture at Skansie Brothers Park House. 
5. Resolution – Processing Eleven and Rejecting One 2009 Comprehensive Plan 

Amendment Application. 
6. 2009 Traffic Model Update – AM Model – Consultant Services Contract 

Amendment No. 1 / PTV America, Inc.  
7. 2009 Traffic Model Update – AM Peak Hour Data Collection – Consultant 

Services Contract / All Traffic Data, Inc.  
8. Boys and Girls Club – Sanitary Sewer and Stormwater Facilities Easement and 

Maintenance Agreements.  
9. Pierce County Historic Property Survey Grant Agreement. 
10. Probation Services Contract.  
11. Comprehensive Plan Amendment, Transportation Improvement Plan(s), Traffic 

Impact Fees – Consultant Services Contract Amendment #2 / HDR Engineering, 
Inc. 

12. WSDOT/City Interlocal Agreement for Construction Administration Services for 
BB16 Mitigation Improvements Project.  

13. Approval of Payment of Bills for May 26, 2009: Checks #60983 through #61090 
in the amount of $1,201,984.82. 

 
 MOTION: Move to adopt the Consent Agenda as presented. 
  Young / Malich - unanimously approved. 
 
OLD BUSINESS: 

1. Second Reading of Ordinance – Establishing a Process for the Allocation of 
Limited Sewer Capacity.  Public Works Director David Stubchaer presented the 
background on this ordinance to allocate a limited number of sewer capacity reservation 
certificates. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt the Ordinance No. 1159 as presented. 
  Kadzik / Conan - unanimously approved. 
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2. Second Reading of Ordinance – PCD/BP/ED Zoning Changes.  Planning 
Director Tom Dolan gave a brief overview of the background information for this 
ordinance to ensure that the intent and uses in these zones are consistent with each 
other. 
 
Councilmember Franich said this is a major change to the original intent of these zones 
and he hopes that as the economy improves that we haven’t made a mistake. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt the Ordinance No. 1160 as presented. 
  Ekberg / Young - unanimously approved. 
 

3. Second Reading of Ordinance – Sewer Exception Code Revision. Senior 
Engineer Jeff Langhelm presented information on two versions of an ordinance 
amending the exceptions section for sewer hook-up requirements. He explained that in 
2006 Council amended the requirements for sewer hook-ups; at that time, staff believes 
an exception for the 200’ distance requirement was inadvertently omitted. He further 
explained that the city is compelled by RCW to have adjacent parcels connect to city 
sewer and requested that Council adopt one of these ordinances to establish 
exceptions to what new development would be required to connect. He then described 
each option. 
 
Councilmember Franich said that he takes exception with the idea that the 200’ distance 
requirement was inadvertently omitted. He said that in 2006 this issue was discussed at 
length and Council clearly decided to strike that section of the code because they felt 
that no one should be forced to hook up to the sewer system unless there is a public 
health hazard. He said that the effort by past Council on this subject should be 
recognized as this is a major change in policy; not just a housekeeping item. He 
recommended Option A as it more clearly reflects the intent of the past Council’s 
discussion. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt Option ‘B’ as Ordinance No. 1161. 
  Ekberg / Young – five voted in favor. Councilmember Franich and 

Malich voted no. 
 
4. Second Reading of Ordinance – Nuisance. City Administrator Rob Karlinsey 

described the amendments to this proposed nuisance ordinance as a result of the 
direction from Council.  He described additional changes that refer to ponds in public 
parks, pilings, docks and netsheds along the shoreline, yard waste and screening from 
view. He explained that the section on screening was changed from “neighboring” to 
“adjacent public” property to avoid neighborhood squabbles. 
 
Councilmember Kadzik voiced concern that the reference to ponds is still too broad and 
would encompass wetlands. Mr. Karlinsey suggested deleting all reference to ponds in 
paragraph ‘A’.  He then responded to discussion on how to address public docks in 
disrepair. He explained that this would be enforced under the Building Code. 
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Councilmember Franich said that although he appreciates the changes made, he will be 
voting no against the ordinance as he believes the city should only be involved if 
something affects public health and safety. 
 
Councilmember Malich responded that this ordinance does address public health and 
safety; it is a start to protecting the community from hazards. 
 
MOTION: Move to adopt Ordinance No. 1162 with amendments as discussed. 
  Young / Kadzik – six voted in favor. Councilmember Franich voted no. 
 

5. Second Reading of Ordinance – Amending City Council Meeting Time. City Clerk 
Molly Towslee presented this ordinance changing the meeting time from 6:00 p.m. to 
5:30 p.m.  She said that no negative comments regarding the change have been 
received. 
 
Councilmember Young voiced concern that 5:30 p.m. may be too early and preclude 
someone from running for Council in the future. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt Ordinance No. 1163 as presented. 
  Kadzik / Ekberg – six voted in favor. Councilmember Young voted no. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:    

1. Public Hearing and First Reading of Ordinance – Sehmel Drive Area-Wide 
Rezone.  Tom Dolan presented the background for this ordinance to address 
inconsistencies between the land use designation and zoning for this recently annexed 
area.  
 
Mayor Hunter opened the public hearing at 6:30 p.m. 
 
Paul Garrison – 8306 131st St. NW.  Mr. Garrison, property owner of property in this 
area, spoke in favor of the rezone. He said that there is a need for more zoning 
designations that will allow industrial uses. 
 
There were no further public comments and the hearing closed at 6:34 p.m. This will 
return at the next meeting for a second reading. 
 

2. First Reading of Ordinance – Special Events Permits.  Molly Towslee presented 
this draft ordinance that came about at the request of the Finance Committee to update 
the insurance requirements for special events. In addition, staff proposed several other 
amendments to bring the code up to date.  She addressed Council’s questions and said 
that this would return for a second reading at the next meeting. 
 
STAFF REPORT:  
 
Marketing Director Laureen Lund said that for the past five years the Lodging Tax 
Budget has set aside funds for the rehabilitation of the Skansie House; in 2009 that 
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amount was $30,000. She explained that due to the deterioration of the economy there 
is a need to attract additional business to the local hotels. She proposed that no more 
than $20,000 of the set-aside funds be reallocated for additional marketing efforts to 
help the hotels survive this economic downturn. Laureen clarified that the Lodging Tax 
Committee still feels strongly about supporting the rehabilitation of the Skansie House 
for Tourism related uses, and $90,000 would remain in the set-aside fund after 
reallocation of this request. She said that the Lodging Tax Committee has been polled 
and they support this reallocation. She introduced Sue Braaten from the Best Western 
Wesley Inn to answer questions. 

 
Councilmember Ekberg asked if a formal proposal would be brought back for 
consideration at the next meeting and said he doesn’t favor acting on something not on 
the agenda. Councilmember Young added that he thought this would require a budget 
amendment. 
 
Rob Karlinsey responded that an amendment isn’t required because the budget is 
approved at the fund level and this is a policy change. He said the hoteliers approached 
staff late last week and this is an effort to act expediently to get “heads in beds.” He 
requested action on the request tonight. 
 
Ms. Lund passed out information for a tentative marketing plan to promote Mid-Week 
Specials. She explained that the hotels are reporting a 12% decline county-wide.  
 
Councilmember Payne said he would like to see hard numbers, but in the absence of 
that he asked Laureen to walk through her proposal.  Ms. Lund responded with an 
overview of her marketing plan to use radio and web presence. She said the ads could 
be ready to run by the end of the week. 
 
Councilmember Ekberg again stressed that he dislikes acting on items not on the 
agenda, adding that some of this information could have been distributed to Council 
before tonight. He then said he understands the critical nature of the situation and if 
Laureen feels this is the best way to utilize the funds he would support the proposal. 
 
Councilmember Franich said that acting on the budget in one-night’s notice is 
unprecedented and he doesn’t agree with the ability to switch money around; this action 
should come in the form of a budget amendment.  
 
Councilmember Young asked Angela Belbeck for clarification on whether this is an 
appropriate action without a budget amendment. She responded that it would be difficult 
to meet the public noticing requirement for a budget amendment at the next meeting. 
She explained that in other cities they sometimes do a quarterly budget amendment that 
incorporates all actions within that time frame. 
 
Mr. Karlinsey said that because no funds are being moved in or out of the Lodging Tax 
Fund and this action was initiated by the Lodging Tax Committee an amendment is not 
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necessary. Councilmember Young suggested that to protect the allocation of this fund 
this may need to be clarified in future budget processes. 
 
Sue Braaten – 8802 Randall Drive.  Ms. Braaten, owner of the Wesley Inn presented 
the following statistics:  February, down 12%; March – down 20%; April – down 30%; 
and May – 30%.  She said it isn’t getting better adding that she just lost a track team 
because of the bridge toll which is becoming an issue during these hard economic 
times. She stressed the urgent need for additional help. 
 
Councilmember Kadzik agreed with the comments by Councilmember Ekberg about 
getting the information ahead of time, but said he recognized this is an economic 
problem that needs to be addressed. 
 

 MOTION: Move to direct staff to reprogram the Lodging Tax Budget allocated for 
the Skansie House up to $20,000 for marketing. 

  Young / Kadzik -  
 
Councilmember Ekberg agreed with comments made by Councilmember Franich about 
the process. He said that because this is coming from the Lodging Tax Fund with 
Laureen’s support and the obvious demonstration of the problems the hotels face, he 
will support this. 
 
Councilmember Malich said he doesn’t believe advertising can make a difference and 
so he won’t be supporting this.  He said that he doesn’t want to see the money moved 
away from the Skansie House as it’s important and he would like to see it used as a 
visitor’s center, perhaps next year. 
 
Sue Braaten responded to Councilmember Payne’s questions by saying she spends 
roughly it runs $50,000 - $100,000 on marketing; this includes being part of the Best 
Western Hotel Chain. She said that with their limited funds they utilize the internet, e-
mail, their own web-site and cold-calls. She said that their goal is to bring people to Gig 
Harbor as there is a lot going on here.  
 
Laureen Lund added that the reason to market packages is the ability to track the 
effectiveness. She stressed that she has the numbers over a ten year period that prove 
how effective advertising campaigns have been. The increase in lodging is a direct 
result of these marketing strategies; it is the economic downturn that is causing this 
latest decrease. She responded that the radio stations chosen for this latest ad 
campaign are the top “women’s” radio programs as they are who makes the travel 
decisions. 
 
Councilmember Payne also said it would have been nice to have some information 
before this meeting, but he would be reluctantly vote in support. 
 
Councilmember Young noted that although setting aside Lodging Tax Funds for Capital 
Projects for tenant improvements to the Skansie House for a visitor’s center remains a 
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top priority, the purpose of the fund by statute is advertising to put heads in beds. He 
agreed the process of bringing this to Council could have been handled better, but they 
ran out of time part due to the holiday. 
 
Councilmember Malich defended his comment about advertising, saying there could be 
alternative solutions such as word of mouth. Laureen offered to meet with him to 
discuss this, adding that word of mouth is a big part of advertising efforts. 
 

 MOTION: Move to direct staff to reprogram the Lodging Tax Budget allocated for 
the Skansie House up to $20,000 for marketing. 

  Young / Kadzik – five voted in favor. Councilmember Franich and 
Malich voted no. 

 
Mr. Karlinsey apologized for not forwarding this to Council on Friday when he received it 
recognizing that it’s important for Council to have information ahead of time. He then 
said he is contemplating no Council meetings in August to save staff and attorney costs. 
He said that he would come back with a recommendation at the next meeting. 
 
Councilmember Franich warned that this would add burden to the fall schedule with the 
upcoming Comp Plan Amendments and Budget discussions. Councilmember Young 
suggested July rather than August and Councilmember Ekberg suggested polling the 
Councilmembers. Mr. Karlinsey responded that because he values predictability for the 
public, he doesn’t take cancelling meetings lightly; he offered to share the agenda 
planning schedule with Council before any recommendations are made.  
 
Mr. Karlinsey then transitioned to voluntary staff furloughs. He said he would be taking a 
draft policy to the Finance Committee in June and then to Council for consideration.  He 
then referenced the innovative solution to jail costs adopted under the Consent Agenda, 
encouraging Councilmembers to view the video handed out by Court Administrator Paul 
Nelson.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
Randy Boss – (no address given). Mr. Boss said that he submitted a text amendment 
on March 18th and a staff report was provided to Council on April 27th at which time no 
action was taken. Since that meeting he has addressed concerns raised at that meeting 
about additional workload for the Planning Commission.  He said that he met with the 
Planning Commission at their last meeting, and they agreed that if this was a viable 
project they would take on however many meetings necessary to review the text 
amendment. He explained that he is here tonight to explore his options and to find out 
how to move this forward; if staff needs to bring back a report for Council to make a 
decision to forward this to the Planning Commission then he hopes Council will see the 
wisdom of having this happen.  Mr. Boss continued to say that staff voiced concerned 
about the additional staff time this would require. He said that the developer has agreed 
to pay any overtime or hire additional staff members if that is what is required in order to 
augment the Planning Commission meetings. He asked that the city do what they can in 
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order to allow the Planning Commission to move this text amendment through the 
normal process and to have it come back to Council for final recommendation. He 
offered to answer questions. 
 
Councilmember Malich asked for clarification on the size of the proposed project.  Mr. 
Boss responded that the text amendment is for 165,000 square feet but the tenant, Fred 
Meyer Corporation, has agreed that they could live with 150,000. He stressed that this 
only applies to the C-1 zoned area along Point Fosdick; nowhere else in the city. 
 
Councilmember Ekberg explained that staff recommended that this amendment go to 
the Planning Commission in 2010. By Council not taking action at the last meeting they 
were basically agreeing with that recommendation. He said that he doesn’t think there is 
a process problem and that he is concerned with the Planning Commission’s ability to 
prioritize their workload rather than just have additional items being thrown at them. He 
said he hasn’t seen a recommendation from the Planning Commission and doesn’t 
know if a report was generated or not. 
 
Councilmember Conan asked for clarification on the oldest text amendment on the work 
plan for the Planning Commission. Tom Dolan responded that it’s three or four years 
old. Councilmember Young added that if Council wants to ask them to do extra work it 
could be on that backlog. 
 
Mr. Boss said that the Planning Commission doesn’t have anything on their agenda for 
the next meeting or the following meeting. Tom Dolan responded that the city attorney is 
scheduled to come and talk about the Planning Commission’s role in the 
Comprehensive Plan process at the next meeting.  He then explained that text 
amendments submitted during the year are typically brought to the Planning and 
Building Committee in the fall. They then make a recommendation to the entire City 
Council who votes on the upcoming year’s Planning Commission’s Work Program at the 
end of December or beginning of January. 
 
 
Mr. Boss responded that the Planning and Building Committee’s recommendation on 
this text amendment was to send it to the full Council to decide; it came to the City 
Council where he was hoping to get a decision, which he didn’t get. 
 
Councilmember Young said he apologizes for being blunt, but when Council doesn’t 
make a motion to do something, it means they don’t want to take any action. He said 
that Council doesn’t want to add more meetings to the Planning Commission’s calendar 
as they have a lot on their plate; this text amendment is so far from the current code that 
it should go through the normal process which begins this fall.  
 
Councilmember Franich asked staff to speak to the Planning Commission’s discussion 
with Mr. Boss at their last meeting. 
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Mr. Dolan explained that he wasn’t at the meeting but he spoke with the staff members 
who did attend. He said that to his understanding there were two Planning Commission 
members who felt the text amendment was important enough to look at as soon as 
possible but the majority thought it wasn’t the most pressing issue. If Council wants 
them to undertake special meetings there are other text amendments that might be 
more appropriate. 
 
Councilmember Young said he spoke with the Chair of the Planning Commission who 
relayed much of the same information and also said that they would be happy to hold 
extra meetings if it is important to Council; but it didn’t seem that this was the 
recommendation that they wanted to forward. Councilmember Young noted that the 
Planning Commission has held special meetings on emerging issues in the past; it’s 
nice to have the ability to address something that has to be taken care of quickly. 
 
Councilmember Franich said that it’s no secret that he’s not a big fan of big buildings, 
but he has been thinking of what could be constructed there are several 65,000 square 
foot buildings with 20 foot separations, and so this needs to go through the normal 
public process. He said that 20 feet doesn’t give much distinction and so you end up 
with something that may not be any better than a 165,000 square foot building. He said 
that the 20 foot separation may be something important to discuss in the future. 
 
Mr. Boss responded that 4700 Building is 166,000 square feet and the new Multicare 
Building on Pt. Fosdick is over 90,000 square feet and so it’s not an issue of mass and 
scale. He continued to say that the critical issue is from an economic outlook; if the 
process is moving forward so is the project; if the process stops then the project stops. 
He said as a member of the community the economic issues as well as the 
development issues are important to him; he has a vested interest to see this move 
forward.  He explained that they are confident enough with the outcome to continue the 
designing and the construction of the roads and other development processes that need 
to take place, adding that the tenant will ride along as long as the process moves 
forward; if there is no forward movement then the project dies and they have to find 
another tenant which will be a difficult process in these economic times.  He said that it 
is an economic issue for the city; 30 million dollars in construction cost for the one 
building alone; 200 employees; and the ongoing sales tax. Mr. Boss said that he hopes 
that the City Council will take this into consideration when deliberating.  
 
MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  
 
Councilmember Young gave an update on the Pierce County Regional Council meeting 
last week regarding Affordable Housing. He said that there was concern that it allocated 
the number of units that the city would have as a directive, not just a prescriptive policy. 
That was changed to become a policy statement saying that you “may” adopt affordable 
housing standards. 
 
Councilmember Franich commented on the Consultant Services Contract Amendment 
with HDR Engineering that was adopted on the Consent Agenda. He said that 2010 will 
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be a tight budget and cited the proposed $197 an hour for a Lead Transportation 
Modeler, $298 an hour for a Lead Planner, and support staff at $98 an hour. He 
stressed that staff needs to work with other cities or open the small works roster 
process to find lower cost consultants because if we can’t afford to resurface a road, we 
can’t afford to pay $15,000 for consultants.  He then addressed the Lodging Tax 
Advisory Committee by saying he wished the state would give back money to other 
businesses to advertize and increase profits; hotels and car rentals are the only ones 
that get that kind of break, and it’s not right. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS: 

1. Planning/Building Committee – Mon. Jun 1st at 5:15 p.m. 
2. City Council / Parks Commission Joint Meeting – Mon. Jun. 1st at 6:00 p.m. 
3. Intergovernmental Affairs Committee – Mon. Jun 8th at 4:30 p.m. 
4. Finance/Safety Committee – Mon. Jun 15th at 4:00 p.m. 
5. City Council Worksession – Budget Update – Mon. Jun 15th at 5:30 p.m. 

 
EXECUTIVE SESSION: To discuss potential litigation per RCW 42.10.110 (1)(i). 
 
 MOTION: Move to adjourn to Executive Session at 7:42 p.m. for approximately 

15 minutes for the purpose of discussing potential litigation per RCW 
42.10.110(1)(i). 

  Franich / Payne – unanimously approved. 
 
 MOTION: Move to return to regular session at 7:53 p.m. 
  Young / Kadzik – unanimously approved. 
 

 MOTION: Move to authorize Legal Counsel to file an appeal to the Washington 
State Supreme Court in the case of the City of Gig Harbor verses 
North Pacific Design. 

  Young / Malich – roll call vote taken: 
 
Ekberg – yes; Young – yes; Franich – yes; Conan – no; Malich – yes; Payne - no; 
Kadzik – yes.  The motion carried five to two. 
  
ADJOURN: 
 

 MOTION: Move to adjourn at 7:54 p.m. 
  Conan / Kadzik – unanimously approved. 
 
 

         CD recorder utilized: 
         Tracks 1001 –  
       
               
_________________________ _  ____________________________  
Charles L. Hunter, Mayor    Molly Towslee, City Clerk 

Consent Agenda - 1



   

                                  

OUTLINE MINUTES 
 

Boards and Commissions Candidate Review Committee 
 

Date: May 26, 2009       Time: 4:30 p.m.   Location: Executive Conference Room    Scribe:  Molly Towslee, City Clerk 
 
Members Present:  Councilmembers Kadzik, Malich, and Ekberg 
 
Others Present:   Rick Gagliano, Design Review Board       John Hodge, Applicant for Planning Commission 
 
Topic Recommendation/Action Follow-up (if needed) 
 
Review Candidate 
Applications for Design 
Review Board. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Review Candidate 
Application for one 
opening on the Planning 
Commission 

 
Jane Roth Williams submitted a letter of resignation for her 
position on the Design Review Board. This position fulfills the 
Certified Local Government requirement and serves until 
June, 2011. The city received one application from Warren 
Balfany. 
 
The Committee members and Rick Gagliano discussed Mr. 
Balfany’s qualifications. It was determined that he does not 
live in city limits and Clerk Towslee was directed to make sure 
that his appointment would comply with the code regulations 
before a recommendation goes to the full Council. 
 
Jill Guernsey was appointed to serve the remainder of a 
vacant term on the Planning Commission in 2005. This term 
expires in June. 
 
 
 

 
 
Forward a recommendation to 
the Mayor and City Council to 
approve the appointment of 
Warren Balfany to the vacant 
position on the Design Review 
Board if residency is not 
required. 
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Topic Recommendation/Action Follow-up (if needed) 
The Mayor received a letter from Ms. Guernsey asking to be 
reappointed, and two other applicants submitted letters of 
interest: Steven Lynn and John Hodge. 
 
Mr. Hodge was asked to come in for a brief interview with the 
Committee. Mr. Lynn interviewed several weeks ago. 
 
The group discussed all three applicants’ background and 
experience.  
 
Councilmember Ekberg and Kadzik said that Ms. Guernsey 
had done a good job of representing the city and 
recommended that she continue to serve a second term. 
 
Councilmember Malich said that he would like to recommend 
Mr. Hodge be appointed in an effort for him to be introduced 
to the city process. 
 

Forward a recommendation to 
the Mayor and City Council to 
approve the re-appointment of 
Jill Guernsey to the Gig Harbor 
Planning Commission. 
 
 
 
 
 
Both recommendations will be 
in the June 8th Consent 
Agenda. 
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PROCLAMATION OF THE MAYOR 

OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR 
 
 
WHEREAS, in December of 2008 Gig Harbor High School’s Senior Advanced 
Placement US Government and Politics class, under the direction of teacher Ken 
Brown, competed in the State’s We The People competition in Olympia; and 
 
WHEREAS, the students in Ken Brown’s Advanced Placement US Government and 
Politics class competed against students from nine other high schools across the State 
and won first place in the competition; and 
 
WHEREAS, these same Gig Harbor High School Students went on to represent the 
Washington State in the national We The People competition in Washington, D.C; and 
 
WHEREAS, the Center for Civic Education has developed the We The People program 
to promote civic competence and responsibility among the nation’s elementary and 
secondary school students; and 
 
WHEREAS, the culminating activity of the We The People program is the simulated 
congressional hearing in which students “testify” before a panel of judges and 
demonstrate their knowledge and understanding of constitutional principles; and 
 
WHEREAS, since the inception of the We The People program in 1987, more than 28 
million students and 90 thousand educators have participated in this impressive and 
rigorous course of study; and 
 
WHEREAS, the program enjoys the active participation of members of Congress, as 
well as support from various organizations as well as local volunteers; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor places a high value on civic education and 
engagement; and 
 
WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor applauds the efforts of the We The People program 
and congratulates Mr. Brown and his students on winning the State Championship and 
representing our State at the national competition in Washington, D.C.; 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED, that the City of Gig Harbor, does hereby 
proclaim Gig Harbor High School as the 
 

“We The People State Champions” 
 
and urges all students and community members to follow the example of these fine 
scholars in improving their civic education and engagement by studying the principles 
and concepts of the founding of this great nation. 
 

 
 
 

             
    Mayor, City of Gig Harbor      Date 
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TO:  MAYOR HUNTER AND CITY COUNCIL 
FROM: TOM DOLAN, PLANNING DIRECTOR 
SUBJECT PERMIT EXTENSIONS 
DATE:  JUNE 8, 2009 
 
At the April workshop with the City Council, the issue of permit extensions was discussed.  It 
was identified that because of the current economic slowdown, many of the land use permits 
approved by the City were likely to expire due to the inability of project proponents to get 
financing for new construction.  It was noted that land use permits in Gig Harbor have relatively 
short expiration periods.  The current time lengths are: 
 
Preliminary plats: 5 years with 1 one-year extension 
Site Plans: 2 years to begin construction, no extension 
Binding site plans: 4 years to submit building permits for all buildings. 
Shoreline substantial development permits: 2 years to begin substantial progress on permit; 5 
years to complete construction; 1 one-year extension allowed. 
Conditional use permits: 1 year with 1 one-year extension 
Variance: 1 year with 1 one-year extension 
Design Review: 2 years to begin construction, no extension 
 
The current maximum permit length of 2 years for site plans, conditional use permits, variances 
and design review is relatively short when you take into consideration all of the work that is 
necessary to obtain a building permit.  At the April workshop, one of the ideas identified was 
allowing permit extensions provided the applicant paid for impact fees and hook-up fees in 
advance.  Another idea is allowing 2 year permit extensions subject to compliance with any new 
development regulations that occur after the initial term of the of the permit.  It is noted that 
Pierce County adopted a policy of allowing 2 year permit extensions. 
 
Prior to bringing this back to the City, I sent out an e-mail requesting feedback to a group of 
builders and consultants indicating that Gig Harbor was considering extension of permits subject 
to payment of all or part of the impact fees.  As an alternative I also indicated that extensions 
might also be subject to compliance with amendments to development regulations.  I have 
forwarded to you the responses I have received.  In summary, most of the responders think that 
extensions should be allowed without requiring the payment of impacts fees or compliance with 
new development regulations.  The main argument is that the current economic situation is so 
severe that allowing permit extensions without condition will serve as a stimulus.  They point out 
that Pierce County specifically allows 2 year extensions as part of their “stimulus” initiative.   
 
In light of the comments received, staff is seeking direction from the City Council prior to further 
work on this issue. 
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Towslee, Molly

From: Wade Perrow [wade@wpconstruction.com]
Sent: Wednesday, June 03, 2009 5:02 PM
To: Dolan, Tom
Subject:  Permit extensions

 
 
From: Dolan, Tom [mailto:DolanT@cityofgigharbor.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 3:00 PM 
To: carl@halsanfrey.com; Wade Perrow; davesfa@comcast.net; stillwater@harbornet.com; jimbozich@upstructures.com; 
Thair Jorgenson; JChadwell@orminc.com; Terese@Westside-Industrial.com 
Cc: Karlinsey, Rob; Kester, Jennifer; Katich, Peter 
Subject: Permit extensions 
 
The City of Gig Harbor is considering an ordinance that would allow the extension of land use permits provided that the 
applicant paid all or at least a portion of the required hook-up fees. [Wade]  I agree you need to pay to play and paying, if 
you paid 50% of  sewer hook-up fee and water hook-up that would be much like a reservation of service rights which 
would in effect create win- win. City gets funds of the infrastructure  investment the developer get a future service set 
aside. 
In today’s economic climate, it is acknowledged that some of the land use permits that have been approved by the City 
cannot be constructed prior to their expiration.   
 
In a somewhat related matter, if extensions are granted, concern has been expressed if there are changes to City Codes 
the extended permits will be exempt from the changes. [Wade]  They should be in my mind. It should be similar to a 
binding site plan and the rules should not change unless it is a Life Safety code change. 
 
 Staff is considering recommending to the Council that if extensions are allowed (with or without the payment of hook-up 
fees) that the projects would be subject to any new regulations that are adopted.  If the new regulations conflict with how 
the project is designed, this may require a modification to the permit which could include further hearing examiner 
consideration.[Wade]  This is really a bad idea. If you pay to play you should gain certain. 
 
We are going to be discussing these issues with the City Council at their meeting on 6/8/09.  If you could e-mail me your 
comments prior to then, we’d be happy to share your comments with the City Council.  Thanks in advance for your input. 
 
 

Tom Dolan 
Planning Director 
City of Gig Harbor  
3510 Grandview St.  
Gig Harbor, WA 98335  
253-853-7615 phone  
253-858-6408 fax  
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Towslee, Molly

From: Jim Bozich [jimbozich@upstructures.com]
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 4:06 PM
To: Dolan, Tom
Subject: RE: Permit extensions

If the developer pays the fees the permit should be able to be extended without having to meet new regulations.  I think 
the extensions should be granted up to 5 years then after that some type of review should occur with staff before another 
5 year extension. 
  
  
Jim Bozich 
PO Box 1640 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
253.853.3997 (p) 253.853.7370 (f) 
jimbozich@upstructures.com 

-----Original Message----- 
From: Dolan, Tom [mailto:DolanT@cityofgigharbor.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 3:00 PM 
To: carl@halsanfrey.com; wade@wpconstruction.com; davesfa@comcast.net; stillwater@harbornet.com; 
jimbozich@upstructures.com; Thair Jorgenson; JChadwell@orminc.com; Terese@Westside-Industrial.com 
Cc: Karlinsey, Rob; Kester, Jennifer; Katich, Peter 
Subject: Permit extensions 

The City of Gig Harbor is considering an ordinance that would allow the extension of land use permits provided 
that the applicant paid all or at least a portion of the required hook-up fees.  In today’s economic climate, it is 
acknowledged that some of the land use permits that have been approved by the City cannot be constructed prior 
to their expiration.   
 
In a somewhat related matter, if extensions are granted, concern has been expressed if there are changes to City 
Codes the extended permits will be exempt from the changes.  Staff is considering recommending to the Council 
that if extensions are allowed (with or without the payment of hook-up fees) that the projects would be subject to 
any new regulations that are adopted.  If the new regulations conflict with how the project is designed, this may 
require a modification to the permit which could include further hearing examiner consideration. 
 
We are going to be discussing these issues with the City Council at their meeting on 6/8/09.  If you could e-mail 
me your comments prior to then, we’d be happy to share your comments with the City Council.  Thanks in 
advance for your input. 
 
 

Tom Dolan 
Planning Director 
City of Gig Harbor  
3510 Grandview St.  
Gig Harbor, WA 98335  
253-853-7615 phone  
253-858-6408 fax  
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SNODGRASS FREEMAN ASSOCIATES, ARCHITECTS 
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June 4, 2009 
 
 
 
Gig Harbor City Council 
City of Gig Harbor 
3510 Grandview Street 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
 
Dear City Council, 
 
The City just now acknowledged what other jurisdictions has recognized several months ago. 
The economic crises we are in have delayed hundreds of good projects most with entitlements 
in-hand, but without the financial means or market to proceed at this time. 
 
May I suggest the City should make provisions for extending existing Land-Use Permits a 
minimum of two years, possibly adding a provision to request an additional eighteen months if 
necessary; but without trying to extort money for the privilege.  
 
Asking for up-front money from developers for connection fees that normally only become due 
upon the issuance of a building permit is inflicting additional financial pain just when developers 
could least afford it. 
 
I suspect this type of action would bring criticism from developers region wide as a form of 
extortion. If the City implemented such fees in return for an extension, many more developers 
would completely avoid the City of Gig Harbor for their projects if they have not already made 
that decision. 
 
As for code changes affecting approved projects, I offer the following: 
 
If Land-Use Approvals are good enough today and it meets all City Zoning and Design 
Requirements, why would it not be good enough two years or three downstream? The only real 
code issue should be for a building permit issued and extended as it could relate to health and life 
safety issues. 
 
Those types of issues should be corrected if any project passed the legally binding time period 
stated in the International Building Code or Residential Codes. 
 
Sincerely, 
Snodgrass Freeman Associates 
 
 
 
David Freeman, A.I.A. 



 
 
 
 
Attention:  In accordance with the Economic Stimulus Package for Pierce County, and 
Ordinance 2008-115s provisions are now available for one twenty-four (24) month time 
extensions on active building permits, vesting rights, and land use, subdivision, and other 
development applications & approvals.  All requests for time extensions must be received 
between January 1, 2009 and close of business on June 30, 2009.  All questions regarding 
the time extension should be directed to the County hot line, 253-798-7113. Calls will be 
returned as promptly as possible. 
 
 
A scanned copy of Ordinance 2008-115s is attached to this notice, please see the pages
that follow. 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Sponsored by: Councilrnernbers Bunney and Goings 
Requested by: Pierce County Council 

File No.lGO1Regs 

ORDINANCE NO. 2008-1 15s 

An Ordinance of the Pierce County Council Temporarily Allowing (Until 
July I, 2009) Extensions of the Expiration Date of Certain 
Development Related Applications and Approvals as Set 
Forth in 18.60.030, 18A.85,18F.40.070, and 18F.50.050 of the 
Pierce County Code in Response to the Economic Downturn 
in the Construction Industry; Adopting Interim Procedures 
for Extending the Expiration Date of Certain Development 
Applications; Adopting lnterim Procedures for Extending the 
Expiration Date of Certain Permit Approvals for Preliminary 
Plats, Preliminary Short Plats, and Preliminary Large Lot 
Divisions; Adopting Interim Regulations through a New 
Section 18.160.065 Allowing for the One-Time Extension of 
Vested Rights for Certain Approved and Recorded Final 
Plats, Short Plats, Large Lots, Binding Site Plans, and Use 
Permits; Setting Forth an Effective Date; Establishing a 
Sunset Date; Requesting Planning Commission Review; and 
Adopting Findings of Fact. 

Whereas, the Pierce County Economic Stimulus Report dated September 15, 
I 2008, recommends that extensions to the expiration date of preliminary plats be 
I considered by the Council; and 

Whereas, the severe downturn in the local, regional, and national housing 
markets, reduced demand for new housing, tightening credit market, and difficulty 
obtaining the financing necessary to complete a project, have resulted in a situation 
where developers of new housing and subdivisions are unable to finalize development 
proposals in a timely manner; and 

Whereas, in order to prevent the expiration of development applications and 
approvals during the economic downturn, extensions of the expiration dates of certain 
development related applications and approvals are needed; and 

Whereas, the expiration of a development application or approval can have 
significant financial impacts to a developer and also adversely affects the financial 
institutions and other investors which have provided financing in support of a 
development proposal; and 

Ordinance No. 2008-1 15s 
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Whereas, the national scale of the housing market downturn and tightening 
credit markets have severely affected many builders and developers in Pierce County 
and many of these builders and developers are now struggling financially; and 

Whereas, the construction industry is a major employer in Pierce County, 
accounting for approximately 8.5% of all jobs in Pierce County; and 

Whereas, construction related activity is a significant tax generator and provides 
much needed revenue to local governments to finance public safety and other needed 
public services; and 

Whereas, Section 18.60.030 of the Pierce County Code provides for extensions 
of development permit applications including, but not limited to applications for formal 
subdivision, short subdivision, large lot division, binding site plan, building permit, 
shoreline substantial development permit, use permit, and variances, but limits the 1 number and duration of such extensions; and 

Whereas, Titles 18, 18A, and 18F provide for extensions of development permit 
approvals for certain development approval types, but limits the number and duration of 
such extensions; and 

, 
Whereas, Title 18 sets forth Pierce County's vesting procedures including the 

duration of vested rights; 

I 

I 

I 

I 

I 

Whereas, the local police power delegated to local governments by Art. XI, 
Section 11 ofthe Washington Constitution authorizes interim regulatory controls as 
have Washington's courts interpreting various sections of the Revised Code of 
Washington; See Matson v. Clark County, 79 Wn. App. 641, 904 P.2d 317 (1995); 
Biggers v. Bainbridge Island. 162 Wn.2d 683; 169 P.3d 14; 2007; and Weden v. San 
Juan County, 135 Wn.2d 678, 958 P.2d 273 (1998); 

Whereas, providing for additional extensions of certain development related 
applications and approvals, including the extension of the vested rights associated with 
these applications and approvals, may aid the local economy by helping the 
construction industry to weather the economic downturn while preserving the 
investments made in the development permitting process; and 

Whereas, maintaining the viability of development applications and approvals will 
also help to ensure that the development industry is in a position to respond more 
quickly once favorable economic conditions return; 

I 

i 

Ordinance No. 2008-1 15s 
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County and the local economy to temporarily modify the procedures for extending 
development related applications and approvals; 

Pierce County Council 
93018mma A18 S,  Rm ID16 

Tamme, WA 98402 



Whereas, the proposed interim regulations are categorical exempt from 
environmental review under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) pursuant to 
WAC 197-1 1 -800(20); and 

Whereas, The Council finds that the severe housing market downturn coupled 
with the tightening of credit markets has significantly impacted the construction industry 
and poses a threat to the local economy and the general public health, safety, and 
welfare due to reductions in construction related taxes and revenues and loss of 
construction related jobs. The Council finds that these conditions require actions to be 
taken to allow for the extension of certain existing development related applications and 
approvals that would likely expire due to the inability to obtain financing during the 
economic downturn. The Council finds that this action will benefit the local economy by 
helping to protect the construction industry from the significant financial losses 
associated with expired permit applications and permit approvals, including the loss of 
real estate entitlements, and will better enable the local construction industry to recover 
as the economy improves; Now Therefore, 

rc. 
BE IT ORDAINED by the Council of Pierce County: 

Section 1. Section 18.60.030 C. of the Pierce County Code is hereby 
amended by adding an exception as follows: 

C. The application shall be deemed null and void if the applicant fails to submit 
additional information within 180 days of the Department's or Hearing 
Examiner's request, unless the applicant has been granted a time period 
extension. The applicant shall be granted a 180-day extension if: 
1. The applicant requests such an extension in writing prior to the expiration 

of the initial 180-day time period; and 
2 .  The Director or Hearing Examiner finds that unusual circumstances 

beyond the applicant's control have prevented them from providing the 
additional information within the initial 180-day time period. Only one 
extension may be granted. 

Exception: Effective:until Ju ly l ,  2009, the..a~plica,nt.p[.agept.of ~ecord 
for any unexpired develdpment application .submitted:~jrldi.to:~oirember 1, 
2008, shall'be.gran'ted a 2Iho$h :r..+...ll.: suspensioq of the 4 80day submittal 
reguire.ment~upon~~ri~~*TequI!est. 

Ordinance No. 2008-1 15s P~erce County Council 
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. .. 
period shall .result in the application being deemed-null.and&6~i;~o .i,-. . ,. >. 

additional h e  extensions beyond this'.90 day period shall begranted. 

Information requested by the Pierce County Hearing Examiner shall not be 
subject to time extension unless such an. extensi0n.i~ authorized!bj:the 

Section 2. A new Section 18.60.065 of the Pierce County Code, "Extension of 
Vested Rights," is hereby adopted as follows: 

Section 3. Section 18F.40.070 A.1. of the Pierce County Code is amended by 
; adding an exception as follows: 
I 

I 18F.40.070 Preliminary Plats-Time Extensions. 
A. General Requirements. 

1. The applicant or owner(s) may request a I-time, I-year time extension 
I beyond the five years within which to submit a final plat, unless approved 
I under 18F.40.090. 

Ordinance No. 2008-1 15s Pierce County Council 
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Section 4. Section 18F.50.050 A.2, of the Pierce County Code is amended by 
adding an exception as follows: 

18F.50.050 Final Short Subdivisions and Final Large Lot Division Requirements. 
A. Time Limitations. 

2. A proposed final short subdivision or final large lot division shall be 
submitted to the Planning Department within three years of the effective 
date of preliminary short subdivisionllarge lot division approval. The 
Department shall review the proposed final short subdivisionllarge lot 
division for compliance with the conditions of preliminary approval as set 
forth in 18F.50.050 D. 

1 
I Section 5. Section 18F.40.090 C., of the Pierce County Code is amended by 
? adding an exception as follows: 
3 
r 18F.40.090 Phasing of a Final Plat. 
1 

C. Time Limitations. The first phase of a phased subdivision must submit for final 
plat approval within five years of the date of preliminary plat approval in 
accordance with 18F.40.060 A.1. Final plat approval by the Examiner will 
constitute an automatic 1-year extension of the remaining phases of such 
preliminary plat from the prior phase expiration date. In no case may any 
preliminary plat receive more than three l-year time extensions or have more 
than eight years from preliminary plat approval to receive final plat approval for 
all phases. 

Ord~nance No. 2008-1 15s 
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. .  . 
Exception: Effective until July 1.; 2009, a I-time,i4 monthtime. 
extension may begranted by the'Hearing Examiner to any phased 
subdivision. This time extension shall be in addition to the three1.-year 

. ,. 
time extensions allowed pursuant totothis. Section.speclfied-abdie. . , ..-... .,:. 
Granting of thjs ". M- 24~month- .2 ime4~e'nsion's~al l~e~eird~e~aw~um ..-,.%. . , . .3;.., . , ,~ '  v.q, + ,. :rd.. time 
pefiod to receive fifin'al5iat .approv$rf~r a l~ :~hases!~f$e~hased . .-.- -,- . < .  ... - 
subdivision'to te? yeais from theiiifective ,dak~@f:gLrP,l~.m~naryplat 

Section 6. Effective until July I ,  2009, the Hearing Examiner may approve a 
phasing plan at the time of preliminary plat approval to any subdivision containing more 
than 750 dwelling units that is vested under PCC 16.08.040 upon applicant request. 
This phasing plan may allow for final plat submittal for multiple years beyond the five 

, year time period provided for pursuant to RCW 58.17.140. The Examiner shall have 
1 discretion to.determine the appropriate length of time beyond the statutory 5 year period 

for the completion of the phased subdivision based on the number of dwelling units 
i included in the application and the general marketing conditions at the time of the public 
I hearing; provided, however, that the maximum time period allowed for completion of the 
I entire phased subdivision shall not exceed 12 years from the effective date of 

preliminary plat approval. Approval of the phasing plan shall extend the maximum time 
! period to receive final plat approval for each phase of the phased subdivision to the 
I number of years from the effective date of preliminary plat approval that the Examiner 
I determines to be a reasonable estimate of the time necessary to complete the 
j development of the entire project. If the Examiner exercises the discretion granted by 
j this exception, the approved phasing plan shall be in lieu of the I-year time extensions 

allowed pursuant to PCC 16.08.040; provided, however, that the Hearing Examiner may 
I also approve a process for allowing up to three I-year time extensions of the completion 
3 date of the phased subdivision as set forth in the approved phasing plan as a condition 

of project approval. This extension process may allow for the imposition of additional 
I conditions of project approval. 
1 
3 Section 7. For purposes of time extensions pursuant to Title 16, Title 17C, Title 
I 18, Title 18A, and Title 18F of the Pierce County Code, the Council declares that the 
j current economic downturn is an unusual circumstance outside of an applicant's control 
j and shall serve as adequate justification for the granting of time extensions by the 
7 Director or the Pierce County Hearing Examiner, as appropriate. Time extensions that 
3 are granted pursuant to this declaration shall continue to be subject to the conditions of 

approval and vested rights that applied to application or permit prior to the extension. 
No new conditions shall be imposed except in those circumstances where the Council 

I determines by Ordinance that additional conditions are necessary to address a serious 
! threat to the public health, safety or welfare. This declaration by the Council shall 
3 remain in effect until July 1, 2009. 

Ordinance No. 2008-1 15s 
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Section 8. The Planning and Land Services Department is requested to forward 
the interim regulations adopted pursuant to this ordinance to the Pierce County 
Planning Commission for review by March 1, 2009. The Planning Commission is 
requested to forward its recommendations to the Council no later than April 1,2009. 

11 Section 9. This ordinance shall become effective on January 1 2009. 

Section 10. The interim regulations established pursuant to this Ordinance shall 
not be codified and shall sunset on July 1, 2009, unless reauthorized by the Pierce 
County Council; provided, however, that any time extension or suspension approved 
prior to the sunset date shall remain in effect for the duration of said extension or 
suspension. Any time extension or suspension submitted in accordance with the 
provisions of this Ordinance and prior to the sunset date shall be processed in 
accordance with the provisions set forth herein. 

Section 11. This Ordinance shall not apply to any action associated with a 
violation of Pierce County Code and shall not authorize time extensions for information, 
applications, permits, or other actions required for compliance. 

I section 12. Findings of Fact as set forth in Exhibit A are hereby adopted 

PASSED this day o f ~ i l - t h ? ~  ,2008. 

PIERCE COUNTY COUNCIL 
Pierce County, Washington 

/ [ !A  J 
Denise D. Johnson Terry Lee 
Clerk of the Council 

w o u n t y  Executive 
Approved <Vetoed this 

5 - d a y o f k  ' , 
2008. 

I Date of Publication of I Notice of Public Hearing: 

I Effective Date of Ordinance: 
I 
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Exhibit A to Ordinance No. 2008-1 15s 

Findings of Fact 

The Pierce County Economic Stimulus Report dated September 15, 2006, 
recommends that extensions to the expiration date of preliminary plats be 
considered by the Council. 

The severe downturn in the l'ocal, regional, and national housing markets, reduced 
demand for new housing, tightening credit market, and difficulty obtaining the 
financing necessary to complete a project, have resulted in a situation where 
developers of new housing and subdivisions are unable to finalize development 
proposals in a timely manner. 

The expiration of a development application or approval can have significant 
financial impacts to a developer and also adversely affects the financial institutions 
and other investors which have provided financing in support of a development 
proposal. 

The construction industry is a major employer in Pierce County, accounting for 
approximately 8.5% of all jobs in Pierce County and construction related activity is a 
significant tax generator and provides much needed revenue to local governments to 
finance public safety and other needed public services. 

Pierce County Code provides for opportunities to obtain time extensions for various 
applications and approvals, however these time extensions are of limited duration 
and are not of sufficient length to enable extensions beyond the current period of 
economic slowing. 

Providing for additional extensions of certain development related applications and 
approvals, including the extension of the vested rights associated with these 
applications and approvals, may aid the local economy by helping the construction 
industry to weather the economic downturn while preserving the investments made 
in the development permitting process and will also help to ensure that the 
development industry is in a position to respond more quickly once favorable 
economic conditions return. 

The Council finds that it is in the best interest of citizens of Pierce County and the 
local economy to temporarily modify the procedures for extending development 
related applications and approvals. 

The local police power delegated to local governments by Art. XI, Section 11 of the 
Washington Constitution authorizes interim regulatory controls as have 
Washington's courts interpreting various sections of the Revised Code of 
Washington; See Matson v. Clark County, 79 Wn. App. 641, 904 P.2d 317 (1995); 
Biggers v. Bainbridge Island, 162 Wn.2d 683; 169 P.3d 14; 2007; and Weden v. San 
Juan County, 135 Wn.2d 678, 958 P.2d 273 (1998). 
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I 9. The proposed interim regulations are categorical exempt from environmental review 
! 1 under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) pursuant to WAC 197-11-800(20j. 

10:The Council finds that the severe housing market downturn coupled with the 
tightening of credit markets has significantly impacted the construction industry and 
poses a threat to the local economy and the general public health, safety, and 
welfare due to reductions in construction related taxes and revenues and loss of 
construction related jobs. 

1 11.The Council finds that these conditions require actions to be taken to allow for the 
extension of certain existing development related applications and approvals that 
would likely expire due to the inability to obtain financing during the economic 

I downturn. 

1Z.The Council finds that this action will benefit the local economy by helping to protect 
the construction industry from the significant financial losses associated with expired 
permit applications and permit approvals, including the loss of real estate 
entitlements, and will better enable the local construction industry to recover as the 
economy improves 
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June 6, 2009 
 
Tom Dolan, Planning Director 
City of Gig Harbor 
3510 Grandview Street 
Gig Harbor, WA  98335 
 
Dear Mr. Dolan: 
 
It is my understanding that the Gig Harbor City Council will be discussing whether to consider 
taking action that would grant time extensions on building and development permits with in the 
city on June 8.  On behalf of the Master Builders Association of Pierce County, thank you for the 
opportunity to provide the association’s perspective on such a proposal. 
 
The current economic downturn generally, and the housing market specifically, is a national (and 
even global) problem; the need for permit extensions is due to circumstances beyond any builder 
or developer’s control.  In 2007, Gig Harbor issued 70 single family (SFR) building permits.  
This number dropped to 20 in 2008.  In Pierce County as a whole, the SFR permit activity 
dropped from 5155 in 2005 to 1636 in 2008, and activity has remained very low in 2009.  (E.g., 
in unincorporated Pierce County, only 114 spec home and 173 custom home permits have been 
issued to date this year; this is compared to 877 spec home and 355 custom permits issued year 
to date in 2006.)  Lot creation has also slowed significantly, due to the inability of developers to 
secure financing coupled with the sudden rush of foreclosed property and short sales onto the 
market.   
 
Construction financing is not the only problem; even if a builder is able to finish a home, 
consumers are currently facing a very tight mortgage lending market and are rarely able to 
qualify to buy.  While some predict that the market will hit bottom by the end of 2009, no one is 
sure of that prediction.  Even if it does, new construction will lag behind the market as a whole 
because foreclosures and standing new inventory will have to sell before new construction can 
begin once more.  According to the National Association of Home Builders’ Spring 2009 
Construction Forecast, the northwest region is predicted to be operating at 30% of a normal 
market level by the 4th quarter of 2009 and only 45% of a normal market level by 4th quarter 
2010.  (“Normal market” defined as activity levels in 2001-2003.) 
 
All of this information is provided to you to assist the city is its decision whether allow permit 
extensions, and if so, what regulatory requirements to place on permits that are extended.  MBA 
requests that the city review and use an approach similar to that adopted by Pierce County in the 
attached ordinance.  The County’s extended permits will be reviewed under the same rules in 
place at the time of their original vesting – the rules on these projects will remain the same due 
to the economic ramifications that could kill the projects should new rules be applied.  There is 
no benefit to the city if once the market starts to turn, there is a sudden backlog in permitting due 
to a requirement that staff members re-review projects or force projects to undergo review a 
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second time under different rules.  There is also no benefit to the city’s revenue should the 
projects fail. 
Thank you once again for your consideration of this information, and please do not hesitate to 
contact me with any questions or concerns.   
 
Sincerely, 

 
Tiffany Speir 
Government Affairs Director 
 
 
Attachment 
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Towslee, Molly

From: Dolan, Tom
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 1:21 PM
To: Towslee, Molly
Subject: FW: Permit extensions

Here is another……………. 
 

Tom Dolan 
Planning Director 
City of Gig Harbor  
3510 Grandview St.  
Gig Harbor, WA 98335  
253-853-7615 phone  
253-858-6408 fax  

 

From: Eva Jacobson [mailto:stillwater@harbornet.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 12:20 PM 
To: Dolan, Tom; Karlinsey, Rob; Katich, Peter; Kester, Jennifer; "Chuck Hunter \(hunterc@cityofgigharbor.net.\)" 
Cc: Thair Jorgenson 
Subject: RE: Permit extensions 
 
Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment. 
 
The sever downturn in the local, regional and national housing markets  along with tight credit markets has created a situation 
where developers and builders are unable to start or finalize projects that have been approved.   To put added stain on the 
owners is the possibility of the permit expiring in which case, credit or financing will be even harder to obtain.   I have clients 
whose banks are asking for guarantees that the entitlements that are permitted are stable.   Financial institutions are avoiding 
the adverse affects of any uncertainty in a project.    
 
Construction related activity and the housing market are major contributors to the local economy by generating tax revenue 
and providing employment. 
 
The City will help sustain this economy by providing for additional extensions for permitted projects to start and complete.  
However, if that additional time extension does not retain the vested rights of the permitted project, it will not accomplish this 
goal.   Most owners and project developers would not have a viable project if new regulations are implemented and required.   
Many projects would need to start the engineering and design phases all over, to accommodate the new storm regulations 
proposed for later this year.  Some projects would simply not be viable at all.   
 
I strongly recommend that Gig Harbor staff and council consider a process that would allow extensions to certain development 
applications and approvals,  and that the vested rights of the land use application be extended as well.   I believe this action is 
critical to helping during the current economic downturn, which is an unusual circumstance outside of an applicant’s control.    It 
is in the best interest of the public health, safety and welfare to provide for additional time for projects and to aid the local 
economy by helping the construction industry to weather the economics while preserving the investments that owners have 
made in developments.    
 
Thank you for your consideration of this very important issue,   
 
Eva Jacobson 
Still Water Planning, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2314 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
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253‐851‐2243 
 
   
 
 

From: Dolan, Tom [mailto:DolanT@cityofgigharbor.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 3:00 PM 
To: carl@halsanfrey.com; wade@wpconstruction.com; davesfa@comcast.net; stillwater@harbornet.com; 
jimbozich@upstructures.com; Thair Jorgenson; JChadwell@orminc.com; Terese@Westside-Industrial.com 
Cc: Karlinsey, Rob; Kester, Jennifer; Katich, Peter 
Subject: Permit extensions 
 
The City of Gig Harbor is considering an ordinance that would allow the extension of land use permits provided that the 
applicant paid all or at least a portion of the required hook-up fees.  In today’s economic climate, it is acknowledged that 
some of the land use permits that have been approved by the City cannot be constructed prior to their expiration.   
 
In a somewhat related matter, if extensions are granted, concern has been expressed if there are changes to City Codes 
the extended permits will be exempt from the changes.  Staff is considering recommending to the Council that if 
extensions are allowed (with or without the payment of hook-up fees) that the projects would be subject to any new 
regulations that are adopted.  If the new regulations conflict with how the project is designed, this may require a 
modification to the permit which could include further hearing examiner consideration. 
 
We are going to be discussing these issues with the City Council at their meeting on 6/8/09.  If you could e-mail me your 
comments prior to then, we’d be happy to share your comments with the City Council.  Thanks in advance for your input. 
 
 

Tom Dolan 
Planning Director 
City of Gig Harbor  
3510 Grandview St.  
Gig Harbor, WA 98335  
253-853-7615 phone  
253-858-6408 fax  
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Towslee, Molly

From: Dolan, Tom
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 1:21 PM
To: Towslee, Molly
Subject: FW: Permit extensions

Here is another……………. 
 

Tom Dolan 
Planning Director 
City of Gig Harbor  
3510 Grandview St.  
Gig Harbor, WA 98335  
253-853-7615 phone  
253-858-6408 fax  

 

From: Eva Jacobson [mailto:stillwater@harbornet.com]  
Sent: Monday, June 08, 2009 12:20 PM 
To: Dolan, Tom; Karlinsey, Rob; Katich, Peter; Kester, Jennifer; "Chuck Hunter \(hunterc@cityofgigharbor.net.\)" 
Cc: Thair Jorgenson 
Subject: RE: Permit extensions 
 
Thank you for providing this opportunity to comment. 
 
The sever downturn in the local, regional and national housing markets  along with tight credit markets has created a situation 
where developers and builders are unable to start or finalize projects that have been approved.   To put added stain on the 
owners is the possibility of the permit expiring in which case, credit or financing will be even harder to obtain.   I have clients 
whose banks are asking for guarantees that the entitlements that are permitted are stable.   Financial institutions are avoiding 
the adverse affects of any uncertainty in a project.    
 
Construction related activity and the housing market are major contributors to the local economy by generating tax revenue 
and providing employment. 
 
The City will help sustain this economy by providing for additional extensions for permitted projects to start and complete.  
However, if that additional time extension does not retain the vested rights of the permitted project, it will not accomplish this 
goal.   Most owners and project developers would not have a viable project if new regulations are implemented and required.   
Many projects would need to start the engineering and design phases all over, to accommodate the new storm regulations 
proposed for later this year.  Some projects would simply not be viable at all.   
 
I strongly recommend that Gig Harbor staff and council consider a process that would allow extensions to certain development 
applications and approvals,  and that the vested rights of the land use application be extended as well.   I believe this action is 
critical to helping during the current economic downturn, which is an unusual circumstance outside of an applicant’s control.    It 
is in the best interest of the public health, safety and welfare to provide for additional time for projects and to aid the local 
economy by helping the construction industry to weather the economics while preserving the investments that owners have 
made in developments.    
 
Thank you for your consideration of this very important issue,   
 
Eva Jacobson 
Still Water Planning, Inc. 
P.O. Box 2314 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
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253‐851‐2243 
 
   
 
 

From: Dolan, Tom [mailto:DolanT@cityofgigharbor.net]  
Sent: Tuesday, June 02, 2009 3:00 PM 
To: carl@halsanfrey.com; wade@wpconstruction.com; davesfa@comcast.net; stillwater@harbornet.com; 
jimbozich@upstructures.com; Thair Jorgenson; JChadwell@orminc.com; Terese@Westside-Industrial.com 
Cc: Karlinsey, Rob; Kester, Jennifer; Katich, Peter 
Subject: Permit extensions 
 
The City of Gig Harbor is considering an ordinance that would allow the extension of land use permits provided that the 
applicant paid all or at least a portion of the required hook-up fees.  In today’s economic climate, it is acknowledged that 
some of the land use permits that have been approved by the City cannot be constructed prior to their expiration.   
 
In a somewhat related matter, if extensions are granted, concern has been expressed if there are changes to City Codes 
the extended permits will be exempt from the changes.  Staff is considering recommending to the Council that if 
extensions are allowed (with or without the payment of hook-up fees) that the projects would be subject to any new 
regulations that are adopted.  If the new regulations conflict with how the project is designed, this may require a 
modification to the permit which could include further hearing examiner consideration. 
 
We are going to be discussing these issues with the City Council at their meeting on 6/8/09.  If you could e-mail me your 
comments prior to then, we’d be happy to share your comments with the City Council.  Thanks in advance for your input. 
 
 

Tom Dolan 
Planning Director 
City of Gig Harbor  
3510 Grandview St.  
Gig Harbor, WA 98335  
253-853-7615 phone  
253-858-6408 fax  
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