
 

 

 
Gig Harbor 

City Council Meeting 
 
 

November 9, 2009 
 5:30 p.m. 



AGENDA FOR 
GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Monday, November 9 2009 – 5:30 p.m. 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER:   
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of Oct. 26, 2009. 
2. Receive and File: a) Minutes of City Council / Planning Commission Joint 

Worksession October 5, 2009; b) Minutes of Budget Worksession Nov. 2, 2009; 
c) Finance Department – Third Quarter Report; d) Gig Harbor Police Department 
Third Quarter Report. 

3. Liquor License Action: a) New application – The Wine Studio. 
4. BB16 Interchange Improvements Project – Contract Amendment No. 1 – 

DEA/HWA Geotech Inspection Services. 
5. Receipt of Appeal of a Denial of Encroachment Permit – Lisa Clark. 
6. Approval of Payment of Bills for November 9, 2009: Checks #62195 through 

#62291 in the amount of $914,511.93. 
7. Approval of Payroll for the month of October: Checks #5564 through # 5584 in 

the amount of $325,109.98. 
 
PRESENTATIONS:  Recognition of Dick Allen for Service on the Planning Commission. 
 
OLD BUSINESS:  None scheduled. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:    

1. Resolution – 2009 Property Tax Levy. 
2. Introduction and Public Hearing – 2009 Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 
3. First Reading of Three Ordinances – Water, Sewer and Stormwater Utilities Rate 

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

1. Civic Center Closed for Veterans Day: Wed. Nov. 11th 
2. Budget Worksession:  Mon. Nov. 16th at 5:30 p.m. 
3. Operations Committee: Thu. Nov 19th at 3:00 p.m. 
4. Special City Council Meeting: Thu. Nov. 19th at 5:30 p.m. 
5. Boards & Commission Candidate Review: Mon. Nov 23rd CANCELLED 

 
EXECUTIVE SESSION: For the purpose of discussing Guild Negotiations per RCW 
42.30.130 (4)(a) and pending litigation per RCW 42.30.110(1)(i). 
 
ADJOURN: 
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MINUTES OF GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING – OCTOBER 26, 2009 
 
PRESENT:  Councilmembers Ekberg, Young, Franich, Malich, Payne, Kadzik and 
Mayor Hunter.  Councilmember Conan joined the meeting later in the evening. 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  5:31 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of Oct. 12, 2009. 
2. Liquor License Action: a)  Renewals - Maritime Mart; Marketplace Grille; 

Finholm’s Market and Grocery; Gig Harbor Shell Food Mart; and Qdoba Mexican 
Grill; b) Added Privilege – Brix 25 Restaurant. 

3. Resolution – Surplus Equipment. 
4. Cushman Trail (Gap) Project – Construction Bid Award.  
5. Cushman Trail (Gap) Project – Materials Testing Contract. 
6. Approval of Payment of Bills for October 26, 2009: Checks #62067 through 

#62194 in the amount of $552,076.04. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt the Consent Agenda as amended. 
  Payne / Malich - unanimously approved. 
 
PRESENTATIONS:   

1. H1N1 Flu Virus Update.  Dr. Anthony Chen, Director at TPC Health Department 
presented a report on the current status of the H1N1 Flu Virus that included information 
on the symptoms prevention and impact of a pandemic. He described the Health 
Department activities to address this virus, the availability of the vaccine and how to 
prepare for and to prevent the flu. 
 
OLD BUSINESS: 

1. Tourism Promotion Area Interlocal Agreement.  Rob Allen, Pierce County 
Economic Development Specialist, said that to date, five other cities have signed the 
Interlocal and that this special assessment goes toward tourism promotion. He 
explained that the Pierce County Hotel Commission was created as an advisory board 
to make recommendations regarding the Interlocal. 
 
 MOTION: Move to approve the Interlocal Agreement as presented by the Pierce 

County Lodging Association. 
  Malich / Kadzik - unanimously approved. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:    

1. Public Hearing – Revenue Sources – 2010 General Fund Budget. Finance 
Director David Rodenbach presented an overview of the proposed 2010 revenue 
sources. He answered Council questions. 
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Mayor Hunter opened the public hearing at 6:12 p.m.  No one came forward to speak 
and the public hearing closed. 
 
STAFF REPORT:  None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:   None. 
 
MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  

1. Mayor Presents 2010 Proposed Budget.  The draft budget was handed out to the 
City Councilmembers. City Administrator Rob Karlinsey thanked staff for their flexibility 
and hard work in putting this together. He said that Council and staff will get more into 
the budget details during the upcoming Workstudy Sessions. 

 
2. Zoo Trek – Request for Nominations.  Mayor Hunter announced that if a 

Councilmember is interested in serving to let him know before the next meeting. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS: 

1. Planning / Building Committee: Mon. Nov 2nd CANCELLED 
2. Budget Worksession No. 1: Mon. Nov 2nd at 5:30 p.m. 
3. Budget Worksession No. 2: Tue. Nov 3rd at 5:30 p.m. 
4. Intergovernmental Affairs Committee: Mon. Nov. 9th CANCELLED 
5. Special City Council Meeting: Thu. Nov 19th at 5:30 p.m. 

 
 
ADJOURN: 
 

MOTION: Move to adjourn at 6:18 p.m. 
 Franich / Malich – unanimously approved. 

 
         CD recorder utilized: 
         Tracks 1001 – 1007 
       
     
           
              
Charles L. Hunter, Mayor    Molly Towslee, City Clerk 
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Joint Work Study Session 
Gig Harbor City Council / Planning Commission 

October 5th, 2009 
Council Chambers 

5:30 pm 
 

PRESENT: 
 
Mayor Chuck Hunter, City Administrator Rob Karlinsey 
City Council members:  Steve Ekberg, Paul Conan, Derek Young, Tim Payne, Jim 
Franich, Ken Malich and Paul Kadzik 
Commission members:  Harris Atkins – Chair and Joyce Ninen – Vice Chair  
Staff Present:  Tom Dolan, Jennifer Kester, Jeff Langhelm and City Attorney Angela 
Belbeck. 
 
GENERAL BUSINESS 
 
Planning Director Tom Dolan said that there were two items for discussion.  First, the 
Planning Commission’s recommendations for the 2009 comprehensive plan 
amendments and then discussion of the Planning Commission recommendation on the 
Mixed Use District Overlay (MUD).  He then noted that Planning Commission Chair 
Harris Atkins will go through each of the twelve amendments, explaining them and the 
Planning Commission’s recommendation.  Additionally, he pointed out that Senior 
Planner Jennifer Kester and Senior Engineer Jeff Langhelm were present to answer any 
questions.   
 
Mr. Atkins thanked the council for the opportunity to meet with them.  He began by 
saying that the Planning Commission was recommending adoption of all twelve of the 
proposed amendments although a couple of the proposals have had split votes.  He 
stated that they had started work sessions on these amendments in June followed by 
public hearings and went over the schedule for the upcoming meetings.   
 
The first item for discussion was the Parks, Recreation and Open Space Plan which Mr. 
Atkins noted was a city sponsored amendment.   He stated that this was the removal of 
the current plan because it is obsolete and that the new plan should be in place in 
January.   
 
Discussion was then held on the Transportation Element which was also a city 
sponsored amendment.  Mr. Atkins stated that this was a change in philosophy 
regarding the six year transportation plan, changing the reference to  “short range 
transportation plan” so as not to be confused with the six year TIP.  He said that a 
reference to the Harborview Master Plan had been recommended by staff and the 
Planning Commission was uncomfortable with that reference because it had never been 
adopted. They would rather have the goals of the plan incorporated in the transportation 
element.  Mr. Karlinsey asked if some specific goals for providing pedestrian access 
along Harborview were included.  Ms. Kester said that some of those more specific 
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things can be added if council desires.  Mr. Atkins further explained the Planning 
Commissions unwillingness to incorporate the Harborview plan when they had not had 
an opportunity to review it nor had the council.  Councilmember Derek Young asked if 
given the financial climate they wanted to reference a plan that has some pretty 
ambitious goals for the short term.  Mr. Karlinsey expressed concern that they may want 
to do some of these projects and would want the Comprehensive Plan to support that.  
Ms. Kester read the exact language of the existing policies.  Joyce Ninen reiterated that 
they did not want to adopt a plan that no one had seen.  Jim Franich wanted to make 
sure that things can still be done given the current language in the plan and Ms. Kester 
agreed.  She further explained the difference between the six year tip and the short term 
transportation plan in the comprehensive plan.  Mr. Karlinsey said that the operations 
committee would be looking at the six year TIP shortly and then it would go to council 
late November or early December.   
 
The Stormwater Comprehensive Plan was discussed next and Mr. Atkins stated that 
this is a new plan and he felt that it made the city more proactive in its stormwater 
management.  He further explained that the plan identified some maintenance issues 
and models some future conditions throughout the city.  He stated that the Planning 
Commission was recommending some minor changes but recommending overall 
approval.   Mr. Kadzik asked if this was a required document for our NPDES Phase II 
permit and Mr. Langhelm answered that many of the requirements are met between this 
document and the city’s stormwater manual.   He continued by saying that the city is 
required to have a stormwater program not necessarily a plan; however, the proposed 
stormwater comprehensive plan is a good way to implement a program.   Mr. Atkins 
stated that this plan incorporates revised population projections based on Pierce County 
buildable lands analysis, uses two foot contours for the basin maps, and also puts 
reclaimed water facilities closer to areas that might use them.  Mr. Langhelm went over 
the reclaimed water program, illustrating the change to have several sites that produce 
reclaimed water rather than one central location.  Councilmember Tim Payne asked if 
staff had looked at the cost benefit analysis of the extra piping versus the multiple 
locations and Mr. Langhelm said they will be doing that.  Discussion followed on how 
the systems work, stream flow augmentation and aquifer recharge.  Ms. Kester 
explained the population allocation.   
 
The discussion continued with the Water System plan, with Mr. Atkins noting the key 
policy changes regarding extending service beyond the city’s service area, revised 
population projections, an ERU calculation change basing it on the average use over 
the last six years rather than the maximum daily use, resulting in an ERU value of 200 
gallons per day rather than 314.  He stated that the Planning Commission was 
recommending adoption; however, it was a 3-2 vote due to the concern with existing 
policy for requiring a developer who was driving infrastructure expansion to upgrade the 
system for fire flow.  He continued by saying such developer would have to pay a pro 
rata share of the infrastructure improvements and two members of the commission felt 
that was an unnecessary burden.  Mr. Kadzik asked about the change in the definition 
of ERU and would that make someone have to pay for more ERUs. Jeff answered no 
and further explained how ERU’s are calculated and clarified that this means we have 
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more ERUs available.  Mr. Payne asked if this method of calculation was the industry 
standard and Mr. Langhelm answered yes.   
 
Mr. Atkins then explained that the Capital Facilities Element was being modified to 
reflect the changes in the other plans.  He stated that the only concerns expressed by 
the Planning Commission were that the financial data had not been updated. They 
asked staff to revise those numbers and recommended approval.  Ms. Kester said that 
some of the bonding information and tax rates were from when the Comprehensive Plan 
was first adopted and the finance department is updating those numbers. 
 
Mr. Atkins went over the reference change in the Utilities Element, changing the plan to 
correctly reference the water system plan rather than the water comp plan as it only 
deals with our service area.  Mr. Payne asked what percentage of the city are we 
serving and Mr. Langhelm said he would get that number but he estimated it to be 
around 50%.  Mr. Atkins stated that the Planning Commission was recommending 
approval. 
 
Ms. Kester said that is all of the city infrastructure amendments and Mr. Atkins thanked 
staff for helping the commission understand these complex issues. 
 
Mr. Atkins then went over the next item which was a request to add one parcel to the 
city’s water system at the Wollochet interchange (the former proposed bowling alley 
site).  He stated that the applicant wishes to build a project that would require city water 
service and they have included a sketch of their plan with a hotel and two restaurants. 
Stroh’s has indicated they can’t provide the water.  He said that staff had included 
requirements that Stroh’s give the water rights to city. The Planning Commission felt 
that this was beyond the applicant’s ability and the Planning Commission looked at it as 
the project being valuable to the city. They recommended approval without that 
condition but with two other conditions for reimbursements of costs and fees associated 
with adding this parcel to the water system plan.  Mr. Franich asked about the capital 
costs associated and Mr. Langhelm said that those are already part of the process, so 
once the parcel is added to the water service area, they will have to pay for the 
extension.  Derek Young asked if Stroh’s just didn’t have the water and do they have 
the water rights.  Mr. Langhelm said that they did not say that they don’t have the rights.  
Ms Kester said that the applicant has indicated that they did receive a water availability 
letter at one time and then it expired and now Stroh’s has granted their water rights to 
others.  Mr. Young asked how many ERU’s they were wanting and Mr. Langhelm 
estimated approximately 50-100 ERUs.  Mr. Young said he would still prefer to get the 
water rights, as he understood that Stroh’s is ahead of us in line with Department of 
Ecology to get water rights.  Tom Dolan said that on November 9th there will be a public 
hearing before the city council and they will have an opportunity to ask these questions 
directly.  Rob Karlinsey asked if Mr. Langhelm was concerned with what it does to our 
rights or to our instantaneous pumping capacity. Mr. Langhelm said we can have ERU’s 
available and still be out of water.  Mr. Ekberg asked if Mr. Langhelm had figures on 
undeveloped areas in our service area and Mr. Langhelm said yes, he could provide 
those figures.  Mr. Karlinsey clarified that “out of water” meant asking residents to stop 
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watering their lawns or something similar.  Joyce Ninen stressed that the Planning 
Commission just felt that it was an unfair burden to place on the applicant.  Derek 
Young stated his concern that if we are giving them rights we could potentially be not 
giving rights to someone else.   
 
Mr. Atkins then presented the next request for expanding our water service, for the 
property at the corner of Hunt and Kimball at the current Stroh’s site. The property 
owner wanted to expand the development and need additional fire flow.  He stated that 
the Planning Commission is recommending that the applicant reimburse the city for the 
fees and/or costs associated with being added to the water service area.  Ms. Kester 
said there were two options considered one being if the applicant only wanted fire flow 
only; and, two adding them to our service area and providing potable water and fire 
flow.  She went on to say that the applicant preferred the fire flow only option as the 
applicant already water rights and did not want to give them up.  Mr. Langhelm 
explained where the water line runs and that the city doesn’t currently provide fire flow 
only to any development; therefore, we would need to determine their connection fee.  
Mr. Kadzik asked what the fire flow requirements were and Mr. Langhelm said in this 
area it was 3,000 gallons per minute for 3 hours; however, he said the requirements for 
the building are determined by the building department.  The 3,000gpm is the 
requirement in the right of way.  Discussion followed on how to possibly calculate the 
connection fee.   
 
The Chair called a 5-minute recess.   
 
Planning Director Tom Dolan stated that the last three are all private applications for 
land use map amendments and reminded everyone of the public hearing on November 
9th.   
 
Ms. Kester went over the first application stating that it was in the new annexation area 
at Burnham and Sehmel.  The property was owned by Walt Smith who is proposing to 
go from employment center (EC) to commercial business (C/B).  Mr. Atkins said that the 
applicant wanted to have the same zoning they had in the county and they would have 
to change the land use designation in order to do that.  He stated that the applicant had 
made a presentation to the Planning Commission at the public hearing and there were 
two or three people who spoke in favor who were from the surrounding area.  He said 
that the concerns raised by the commission were: the buffers (staff had suggested that 
perhaps we should have a more stringent buffer); and whether the intensity of use 
would increase the transportation impact in an area that is already known for having 
issues However, it was determined that the future development of the site  had already 
been evaluated at the higher intensity.  He noted that another property owner has asked 
to have their land use changed in the area, so there didn’t seem to be a need to require 
the applicant to have a larger buffer.  Mr. Atkins continued by saying that it could be 
rezoned to B-2 or C-1 if the land use designation is changed and they had looked at 
whether they should condition it to be B-2 through a development agreement; however, 
they elected not to do that.  Mr. Young asked if it would be an area wide rezone or a site 
specific rezone and Mr. Dolan answered that it would be site specific.  Mr. Payne asked 
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if they could get a better understanding of the buffer and Ms. Kester went over the 
topography and buffers currently on the property and what would be required if it were 
developed under current standards.  Mr. Franich voiced his concern with the proposal 
meeting the criteria for approval of a comprehensive plan amendment.  Mr. Young 
asked if the applicant had determined that the traffic impact was the same and Ms. 
Kester said that no, it was the city’s determination through our traffic model.  He then 
asked if they could get that information at the public hearing and Ms. Kester said that 
yes it was part of the Planning Commission packet.  Mr. Atkins said that they did receive 
a letter from the applicant expressing a willingness to restrict their zone to B-2 
 
Mr. Atkins then went over the Haven of Rest proposal stating that their property extends 
down to Rosedale.  Ms. Kester pointed out the property.  Mr. Atkins stated that they are 
requesting a change from residential low to residential medium noting that cemeteries 
are only allowed in R-2 zones and that would require a designation of residential 
medium and they are planning to expand the cemetery to include this property.  He 
stated that part of their issue is that they are not allowed to access their property across 
the power line so the Rosedale property is the only other access point.  Mr. Atkins 
stated that the applicant has also agreed to process a development agreement limiting 
any rezone to R-2.  He also noted that subsequently city staff has discovered that the 
property has been listed for sale, so it is possible that these plans will change.  Mr. 
Payne clarified that staff recommended that it be limited to R-2 if the use was a 
cemetery; however having discovered that it is for sale the Planning Commission is 
recommending R-2 without a restriction to cemetery use.  Mr. Dolan reminded them that 
this is a land use map change and there are other zones that they could request if there 
is not a restriction to R-2.  Mr. Young said that he would rather just say that they could 
have a cemetery in their current zone rather than change the comp plan and rezone.  
Mr. Payne asked that Ms. Kester go over the surrounding zones which she did. Mr. 
Atkins stated that the Planning Commission is recommending approval with a 
development agreement restricting the rezone to R-2. 
 
Ms. Kester went over the proposed comp plan amendment to change 2 acres at 
Grandview, Stinson and Pioneer from residential low to residential medium with a 
development agreement to limit the zoning to RB-2.  She stated that they are proposing 
two mixed use buildings.  She further explained that they are proposing larger setbacks, 
additional tree preservation, buffers with significant plantings and screening above 
current code requirements.  Ms. Kester noted that the parking will be primarily 
underground; the lower property will be single family; and, that they are within the height 
restriction area.  Mr. Atkins said that the Planning Commission was recommending 
approval with the conditions proposed regarding setbacks, tree retention, mixed use 
and limiting the rezone to 2 acres with the configuration presented to the commission.  
He said that the vote was 3 in favor and 1 opposed.  He further explained that a 
member that was absent submitted a letter in support of the proposal.  Mr. Atkins said 
that the feeling of the commission was that the project would compliment that area of 
the city; provide a step in a direction they would like to see in that area; and, it would be 
compatible with the surroundings.  He noted that at the public hearing they had six 
citizens speak and the majority of the people were opposed to the size and scale.  Ms. 
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Ninen noted that if you stood on Grandview and looked at city hall it’s the same thing, 
there are other buildings in the area of a similar size.  Mr. Atkins said that the 
commission felt that the development agreement needed to be written in a way to 
assure that they will get a project that reflects what was shown.  Mr. Franich said that he 
hoped the commission looked at it from the perspective of the underlying land use not in 
response to the applicant’s presentation on their project.  Mr. Atkins said that he felt that 
they did, that they looked at the goals in the comprehensive plan but again they are 
subjective.  Mr. Young asked at what point did the hearing examiner rule on the height 
restriction issue and Ms. Kester answered that it happened before the Planning 
Commission saw the proposal but after the application was submitted.    Mr. Atkins 
stated that they considered the vision that was represented not the specifics of the 
project.  Mr. Dolan said that staff had looked at the policies of the comprehensive plan 
and while the application with the tree retention, setbacks, etc. met many of the policies; 
a project must meet them all and it is staff’s view that the proposal is out of scale with 
the surrounding neighborhood so it will be up to the city council to determine if it meets 
the policies.  Mr. Young expressed concern with steps between zones sometimes being 
too large.  Mr. Dolan pointed out that these buildings could be 8-10 times larger than the 
Uddenberg building.  Ms. Kester went over the sizes of other buildings in the 
surrounding area and the method for measuring height.  Ms. Ninen noted that the 
applicant is stating that at current zoning it would be possible to put 5-5000 square foot 
buildings on the property.  Mr. Atkins said that the applicant will be providing models 
with their presentation at the public hearing.   
 
Mr. Dolan said that there was another item to talk about which was the mixed use 
overlay district and asked if they should delay that discussion to another meeting when 
there are more Planning Commission members present.  It was agreed that it should be 
postponed.   
 
Meeting was adjourned at approximately 7:30 p.m.     
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DATE: November 2, 2009 
TIME: 5:30 p.m. 
LOCATION: Community Rooms A & B 
SCRIBE: Molly Towslee, City Clerk 
MEMBERS PRESENT: Mayor Hunter, Councilmembers Kadzik, Payne, Malich, Conan,  
 Franich, Young and Ekberg.  
STAFF PRESENT:  Karlinsey, David Rodenbach, Barb Tilotta, Laureen Lund, David 
 Stubchaer, Steve Misiurak, Darrell Winans, Marco Malich, and Molly  
 Towslee.  Several other staff members were present in the audience. 
OTHERS PRESENT: Several members of the staff and Chamber of Commerce were  
 present in the audience. 
 

 INTRODUCTION 
After roll call, Mayor Hunter announced that although this is a public meeting no public testimony would 
be taken. City Administrator Rob Karlinsey explained that this is the first of two budget worksessions, the 
second which has been postponed until November 16th.  He announced that the first public hearing on the 
draft ordinance is scheduled for November 23rd and the budget has to be adopted by the end of the year.  

MARKETING 
Marketing Director Laureen Lund provided an overview of her objectives for 2010, explaining that she is 
moving more towards on-line advertising because it’s less expensive. She said there are no capital 
expenses planned for 2010. 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• Moving toward on-line advertising because it’s less expensive. 
• No capital expenses in 2010 
• Skansie House Fund subject to input from Lodging Tax Advisory Board and Skansie Ad Hoc 

Committee. Pier Study will be included in discussions. 
• Use of house must be tied to “heads in beds” in order to utilize LTAC Funds. 

 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 

1. Delete Objective No. 2 as it is duplicative of No. 1.   
2. Council decision on Skansie House after first of year. 
3. Amend the Skansie House Objective to read “consider funding improvements” 

 
STREET CAPITAL 
Public Works Director David Stubchaer provided an overview of the Street Capital Objectives for 2010. 
He said that the SR16/Burnham Dr Interchange Interchange Justification Report is no longer necessary, 
but some of the $75,000 number would remain to cover related expenses. 
 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 

1. Determine the final number for the SR16/Burnham Drive Interchange Objective. 
 
 
 

GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL 
BUDGET WORKSESSION MINUTES 

______________________________________________________________________________________
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ART CAPITAL 
City Administrator Rob Karlinsey said there are no Capital Projects scheduled this year and no additional 
money slated to be added to this fund in 2010. There is a proposal to move $80,000 from this back into 
the General Fund. 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• This fund doesn’t support Art Grants, but only capital projects like the Torrens piece or the 
proposed Skandinavian Mosiac. 

• The intent of the fund was to build up funds for long-range planning of larger projects. 
• Determine the true remaining fund balance after the Torrens piece and the transfer to the general 

fund.  
• If additional money is found in the budget review, don’t transfer out the $80,000. 
• An “Artist Loan Program” 

 
PARK DEVELOPMENT 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• Skansie Netshed: Necessary to replace the underpinnings as the budget allows. 
• Maritime Pier: Will be wrapped into the Skansie House Recommendations. 
• Jerisich Dock Plaza: The City Crew has begun the process to unclutter the area along the 

sidewalk. The Gig Harbor Historic Waterfront Association is providing design work for further 
improvements. Good team effort will allows changes with little cost. 

• Skansie House: Already discussed. 
• Eddon Boat Park: Design and implement improvements to encourage public interaction with the 

water. This project dependent upon collection of Park Impact Fees. Could possible contact local 
organizations to do this. 

• Wheeler Street End Pocket Park: Continue with maintenance but do not expend funds to 
determine ownership. 

• Eddon Boat Dock Reconstruction: Working with grant funds; address containment of 
contaminants from boat-washing; and design the dock to mirror what was previously there. Grant 
may not allow commercial use. 

 
WATER OPERATING 
Public Works Director David Stubchaer gave an overview of the 2010 Objectives. 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• Conservation Program: Purchase leak detection equipment that would allow staff to generate our 
own reports. This is part of the water conservation goals. 

• Newsletter: A requirement from the Dept. of Ecology, and must be done by mail; no e-mails or 
postcards. 

• The $15,000 listed for the Harborview waterline replacement doesn’t include labor or materials. 
• The $9000 cost to replace a SCADA computer includes software and switch out. 

 
WATER CAPITAL 
Public Works Director David Stubchaer gave an overview of the 2010 Objectives. 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• Deep Aquifer Well Development: $350,000 is for test drilling. Another water source is necessary to meet the 
standards for existing fire flow; not just for future growth. A new well is part of future connection fees, but it 
cannot wait for development to occur before proceeding.  
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• Desalination process too costly to be economically feasible. 
• Water Rights Attorney: Using on an as-needed basis. Valuable is assisting city to find alternatives to find 

additional water rights. 
• Harborview Drive Watermain Replacement: Issue with concrete panels and brittle existing watermain.  
• Reuse and Reclaimed Water: primarily for water rights. 

 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 

1. Schedule a Water Rights Workshop sometime in the future to be conducted by Jeff Langhelm, 
Senior Engineer. 

2. Add Stinson Avenue Watermain Replacement as an alternative to the Harborview Watermain Bid. 
If the bids come in competitively, both projects can be completed. 

 
WASTEWATER OPERATING 
WWTP Supervisor Darrell Winans gave an overview of the 2010 Objectives for Wastewater Operating. 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• Odor Control after the WWTP Improvement Project. 
• Improvements to pump stations will reduce future costs especially for labor. It will standardize the system. 

 
WASTEWATER CAPTIAL 
City Engineer Steve Misiurak gave an overview of the 2010 Objectives. 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• Lift station Replacement: Design and project management to be done in-house. 
• Wastewater Outfall Completion: 2.4 million in sewer utility rate increase will cover the cost. 15% first year; 

17% second year and 10% in the third year. 
• Delay outfall project:  City already accepted grant funds and loans conditioned upon the extension being 

completed by end of 2010. Expensive permits would expire and there is a possibility of having to redo 
environmental studies. Might miss the low bidding environment. Must consider the health of the bay. Delay 
of one year wouldn’t affect the rate increase.  

 
STORMWATER OPERATING 
Steven Misiurak then gave on overview of the 2010 Objectives for Stormwater Operating. 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• The city received another $50,000 in State Grants to help fund with the implementation of the 
Stormwater Design Manual. This will go towards training staff and to pay for catch basin kits. 

 
 
STORMWATER CAPTIAL 
Rob Karlinsey gave on overview of the 2010 Objectives for Stormwater Capital. 
 
DISCUSSION POINTS 

• Donkey Creek Daylighting/Austin Estuary Park Improvements: Work on surveying, geotechnical, 
and design should be completed by December. 

• 39th Avenue Storm Basin Study and WWTP Creek Basin Study: The erosion problem could 
become a very expensive proposition. Need to locate source of water. 

 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 

1. Delete the word “conceptual” from Objective No. 1 Donkey Creek Daylighting/Austin Estuary Park 
Improvements. 

2. Correct error in Objective No. 3, changing the amount from $150,000 to $50,000. 
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There were no further comments; the worksession adjourned at 7:24 p.m. 
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POLICE 
 
TO:   MAYOR CHUCK HUNTER AND CITY COUNCIL 
FROM: CHIEF OF POLICE MIKE DAVIS 
SUBJECT:  2009 3RD QUARTER COUNCIL REPORT 
DATE:  NOVEMBER 9, 2009 
 
We are working our way through the short staffing issues we experienced for the first 
two quarters of this year and part of the third. For a couple months we had four officers 
off work, which made covering our shifts a real challenge. Thanks to all of our staff who 
remained committed to our mission of providing exceptional law enforcement services 
during these challenging times. I appreciated their willingness to be flexible in having 
their work schedules changed on short notice. Also thanks to Lt. Colberg for working a 
patrol shift to cover the staff shortages on swing shift during this difficult time. We truly 
have some of the best in the business working at the Gig Harbor Police Department. 
 
 
DEPARTMENTAL ACTIVITIES 

• Third Quarter 2009 YTD calls for service when compared to Third Quarter 2008 
YTD calls for service show an increase in calls for service of 374. This increase 
is surprising because much of this year we have been working with diminished 
staffing. With fewer officers working-- discretionary police actions (i.e. on-view 
arrests) are normally reduced. This would lead me to believe our increase in 
demand for services from the community will continue to be the trend.   
 

• In the Third Quarter 2009 YTD we have had 26 fewer reports written by our 
officers than Third Quarter 2008 YTD.  

 
• DUI arrests in Third Quarter 2009 YTD were down by 30 compared to Third 

Quarter 2008 YTD. Our traffic infractions are up by 22 so far this year; and our 
criminal traffic citations are down by 11. Our traffic accidents in Third Quarter 
2009 YTD have decreased by 51 accidents when compared to Third Quarter 
2008 YTD. I have talked with other jurisdictions and they have also noticed the 
same decrease in traffic accidents. I believe some of this decrease is attributed 
to people driving less due to the economy.   
 

• Third Quarter 2009 YTD statistics show our misdemeanor arrests are the same 
as Third Quarter 2008 (383)  and our felony arrests are down by 30 when 
compared to the same period in 2008. 
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September September YTD YTD
2008 2009 2008 2009

Traffic Reports

DUI Arrests

14 3

15

1212

1

Warrant Arrests

Felony Arrests

Misdemeanor Arrests 56 29

3

General Reports

-5 44 -30748

0383

22

177 203

383

71

-27

-11

-20

Criminal Traffic

Infractions 199

33

1025Criminal Citations

-11

135

51 31

-15 163 152

1100

147

-30

0

41

96 -51

-14

74-11 223

-64 1078 22

297

Change

26 1584

238

-261558

Category

6090 374722

2009
Change

5716Calls for Service 484

THIRD Quarter 

 
 
MARINE UNIT: In the month of June 2009, the Marine Services Unit accounted for the 
following hours and activity: 
 

• Patrol Hours:      66 
• Written Inspections:     7 
• Boating Complaints (responded to):   4 
• Search & Rescue calls:     1 
• Boater Assists (tows etc…):    4 
• Verbal Warnings:      4 
• Dispatched Calls:      3 
• GHPD also provided on-water security and assistance with the annual “Blessing 

of the Fleet” event.  
 
In the month of August 2009, the Marine Services Unit accounted for the following hours 
and activity: 
 

• Patrol Hours:                                 67.5 
• Dispatched Calls for Service:            5 
• Boating Complaints Received:          3 
• Boater Assists:                                  2 
• Verbal Warnings Issued:                  40 
• Safety Inspections Written:               22 
• Search & Rescue Calls:                   4  
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• Search & Rescue calls included a boat fire near Eastbay Drive-- a boater in 
distress between Fox Island & Narrows Bridge, an overturned boat in Carr Inlet 
and a possible jumper on the bridge 

• The MSU also participated in the National Night Out by displaying the patrol boat 
at the City Dock 

 
During the month of September 2009, the MSU accounted for the following hours and 
activity: 
 

• Patrol Hours:     46 
• Calls for Service:     4 
• Boater Assists:     4 
• Search & Rescue Calls:    1 
• Boater Safety Inspections:    10 
• Verbal Warnings for Boating Infractions: 24 
• Assisted PCSO with body recovery in the Narrows.  A white male in his 50’s 

(John Doe) believed to be a jumper from Narrows Bridge was recovered and 
transported to Tacoma. This is a Pierce County SO case. 

 
The end of the 3rd Quarter marks the end of our official boating season. With our new 
patrol boat being moored permanently we will be available to respond to emergencies 
24/7.  

 
RESERVE UNIT: Reserves Ed Santana and Lori Myers continue to support our regular 
officers by serving as the second officer in two person cars. They have also been very 
helpful and supportive during a host of summer activities this past year. Our current 
reserve officer in training, Adam Blodgett, who is a former Explorer with our department, 
is down to the last few weeks of his Reserve Academy training. He is graduating the 12th 
of December. He should be ready to start his in house training in January 2010. 
 
COPS (Citizens Offering Police Support): COPS Volunteer Dennis Schaumann was 
welcomed into the program in June and has been very helpful with tracking our false 
alarms and assisting Ken McCray and Mort Altman with speed monitoring and 
enforcement of our disabled parking laws. Connie Easley has been busy with crisis 
intervention duties and serving as a department victim advocate. She was very involved 
in assisting the family and friends of the young Gig Harbor High School student that 
committed suicide in October. Sergeant Kelly Busey is currently serving as the 
supervisor of the unit. I am very pleased with the team we are assembled and we look 
forward to expanding the program gradually during the next couple years. 
 
NARCOTIC K-9 PROGRAM: Our foundation, The Jaycox Gig Harbor Police Benevolent 
Fund received a $4,500.00 donation from a Canadian law enforcement agency that took 
possession of one of our foster police dogs. The foster dog program was created and 
administered by K-9 Officer Chet Dennis. The program involved taking a litter of German 
Shepard pups belonging to Chet and assigning them to members of our community that 
wanted to learn about training police K-9s. Chet spent several weeks working with these 
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families and dogs. One of the dogs proved to be highly suitable to receive additional 
training to become a Police K-9. He was sent through K-9 training with Chet’s dog Maher 
last February.  Chet eventually learned an agency in Canada was looking for a Narcotic 
K-9. The dog eventually worked out and the payment/donation was received last month. 
This money will be used to help support our current Narcotics K-9 program. The major 
funding source for our dog program is drug seizure funds; our foundation is being used 
to assist with additional financial support.   
 
Below are our officer response times for our Priority 1, 2 and 3 calls for the 3rd Quarter 
of 2009. Priority 1 calls are the most serious calls and usually involve an in-progress 
crime. Our 2008 end of year average response time to all calls was 6.67 minutes. Our 

average response time to all 
calls for the 1st Quarter of 
2009 was 6.9 minutes. Our 
average response time to all 
calls for the 2nd Quarter of 
2009 was 7.2 minutes. And 
our average response time to 
all calls for the 3rd Quarter 
was 6.56 minutes. Our goal 
is to responds to Priority 1 
calls within 4 minutes 90% of 
the time. We are very close 
to this standard with our YTD 
police response time to 
Priority 1 calls standing at 
4.47 minutes so far in 2009. 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Below you will find the reported traffic accidents for the 3rd quarter of 2009. We are 
tracking the accidents in the north end roundabouts to determine the impact the new St. 
Anthony’s Hospital has had, particularly the Burnham-Borgen roundabout. The 1st 
quarter in 2008 had five (5) accidents in the Burnham roundabout and in the 2nd quarter 
in 2009 we saw seven (7). In the 3rd quarter we saw three (3) so, the conclusion at this 
point is the increased traffic from the hospital has not caused a large number of 
additional accidents within our roundabouts. This may change during the current 
construction which is causing increased congestion in this area during peak traffic hours.  
 
Out of the 65 accidents during the 3rd quarter, only seven (7) involved injuries and these 
were minor injuries. 
 

 
 

GHPD Response Times 09
  

  P1 P2 P3 
 

 
January 4.6 6.6 11.6   
February 4.4 6.5 10.2   
March  2.99 6.33 8.86   
April  7.84 7.06 8.04   
May 3.81 7.51 9.58   
June 5.39 7.35 8.38   
July 3.68 6.78 8.69   
August 1.56 6.52 8.86   
September 5.95 6.5 10.94   
October 0 0 0   
November 0 0 0   
December 0 0 0   
Totals 40.22 61.15 85.15   
YTD 
Response 
Times 

4.47 6.79 9.46  
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 TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS FOR 3rd QUARTER 2009 
DATE  TIME LOCATION CROSS STREET TYPE INJURY
7/2/2009 14:00 56th St. Ct. NW 5225  N 
7/6/2009 10:32 Burnham Dr. Borgen Blvd.  N 
7/6/2009 22:22 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 5010  N 
7/8/2009 14:36 51st Ave. 11330  N 

7/12/2009 1:30 Olympic Dr. 53rd St. Ct. H&R N 
7/14/2009 14:00 Kimball Dr. 6908  N 
7/16/2009 23:50 Burnham Dr. 4309  N 
7/16/2009 13:10 Harborview Dr. Pioneer Way  N 
7/17/2009 14:13 Harborview Dr. N. Harborview Dr.  N 
7/21/2009 11:10 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 4815  N 
7/22/2009 15:55 Olympic Dr.  5400  Y 
7/24/2009 17:55 Harborview Dr. 2925  Y 
7/24/2009 17:30 Olympic Dr. 5000  N 
7/24/2009 16:00 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 4600  N 
7/26/2009 4:00 Woodhill Dr. Burnham Dr.  N 
7/31/2009 17:00 N. Harborview Dr. 8827  N 
8/3/2009 10:40 O;ympic Dr. Pt. Fosdick Dr. FTY- Right of Way Y 
8/4/2009 13:24 Pt. Fosdick Dr. Olympic Dr. Hit & Run N 
8/4/2009 22:12 Judson Street 3110  N 
8/5/2009 13:40 Olympic Dr. Hollycroft St. Inattention To Driving Y 
8/6/2009 11:06 Pt.Fosdick Dr. 4700  N 
8/6/2009 13:40 N. Harborview Dr. 8827 Fail To Yield - No Ins. N 
8/8/2009 18:08 Kimball Dr. 6908 H&R N 
8/9/2009 10:57 Stinson Ave. Edwards Ave. DWLS 3rd driver #1 N 

8/11/2009 7:53 Burnham Dr. Sehmel Dr. 
Too Fast for 
Conditions N 

8/11/2009 14:44 Stinson Ave. Spadoni Ln DWLS 3rd & No Ins. N 
8/14/2009 12:30 Soundview Dr. Olympic Dr.  N 
8/16/2009 14:44 Pioneer Way Stinson Ave. Fail to yield, ROW N 
8/16/009 19:00 51st Ave. NW 11400 DUI N 

8/17/2009 10:25 Point Fosdick Drive 4831  N 
8/16/2009 15:40 Borgen Blvd. Burnham Dr.  N 
8/17/2009 18:35 Burnham Dr. 10711  N 
8/18/2009 15:40 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 4811  N 
8/22/2009 10:33 Soundview Dr. Anne Marie Ct. Inattentive To Driving Y 
8/23/2009 14:00 Borgen Blvd. 5120  N 

8/27/2009 15:52 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 5004 
H&R, Reckless, 
DWLS 3rd N 

8/28/2009 13:10 51st Ave. 11450  N 
9/2/2009 12:00 Gig Harbor Gig Harbor  N 
9/2/2009 16:48 Wollochet Dr. 6900 Inattention To Driving Y 
9/3/2009 12:13 Olympic Dr. SR16  N 
9/3/2009 21:41 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 4803 DUI & H&R N 
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2009 3rd Quarter Crime Mapping Report 
 

Year-to-date through August 2009 there were 810 incidents within Gig Harbor. 
September statistics were not available when this report was submitted. An interesting 
change through the third quarter is a high increase in robbery cases (600%) compared 
to the same time last year. Looking at the actual cases, it is apparent the robberies are 
minor purse and wallet thefts without weapons being used. As you can see the crime of 
theft is up-- most notably our non-residential burglaries (commercial burglaries) continue 
to be up by 200%. Overall we have seen a 9% decrease in reported crimes through 
August of 2009 when compared to the same period in 2008. This is not as bad as it 
could be considering that the economy is taking longer than we would like to recover. 
Another factor that tends to increase crimes, especially property crimes is the 
unemployment rate. Our local unemployment rate continues to be close to 10%.  
 
 
 
 

 TRAFFIC ACCIDENTS FOR 3rd QUARTER 2009 (CONT) 
DATE  TIME LOCATION CROSS STREET TYPE INJURY
9/3/2009 21:41 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 4803 DUI & H&R N 
9/6/2009 0:05 Soundview Dr. #15 6100  N 
9/6/2009 13:10 Borgen Blvd. 5300  N 
9/8/2009 15:15 Olympic Dr. 5300  N 
9/9/2009 11:36 Olympic Dr. Hollycroft St. No Proof of Ins. Y 

9/12/2009 1:50 Burnham Dr. 4309  N 
9/12/2009 17:55 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 4600  N 
9/12/2009 20:20 Olympic Dr. SR16 Fail To Yield ROW N 
9/17/2009 11:56 Pt. Fosdick Dr. 4831  N 
9/17/2009 16:10 Stanich Ave. Judson St Fail To Yield N 
9/18/2009 17:58 Olympic Dr. SR16  N 
9/19/2009 12:15 Olympic Dr. 50th St. Inatten. To Driving N 

9/21/2009 12:13 Borgen Blvd. 4810 
DWLS 3rd,H&R, No 
CDL N 

9/21/2009 12:24 Borgen Blvd. Canterwood Blvd.  N 
9/22/2009 3:20 SR16        144th St.  N 

9/23/2009 12:13 Olympic Dr. 50th St. 
Fail To Stop @ Red 
Light N 

9/24/2009 19:51 Pioneer Way 7800  N 
9/25/2009 14:26 Harborview Dr. Rosedale St. DWLS 3rd / No Ins N 
9/25/2009 16:02 Pt. Fosdick Dr. Olympic Dr.  N 
9/26/2009 7:54 Harborview Dr. 4116  N 
9/26/2009 10:30 Wollochet Dr. Stinson Ave. Inattention to driving N 
9/27/2009 14:38 51st Ave. 11400  N 
9/27/2009 13:12 Borgen Blvd. 51st Ave. Inattention to driving N 
9/29/2009 16:50 Judson Street 3101  N 
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Kidnap/Child Lure 

  
August 
2008 

August 
2009 

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2008)  

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2009)  

Year-To-
Date 

Percent 
Change 

Child Luring  0 0 0 1 N/A 

Kidnapping (restrain or abduct)  0 0 0 0 0% 

Kidnap/Child Lure Total: 0 0 0 1 N/A 

  

Violent Crimes 

  
August 
2008 

August 
2009 

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2008)  

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2009)  

Year-To-
Date 

Percent 
Change 

Aggravated Assault  0 1 3 4 33% 

Non Aggravated Assault  4 2 31 24 -23% 

Homicide  0 0 0 0 0% 

Business Robbery: 0  0  0  0  0%  

Residential Robbery: 0  0  0  1  N/A  

Street Robbery: 0  0  0  4  N/A  

Other Robbery: 1  0  1  2  100%  
Robbery  1 0 1 7 600% 

Violent Crimes Total: 5 3 35 35 0% 

  

Property Crimes 

  
August 
2008 

August 
2009 

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2008)  

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2009)  

Year-To-
Date 

Percent 
Change 

Residential Arson: 0  0  0  0  0%  

Non-Residential Arson: 0  0  1  0  -100%  
Arson  0 0 1 0 -100% 

Motor Vehicle Theft  1 2 13 13 0% 

Gas Station Runouts: 0  1  4  1  -75%  

Mail Theft: 0  2  1  4  300%  

Shoplifting: 2  11  42  60  43%  

Theft from Vehicle: 11  8  89  62  -30%  

Trailer Theft: 0  0  0  1  N/A  

Boat Theft: 0  0  0  2  N/A  

Other Theft: 10  4  54  26  -52%  
Theft  23 26 190 156 -18% 

Residential Burglary: 3  2  15  12  -20%  

Non-Residential Burglary: 6  0  15  21  40%  
Burglary  9 2 30 33 10% 

Residential Vandalism: 11  4  99  75  -24%  
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Non-Residential Vandalism: 2  1  7  4  -43%  
Vandalism  13 5 106 79 -25% 

Property Crimes Total: 46 35 340 281 -17% 

  

Drug Crimes 

  
August 
2008 

August 
2009 

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2008)  

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2009)  

Year-To-
Date 

Percent 
Change 

Drug Possession (Methamphetamine)  0 1 4 3 -25% 

Drug Sale/Manufacture (Methamphetamine) 0 0 1 1 0% 

Drug Possession (Other)  2 4 39 30 -23% 

Drug Sale/Manufacture (Other)  1 1 6 8 33% 

Drug Crimes Total: 3 6 50 42 -16% 

  

Warrant Arrests, Fraud, Traffic, and Other Incidents 

  
August 
2008 

August 
2009 

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2008)  

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2009)  

Year-To-
Date 

Percent 
Change 

Weapons Violations  0 1 6 7 17% 

Warrant Arrests  6 9 47 55 17% 

Fraud or Forgery  8 8 47 52 11% 

Criminal Traffic  56 42 301 282 -6% 

Liquor Law Violations  1 6 31 27 -13% 

Telephone Harassment  1 1 6 6 0% 

Intimidation  1 0 12 8 -33% 

Possession of Stolen Property  1 0 6 6 0% 

Warrant Arrests, Fraud, Traffic, 
and Other Incidents Total: 

74 67 456 443 -3% 

  

Other Crimes 

  
August 
2008 

August 
2009 

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2008)  

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2009)  

Year-To-
Date 

Percent 
Change 

Criminal Trespass  1 0 6 5 -17% 

Failure to Register/Sex Offender  1 0 2 2 0% 

Simple assaults  0 0 3 0 -100% 

Trafficking in Stolen Property  0 0 0 1 N/A 

Other Crimes Total: 2 0 11 8 -27% 

  

Totals 

  
August 
2008 

August 
2009 

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2008)  

Year-To-Date 
(through Aug 

2009)  

Year-To-
Date 

Percent 
Change 
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Grand Total: 130 111 892 810 -9% 
 

Below are our 2009 3rd Quarter performance measures and workload indicators. Our 
workload indicators seem to be flat with the only exception being calls for service. 

 
2009 3rd Quarter 

Performance Measures 
 

 

2008 
 3rd 
Qtr 

 

2009 
3rd Qtr 

 

2008 
Actual 

 

2009 
Estimate

 
% of citizens who feel safe in general according 
to survey n/a n/a n/a 80% 
UCR Violent crimes per 1000 population n/a n/a 1.9 1.5 
UCR Property crimes per 1000 population n/a n/a 50.09 45 
Average police emergency response time in 
minutes 6.66 6.56 6.67 6.8 

 
 

Workload Measures 
 

 

2008 
3rd Qtr 

2009 
3rd Qtr 

2008 
Actual 

2009 
Estimate

Number of dispatched calls for service 2109 2190 8206 8500 
Number of office walk in requests for service 610 595 2311 2100 
Number of cases assigned for follow-up 67 51 242 220 
Number of police reports written  577 517 2088 2500 

 
Note:  UCR stats are published yearly 

 
 
                                                              ### 
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Ms. Clark has appealed the Superior Court’s decision, and alleges that even though the 
Superior Court granted the City’s motion for summary judgment (thereby finding that the City 
didn’t act unconstitutionally), that the case still should have been remanded to the federal 
court.  She argues that even though the Superior Court has determined that the City did not 
act unconstitutionally under RCW 36.70C.130(1)(f), the case must be sent to the federal court.  
However, because the federal court kept only the damage claim (42 U.S.C. Section 1983), the 
Superior Court’s finding that the City didn’t act unconstitutionally would require dismissal of this 
damage claim.   
 
While this case is pending in the Court of Appeals, the City processed the encroachment 
permit application submitted by Ms. Clark.  Although a fence over six feet in height would 
require a building permit (Section105.2: Work exempt from permitting), no application for a 
building permit has been submitted by Ms. Clark.  On September 18, 2009, Senior Engineer 
Jeff Langhelm conducted an engineering  sight evaluation of this wooden fence and it was 
concluded that fence as constructed is a sight distance impediment to vehicular traffic. See 
attached Sight Distance Evaluation  memorandum.  Consequently, On October 7, 2009, the 
City Engineer, as the Public Works Director’s designee, denied the encroachment permit under 
Gig Harbor Municipal Code Section 12.02.030(A).   
 
Under GHMC 12.02.060, any appeal of this decision must be filed within ten days of the date 
of issuance of the decision.  On October 19, 2009, Jane Koler filed the Clark appeal (more 
than ten days of the date of issuance of the decision).  She was sent an e-mail copy of the 
decision on October 7, 2009, and Ms. Clark received a copy of the decision by registered mail.  
The appeal fee was submitted. 
 
The City Council needs to take the following action:   
 
 A. Establish a date for the public hearing on this appeal.  The hearing date has 
been tentatively scheduled for November 19, 2009.  However, Jane Koler, attorney for Ms. 
Clark, has asked that the hearing be rescheduled.  She has been informed that her request for 
a continuance must be addressed to the Council.  The City Attorney recommends that in light 
of the pending litigation, and the fact that the street obstruction permit was denied because it is 
within the sight distance triangle on a busy intersection, that the Council consider setting the 
hearing date as soon as possible.  The Council should also consider that the City will be calling 
Steve Misiurak and Jeff Langhelm as witnesses (anyone else? Who else was on site with 
Jeff?) and so it should be confirmed that these witnesses will be in attendance. 
 
 B. Establish a deadline for submission of any written briefs to the Council.  While 
written materials may be submitted during the public hearing, it is to each party’s advantage to 
submit briefs to the Council well in advance of the hearing, so that the Council will have an 
opportunity to become acquainted with the appeal issues prior to the hearing.   
 
FISCAL CONSIDERATION 
None. 
 
BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
None. 
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RECOMMENDATION / MOTION 
Move to: To set the date of the hearing as Thursday, November 19, 2009 and to establish the 
deadline for the submission of written briefs as November 12, 2009.   
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Date: November 5,2009 

To: The Gig Harbor City Council 

From: ICae Paterson 

Re: MP8 LLC and Pioneer & Stinson LLC 

As you all know I have agonized over the recommended change to the Comprehensive Plan. It is 
in my immediate neighborhood, and I drive past the property daily. To me it has boiled down 
to a choice between two Comprehensive Plan goals that are dear to our hearts. 

1) 3.6.1, "Maintain a small town scale for structures. New structures should not overpower 
existing structures." and 

2) 3.2 1.1, "Incorporate existing vegetation into the site plan. As much as possible, site plans 
should be designed to protect existing vegetation". 

The question has been do we allow larger buildings with larger yard setbacks and more 
perimeter trees, OR do we go with the allowed smaller buildings and have much smaller yard 
setbacks so that fewer of the trees are saved. My heart goes with the larger buildings, larger 
setbacks and more trees, providing the building are a neutral color and well screened.. 

I was on the Planning Commission when the entire area was R1, and we were trying to decide 
how to deal with the service station. We zoned the service station B2 and created the RBI zone 
for the triangle south of this property. We later took the RBI zone across Grandview onto this 
property. Since then the Comprehensive Plan designation on the triangle has been changed to 
Commercial/Businessy and the zone to B2. It seems to me that either a Residential Low or a 
Residential Medium comprehensive plan designation for the Paul property is an appropriate step 
down between commercial business and single family development. 

That said; I feel strongly about the DEVELOPMENT AGREEMENT that will go with the 
change in plan designation and probable rezone. The Peninsula Gateway building comes the 
closest to my dream of what I would like the finished product to look like. 

To make the Paul proposal work I would want to conditions to the development agreement. 
These conditions could be worked out at Design Review Board level. My proposed conditions 
would include: : 
. : 1. Keep trees in the required setbacks. I would like to have both the developer and the 

city agree that the perimeter trees, except for the driveway area, would stay (including 
the madronas). 

2. keep as much as possible of the understory, huckleberry etc., in the yards along the 
streets and plant additional screening.. 

3. Use muted tones, preferably shades of gray, for the color on the buildings like the 
Gateway building or the new buildings at Mallard's Landing. 

4. Break up the wall planes on the buildings. 
5. Paint the retaining wall behind the driveways into the parking garage so it blends in. 
6. I would like to see the easterly building be made rectangular and leave an open 
space area along Pioneer Way. To me the pooch out toward Pioneer looks awkward 
and intrusive. 

Basically I would want the development to blend into the natural environment so the buildings 
aren't intrusive. I would hope that the buildings could blend in enough, and enough screening 
could be left so that the size of the buildings is well mitigated. 



FROM :MRNNINGS FQX NO. :3608768309 Nov. 09 2009 01 : 49PM P 1  

City of mg Harbor 
Community Development Department 

RE: Proposed amenbents to the City of Gig'~arbor7s Comprehensive Plan: 
Comp 09-0005: Haven of Rest Land Use Map Amendment 

My husband $ I (Edward N. Miming Jr. and Patricia A Mmhg) o m  
properly w i b  300 feet of theproperty which is requesting the designation change 
&om Residential Low to Residential Medim. 

We are opposed to this change:. We feel that the area should remain RL because 
single W l y  homes are more appropriate for this established neighh&ood, The 
desigaatioil should w b e  changed. 

EdwardN.-6Jr. 3,&o-$37&433fJq 
Patricia A. hhnring 



November 8,2009 

To whom it may concern, 

We are Lee and Virginia Murray. Our address is 4025 Rosedale St. NW, Gig 

Harbor. We want to see the zoning in our residential area remain R-1 as it has 

been for the past 23 years of our residence. 
f-- 
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