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AGENDA FOR 
GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 
Monday, November 23, 2009 – 5:30 p.m. 

 
 

CALL TO ORDER:   
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 
1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of Nov. 9, 2009. 
2. Correspondence / Proclamations: Appreciation for Metagenics 
3. Liquor License Actions: a) Renewals: The Harbor Kitchen, Half Time Sports, and 

Sip at the Wine Bar Restaurant; b) Application: Mizu Japanese Restaurant; c) 
Application: Morso. 

4. Resolution No. 811 - Amending Meeting Dates for Council Committees, Planning 
Commission, Design Review Board, Arts Commission and Parks Commission. 

5. Resolution No. 812 – Amendment to 2009 Mandatory Furlough Policy. 
6. Sanitary Sewer Facilities Easement and Maintenance Agreement – Buona Vita 

Plat.  
7. Award of Contract for Construction of Soundview Drive Sidewalk Improvement 

Project (Cushman Trail GAP).  
8. Historic District Inventory Project – Amendment to Contract. 
9. 2009 Roadway Maintenance Project – Escrow Agreement/Tucci & Sons.  
10. Approval of Payment of Bills for November 23, 2009: Checks #62292 through 

#62388 in the amount of $1,665,873.13. 
 
SWEARING IN CEREMONY:  Judge Michael Dunn 
 
SPECIAL PRESENTATION:  
1. Presentation of Proclamation of Appreciation – Metagenics. 
 
OLD BUSINESS: 
1. First Reading of Ordinance – Comprehensive Plan Amendments and Two 

Resolutions Adopting Development Agreements. 
2. Second Reading Ordinance – Water Utility Rate Increase. 
3. Second Reading Ordinance – Sewer Utility Rate Increase. 
4. Second Reading Ordinance – Stormwater Utility Rate Increase. 

 
NEW BUSINESS:    
1. Skansie Ad Hoc Committee Maritime Pier Feasibility Report.  
2. Resolution - Pierce Conservation District Stream Team Proposed Assessment.  
3. Resolution – Community Development Fee Schedule Update. 
4. WWTP Outfall Extension Project – Construction Bid Award. 
5. Public Hearing and First Reading of Ordinance – 2010 Proposed Budget. 

 
STAFF REPORT: None scheduled. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 

MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS: 
1. Civic Center Furlough Day Wed. Nov. 25th 
2. Civic Center Closed for Thanksgiving Holiday: Thu. Nov. 26th and Fri. Nov. 27th. 
3. Planning / Building Committee: Mon. Dec 7th at 5:15 p.m. 
4. Intergovernmental Affairs Committee: Mon. Dec 14th CANCELLED 
 
ADJOURN: 
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MINUTES OF GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING – NOVEMBER 9, 2009 
 
PRESENT:  Councilmembers Ekberg, Young, Franich, Malich, Payne, Kadzik and 
Mayor Hunter.  Councilmembers Conan and Payne were absent. 
 
CALL TO ORDER:  5:31 p.m. 
 
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. 
 
Mayor Hunter announced that item number five on the Consent Agenda, Receipt of 
Appeal of a Denial of Encroachment Permit, would require further discussion and asked 
that it be moved to new business. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt the Consent Agenda as amended by moving number 

five to New Business. 
  Kadzik / Malich - unanimously approved. 
 
PRESENTATIONS:  Mayor Hunter asked Dick Allen to come forward and be 
recognized for his service on the Planning Commission from 1996 until 2009.  He 
presented Mr. Allen with a plaque and thanked him for being a calm voice of reason 
over the many years he served.   
 
Mr. Allen described how those involved in the Design Review Board and Planning 
Commission spend hours for the betterment of this town, and are happy to do so.  
 
Councilmember Kadzik noted that he served on the Planning Commission with Dick for 
a good number of those twelve years and his point of view was always well thought out 
and respected. He commended Dick for the great service. 

Consent Agenda - 1
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NEW BUSINESS:    

1. Receipt of Appeal of a Denial of Encroachment Permit – Lisa Clark.  City Clerk 
Molly Towslee explained that the city received an appeal of the denial of an 
encroachment permit for a fence on city right-of-way.  A hearing for the appeal was 
scheduled for November 19th, and a Motion to Continue was filed by the appellant’s 
attorney this afternoon.  She added that staff will be represented by Attorney Carol 
Morris who has submitted a response to the Motion to Continue.  Council has the option 
to set the hearing date as scheduled or consider the request for continuance. 
 
City Attorney Angela Belbeck responded to a question about the downside of 
postponing the hearing by saying that it is important to expedite land use decisions. 
 
Lisa Clark respectfully asked for a continuance of the hearing explaining that she will be 
on an international assignment until December 17th, saying it was important that the City 
Council hear the facts of the case and to clarify numerous inconsistencies between the 
briefing from Ms. Morris and the Hearing Examiner’s Decision.  
 
The need to go into executive session was discussed. 
 

MOTION: Move to adjourn to Executive Session to discuss the Motion to 
Continue per RCW 42.30.140(2) at 5:40 p.m. for approximately 15 
minutes.  

  Malich / Franich – unanimously approved. 
 
MOTION: Move to return to regular session at 5:55 p.m.  
  Franich / Malich – unanimously approved. 

 
MOTION: Move to continue the hearing until the regular Council Meeting of 

December 14th at the request of the proponent. 
 Young / Kadzik - unanimously approved. 
 

Clerk Towslee mentioned that Ms. Clark isn’t back into town until the 17th. Council 
responded that they are aware of that, but the Appellant’s Attorney could be present. 
 

2. Resolution – 2009 Property Tax Levy. Finance Director David Rodenbach 
introduced two resolutions to set the city’s 2009 regular tax levy and an excess levy, 
both to be collected in 2010.  He addressed questions and asked for two separate 
motions to adopt. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt resolution No. 809 setting the 2009 Property Tax Levy. 
  Young / Malich – unanimously approved. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt resolution No. 810 setting the Excess Tax Levy. 
  Young / Malich – unanimously approved. 
 

Consent Agenda - 1
Page 2 of 15



Page 3 of 15 
 

3. Introduction and Public Hearing – 2009 Comprehensive Plan Amendments. 
Planning Director Tom Dolan gave a brief background in the process to bring these 
twelve amendments forward for review and thanked the employees for their hard work. 
He then turned it over to Senior Planner Jennifer Kester who explained the process: she 
would give a brief description of each amendment, the Mayor would open the public 
hearing to accept public testimony, the hearing would close, and Council could discuss 
the amendment before moving on to the next.  She further explained that the first 
reading of the ordinance to adopt the amendments is scheduled for November 23rd with 
the second reading on December 14th. She stressed that the Comprehensive Plan 
Amendments must be adopted before the end of the year.  
 
1. COMP 09-0002: Parks, Recreation and Open Space Element. The amendment removes 
the existing PROS element.  The current element represents a plan which expired in May 2009 
and the updated plan is not expected to be adopted until next year.  Retaining an out-of-date 
PROS element creates inconsistencies in the Capital Facilities Plan.   
 
The public hearing opened at 6:05 p.m.  No one came forward to speak and the hearing closed 
at 6:05 p.m. 
 
2. COMP 09-0003: Transportation Element.  The amendment would create general short-
range and long-range transportation improvement plans that will serve as a basis for the 6-year 
Transportation Improvement Plan (TIP) adopted each year. The Planning Commission 
recommended one condition for this amendment to improve vehicular and pedestrian access 
and safety in the downtown area.  
 
The public hearing opened at 6:08 p.m.  No one came forward to speak and the hearing closed 
at 6:08 p.m. 
 
3. COMP 09-0007: Stormwater Comprehensive Plan.  A review of the City's new Stormwater 
Comprehensive Plan for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. The Stormwater 
Comprehensive Plan is a key provision of the City’s Stormwater Management Plan required by 
the City’s NPDES permit. Applies to the City and future annexations; replaces current 
stormwater comprehensive plan. 
 
The public hearing opened at 6:10 p.m.   
 
Senior Engineer Jeff Langhelm represented the city as applicant.  He briefly explained the 
proposed revisions to the Stormwater Comprehensive Plan that will address aspects and 
requirements of the city’s NPDES Phase II Program.  
 
There were no further comments and the hearing closed at 6:14 p.m. 
 
4. COMP 09-0008: Wastewater Comprehensive Plan. A review of the City's new 
Wastewater Comprehensive Plan for consistency with the Comprehensive Plan.  Applies to the 
City and future annexations; replaces current wastewater comprehensive plan. 
 
The public hearing opened at 6:15 p.m.  
 
Senior Engineer Jeff Langhelm represented the city as applicant, explaining that the modeling 
was performed prior to discussion on changes to the projected population data.  He addressed 
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questions regarding development utilizing gravity lift stations in basins and said that he would 
verify that the goal is to locate the lift station at the lowest point feasible to maximize flow. He 
continued to highlight the proposed revisions to address reclaimed water which will reduce the 
capacity of to the Treatment Plant.  
 
There were no further comments and the hearing closed at 6:30 p.m. 
 
5. COMP 09-0009: Water System Plan.  A review of the City's new Water System Plan for 
consistency with the Comprehensive Plan. The Water System Plan applies only to those 
properties within the City’s water service area.  
 
Senior Engineer Jeff Langhelm represented the city as applicant, briefly addressing the four 
proposed changes. He explained that the proposed plan notes that the city will accept a limited 
expansion into the adjacent purveyors territory in which they don’t want to serve or do not have 
the capacity. This will be decided on a case-by-case basis but the intent is not to annex an 
entire service area or water system. He explained that the plan uses models based upon the 
prior population projections data. He said that the proposed calculation uses the average water 
usage instead of maximum day demand reducing the calculation to 200 gallons per day. Lastly, 
system-wide fire flow for single family residential is lowered to a minimum rate of 1000 gallons 
per minute at the recommendation of the Fire Marshal. He offered to get the reasoning for the 
reduction and report back.  
 
Jenn Kester summarized the objection to the amendment by two Planning Commission 
members. She said that new water system plan clarifies a current policy regarding the 
requirement for an applicant to pay the pro-rata share of improvements when an area is 
redeveloped and has to bring fire flow up to city standards. The two members felt that it is the 
city’s responsibility to provide that infrastructure; it would be too great a burden for the 
businesses that were redeveloping to pay. 
 
The public hearing opened at 6:38 p.m. 
 
Jim Pasin – 2710 39th Street.  Mr. Pasin said he was one of the Planning Commission members 
who voted no, saying this policy would affect both commercial and residential. He voiced his 
concerns that it would be too costly for existing residential lots or commercial redevelopment to 
pay for upgrades to the existing system before they are allowed to hook up, especially when 
there is no guarantee that the system will be upgraded for many years, if ever.  He said that new 
development is different; they should be required to install new infrastructure.   He responded to 
questions on private systems by saying he has had to bring in a line or add equipment such as 
sprinklers in order to meet the city’s fire flow requirements but the purveyor didn’t say that they 
needed a new 10 million dollar tank and twelve inch water lines and so you get to pay a portion 
up front. 
 
There were no further comments and the hearing closed at 6:44 p.m. 
 
6. COMP 09-0010: Capital Facilities Element.  The amendment updates the stormwater, 
wastewater, water system, parks, recreation and open space, and transportation improvement 
projects included in the Capital Facilities Plan.  
 
The public hearing opened at 6:45 p.m.  There were no comments and the hearing closed at 
6:45 p.m. 
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7. COMP 09-0011: Utilities Element. The amendment would update the Utilities Element to 
be consistent with the new Water System Plan. 
 
The public hearing opened at 6:46 p.m.  There were no comments and the hearing closed at 
6:46 p.m. 
 
8. COMP 09-0001 – Wollochet Water System Service Area Amendment. A water system 
service area amendment from Stroh’s Water Company’s service area to the City of Gig Harbor 
water service area for a 3.69 acre, vacant parcel located at the southeast corner of Wollochet 
Drive and SR 16.  The Planning Commission recommended two conditions relating to the cost 
the city would incur in updating the water system plan and Pierce County’s coordinated plan. 
She said that staff recommended a third condition related to transfer of water rights from the 
Stroh’s system to the city’s system for taking over the parcel. 

 
The public hearing opened at 6:48 p.m.   
 
Mike Tarmado, Architect with NorthPacific Design, 2727 Hollycroft.  Mr. Tarmado gave a brief 
history of how the project has evolved from plans for an office building to a proposed hotel and 
restaurants at the site. He said that the original letter of water availability from Stroh’s expired 
and they do not have the capacity for the 60 ERS’s required for the higher use. He talked about 
the project’s benefit to the city at that gateway location and asked for approval of the proposed 
amendment. 
 
Paul Cyr – no address given.  Mr. Cyr spoke on behalf of Stroh’s Water System, explaining that 
the Planning Commission voted for this recommendation because Stroh’s cannot provide 40 to 
60 ERUs for the proposed development and it is inappropriate to hold up the development over 
something for which they have no control. He said that this request meets the goal of the 
updated Water Comprehensive Plan to 1) ensure water service is available to support 
development that is consistent with the city’s policies, and 2) that the city will evaluate service 
outside its boundaries on a case-by-case basis.   
 
Councilmember Young asked about Stroh’s water rights. Mr. Cyr said that Stroh’s has limited 
capacity. He said that it looks like the city has plenty of water capacity and is pursuing additional 
water rights. He commented that Stroh’s service area is predominantly residential, not 
commercial.  Councilmember Young asked what the city was getting in return, to which Mr. Cyr 
said “water hook-up fees and rate payers.” 
 
Staff was asked how many ERUs that Stroh’s Water System has available in their service area.  
Mr. Langhelm responded that a draft of their plan is in the approval process with Pierce County 
and offered to get the number.  He said that there are not very many; the city has substantially 
more ERUs in the water CRC process.   
 
There were no further comments and the hearing closed at 6:55 p.m. 
 
9. COMP 09-0013 – Stroh’s Water System Service Area Amendment. A water system 
service area amendment from Stroh’s Water Company’s service area to the City of Gig Harbor 
water service area for two parcels, totaling 4.16 acres, located south of Hunt Street just east of 
SR16 and the existing Cushman Trail, currently occupied by Stroh’s Feed & Garden Supplies 
and United Rentals.  The applicant has requested the City provide water for both domestic 
purposes and fire flow; however, Stroh’s Water Company has indicated that they can continue 
to provide domestic water for any future development. The Planning Commission recommended 
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the same two conditions related to cost incurred to the city of updating the water plan, with a 
third condition that fire flow hookup requires only paying water service connection charges, but if 
the applicant also wants the city to provide domestic water service, they would transfer water 
rights allocated to the existing development to the city. 
 
The public hearing opened at 7:00 p.m.   
 
Paul Cyr – Barghausen Consultant Engineers.  Mr. Cyr said Council added this request to the 
Comp Plan Amendment process on May 11th linking it to the city’s update of the water system 
plan. He said that they concur with the Planning Commission’s recommendation supporting fire 
flow provided by the city.  He explained that there is a 12” main running along Hunt Street 
adjacent to the property which Stroh’s are hoping to redevelop and will require fire flow. Again, 
this is consistent with the city’s water plan update. He stressed that Stroh’s will continue to 
provide 6 ERUs to the two commercial sites. 
 
There were no further comments and the hearing closed at 7:03 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Franich asked the effects on the ERUs in relation to fire flow. Mr. Langhelm 
responded that the CRCs are issued and reserved based upon the average annual water usage 
throughout the city; we don’t account for fire flow when we reserve ERUs. 

 
10. COMP 09-0004 – Sunrise Enterprises Land Use Map Amendment. A land use 
designation change from Employment Center (EC) to Commercial Business (C/B) of 15.53 
acres located along Burnham Drive NW and 112th Street NW, currently occupied by a 
contractor’s yard. 
 
The public hearing opened at 7:06 p.m. 
 
Walt Smith – 19316 99th St. KPN, Vaughn.  Mr. Smith said that they are seeking the same 
commercial zoning that previously existed under Pierce County’s jurisdiction. He voiced 
appreciation for working with both staff and the Planning Commission for positive results. 
 
Carl Halsan – no address given.  Mr. Halsan explained that Walt has owned this 66 acre block 
of property for about 30 years and the plan has always been to have the upper property platted, 
the middle part as industrial and the lower part commercial. When annexed into the city, the 
lower part along Burnham was “flipped” to industrial. He said that they attempted to have the 
land use map changed years ago but were told that as non-residents they had to wait until the 
property was annexed. The necessary infrastructure for this section to be commercially 
developed is already in place, and this request is to return the zoning to its prior commercial 
designation. 
 
Mr. Smith responded to a question about not being included in the annexation by saying the 
utility extension in the late 1980’s precluded them from protesting the annexation. He then 
explained that the small piece of property across the road by is wetland. 
 
There were no further comments and the hearing closed at 7:12 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Young asked about the potential for a development agreement limiting the 
property to B-2 due to a concern that C-1 would allow car dealerships in a visual interchange.  
Ms. Kester responded by saying this was discussed during the Planning Commission 
deliberations and Mr. Smith provided a letter saying he would be willing to limit the property to 
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B-2 if that was the recommendation.  The Commission didn’t feel it was necessary because the 
current Employment District zoning allows most of the industrial uses that C-1 allows. Auto 
sales were not discussed. 
 
11. COMP 09-0005 – Haven of Rest Land Use Map Amendment.  A land use designation 
change from Residential Low (RL) to Residential Medium (RM) of 3.4 acres of property north of 
Rosedale Street and directly east of the Tacoma Power lines.  The owner submitted, as part of 
the application, a development agreement which limits the eventual rezoning of this property to 
the R-2 zone if the land use amendment is approved.  The Planning Commission recommended 
that the term of the development agreement be for 5–10 years.  
 
The hearing on both the Comprehensive Plan Agreement and the associated Development 
Agreement opened at 7:14 p.m. 
 
Katherine Jerkovich – BCRA, 2106 Pacific Ave. Ste 300, Tacoma.  Ms. Jerkovich, agent for the 
Haven of Rest, said that the Planning Commission voted unanimously to approve this 
amendment. She explained that this property was already in city limits and zoned R-1 when the 
rest of the Haven of Rest property was annexed as R-2. City code was then amended to allow 
cemeteries in the R-2 zone only, but they couldn’t request a rezone for this property until now. 
She asked for support of the map amendment. 
 
Councilmember Young commented that the property is now for sale and so the assumption is 
that the property is no longer being considered for cemetery use but to be developed as R-2 
residential. Ms. Jerkovich explained that the Planning Commission was made aware that the 
property was for sale when they made their decision. She said that Haven of Rest has been 
impacted by the economy; one option is putting this property up for sale but if it doesn’t sell, 
they would still like to be able to develop it as cemetery property. 
 
Councilmember Young pointed out that the application was made with the understanding the 
property would be used as a cemetery, adding that he would feel comfortable with a 
development agreement that would limit the property to that use. He said now that it’s for sale a 
new property owner would develop it as R-2 residential. 
 
Ms. Jerkovich said that part of the challenge is residential property is not highly sought and 
putting it up for sale is a way to increase capital. She said that they may sell just a portion of the 
property. Councilmember Young said that tough economic times are no justification for 
upzoning property or a Comprehensive Plan Update. She responded said that when they 
applied for the Comprehensive Plan Amendment the intent was not to sell the property, but to 
change the designation so that cemetery uses would be allowed. 
 
Lee Murray – 4025 Rosedale.  Mr. Lee, who lives 600 feet east of the subject property said that 
he opposes the zoning change. He explained that the character of the neighborhood is R-1 and 
he opposes the higher density here. 
 
Patricia Manning – 11170 Redrum Trail SE, Port Orchard.  Ms. Manning explained she and her 
husband own property in this area and they strongly oppose the change from R-1 to R-2.  It is 
already an established single-family neighborhood and it appropriate that it remain this way. 
 
Mark Hoppen - 8133 Shirley Avenue.  Mr. Hoppen said that he agrees with comments made by 
Councilmember Young. 
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There were no further comments and the public hearing closed at 7:23 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Franich voiced his appreciation for the citizens taking the time to come to 
testify. He said if the cemetery use was made permanent by the development agreement it 
would be fair, but changing the zoning to develop higher density residential isn’t justified. 
 
Ms. Kester responded to a question by describing the zoning of surrounding property. She said 
that in on the east, the zoning is less than the designation but to the north and the west the 
zoning and the designation are consistent.  This is something that has been identified for update 
in the 2011 updates. 
 
Councilmember Malich asked about the new population allocation goals. Ms. Kester responded 
that all residentially zoned properties will be evaluated to determine if density and zoning are 
appropriate for the lower population allocation.  
 
12. COMP 09-0012 – 3700 Grandview Land Use Map Amendment.  A land use designation 
change from Residential Low (RL) to Residential Medium (RM) for 2 acres of property located at 
3700 Grandview Street; the northern corner of Stinson Avenue, Grandview Street and Pioneer 
Way. The owner submitted, as part of the application, a development agreement which limits 
the scope of any future development of the subject property and the 2.27 acre area north of the 
subject property. The Planning Commission recommended four conditions for this amendment 
including a 10 -20 year duration for the development agreement. The development agreement 
would limit the buildings and use primarily to two mixed-use buildings with slightly underground 
parking garage, non-residential on the street level, and 7-11 residential on the upper floor. The 
proponent is proposing to keep a higher percentage of trees and larger setbacks than required 
by code. The Planning Commission has recommended approval four to one. Staff recommends 
denial. 
 
Planning Director Tom Dolan explained that this amendment was originally submitted in 2007 
and because of the lack of sewer capacity, wasn’t included in the Comprehensive Plan 
consideration. In 2008 it went through the Planning Commission and City Council process; 
ultimately both recommended denial. However, because the project “morphed” several times in 
an attempt to provide a more favorable project, City Council decided to send it back to the 
Planning Commission for another review by sponsoring this present amendment. The proposed 
amendment has gone through the Planning Commission review process and they have 
changed their recommendation to approval.  
 
Mr. Dolan continued to say that Planning Staff has debated this project for two years and 
recognizes that this is an important piece of property at the top and within the view basin. He 
explained that preservation of the trees is a huge issue which the applicant’s has addressed, but 
another issue that hasn’t been adequately addressed is the scale of the buildings. His  
memorandum to the Planning Commission formulated a recommendation for denial. He quoted 
3.6.1 of the Comprehensive Plan which says “New structures should not overpower existing 
structures or visually dominate Gig Harbor’s small town city-scape except as approved 
landmark structure.”  He said that it’s the Planning Department’s belief that the size of the 
proposed structures will be inconsistent with the scale of the surrounding uses at this location 
and inconsistent with the view basin, information that has been shared with the Planning 
Commission. He finalized by saying that the Planning Staff recommends denial of this Comp 
Plan Amendment. 
 
The public hearing opened at 7:34 p.m. 
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Carl Halsan.  Mr. Halsan thanked Council for allowing this process to continue, adding that this 
time the Planning Commission has recommended that City Council approve the amendment. 
He said the project is much more detailed and most of the unknown issues such as the trees, 
curb cuts, and height of the buildings has been addressed, five public outreach meetings have 
been held, questions were answered, and public comment heard from both supporters and 
detractors. He explained that the height issue has been resolved and the buildings are designed 
to follow the height restriction area criteria. After nine meetings and deliberation the Planning 
Commission has recommended adoption despite staffs continued opposition. 
 
Mr. Halsan emphasized that their own comprehensive plan is updated periodically to reflect 
changes and opportunities and desires of their own community. He then addressed specifics 
about the project: 

• The development agreement limits the rezone to RB-2 only; 
• It agrees to develop the northern portion of the property against Butler with single-family 

only; 
• It agrees to establish and enhanced buffer along that northern boundary line; 
• It provided for a substantial buffer between the two portions of the project; 
• Nearly twice as many trees are being preserved as code requires; 38%; 
• Site limited to two buildings only; maximum square footage for each is in the 

development agreement; 
• Increased setbacks along all the street frontages to preserve trees; 
• 60% parking is in underground garages; 
• One curb cut on Grandview, none on Pioneer or Stinson; 
• Impervious coverage will be at 45%; 
• The project goes through Design Review. 

 
Mr. Halsan described photographs of the site from with the buildings digitally imposed beginning 
from Harborview and traveling up Pioneer at different intervals saying that you can’t see the 
buildings until you get to Butler Street.  Another slide shows the front of the buildings and all the 
trees that will remain and the last slide shows the site plan.  He reminded Council that there 
remain several steps if the amendment is approved which could impose further restrictions 
including a project specific SEPA, a rezone, a site-plan review, and design review. He closed by 
saying approval would result in great tree preservation, increased setbacks, larger buffers, 
reduced surface parking, a mixed-use project, decreased impervious coverage, single curb cut, 
and a better buffer. This was a good proposal with merit last year and an even better proposal 
this year. He urged Council to follow the Planning Commission recommendation and adopt the 
amendment and development agreement. 
 
Councilmember Kadzik asked about a couple of the slides. Mr. Halsan explained that sheet 6 
shows the 20% tree preservation required by city code and sheet 7 shows 37% of the specific 
trees identified in a survey.  
 
Councilmember Young asked why the buildings look shorter and what type of underground 
parking is proposed. Mr. Halsan said that the height wasn’t measured last year but because the 
property remains in the height restriction area the architect made sure the buildings fit the 
requirements. He said as you enter the site you will drive down the slope and then under the 
buildings, adding that you will not see parking from the street at any angle. 
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Councilmember Ekberg asked about the types of trees. Mr. Halsan explained that the drawing 
isn’t representative of the type of tree but of the size. 
 
Danielle Eitner – BCRA .  Ms. Eitner said she would address the scale of the buildings using a 
3-D model. She explained that the program shows the real topography and trees from the 
survey. She said she deleted trees from the building footprint and then colored the Madrona and 
fruit trees so that they stand out from the firs.  She moved back and forth through the program 
from different angles, answering Council questions about the graphics.  
 
John McMillan – 9816 Jacobsen Lane.  Mr. McMillan commented that luxury condos obviously 
would want a view. If they have a view, you would be able to see the buildings from the water, 
which is the point of the scale and balance issue. He said this doesn’t make sense and said 
approval would open it up for others to ask for the same consideration. 
 
Kurt Salmon – Business: 6712 Kimball / Residence: 7400 Stinson.  Mr. Salmon said he 
commutes through here daily and his concern, besides the size and scale of this project, is the 
traffic. He explained that one issue is the intersection of Pioneer/Grandview where most people 
will stop in the middle in order to turn right onto Grandview. There is no arrow onto Pioneer so 
people get stuck during the rush hour. He said this project will pile up more traffic. The other 
problem is there is no light at Grandview and Stinson and the rush hour traffic from the freeway. 
He said that adding commercial space and condos creates even more people coming in and out 
all the time in addition to the big daycare at that intersection, the new Cushman Trail, and 
regular pedestrians at this location. He stressed that this is not good planning. 
 
Mark Hoppen - 8133 Shirley Avenue.  Mr. Hoppen said that in many respects the project is a 
significantly better proposal than the previous because it’s shoved into the ground. The parking 
isn’t entirely underground, but enough to meet the height regulations. He asked Council to 
consider the issue of landscaping and tree retention, which is important to the comp plan but is 
a red herring for the issue presented by staff, which is bulk and scale. Even shoved into the 
ground, one of the buildings is still four times larger than the square footage allowed under the 
Comprehensive Plan. He said that the Planning Commission recommendation has you believe 
the bulk and scale is fine because of precedence set by the BDR Building, the old Thriftway, or 
the Civic Center. He said that in their time, the BDR Building and the Thriftway were incredible 
planning mistakes by the city; one a strip mall and the other exceeded the zone transition 
standards. He commented that the Civic Center is similar in size to the current proposal, but it 
isn’t visible to the view basin. He said trees are transitory. He stressed that the issue is bulk and 
scale and Council has to consider staff’s recommendation. He said the map of surrounding 
buildings shows there is nothing remotely similar to the proposed buildings. The argument has 
been made that across the street will eventually have larger buildings which may be true, but it 
doesn’t diminish the need for a transition to the residential neighborhood on the downhill side.  
He said the bulk and scale argument has merit, and the Planning Commission recommendation 
is shallow and fatally flawed. 
 
Bill Fogerty – 3614 Butler Drive. Mr. Fogerty, an adjacent neighbor to the project, said that the 
proposal includes 2000 square foot homes on the north side of the project. He said again we 
are talking about bulk and scale of buildings that are 11,000 square feet and 15,000 square feet 
adjacent to residential homes. He said that building bulk and scale of less than 5,000 square 
feet needs to be retained here. He commented that there are many garden-like commercial 
developments in other places and we need to keep the area small and village like in character 
with the rest of the neighborhood. 
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Cliff Peterson – 10107 Cherry Lane NW.  Mr. Peterson, a local attorney, said he is speaking in 
his citizen capacity.  He said he agreed with the Planning Commission statement as to scale. 
He said that as a tree farmer, the tree issue is significant and the development agreement does 
address saving significant timber. He said he hasn’t seen any discussion of the Pierce County 
ordinance that applies to tree preservation in the face of development. He cited 18H.040.070 
and 080 and 130. He said that the PowerPoint presentation still doesn’t address the concerns in 
the ordinance that provide for tree protection area, trenching standards, marking, and recourse 
if the trees are cut or damaged.  He said the tree inventory might mean there are only 408 trees. 
He then said he has been in Pierce and King County his whole life and evergreen trees are a 
big part of Gig Harbor’s identity. He took exception to analyzing the project from coming up 
Pioneer when most of the traffic is coming from Highway 16 and will see the buildings. He 
encouraged Council to apply the Pierce County ordinance to this project so they don’t damage 
trees. 
 
Councilmember Malich asked for the Pierce County Ordinance citations once again. 
 
William Lynn.  Mr. Lynn spoke on behalf of the applicant. He said that the ordinances just cited 
apply in the limits of Pierce County, not in Gig Harbor. He made four points: 1) The Staff 
Reports indicates that the applicant was going to adjust the property lines to correspond with the 
zoning lines and that may occur, but another possibility is the lot lines would be consolidated 
within the project.  2) What’s remarkable about this project is the amount of information that has 
been provided. People are no longer just able to Photoshop a picture and pretend what the 
project will look like or assert that it’s visible from the water. There is actual information based 
upon real, known facts that establishes that it is not going to be visible. 3) He cited the 
Comprehensive Plan which says “New structures should not overpower existing structures or 
visually dominate Gig Harbor’s small town city-scape except except as approved landmark 
structure.”  Mr. Lynn said scale has to be looked at in context; it is not just the size of the 
buildings; you have to consider the property and what’s on it, how big is it, the topography, the 
buffers and setbacks…all these things go into defining a project and need to be reviewed.  Mr. 
Lynn said this is just another step in the process; the applicant wants to proceed to SEPA 
review to look at traffic impacts, rezone and site plan stages to see how the tree roots can be 
preserved. There are several levels of city discretion and the question is, can the applicant take 
the first one. 
 
Councilmember Young asked Mr. Lynn if an extension of the development agreement is still an 
option in case the economy continues to falter and if he had language he could recommend.  
Mr. Lynn responded that the proposed development agreement runs for a substantial period of 
time and Council has the discretion to set the time frame that is agreeable to both parties. 
 
Tom Dolan explained that the Planning Commission is recommending a term of 10-20 years. 
Councilmember Young said his concern is if the agreement expires with no construction, the 
property could developed at the higher use without an agreement in place. He asked if the 
development agreement could state that upon expiration the property owner would have to 
come back to Council to renegotiate the terms.  Mr. Dolan said he would confer with legal 
counsel and have an answer before the first reading of the ordinance. 
 
Mike Paul – 3720 Horsehead Bay Drive.  Mr. Paul, one of the owners of the property, thanked 
staff and the Council for hearing this amendment again. He said it’s a great proposal that 
deserves another read. He said that he leaves it up to the Council to make the decision as to 
what’s best and they will live with that decision. He commented that it isn’t a question of “if it is 
or if it isn’t,” but “how” the project is going to shape Gig Harbor. During the Planning 
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Commission review he heard about how this is an economic driver for the top of Gig Harbor, 
how the re-development of those parcels is important for the sustainability of Gig Harbor, and 
the importance of the ability to live above places to work.  Mr. Paul said that the time put in by 
the Planning Commission is unbelievable and he thanked them for it.  He stressed that this is an 
opportunity for saving the trees, not for view condos. Because of the large setbacks, they are 
required by city code to fence the trees at the drip line so they are protected; the intent is to 
protect the trees. He finalized by saying that they will be happy whatever decision is made, 
voicing appreciation for all the time spent.  He said “we are all exhausted.”  
 
There were no further comments and the public hearing closed at 8:14 p.m. 
 
Councilmember Franich said he wanted to bring attention to a few things.  He said that the 
majority of trees on the lower east corner that are visible in the slide show will lose their leaves 
which might affect the visibility of the building in the winter months. He said he doesn’t see a lot 
of difference between the trees required to be saved by the current code and those required in 
the development agreement; the majority of the trees along Grandview seem to be on the 
northwest property so we aren’t saving that many more. He then said that the development 
agreement calls for one ingress/egress and he wonders if the impact of the traffic has been 
reviewed. 
 
Ms. Kester responded that Senior Engineer Emily Appleton identified that there is capacity in 
the intersections with minor improvements.   
 
Councilmember Franich cautioned everyone not to become mesmerized by the slideshow as it 
doesn’t depict the real thing. In essence, this is a Comprehensive Plan Amendment, but it could 
lead to a rezone and one of the criteria for that is a significant material change in the 
surrounding area. A comp plan amendment is a way to circumvent those criteria. He said he 
looks forward to future comments on this. 
 
Councilmember Young thanked everyone for all the hours put in on this. He said that the 
questions that were asked have made the project change; it made an impact. 
 
Ms. Kester described the next steps in the process. On November 23rd, Council will consider a 
draft ordinance and two draft development agreement resolutions. Unless directed otherwise, 
staff will present those that implement the recommendations of the Planning Commission. There 
will be no official public testimony taken as tonight is the public hearing, but there will be 
opportunity for Council to have discussion. She clarified that the ordinance encompasses all 
amendments and Council will have the opportunity to vote on each.  The second reading of the 
ordinance will be December 14th. 
 
Councilmember Franich voiced concern that the development agreement for 3700 Grandview 
doesn’t contain provisions for penalties if the trees are damaged or cannot be retained for some 
reason.  There was discussion that the current code has a policy that addresses this. In 
addition, there will be time before the development agreement is adopted to make any desired 
changes. 
 

4. First Reading of Three Ordinances – Water, Sewer and Stormwater Utilities Rate 
Increase.  David Rodenbach presented three ordinances to increase water, sewer and 
stormwater utility rates over the next three years.  He explained that these newly 
proposed rate increases are necessary because in January, staff will present Council 
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with a Water/Sewer Revenue Bond issue to pay for the Sewer Outfall and for the 
Harborview Watermain Project. He said that the proposed rates are higher than what 
was proposed a year ago because of the last rate study was based upon an expectation 
of a higher number of water and sewer hook-ups that has not been realized. He said in 
addition, we have since learned that many of the lift stations need replacement and 
repair. He then gave an overview of the proposed increase for water rates over the next 
three years (10%, 10%, 10%), and sewer rates (15%, 17%, 10%). He explained that the 
forecasting indicates that after five years, these sewer rate increases will realize enough 
savings to fund one-half of the Phase II Wastewater Treatment Plant Improvements 
which will lower the bond issue and shouldn’t require another rate increase to fund the 
bond. He offered to answer questions. 
 
Councilmember Malich asked about the consequences of stretching the increases over 
more than three years.  He voiced concern at the effect of these increases on the 
citizens, and asked if there were any alternatives.   
 
Mr. Rodenbach responded that the proposed rate increases which equal 42% over 
three years would raise to 51% if stretched over five years. He said that there is no 
alternative to the proposed sewer rate increase because of the failing lift stations, and if 
the water rate increases were lowered the Harborview Watermain Project would not be 
possible.  
 
Councilmember Young mentioned that over the years our rates are low compared to 
surrounding jurisdictions and similar cities. He said that impoverished cities in Eastern 
Washington pay higher rates than us because their systems are in disrepair and they 
don’t have a large enough group of people to draw upon.  Gig Harbor has a more 
affluent community but the rates are lower by comparison.  
 
Mr. Rodenbach then presented information on the stormwater rate increase which has 
remained true to last year’s rate study proposal of 3%, 3%, and 3%. He explained that 
this will allow the stormwater fund to build capital so it can contribute towards 
improvements. He used an example of the $150,000 spent last year on improvements 
to the Olympic / 56th Street stormwater system that was charged to the street fund. 
 
Councilmember Ekberg said that he recently learned that citizens can automatically pay 
utility bills by credit card and asked if there was an averaging system to allow equal 
monthly payments.  Mr. Rodenbach said that there is a provision in the code for Budget 
Payment Plan; you pay monthly and it adjusts every four months to actual.  
 
Councilmembers discussed how monthly payments could be helpful to lessen the 
impact of the increases. Mr. Rodenbach said staff would explore ways to advertise this 
program to the utility customers. 
 
Councilmember Franich said that the current ratepayers will bear the brunt of the new 
water well. He said that this is the culmination of poor decision making in the past; the 
city gave out reservation certificates to Gig Harbor North developers which will affect the 
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ratepayers more when the true cost of the system improvements are determined. Those 
that got CRCs early got in cheaper than they should. He said he doesn’t care what other 
jurisdictions are paying; these are tremendous increases for the ratepayers and not 
everyone here is rich. It hurts the people and he doesn’t see any changes to identify the 
problem. 
 
Mayor Hunter pointed out that we are building a Wastewater Treatment Plant, an outfall, 
and providing a well.  Councilmember Franich responded that we are being forced to 
expand the treatment plant based on CRCs that were given out years ago. The 
treatment plant should be able to process 1.2 million gallons but when we hit 1 million it 
was the end of the road because the plant isn’t running the way it was designed by 
Cosmopolitan. All those things add up. 
 
Councilmember Young said no one could foresee the economic boom and high material 
costs, adding that it’s easy to look back and say we should have done something 
differently. He agreed that the rate increases are painful but he said there is no other 
option. 
 
Councilmember Franich then said that the whole reason we are making phased 
improvements is to promote development.  
 
Rob Karlinsey commented that over the years the city has done a really good job of 
obtaining grants and low-interest loans from the state; if we would have been paying 
market rate the utility rate increases would be substantially higher. He pointed out that 
the latest grant of 3.5 million is paying almost half of the outfall project.  
 
STAFF REPORT:   
 
Rob Karlinsey announced that an Intergovernmental Affairs Committee meeting is 
needed before the end of the year to discuss strategic issues. He then reminded 
everyone that City Hall is closed for Veteran’s Day this Wednesday, again on 
Wednesday November 25th for a furlough day and on November 26th and 27th for the 
Thanksgiving Holiday.  He then shared that the employees Health Care Committee has 
been looking at a self-insurance policy but may opt to go with the HealthFirst PPO in 
2010 in order to take the time to explore other options.  He explained that the Special 
City Councilmember scheduled for November 19th may not be necessary and he will let 
Councilmembers know. 
 
City Attorney Angela Belbeck clarified for the record that when Council adjourned to 
Executive Session earlier, the wrong RCW citation was given. She explained that it 
should have been RCW 42.30.110(1)(i). 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT:   None. 
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MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  
 
Councilmember Malich asked if page numbers could be added to the Council Packets. 
Clerk Towslee said she would explore ways to do this without it conflicting with existing 
numbering within agenda items. 
 
Councilmember Kadzik explained that there is a proposal to add an arched sign for the 
dock entrance at Jerisich Dock for which there is no provision in the code. He said that 
he has discussed this with staff and the fix is to amend the code by adding a definition 
for “portal sign.” He asked the other Councilmembers if they were in favor of this.   
 
Councilmember Franich said he doesn’t support this because it’s a visual obstruction. 
He said if this does move forward this type of sign should be limited to public-owned 
property only.  Councilmember Kadzik agreed. 
 
Councilmember Young suggested that this be discussed at the next meeting.  
Councilmember Kadzik said he would e-mail the proposal for review. 
 
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 pending litigation per RCW 
42.30.110(1)(i). 
 
MOTION: Move to adjourn to Executive Session to discuss pending litigation per 

RCW 42.30.110(1)(i) at 8:49 p.m. for approximately 20 minutes.  
 Malich / Franich – unanimously approved. 
 

MOTION: Move to return to regular session at 9:12 p.m.  
 Kadzik / Malich – unanimously approved. 

 
ADJOURN: 
 

MOTION: Move to adjourn at 9:12 p.m. 
 Young / Kadzik – unanimously approved. 

 
         CD recorder utilized: 
         Tracks 1001 – 1053 
       
           
              
Charles L. Hunter, Mayor    Molly Towslee, City Clerk 
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PROCLAMATION OF THE MAYOR 

OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR 
 

WHEREAS, Metagenics is a privately held company, was founded in 1983 with 
the mission to help patients achieve their genetic potential through targeted nutrition, 
and is the leading developer and manufacturer of natural, science-based nutriceutical; 
and 

 
 WHEREAS, Metagenics has located its world-class Functional Medicine 
Research Center and manufacturing facility in GH for over ten years and is one of the 
largest private employers on the Gig Harbor Peninsula; and 
 
 WHEREAS, MetaProteomics™, Metagenics’ nutrigenomics research center, is 
dedicated to researching and evaluating the effects of natural ingredients on genetic 
expression and protein which is a non-polluting industry; and 
  
 WHEREAS, Metagenics leads the industry in its commitment to product quality 
with a team of highly trained specialists devoted entirely to assuring the quality of each 
and every batch of product; and  
 
 WHEREAS, Metagenics employs over 100 workers and scientists at its Gig 
Harbor Campus; and 
 
 WHEREAS, Metagenics is helping to shape the future of medicine through its 
nutrigenomic, science-based therapies. The company is GMP (Good Manufacturing 
Practices) certified by the NNFA, holds multiple proprietary formula patents, and 
produces over 400 all-natural, research-based products to optimize health; and  
 
 WHEREAS, expansion of their operations would benefit the City and the entire 
Gig Harbor Peninsula; and 
 
 WHEREAS, the quality of their business is consistent with the City’s goals for the 
future and the City wishes to work cooperatively with Metagenics in expanding their 
operations here;  
 
 NOW THEREFORE, I, Chuck. Hunter, Mayor, do hereby proclaim Metagenics a  

 

 Valuable Business Asset to our Community 
 
and I urge all citizens to recognize and applaud the service and products provided by 
Metagenics. 
 
 
 
                
Chuck  Hunter, Mayor       Date 
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RESOLUTION NO. ____ 
 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON, 
WHICH ESTABLISHES FEES FOR COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 
LAND USE APPLICATIONS AND PERMITS; BUILDING PERMIT 
FEES; AND ENGINEERING FEES; REPEALING RESOLUTION 
NO. 804 AND ALL PREVIOUS RESOLUTIONS ESTABLISHING 
FEES FOR THE SAME PURPOSES. 

 
 

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

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

WHEREAS, although the last update that was approved in September, 2009 in 
Resolution No. 804 included all Land Use, Building Permit, and Engineering fees, 
only the Land Use fees were updated; and, 

 
WHEREAS, the last update to Building Permit and Engineering fees was 

approved in December, 2008 in Resolution No. 777; and, 
 

WHEREAS, the development services departments have identified a number of 
permit fees which are not commensurate with work done and have identified some 
permits and services for which no fee has been charged and the processing of such 
requires staff time; and 
 

WHEREAS, the revised fee schedule reflects the City’s increased costs relating 
to the processing of applications, inspecting and reviewing plans, investigating 
hazardous conditions or preparing detailed statements pursuant to chapter 43.21C 
RCW; and, 
 

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

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

 
APPROVED: 
 
        
Charles L. Hunter, Mayor 
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Molly Towslee, City Clerk  
 
Filed with City Clerk: _____ 
Passed by City Council: _____________ 
Resolution No. ____
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Exhibit "A" 
 

CITY OF GIG HARBOR 
COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT 

FEE SCHEDULE 
 
A. LAND USE PERMIT APPLICATION FEES 

When a development proposal involves two or more permits listed in 3 through 15 below being 
processed concurrently, the highest cost land use permit shall be charged the full fee and all 
other land use permits charged 50% of the applicable fee.  Specified engineering fees, 
building/fire fees, third party review fees and the fees listed in 16 through 24 below are not 
subject to the 50% reduction.  The fees below are paid at submittal of applications; see section 
F for fees incurred during the review process. 

 
1) Amendment to Comprehensive Plan 

Map Amendment          $ 3,250.00 
Urban Growth Area Adjustment      $ 3,250.00 
Text Amendment          $ 3,250.00 

 
2) Amendments to Zoning Code 

Zoning District Boundary        $ 3,250.00 
Text             $ 3,250.00 
Height Restriction Area Amendment     $ 3,250.00 

 
3) Conditional Use Permit         

Single-family / Accessory Dwelling Unit    $    550.00      
Existing Nonresidential / Multiple-family Dev.   $ 1,100.00 
New Nonresidential / Multiple-family Dev.    $ 3,250.00 
Building/Fire Review         $    130.00 

 
4) Variance/Interpretation       

Single Family          $    550.00 
Non-Single Family         $ 1,100.00 
Administrative Variance        $    275.00 

 Interpretation           $    550.00 
           Variance - Building/Fire Review      $      98.00 
 
5) Site Plan Review           
 Site Plan Review – Planning       $ 3,250.00 
 Site Plan Review – Engineering      $ 1,575.00 
 Site Plan Review – Building/Fire      $    260.00 

Major Site Plan Amendment – Planning    $ 3,250.00 
Major Site Plan Amendment – Engineering   $ 1,100.00 
Major Site Plan Amendment – Building/Fire   $    130.00 
Minor Site Plan Amendment – Planning    $    550.00 
Minor Site Plan Amendment – Engineering   $    450.00 
Minor Site Plan Amendment – Building/Fire   $      98.00 
Modification to approved landscape/parking plans  $    450.00 
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Building/Fire Review of parking plan     $      98.00 
Alternative Landscape Plan        $    550.00 

 
6) Planned Residential District (PRD)      
 (Exclusive of Subdivision fees) 

Preliminary PRD – Planning        $ 3,250.00 
Preliminary PRD – Building/Fire       $    325.00 
Preliminary PRD – Engineering      $ 2,075.00 
Final PRD           $ 1,100.00 
Major PRD Amendment – Planning      $ 1,100.00 
Major PRD Amendment – Engineering    $    700.00 
Major PRD Amendment – Building/Fire    $    130.00 
Minor PRD Amendment – Planning      $    550.00 
Minor PRD Amendment – Building/Fire    $      98.00 
Minor PRD Amendment – Engineering    $    350.00 
 

7) Planned Unit Development (PUD)       
 (Exclusive of subdivision fees) 

Preliminary PUD – Planning        $ 3,250.00 
Preliminary PUD – Building/Fire       $    325.00 
Preliminary PUD – Engineering       $ 2,075.00 
Final PUD           $ 1,100.00 
Major PUD Amendment – Planning     $ 1,100.00 
Major PUD Amendment – Building/Fire    $    130.00 
Major PUD Amendment – Engineering     $    700.00 
Minor PUD Amendment – Planning     $    550.00 
Minor PUD Amendment – Building/Fire    $      98.00 
Minor PUD Amendment – Engineering $    350.00 

 
8) Performance Based Height Exception      

Planning            $1,100.00 
Building/Fire           $     98.00 

 
9)  Transfer of Density Credit Request     $    550.00 
 
10) Subdivisions 

Preliminary Plat – Planning       $ 3,250.00 + $ 55.00/lot 
Preliminary Plat - Engineering      $ 2,075.00 
Preliminary Plat – Building/Fire      $    325.00 
Final Plat – Planning $ 1,100.00 + $ 55.00/per lot 
Final Plat - Engineering        $ 1,625.00 
Replats – Planning         $ 3,250.00 + $ 55.00/lot 
Replats – Building/Fire        $    130.00 
Replats – Engineering        $ 2,075.00 
Plat Alterations/Vacation/Amendments – Planning  $ 1,100.00 
Plat Alterations/Vacations/Amend. – Building/Fire        $     98.00 
Plat Alterations/Vacations/Amend. – Engineering        $    700.00 
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11) Short Subdivisions 
Summary Action – Planning       $ 1,650.00 
Summary Action – Engineering      $    550.00 
Summary Action – Building/Fire      $    260.00 
Plat Amendment – Planning        $    550.00 
Plat Amendment – Building/Fire      $      98.00 
Boundary Line Adjustment – Planning    $    550.00 
Boundary Line Adjustment – Engineering    $    125.00 
Boundary Line Adjustment – Building/Fire    $      98.00 

 
12) Binding Site Plans 

Binding Site Plan – Planning       $ 1,625.00 
Binding Site Plan – Engineering      $ 1,575.00 
Binding Site Plan – Building/Fire      $      98.00 
Amendments/Modifications/Vacations – Planning   $    550.00 
Amendments/Modifications/Vacations – Building/Fire  $      65.00 

 
13) Shoreline Management Permits 

Substantial Development (based upon actual costs or fair market value, whichever is higher) 
 

< $10,000           $ 1,100.00 
> $10,000 < $100,000        $ 2,175.00 
> $100,000 < $500,000        $ 3,250.00 
> $500,000 < $1,000,000        $ 5,425.00 
> $1,000,000           $ 8,150.00 
Variance            $ 3,250.00 
Conditional Use          $ 3,250.00 
Revision            $ 1,100.00 
Request for Exemption        $    550.00 

 
14) Communications Facilities Application Review 

General Application Review – Planning     $    550.00 
General Application Review – Building/Fire   $      65.00 
Special Exception         $    550.00 
Conditional Use          $ 3,250.00 

 
15)  Wetlands/Critical Areas Analysis 
 a) City staff review: 

Steep Slopes/Erosion Hazard /Landslide Hazard  $    550.00 
Critical Habitat/Streams        $    550.00 
Aquifer Recharge Hydrogeologic Report    $    550.00 
Critical Areas Preliminary Site Investigation   $    550.00 
Critical Areas Report/Mitigation Review    $    550.00 
Reasonable Use Permit        $ 1,625.00 
Variance            $ 1,625.00 
Flood Plain Development Permit      $    550.00 
 

 b) Third Party review: 
Critical areas analysis report       Actual Cost 
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Critical areas mitigation/monitoring report    Actual Cost 
 
16) Design Review 

a)  Administrative Approval/DRB Recommendation/Exceptions: 
Nonresidential and Multifamily 
Up to 10,000 sq. ft. gross floor area (GFA)   $   80.00/each 1,000 sq. ft.   
10,001-20,000 sq. ft. GFA       $ 110.00/each 1,000 sq. ft 
>20,000 sq. ft. GFA        $ 140.00 /each 1,000 sq. ft.  
Subdivision          $ 550.00 
Site plan without GFA        $ 550.00 
Single-family/duplex dwelling      $ 150.00 
 

b)  Administrative Review of Alternative Designs: 
Single-family/duplex dwelling      $ 275.00 for first 2 alternatives 

requested + $140.00 for each additional. 
Tenant Improvement        $ 550.00 for first 2 alternatives 

requested + $275.00 for each additional. 
 

c)  Amendments to approved plans: 
Minor Adjustment to Hearing Examiner Decisions $ 550.00 
All other amendments to approved plans   50% of fees required by 16a above 

 
17) Sign Permits 

All signs less than 25 sq. ft.       $   45.00 
Change of Sign, all sizes        $   45.00 
Request for Variance         $ 550.00 
Projecting           $   75.00 
Wall Sign, non-illuminated: 

25-50 sq. ft.         $   75.00 
51-99 sq. ft.         $ 100.00 
>100 sq. ft.         $ 120.00 

Wall Sign, illuminated: 
25-50 sq. ft.         $   90.00 
51-99 sq. ft.         $ 110.00 
>100  sq. ft.         $ 130.00 

Ground Sign, non-illuminated: 
25-50 sq. ft.         $ 110.00 
51-100 sq. ft.         $ 130.00 

Ground Sign, illuminated: 
25-50 sq. ft.         $ 130.00 
51 -100 sq. ft.         $ 155.00 

Master Sign Plan Review (per Building)  
1 - 5 Tenants         $ 110.00 
6 - 12 Tenants         $ 165.00 
13+ Tenants         $ 220.00 
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18) Development Agreements          
 a) Development Agreements 

Planning           $ 1,100.00+ City Attorney fees 
   Engineering          $    500.00 
  

b) Development Agreements which include deviations 
from development standards other than extending 
the approval duration or phasing of projects 
  Planning          $ 5,000.00+ City Attorney fees 
  Engineering          $ 1,500.00 

Building/Fire         $    130.00 
 
19) Special Use Permit          

 Planning            $     55.00 
Building/Fire           $     65.00 

 
20) Temporary Use Permit          

Planning            $     55.00 
Building/Fire           $     65.00 

 
21) Land Clearing Permit         $   275.00 
 
22) Nonconforming Use and Structure Review       

a)  Nonconforming use review       $    550.00 
b)  Changes from one nonconforming use to another  $ 1,100.00 
c)  Nonconforming structure review      $    550.00 

 
23) Historic Preservation    

Local Register Nomination/Removal     $   110.00 
Certificate of Appropriateness/Waiver     $   110.00 
Special Property Tax Valuation      $   110.00 

 
24) Appeals/Reconsideration 

To the Hearing Examiner:   
Reconsideration         $   165.00 
Administrative Variance       $   275.00 
Administrative Decision       $   275.00 

To the Building Code Advisory Board:     $   550.00 
 
B. ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW (SEPA) 
 
1) Checklist            $   325.00 
2) Environmental Impact Statement 

Prepared by Staff         Actual Cost 
Prepared by Consultant        Actual Cost 

3) Appeals of Decisions 
Administrator’s Final Determination (DNS or EIS)  $   275.00 
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C. ANNEXATION PETITION    
Less than 10 acres         $    600.00 
10 - 50 acres           $ 1,500.00 
50 - 100 acres          $ 2,500.00 
100 + acres           $ 4,500.00 
Annexation Review – Building/Fire     $    195.00 
Annexation Review – Public Works     $    500.00 

 
D. REQUESTS FOR INFORMATION  
 
1) Land-use information, verbal       No Charge 
 
2) Land-use information, written  
 response requested related to  
 active permit           No Charge 
 
E.  STAFF PREAPPLICATION REVIEW (includes a written summary of the meeting)   

Planning             $    325.00  
Building/Fire           $    130.00 
Public Works           $    130.00 

 
F. INVOICED FEES AND DEPOSITS: 
 
1)   Additional Submittal Review Fees: The costs above in section A include the review of the 

initial application and two revisions (three submittals total) plus the preparation of staff reports 
and administrative decisions.  If a project requires staff review of more than three submittals, the 
applicant will be charged a rate of $100.00 per hour (minimum of eight hours) for the time the 
project planner spends reviewing each submittal thereafter. 

 
2)  Advertising Fees: For those applications which require a public notice to be published in a 

newspaper of general circulation, the applicant shall bear the costs of all advertising. 
 
3)  Recording Fees: For those applications which require recording of the final document, the 

applicant shall bear the costs of all recording. 
 
4)  Hearing Examiner Fees: For those applications which require a public hearing, the applicant 

shall bear the all the costs of the hearing examiner for the public hearing. 
 
5)  Attorney Fees: For those applications for a development agreement, the applicant shall bear 

the all the costs of the city attorney for review of the development agreement. 
 
6) Critical Area Review Deposit: For those applications which require third-party consultant 

review of critical area reports, delineations and mitigation, the applicant shall bear the all the 
costs of the third-party consultant review. The applicant will be required to submit a deposit for 
the anticipated review prior to the consultant starting review of the project. 
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G. COPY SERVICES/ADDRESS LABELS 
1) Zoning Map/Comprehensive Plan 

Land Use Map (24" x 36")        $   6.80 
2) Zoning Code           $ 49.00 
3) Comprehensive Plan         $ 35.00 
4) Shoreline Master Program        $ 15.00 
5) Critical Areas Map (24"x 36")       $   6.80 
6) Visually Sensitive Area (24"x 36")      $   6.80 
7) Design Manual (GHMC 17.99)       $ 22.00 
8) Full Size Bond Reproduction (By Outside Service)    $0.65 per SF Charge by 

outside service+$ 5.00 
9) Full Size Bond Reproduction (In House)     $   6.80 each 
10) 8-1/2” x 11” & 11” x 17” Copies       $   0.17 0.20 each 
11) 8-1/2” x 11” & 11” x 17” Color Copies     $   0.27 0.30 each 
12)   Address labels of property owners within 300 feet of project      

 included in permit fees  
 
H. FEE WAIVERS AND REQUIREMENTS 
Application fees may be reimbursed at the following rate (percent of total fee): 
 
Request to withdraw application prior to any public notice issued   100% 
Request to withdraw application after any public notice issued.     85%  
Request to withdraw application after substantial review of project    50% 

(1st comprehensive review letter on project) 
Request to withdraw application after issuance of staff report or      35% 
 SEPA threshold determination  
Request to withdraw application following a public hearing or        0% 
 issuance of administrative decision 
Traffic report preparation fees, if addressed in a Hearing Examiner appeal, may be reimbursed 
to the extent directed by the Examiner in the Examiner’s final decision. 
 
I. UTILITY EXTENSION REQUEST         $ 560.00 
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J. ENGINEERING FEES 
 
Traffic Report Preparation 
 
PM Peak Hour Trips   Base Fee     Fee for Additional 
2-10       $ 1,355.81     $        0.00 
Over 10       $ 1,355.81     Plus $10.50 per trip over 10 
 
Traffic Report Preparation Fees shall be charged as follows based on the number of PM Peak Hour 
Trips: 
 

Tier PM Peak Hour Trips Traffic Report Preparation Fee 

I >2 up to 50  $      1,725    
II 51 - 150  $      2,875    
III 151 - 300  $      5,750    
IV 301 - 750  $      8,625    
V >750  $      8,625  plus $25 per trip over 750 

 
Engineering Permit Fees: 
Public Works Variance          $ 1,301.58 1,330.00 
Public Works Variance – Building/Fire Review    $  98.00 
On-site Septic Exemption Review       $    250.00 
Building Review-Single Family Residence (SFR)    $      86.77 98.00 
Right of way (Residential)         $    108.47 110.00 
Right of way (Commercial)         $    162.70 165.00 
Right of way (Temporary)         $      27.12 30.00 
Right of way / Vacation – Building/Fire      $  98.00 
Water CRC (Non-SFR)          $      86.77 90.00 
Sewer CRC (Non-SFR)          $      86.77 90.00 
Transportation CRC (Non-SFR)        $      86.77 90.00 
Comprehensive Plan Change (Utility Element)    $  1,301.58 1,330.00 (plus 

consultant fees)  
Utility System Consistency Review       $  1,301.58 1,330.00 (plus 

consultant fees)  
Banner installation/removal fee        $    100.00 
  (in addition to Right of way (Temporary) fee)  
 
Engineering Plan Review Fees: 
Water: linear feet       $ 162.70 165.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $0.30/lf 
Sewer: linear feet       $ 162.70 165.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $0.30/lf 
Street or street w/curb, gutter and sidewalk $ 162.70 165.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $0.40/lf 
Curb, gutter and sidewalk only    $ 162.70 165.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $0.40/lf 
Storm: Number of catch basins    $ 119.31 120.00 for 1st + $16.28 for each additional 
Storm: Retention and detention facilities  $ 162.70 165.00 for each facility  
Lighting (per luminare)      $ 130.16 135.00 plus $10.85 per luminare 
Signals          $ 542.33 555.00 per intersection  
Right-of-way access      $  43.39 45.00 for each Access  
Civil Permit Review – Building/Fire   $ 325.00  
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Resubmittal (3rd submittal)     $  86.77 per hour (8 hour minimum)  
 
Additional Resubmittal Review Fees: The fees above for Engineering Plan Review include the 
initial review of the plans and two revisions (three submittals total).  If a project requires staff review 
of more than three submittals, the applicant will be charged a rate of $100.00 per hour (minimum of 
four hours) for the time the staff reviewer spends reviewing each submittal thereafter, and the 
minimum fee is due prior to start of review of the fourth submittal.  Fees above the minimum 
resubmittal fee shall be billed to the applicant. 
 
Engineering Construction Inspection Fees: 
Water: linear feet       $   292.86 300.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $1.63/lf 
Sewer: linear feet       $   292.86 300.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $1.63/lf 
Sewer: residential step system    $   206.08 210.00 for each residence                   
Street          $   292.86 300.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $1.20/lf 
Curb, gutter and sidewalk only    $   292.86 300.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $1.20/lf 
Storm          $   141.00 145.00 per retention area + $0.60/lf pipe 
Lighting (per luminare)      $   141.00 145.00 + $16.48 per luminare                     
Signals          $   1,117.19 1,140.00 per intersection  
Right-of-Way Access - Overhead   $   314.55 320.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $0.08/lf 
Right-of-Way Access – Underground  $   314.55 320.00 for 1st 150 linear feet (lf) + $0.17/lf 
Grease interceptor permit     $   346.50 500.00 
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K. BUILDING PERMIT FEES 
 

Table 1-1  
Building Permit Fees 

 
Total Valuation Fee 

$1.00 to $500.00 $33.08 
$501.00 to $2,000.00 $33.08 for the first $500.00 plus $4.88 for each 

additional $100.00 or fraction thereof to and 
including $2,000.00   

$2,001 to $25,000 $95.45 for the first $2,000.00 plus $20.07 
for each additional $1,000.00 or fraction thereof, to 
and including $25,000.00    

$25,001.00 to $50,000.00 $534.72 for the first $25,000.00 plus $14.09 for 
each additional $1,000.00 or fraction thereof, to and 
including $50,000.00 

$50,001.00 to $100,000.00 $879.65 for the first $50,000.00 plus $10.85 for 
each additional $1,000.00 or fraction thereof, to and 
including $100.000.00 

$100,001.00 to $500,000.00 $1,357.99 for the first $100,000.00 plus $8.68 for 
each additional $1,000.00 or fraction thereof, to and 
including $500,000.00 

$500,001.00  to $1,000,000.00 $4,419.94 for the first $500,000.00 plus $7.05 for 
each additional $1,000.00 or fraction thereof, to and 
including $1,000,000.00 

$1,000,001.00 and up $7,665.22 for the first $1,000,000.00 plus $4.87 for 
each additional $1,000.00 or fraction thereof 

Demolition Permit $118.22 
Building Permit Plan Review Fees 

Building permit plan review fees  The fee for review of building plans will equal 65% 
of the permit fee in addition to the permit fee. 

Base Plan Fees 
Base Plan Application Filing Fee. $ $54.23 

 
New Base Plan Review Fee. 150% of plan review fee calculated under T. 1-1 for 

new construction. 
Establish base plan from plan 
previously approved by the City. 

100% of plan review fee calculated under T 1-1 for 
new construction. 

Subsequent plan review fee for use 
of established base plan. 

70% of the plan review fee calculated under T 1-1 
for new construction. 
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Grading Plan Review Fees 

100 Cu. Yds. or less $ 32.97 
101 to 1000 Cu Yds. $ 50.98 
1,001 to 10,000 Cu. Yds. $ 68.32 
10,001 to 100,000 Cu. 
Yds. 

$68.32 for the first 10,000 plus $34.16 each additional 10,000 
or fraction thereof. 

100,001 to 200,000 Cu. 
Yds. 

$368.78 for the first 100K plus $18.97 for each additional 
10,000 or fraction thereof. 

200,001 Cu. Yds. or more $549.92 for the first 200,000 plus $10.85 for each additional 
10,000 or fraction thereof. 

Grading Permit Fees
100 Cu. Yds. or less $50.98 
101 to 1000 Cu. Yds. $50.98 for the first 100 Cu. Yds. plus $24.95 for each 

additional 100 Cu. Yds or fraction thereof. 
1,001 to 10,000 Cu. Yds. 
 

$266.28 for the first 1,000 Cu. Yds. plus $20.07 for each 
additional 1,000 Cu. Yds. or fraction thereof. 

10,001 to 100,000 Cu. 
Yds. 

$444.16 for the first 10,000 Cu. Yds. plus $91.11 for each 
additional 10,000 Cu. Yds. or fraction thereof. 

100,001 Cu. Yds or more 
 

$1,257.10 for the first 100,000 Cu. Yds. plus $50.98 for each 
additional 10,000 Cu. Yds. or fraction thereof. 
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Table 1-2 
Square Foot Construction Costsa,b,c 

 Group    (2006 IBC/IRC)                                                   Type of Construction 
 IA IB IIA IIB IIIA IIIB IV VA VB 
A-
1 

Assembly, 
theaters, with 
stage 

 
189.23 

 
183.14 178.89 171.53 159.52

 
158.67 

 

 
166.11 

 
147.80 142.49

Theaters, without 
stage 

174.54 
 

168.46 164.20 156.86 144.83 144.00 
 

151.44 
 

133.11 127.80

A2 Assembly, 
nightclubs 

 
 

 142.74 138.74 135.26 130.18 121.78

 
 

120.30 

 
 

125.43 110.92 107.25
Restaurants, 
bars, banq. halls 

 
 

141.59  137.59   132.97
 

129.05 119.50

 
 

119.15 

 
 

124.29 108.64 106.11
A-
3 

Assembly, 
churches 

 
 

175.26 169.18 164.91 157.56 145.52

 
 

144.68 

 
 

152.16 133.81 128.50
 General, comm.. 

halls, libraries 
museums 

 
 
 

145.11 139.03 133.62 127.41 114.22

 
 
 

115.36 

 
 
 

122.01 102.51 98.33
A-
4 

Assembly, arenas  
 

141.59 137.59 132.50 129.05 119.50

 
 

119.15 

 
 

124.29 108.64 106.11
B Business  

 
145.76 140.48 136.01 129.64 116.00

 
 

115.37 

 
 

124.70 103.60 99.69
E Educational  

 
153.06 147.89 143.66 137.30 126.65

 
 

123.66 

 
 

132.76 113.16 108.93
F-
1 

Factory/Industrial, 
mod. Hazard 

 
 

88.39 84.34 79.30 76.89
 

66.44 

 
 

67.58 

 
 

73.76 56.66 53.83
F-
2 

Factory/Industrial, 
low hazard 

 
 

87.26 83.19 79.30 75.76
 

66.44 

 
 

66.44 

 
 

72.62 56.66 52.69
H-
1 

High hazard, 
explosives 

 
 

83.02 
 

78.96 75.06 71.53 62.38

 
 

62.38 

 
 

68.05 52.61
N.P.

H-
2-
4 

High hazard  
 

83.02 78.96
 

75.06 71.53 62.38

 
 

62.03 

 
 

68.39 52.61 48.63
H-
5 

HPM  
145.76 140.48 136.01 129.64 116.00

 
115.37 

 
124.70 103.60 99.69

I-1 Institutional, 
supervised 

 
 

143.92 138.99 135.25 129.76 119.05

 
 

139.99 

 
 

125.83 109.42 105.08
I-2 Institutional, 

incapacitated 
 
 

242.62 237.35
 

232.88 226.52 212.47

 
 

N.P. 

 
 

221.57 200.06 N.P.
I-3 Institutional, 

restrained 
 
 

165.57 160.29 155.83 149.47 137.22

 
 

135.44 

 
 

144.51 124.81 118.62
I-4 Institutional, day 

care 
 
 

143.92 138.99 135.25 129.76 119.05

 
 

118.99 

 
 

125.83 109.42 105.08
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M Mercantile  
106.37 102.36 97.73 93.80 84.82

 
84.47 

 
89.04 73.95 71.43

R-
1 

Residential, 
hotels 

 
 

145.37 140.43 136.69 131.21 120.56

 
 

120.50 

 
 

127.33 110.92 106.61
R-
2 

Residential, multi-
family 

 
 

145.36 139.42 134.95 128.36 115.80

 
 

115.71 

 
 

123.92 104.23 99.04
R-
3 

Residential, 1/2 
family 

 
 

138.06 134.24 130.94 127.33 121.30

 
 

121.01 

 
 

125.20 115.49 107.21
R-
4 

Residential, 
care/asst. living 

 
 

143.92 138.99 135.25 129.76 119.05

 
 

118.99 

 
 

125.83 109.42 105.08
S-
1 

Storage, 
moderate hazard 

 
 

81.88 77.82 72.78 70.38 60.10

 
 

61.24 

 
 

67.25 50.33 47.49
S-
2 

Storage, low 
hazard 

 
 

80.73 76.68 72.78 69.25
 

60.10 

 
 

60.10 

 
 

66.11 50.33 46.35
U Utility, 

miscellaneous 
 
 

62.53 59.12 55.61 52.83 45.82

 
 

45.82 

 
 

49.86 37.67 35.87
 
a.  Private garages use utility, miscellaneous 
b.  Unfinished basements (all use group) = $15.00 per sq. ft. 
c.  N.P. = not permitted 
 

 
Table 1-3 

Plumbing Permit Fees 
Permit Issuance 
1. For issuing each permit              $27.12 
2. For issuing each supplemental permit          $14.10 
Unit Fee Schedule (in addition to items 1 and 2 above) 
1. For each plumbing fixture on one trap or a set 

 of fixtures on one trap (including water, drainage 
 piping and backflow protection therefor)             $  9.77 

2. For each building sewer and each trailer park sewer      $20.07 
3. Rainwater Systems - per drain (inside building)         $  9.77 
4. For each cesspool (where permitted)           $34.16 
5. For each private sewage disposal system         $54.23 
6. For each water heater and/or vent        $  9.77 
7. For each gas-piping system of one to five outlets       $  7.06 
8.   For each additional gas-piping system outlet (per outlet)     $  2.71 
9.   For each industrial waste pretreatment interceptor 
 including its trap and vent, except kitchen-type 
 grease interceptors functioning as fixture traps        $20.61 
10. For each installation, alteration, or repair of water 
 piping and/or water treating equipment, each        $  9.77 
11. For each repair or alteration of drainage or 
 vent piping, each fixture             $  9.77 
12. For each lawn sprinkler system on any one meter 
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 including backflow protection devices therefore        $  9.77 
13. For atmospheric-type vacuum breakers not included in item 12: 

1 to 5                  $  7.06 
 over 5, each                $  1.58 
14.   For each backflow protective device other 
 than atmospheric-type vacuum breakers: 
 2 inch (51 mm) diameter and smaller          $  9.77 
 over 2 inch (51 mm) diameter            $20.07 
15. For each gray water system            $54.23 
16. For initial installation and testing for a reclaimed 
 water system (excluding initial test)           $41.21 
17. For each annual cross-connection testing 
 of a reclaimed water system (excluding initial test)       $41.21 
18. For each medical gas piping system serving one 
 to five inlet(s)/outlet(s) for a specific gas         $68.33 
19. For each additional medical gas inlet(s)/outlet(s)       $  7.06 
 
Plan Review Fee 
A plan review fee equal to 65% of the permit fee shall be charged in addition to the permit fee for all 
plumbing permits.  Exception: No plan review fee will be charged for plumbing permits related to 
residential construction regulated under the International Residential Code. 
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Table 1-4 

Mechanical and Fuel Gas Permit Fees 
Permit Issuance 
1. For issuing each permit              $  33.08 
Unit Fee Schedule (in addition to issuance fee above) 
2. HVAC units up to and including 100,000 Btu         $  21.15 
3. HVAC units over 100,000 Btu             $  26.03 
4. Each appliance vent or diffuser without appliance        $  10.85 
5. Repair of each appliance & refrigeration unit         $  18.98 
6. Each boiler / compressor 100,000 Btu or 3 hp        $  21.15 

Each over 100K to 500K Btu or over 3 hp to 15 hp      $  37.96 
Each over 500K to 1,000K Btu or over 15 hp to 30 hp      $  52.06 
Each over 1,000K to 1,750K Btu or over 30 hp to 50 hp     $  76.47 
Each over 1,750K or over 50 hp           $127.45 

7. Each air handler up to 10,000 cfm           $  15.74 
8. Each air handler over 10,000 cfm           $  26.03 
9. Each VAV box                $  15.74 
10. Each evaporative cooler other than portable type       $  15.74 
11. Each ventilation fan connected to a single duct        $  10.85 
12. Each ventilation system not part of a system under permit     $  15.18 
13. Each hood served by mech. exhaust system including the ductwork   $  15.18 
14. Each piece of equipment regulated by the mechanical code but not  

listed in this table (fireplace inserts)           $  15.18 
15. Each fuel gas piping system of one to five outlets       $    7.05 
16. Each additional fuel gas outlet            $    2.71 
 
Plan Review Fee 
A plan review fee equal to 65% of the permit fee shall be charged in addition to the permit fee for all 
mechanical permits.  Exception: No plan review fee will be charged for mechanical permits related 
to residential construction regulated under the International Residential Code. 
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Table 1-5 

Fire System Permit Fees 
 

Type of Fire Protection System     Fees (includes plan review, 
     testing, and inspection) 
Fire Alarm Systems  
New Com./Multi. Fam. (first 4 zones)     $471.28 plus $1.58 per device 
 Additional zones     $  59.12 ea. plus $1.58 per device 
Tenant Improvement      $353.59 plus $1.58 per device 
 Additional Zones      $  59.12 plus $1.58 per device 
Residential (1-2 fam. dwellings)     $189.27 plus $1.58 per device 
Sprinkler supervision/notification only    $200.66 plus $1.58 per device 
System upgrade     One half the above listed fees 
      for new work.  
Fire Sprinkler Systems 
NFPA 13, 13 R Systems 
1. Each new riser up to 99 heads     $206.08 +3.15head 
2. Each wet riser over 99 heads     $577.04 
3. Each dry riser over 99 heads     $717.50 
4. Each new deluge or pre-action system   $717.50 
5. Each new combination system     $930.63 
6. Sprinkler underground     $148.60 
7. Revision to existing system     $  65.08 +2.36/ head 
8. High piled stock or rack system 
 Add to riser fee     $370.95 
NFPA 13D systems 
1. Per dwelling unit fee     $297.19 
 
Standpipe Systems 
1. Each new Class 1 system 
 Dry system     $285.26 
 Wet system     $408.91 
2. Each new Class 2 system     $494.60 
3. Each new Class 3 system     $494.60 
 
Fire Pumps     $897.54 
 
Type I Hood Suppression Systems 
1. Pre-engineered     $233.19 
2. Custom engineered     $408.91 
 
Fixed Pipe Fire Suppression  
1. Pre-engineered     $247.30 
2. Custom engineered     $568.89 
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Table 1-6 

Additional Services 
 
1. Inspections outside of normal business hours   $  65.08 per hour1  
2. Reinspection fee   $  65.08 per hour    

Reinspection fees double accumulatively when work requiring reinspection is not corrected 
prior to request for reinspection.  (2nd reinspection = $130.16; 3rd reinspection = $260.32 
etc.) 

3. Expired permit renewal within 1 year of expiration    One-half (50%) of the 
original permit fee. 

4. Inspections for which no fee is specifically indicated   $  65.08 per hour 

5. Fire Code Operational Permit Inspection   $  65.08 per hour 

6. Additional plan review required by changes, additions 
 or revisions to approved plans (per hour - minimum 
 charge one-half hour)   $  65.08 per hour 

7. Temporary Certificate of Occupancy   $235.91 
8. Certificate of Occupancy for change in use   $  65.08 
9. Adult Family Home licensing inspection   $  65.08 
10.   Investigation fee for work without a permit 100% of the permit fee in 
  addition to the permit fee. 
11. Expedited plan review by third party contract  Actual Cost but not less than   

                                                                                                 65% of the permit fee. 
12.   Incident management and investigation   $  65.08 per hour1 

13. Fire flow test   $130.00 
14.  Appeal of directors decision to BCAB   $130.00 
 
1 A two hour minimum fee will be charged for all additional services involving employee 
overtime. 
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Table 1-7 
Fire Code Operational and Construction Permit Fees 

Operation                 Fee  
Aerosol Products $  65.08 
Amusement Buildings $  65.08 
Aviation Facilities                 $129.61 
Carnivals and fairs $  65.08 
Battery systems $129.61 
Cellulose nitrate film  $  65.08 
Combustible dust producing operations  $  65.08 
Combustible fibers  $  65.08    
Exception: Permit not required for agricultural storage 
Compressed gases  $  65.08 

Exception: Vehicles using CG as a fuel for propulsion 
See IFC T. 105.6.9 for permit amounts 

Covered mall buildings - Required for:   $  65.08 
placement of retail fixtures and displays, concession equipment,  
displays of highly combustible goods and similar items in the mall; 
display of liquid or gas fired equipment in the mall; 
use of open flame or flame producing equipment in the mall. 

Cryogenic fluids  $  65.08 
Exception: Vehicles using cryogenic fluids as a fuel for propulsion 

  or for refrigerating the lading.  
See IFC T. 105.6.11 for permit amounts 

Dry cleaning plants $  65.08 
Exhibits and trade shows $  65.08 
Explosives $129.61 
Fire hydrants and valves $  65.08 

Exception: Authorized employees of the water company 
or fire department. 

Flammable and combustible liquids $129.61 
In accordance with IFC 105.6.17 

Floor finishing $  65.08 
In excess of 350 sq. ft. using Class I or Class II liquids 

Fruit and crop ripening $  65.08 
Using ethylene gas 

Fumigation and thermal insecticidal fogging $  65.08 
Hazardous materials $  65.08 

See IFC T. 105.6.21 for permit amounts 
HPM facilities $129.61 
High piled storage $129.61 

In excess of 500 sq. ft.  
Hot work operations $  65.08 

In accordance with IFC 105.6.24 
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 Industrial ovens $  65.08 
 Lumber yards and woodworking plants $  65.08 
 Liquid or gas fueled vehicles or equipment $  65.08 

In assembly buildings 
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Table 1-7 

Fire Code Operational and Construction Permit Fees - cont. 
 
LP Gas  $129.61 

Exception: 500 gal or less water capacity container 
serving group R-3 dwelling 

Magnesium working  $  65.08 
Miscellaneous combustible storage  $  65.08 

In accordance with IFC 105.6.30 
Open burning  $  65.08 

Exception: Recreational fires 
Open flames and torches  $  65.08 
Open flames and candles  $  65.08 
Organic coatings  $  65.08 
Places of assembly  $  65.08 
Private fire hydrants  $  65.08 
Pyrotechnic special effects material  $  65.08 
Pyroxylin plastics   $  65.08 
Refrigeration equipment   $  65.08 

Regulated under IFC Ch. 6 
Repair garages and motor fuel dispensing facilities   $  65.08 
Rooftop heliports   $125.48 
Spraying or dipping   $  65.08 

Using materials regulated under IFC Ch. 15 
Storage of scrap tires and tire byproducts   $  65.08 
Temporary membrane structures, tents and canopies  $  65.08 

Except as provided in IFC 105.6.44 
Tire re-building plants  $  65.08 
Waste handling  $  65.08 
Wood products  $  65.08 
 
Required Construction Permits 
Automatic fire extinguishing systems Ref. Table 1-5 
Compressed gases except as provided under IFC 105.7.2 Ref. Table 1-3 
Fire alarm and detection systems and related equipment Ref. Table 1-5 
Fire pumps and related equipment Ref. Table 1-5 
Flammable and combustible liquids - in accordance with IFC 105.7.5       $129.61 
Hazardous materials       $129.61 
Industrial ovens regulated under IFC Ch. 21       $129.61 
LP Gas - installation or modification of LP gas system Ref. Table 1-4 
Private fire hydrants - installation or modification of 
private fire hydrants Ref. Table 1-5 
Spraying or dipping - installation or modification of a 
spray room, dip tank, or booth       $129.61 
Standpipe system Ref. Table 1-4 
Temporary membrane structures tents and canopies Included in Op. 
Except as provided under IFC 105.7.12 Permit Fee  
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