Gig Harbor
City Council Meeting

September 26, 2011
5:30 p.m.



REVISED AGENDA FOR
GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING
Monday, September 26, 2011 — 5:30 p.m.

CALL TO ORDER:

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

CONSENT AGENDA:

1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of September 12, 2011.

2. Liquor License Action: a) Renewals: Fred Meyer #601; Harvester Restaurant; and QFC
#864.

3. Receive and File: Gig Harbor Historical Waterfront Association - 3rd Quarter Report.

4. Lodging Tax Advisory Committee Membership Changes.

5. 2011 Water Main Improvement and Replacement Project Permit Execution — Tacoma Public
Utilities

6. Voting Center Agreement with Pierce County Elections.

7. Resolution — Rejecting Bid from Pacific Pile and Marine, L.P. for the Skansie Net Shed Pier
Restoration Project.

8. Washington State Military Homeland Security Grant Agreement — E12-080.

9. Resolution — Rejecting Bid from Garcia-Tucker Associates, LLC for the Stanich Lane /
Judson Street Pedestrian Improvement Project.

10. Stanich Lane / Judson Street Pedestrian Improvement Project Construction Contract and
Materials Testing Contract.

11. Approval of Payment of Bills for September 26, 2011: Checks #67864 through #67958 in the

amount of $1,724,270.04.

PRESENTATIONS: Outstanding Wastewater Treatment Plant Award.

OLD BUSINESS:

NEW BUSINESS:

1.
2.

3.

Cushman Trail Federal TCSP Grant.

Public Hearing CANCELLED - Retail Building Size in the C-1 Zoning District —
WITHDRAWN BY APPLICANT.

Interim Ordinance Implementing FEMA Option #3 — Permit-by-Permit Demonstration of
Compliance under the Endangered Species Act.

STAFF REPORT:

PUBLIC COMMENT:

MAYOR'S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS:

arwnpE

City Council / Parks Commission Joint Meeting: Wed. Oct 5th at 5:30 p.m.
Lodging Tax Advisory Committee: Thu. Oct. 6th at 8:30 a.m.

Planning / Building Committee: Fri. Oct 7th at 2:30 p.m.
Intergovernmental Affairs Committee: Mon. Oct 10th at 4:30 p.m.
Operations and Public Projects Committee: Thu. Oct. 20™ at 3:00 p.m.

EXECUTIVE SESSION: For the purpose of discussing pending litigation per RCW 42.30.110(2)(i)

and property acquisition per RCW 42.30.110(1)(b).

ADJOURN:
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MINUTES OF GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING — SEPTEMBER 12, 2011

PRESENT: Councilmembers Young, Franich, Conan, Malich, Payne, Kadzik and
Mayor Hunter.

CALL TO ORDER: 5:30 p.m.

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE:

In an observance of the tenth anniversary of September 11, 2001, Mayor Hunter asked
Police Chaplain Roger Roth to come forward. Chaplain Roth spoke to the tragedy of
September 11th and asked for Council, Staff and the audience to observe a moment of
silence.

CONSENT AGENDA:
1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of July 25, 2011.
2. Correspondence / Proclamations: a) Constitution Week; b) National Preparedness
Montbh;

3. Liquor License Action: a) Special Occasion — Knights of Columbus; b) Renewals:
Moctezumas, Hot Iron, Java & Clay Café, and Forza Coffee; c) Cancellation —
Moctezumas.

Resolution No. 867 — Surplus Property.

Re-appointments to Design Review Board.

Canterwood Sewer Manhole Rehabilitation Project — Public Works Contract Award.

2011 Water Main Improvement and Replacement Project — Escrow Agreement for

Retainage.

Skansie Netshed Proposed Tenant Use.

Shoreline Master Program — Consultant Services Contract Amendment No. 3/

ESA.

10.Water Reclamation - Reuse Site Evaluations, and Study — Consultant Services
Contract.

11. Twawelkax Trail Wetland Review Amended Contract — Grette.

12.Resolution — Material Purchase from Sole Source Supplier — Maritime Pier Parking
Lot Storm Drain Structure.

13.Resolution to Set Public Hearing — Street Vacation / Prentice Ave. and Sutherland
St. — Alvin & Renee Brown.

14.Resolution to Set Public Hearing — Street Vacation / Harborview Drive for
Viewpoint Short Plat.

15.2011 Water Main Improvement and Replacement Project — Change Order No. 1.

16. Maritime Pier Parking Project — Construction Contract Award & Maritime Pier
Parking Project — Materials Testing Contract.

17.Resolution — Rejecting Bid from CMC Development, Inc. for the Maritime Pier
Parking Project.

18. Approval of Payment of Bills for August 8, 2011: Checks #67527 through #67621
in the amount of $236,741.77.

No ok

©
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19. Approval of Payment of Bills for August 22, 2011: Checks #67622 through #67715
in the amount of $414,261.42.

20. Approval of Payment of Bills for Sep. 12, 2011: Checks #67716 through #67863 in
the amount of $641,364.44.

21. Approval of Payroll for the month of July: Checks #6290 through #6316 in the
amount of $466,879.99.

22. Approval of Payroll for the months of August: Checks #6317 through #6338 in the
amount of $303,280.43.

MOTION: Move to approve the Consent Agenda as presented.
Kadzik / Payne — unanimously approved.

PRESENTATIONS:
1. Proclamation — National Preparedness Month. Mayor Hunter presented Dick
Bower, Building / Fire Safety Director, with the proclamation.

2. Proclamation — Constitution Week, Kati Grulke - Elizabeth Forey Chapter
Regent. Ms. Grulke offered a brief overview of the history and the importance of the
United States Constitution after Mayor Hunter presented her with the proclamation.

3. Public Art Donation at Maritime Pier. Virginia Abbott and her husband Al, Carrot
Stick Marketing, explained that they were here on behalf of David Senner who wishes to
leave a legacy for the fishermen in the form of a bronze statue. They said the inspiration
for the statue came from a photo taken by Ashael Curtis in 1909. Mr. Abbott shared Mr.
Senner’s vision to honor the history of our local fishermen with this statue and said that
they hoped that Council would accept this gift to the city to be located at the Maritime
Pier. He said that they are tasked with developing materials to assist with fundraising for
the statue.

Councilmember Franich voiced appreciation for this grass-roots community effort. He
asked for clarification that the statue will be a life-like rendition. Mr. Abbott assured him
that it would be.

Councilmember Young asked if the Fishermen’s Club had been advised of this gift as
he heard talk of plans to move the existing memorial statue at Jerisich. Lita Dawn
Stanton responded that the Fishermen’s Club has approved to move the existing statue
within the Skansie Brothers Park and said that yes, several of the club members are
aware of this new statue.

OLD BUSINESS:

City Administrator Rob Karlinsey left the Chambers at this time.

1. Resolution - Development Agreement for Chapel Hill Church’s Westside
Expansion. Associate Planner Kristen Moerler presented an overview of what has

occurred since the public hearing on July 26th.
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Eva Hill — 2020 Squawk Mountain Loop, Issaquah, WA 98027. Ms. Hill said she hopes
that they have supplied Council with the information they requested at the last meeting.
She explained that Chapel Hill has agreed to additional conditions of approval as a
result of the discussion with the neighbors and encouraged Council to read their letter
stating why the development agreement should be approved. Ms. Hill stressed that the
vesting of wetland regulations is important and they are asking for seven years because
these are tough economic times. Chapel Hill has spent around $75,000 to bring this
application to this point and if it's not approved, they would have to start over.

Ms. Hill and staff responded to Council questions regarding light fixtures, planting strips
and wetland buffers.

Councilmember Young said that for the record, he doesn’t support development
agreements that deviate from current code but there is a good argument from the
applicant regarding minimal impact to the wetland. Councilmember Franich echoed this
comment.

MOTION: Move to adopt Resolution No. 872 approving the Development Agreement
with Chapel Hill Presbyterian Church with incorporation of the proposed
conditions.

Malich / Payne — unanimously approved.

Administrator Karlinsey returned to the meeting at this time.

2. Donkey Creek Project Update. Mayor Hunter thanked Wade Perrow for
volunteering to work with staff and the consultant on this project. City Administrator Rob
Karlinsey gave an overview, pointing out that the Fish and Wildlife Grant deadline is
September 30, 2012 with a possible extension. To be safe he asked that Council
choose a preferred direction tonight in order to begin on final design and permitting.

Jim Dugan, Senior Consultant at Parametrix, presented the latest design and probable
costs for Austin Street improvements, North Harborview Drive improvements, a bridge
option, and a culvert option. He also discussed the Harbor History Museum
improvements.

Wade Perrow — 9119 North Harborview Drive. Mr. Perrow asked everyone to recognize
Jim Dugan and Shannon Thompson from Parametrix as well as Senior Planner Emily
Appleton for the work they have done on the project. He referred to the 2002 Donkey
Creek Master Plan which estimated the cost as $1,988,000. He said that although it's a
different project, the number solidifies that the current two million dollar cost is
reasonable. He gave an overview of the collaborative effort that has brought the project
to this point.. Mr. Perrow said that Parametrix knows what they are doing and asked
Council to give them the green light without micromanaging the project.
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Frank Ruffo — 2767 Holly Bluff Court. Mr. Ruffo first introduced Sue Loiland, the new
Executive Director of the Harbor History Museum. On behalf of the History Museum, Mr.
Ruffo spoke in strong support of the bridge option developed by Parametrix. He said
that this option daylights Donkey Creek and connects Borgen Park, the museum, and
Austin Estuary. He said that this option does a lot for the city and is a long-time coming.
He emphasized that they feel a left turn lane on Harborview Drive is necessary.

Sue Loiland — 2916 71st Ave NW. Ms. Loiland said that they are excited about the
connectivity of this plan and will work collaboratively with the city to do whatever
necessary to make this project happen. She said this is an exciting part of their vision
for the museum.

Mr. Ruffo said that the roundabout, although expensive, should not be forgotten. He
commended Parametrix and Mr. Perrow and said they would like to continue to work
together.

Councilmembers thanked those who worked on the project and talked about how the
public process made the difference in this process and the need to continue to plan for
the future.

MOTION:  Move to approve the recommendation for the bridge option.
Payne / Malich — unanimously approved.

NEW BUSINESS:

1. First Reading of Ordinance — Fire Sprinkler Code Amendment. Building and Fire
Safety Director Dick Bower, introduced this amendment that would require fire sprinkler
system installation in all new and remodel construction where the un-separated fire area
of the building meets or exceeds five thousand square feet. He stressed that this would
not affect most residential construction; it would not be retroactive; and there are
options to avoid sprinkling. He addressed Council questions.

Shawn Hoey — Master Builders Association. Mr. Hoey said that although MBA doesn’t
want to diminish safety but residential fire sprinklers don’t work. He cited statistics of
sprinkler failure and added that MBA is against mandatory regulations which set
precedence. He touched on the expense and green aspect of sprinkling. He was asked
guestions regarding single-family verses multi-family dwellings.

John Burgess, PCFPD #5 Fire Chief. Chief Burgess spoke in favor of the ordinance. He
talked about models for fire suppression and said that 5,000 s.f. or larger buildings
require a larger risk management plan and staffing that the district currently doesn’t
have and cannot afford. He said that sprinklers, if they don’t put out the fire will at least
suppress it until the fire response. He said that ordinance is the prudent thing to
implement to be the most cost effective. He answered Council questions.

Wade Perrow — 9119 No. Harborview Drive. Mr. Perrow spoke in opposition of the

proposed ordinance. He said that we are currently protected by the Universal Fire Code.
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He voiced concern that tenant improvements or change in use in an existing building
would trigger the regulation. He cited the lack of sprinklers in the council chambers and
talked about the prohibitive cost of installing the system in this tough economy.

Dick Bower responded to questions of what triggers the ordinance. He explained that
the regulation would go into effect if the cost of improvements is more than 50% of the
assess value or if the size of the building itself is increased.

Jim Pasin — 2710 39th Street. Mr. Pasin said that the expense of a sprinkler system
goes beyond installation with inspection, repair and monitoring which will be passed on
to the tenant. He talked about the cost to retrofit his existing building adding that he
supports this for new construction. He asked Council to consider the benefit verses the
hardship to business owners.

Mr. Bower further addressed Council questions.

2. Proposed Zoning Code Text Amendment — Performance-Based Height
Exceptions for Private Schools. Planning Director Tom Dolan provided the background
for this request to include private primary and secondary schools in the uses eligible for
performance-based height exceptions for gymnasiums and performing arts related
facilities.

Eileen McCain. Ms. McCain explained that she is a land use attorney with two children
at Saint Nicholas School, and so she is helping the school and church through this
process. She said that at the time that Harbor Ridge School came to the city asking for
the exception for their gym, Saint Nicholas didn’t want to stand in the way of the
approval. She said that they had hoped to bring this forward much sooner but because
of funding and logistics there were unable. Saint Nicholas’ building campaign is now
active and they are in need of the same consideration. She said that they would
appreciate it if a decision could be made by the end of the year.

Ms. McCain responded to Councilmember Franich’s concerns by saying the proposed
language would eliminate the reference to the Public Institution District. She said that
two issues are being addressed: governmental agencies should not care about the
ownership of a facility; only the usage; and the exceptions should be narrowly defined to
primary and secondary schools that are accredited by the State, not just any private
school. She said that they understand the controversy of people that are protective of
views; they want to make sure they aren’t interfering with that.

Councilmember discussed the merits of forwarding this to the Planning Commission for
further review.

MOTION: Move to place the proposed text amendment on the Planning
Commission’s work program for the fall of 2011 to be reviewed
concurrently with downtown parking.

Conan / Payne — five voted in favor. Councilmember Franich voted no.
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STAFF REPORT:

Council Retreat Draft Agenda. City Administrator Rob Karlinsey handed out the draft
agenda and asked that Council submit any comments by Monday the 19th. He then
reported that the curb-painting for time-limited parking had begun.

Planning Director Tom Dolan announced that the agenda for the upcoming Shoreline
Master Program Worksession on September 19th would be sent soon. He asked
Councilmembers to contact Peter Katich with any comments before the meeting.

Mr. Karlinsey added that the items on the Retreat Agenda for the 23rd that are crossed
through have been completed. These will be removed before the April 2012 retreat.

MAYOR’'S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:
Mayor Hunter announced he would be having ankle replacement surgery and wouldn’t
be in the office for awhile.

Councilmember Malich said that there needs to be a “No Parking” sign by the bump-out
curb in front of the Red Rooster Restaurant. People are parking there which causes
blockage of the lane of travel. Mr. Karlinsey said he would have the crew paint the curb
red.

PUBLIC COMMENT: None.

ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS:
1. Operations Committee - Fhu—Sep-15th-at3:00-p-m--CANCELLED
2. Finance / Safety Committee — Mon. Sep 19th at 4:00 p.m.
3. Council Worksession on Shoreline Master Program — Mon. Sep 19th at 5:30 p.m.
4. Council Retreat — Fri. Sep 23rd at 8:30 a.m.

EXECUTIVE SESSION: For the purpose of discussion pending and potential litigation
per RCW 42.30.110(1)(i) and property acquisition per RCW 42.30.110(b).

MOTION: Move to adjourn to Executive Session at 8:15 p.m. for approximately 25
minutes for the purpose of discussion pending and potential litigation per
RCW 42.30.110(1)(i) and property acquisition per RCW 42.30.110(b).
Franich / Conan — unanimously approved.

MOTION: Move to return to regular session at 8:48 p.m.
Malich / Payne — unanimously approved.

ADJOURN:
MOTION: Move to adjourn at 8:48 p.m.

Payne / Kadzik — unanimously approved.
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CD recorder utilized: Tracks 1002 — 1034

Charles L. Hunter, Mayor Molly Towslee, City Clerk
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Gig Harbor Historic Waterfront Association
Implementing the Main Street™ Approach
in the Gig Harbor Historic Waterfront District
Progress Report 2 o QT R D01

September 15, 2011

COMMITTEE UPDATES

Economic Development Committee

Status of Current Projects:

Parking

The two hour parking ordinance had Council readings on 6/27and 7/13. The city made some minor
changes from what was proposed and a new ordinance chapter was written. The plan allows 41 2-hour
stalls and 10 30-minute stalls. It will also prohibit overnight parking in front of Skansie Park. The
committee suggested an overnight prohibition at the Maritime Pier parking site as well. The proposed
ordinance is on the City’s web site.

Committee members made proposals for limited employee parking to both Harborview Marina and the
United Methodist Church. Both expressed liability and other concerns and did not approve the proposals.
The committee will review the concerns and decide about further efforts.

Database

Progress has been made on reviewing parcel information for our database. We learned that the format
needs some additions and changes to accommodate issues such as multiple buildings, floors, etc.
Committee members said they will gather added information on the parcels assigned to them.

The committee is gathering information on the Downtown-Diva software ($375) which might be used to
record information being gathered. References to other Main Street programs have been made to
determine if the software is sufficient for our use in lieu of developing our own Access GIS data base.
We have also had discussions with the State Main street director regarding their developing a basic “data
set” format for all Main Street programs as they all have similar needs.

Jennifer Kilmer contacted the County and received an excel spread sheet on 223 parcels in downtown Gig
Harbor which she provided to Gary. Rob Karlinsey also said the City might be able to generate the basic
assessor information which the GHHWA will have to supplement with business contact and other
information.

Available Properties

The commiittee has discussed the need to use the available property information to help attract new
business. The information should be shared with the Chamber, The Economic Development Board, Real
Estate Brokers, and others.
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Consideration is being given to developing packets for prospective tenants, which would include
brochures on the community and on available properties , pictures and other information to help in
attracting tenants. Gary Gallinger was suggested as a resource and has attended the economic
development committee meeting.

Two committee members will review possible programs for further use of the information.

Donkey Creek Modifications
A community meeting was held on July 14™ to discuss changes being considered for the Donkey Creek
area.

The economic development committee indicated it should not take a position on the options being
considered but decided to refer the following decision criteria to the GHHWA Board:

e  Maintain efficient traffic access and signage for the Finholm District

e  Encourage a “unified park and museum complex” as a citizen & visitor attraction

e Improve access and parking for the park and museum complex

¢  Encourage completion of Cushman Connection trail to draw visitors to waterfront area

These criteria are consistent with the GHHW A mission to improve economic viability while maintaining
the community historical character.

Cushman Connection Trail

GHHWA has discussed potential changes for the connection trail with the City and Bob Glass, owner of
Haven of Rest. The change would move the trail west to an area less likely to be developed. The new
location would likely require two bridges. Scot Grelly will review the specifics of the change to clarify
the bridge and location requirements so the GHHWA and Rotary can review cost and other implications.
Bob Glass is still supportive of this project and an easement will be a next step.

Other

Peninsula Shopping center - discussions have occurred but a recent conversation GHHWA had with the
real estate broker representing the property owners indicates there is no progress toward a new tenant.
Financial Businesses — there are an increasing number of “financial oriented” Russell spinoff businesses
in the harbor. They seek high quality office space.

Design Committee

Skansie Park/Jerisich Dock Project
Placement of the dumpster on the adjoining marina property has been approved. An on-
site meeting with Public Works was held on June 1 to determine project elements that can
be addressed in the near future.

Flower Basket Watering Project
The end of the third quarter also saw the end of the flower watering project. Thirty
volunteers faithfully watered 100 baskets on a daily basis throughout the summer.
GHHWA appreciates the partnership with the City in this program through the use and
maintenance of the watering truck, providing water and gas, etc. Kudos to Dan Lilly,
John Winden and Marco Malich and their crew for hanging the baskets and providing
ongoing truck maintenance, and basket removal. A thank-you reception for the volunteer
crew will be held September 25 at the home of Paul Kadzik.
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Connie Schick Clock Project
The GHHWA Design Committee is working with the Rotary Club on their proposed
clock project for the corner of Pioneer and Harborview. Preliminary designs have been
created and estimates for project elements are being procured. This is another project
where we will be partnering with the City for the required flatwork. We are pleased to be
a part of this effort and are excited about the ambience this project will provide in the
center of the downtown section of the waterfront district.

Promotions Committee

Chalk the Walk — July 16, 2011

While the rain did its best to discourage “Chalk the Walk,” the chalk artsits did prevail!
The event was postponed one day with the hopes of a dryer venue for the artists but
Mother Nature did not cooperate. We had about 20 artists downtown (with 3
professional artists). Winners were selected and certificates were distributed.

2011 Wine & Food Festival — August 6, 2011

The 2™ Annual Wine & Food Festival was a very successful event with nearly 700
people attending (up 200 from 2010). There were 35 participating wineries (compared to
18 in 2010), classes, demonstrations, cook-offs, and net proceeds will be split between
the Harbor History Museum and the Gig Harbor Historic Waterfront Association. This is
the primary fundraiser for the Waterfront Association.

Halloween

Planning for the 2011 “Trick or Treat in the Habor” event is underway. We are working
with the Gig Harbor Police Department re: road closures in an effort to provide a safe
venue for the thousands who attend the event. We will be partnering with Harbor Wild
Watch, the Rotary Club of North Gig Harbor, SKHS Photography Club, the Harbor
History Museum, and will help promote the City Park Playground Upgrade at a booth in
Skansie Park.

Planning for 2011 Girls Night Out — November 10, 2011

The initial meeting to form a committee for this event was held and further recruitment of
volunteers is taking place. This is a great event that brings people to the waterfront
district with the sole objective of shopping and dining. Over 200 women participated in
2010.

VIV Campaign — Ongoing

Working together with the City of Gig Harbor’s Marketing Department on how to
promote the GHHWA initiated the VIV (Very Important Visitor) ongoing campaign
welcoming groups, retreats, conferences and visitors to the community. A committee
chair for this campaign has now been identified and she is gathering committee members.
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Ideally, VIV information will be made available to visiting groups at the hotels, visiting
yacht clubs, and even through the Visitor Information Center.

Organization Committee

GHHWA monthly newsletter is distributed monthly via Constant Contact.

Email Blasts are sent as needed to inform the readership of upcoming district activities.
GHHWA distributes the monthly Art Walk newsletter, promoting the Gig Harbor Gallery
Association events (First Saturday Art Walk).

Finances

A Profit & Loss Statement and Balance Sheet for 01/01/2011 through 09/15/2011 (Fiscal
Year 2011 YTD) are included in this report.

B & O Tax Credit Review

GHHWA has been able to retain local tax monies within our community by encouraging
businesses to utilize the Washington State B&O Tax credits available through the state’s
Main Street Incentive Program. A time-line for promotion of the B&O Tax Credit has
been created by the Organization Committee and a campaign to promote the use of this
tax credit will take place 4™ quarter 2011. Annual monies received through the Main
Street Tax Program:

2008 $17,500
2009 $24,000
2010 $69,250
2011 We have received $29,5000 of the $47,200 committed to YTD

2011 B&O Tax Credit participants include:

Paul Kadzik

Fournier & Associates

To Our Youth

McKenzie River Restaurants, Inc. (Brix25)
Willis Marketing

S Squared LL.C

Water to Wine LLC

The Threshold Group

Additional Membership Revenue (not including those utilizing the Main Street Tax
Credit)

2008 $11,278

2009 $13,334

2010 $15,000 (see also MS Tax Credit revenue above)

2011 $5,955 (YTD) (New Members since 6/15/11: Flower Basket Support:
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James Frymier; Renewing Members: No Dearth of Books, Ebb Tide Gallery; New
Member: The British Connection)

Training and Meetings

Trainings/Meetings attended by GHHWA staff, Board of Directors and Committees in 3rd
quarter 2011 includes:

July 27-29, 2011 - Main Street Managers Meeting, Mt. Vernon, WA
(Tt was announced at this meeting that the state hopes to bring the July 2012 meeting to
Gig Harbor - GHHWA will do we can to make this happen!)

September 13, 2011 - Attended presentation by Cynda Baxter, founder of the
3/50 Project

Meetings and training provided by GHHWA during 1st quarter 2011 for the Waterfront District
include:

July 20, 2011 Monthly Waterfront District Roundtable Meeting

August 17,2011 Girls Night Out Kick-Off Meeting in lieu of Monthly
Waterfront District Roundtable Meeting

September 21, 2011 Monthly Waterfront District Roundtable Meeting
(Scheduled)
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“THE MARITIME CITY" City of Gig Harbor, WA Page 10f3

Subject: Lodging Tax Committee Changes Dept. Origin: Administration - Marketing
Prepared by: Laureen Lund

Marketing Director

Proposed Council Action:

Appoint Sue Loiland to the LTAC to serve the For Agenda of: September 26, 2011

remainder of the term vacated by Jennifer Kiimer. )

Appoint Mora Sarrensen to the LTAC to fill Exhibits: Letters of resignation

the position vacated by Wade Perrow. Initial & Date
Concurred by Mayor: ‘
Approved by City Administrator: FIF i}
Approved as to form by City Atty: (}k mwu
Approved by Finance Director: o
Approved by Department Head: H

Expenditure Amount Appropriation

Required 000.00 Budgeted $000 Required 0

INFORMATION / BACKGROUND

RCW 67.28.1817 provides that the City Council appoint members of the Lodging Tax Advisory
Committee and establishes the eligibility for candidates. Jennifer Kilmer has resigned and has
requested that Sue Loiland (new museum director) be named to complete this term. Jennifer has
completed 10 months of a two-year term. This is her third term.

Wade Perrow has resigned and has requested that Mona Sarrensen (Inn at Gig Harbor Sales
Manager) be named to this position. This position has no term limit.

FISCAL CONSIDERATION
N/A

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
N/A

RECOMMENDATION / MOTION
Move to: Authorize the replacements to the LTAC effective immediately.
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Dear Laureen,

I have had the pleasure of serving on the City of Gig Harbor lodging tax committee during my tenure at
the Harbor History Museum. | have fully enjoyed working with this committee. | regret that | must
submit my resignation, effective immediately, as | will be leaving the Harbor History Museum on
September 24 to pursue other employment.

| feel that having museum representation on the LTAC committee is of utmost importance, as we are the
largest tourism facility located within the city limits, and therefore have a significant impact on tourism
dollars generated in Gig Harbor. | would therefore recommend that Sue Loiland take my place on the
LTAC committee. Sue will be taking over the executive director position at the museum at the end of
September.

Thank you for the opportunity to serve this community over the past several years.
Sincerely,
Jennifer Kilmer

Harbor History Museum
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————— Original Message-----

From: Wade Perrow [mailto:wade@wpconstruction.com]

Sent: Tuesday, August 30, 2011 1:55 PM

To: Young, Derek

Cc: Mona Sarrensen

Subject: The Inn at Gig Harbor's representation on the LTAC should be changed to Mona
Sarrensen at the next opportunity.

Derek,

I would like to ask my seat on the LTAC be replaced with Mona Sarrensen. Please let this e-
mail serve as my notice that the, The Inn at Gig Harbor's representation on the LTAC
should be changed to Mona Sarrensen at the next opportunity.

Thank You,

Wade Perrow
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FISCAL CONSIDERATION

This permit does not require additional funding. The budget summary for the previously approved
2011 Water Main Project is provided in the table below:

2011 Budget for Water Division - Capital, Objective No. 5 and 6 $ 1,110,000
Anticipated 2011 Expenses:
Schedule A — TPU ROW Water Main (Change Order) ($ 156,384.34)
Schedule B — AC Water Mains (Awarded June 2011) ($ 643,926.09)
Schedule C —- Pioneer Way - Sta 0+81 to Sta 2+60 (Awarded June 2011) ($ 46,427.72)
Schedule D — Pioneer Way — Sta 4+50 to End (Awarded June 2011) ($ 75,325.64)
Schedule E — Butler Drive — Sta 0+00 to End (Awarded June 2011) ($ 85,318.39)

Change Order Authority for Public Works Contract-Schedule B, C, D, & E ($ 40,000.00)
(Awarded June 2011)

Change Order Authority for Public Works Contract-Schedule A ($ 10,000.00)
Topographic Survey Contract with Sitts & Hill (Awarded February 2011) ($ 27,574.00)
Remaining 2011 Budget = $19,043.82

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

This contract work was based on recommendations provided in the City’s Water System Plan and
the adopted 2011 Budget adopted by City Council. This contract work was not based on a
separate board or committee recommendation.

RECOMMENDATION/MOTION

Authorize the Mayor to execute a City of Tacoma Permit necessary for placement of the City’s
proposed water main along the Cushman Trail north of Soundview Drive.
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WHEN RECORDED RETURN TO:
Tacoma Public Utilities

Real Property Services

P.O. Box 11007 * Tacoma, WA 98411

DO NOT MARK OUTSIDE THE BORDER LINES OF THIS DOCURMENT

CITY OF TACOMA
DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES
PERMIT NO. 2077
Reference No. P2011-075 DJB
Grantor: City of Tacoma, Department of Public Utilities,
Light Division (d.b.a. Tacoma Power)
Grantee: City of Gig Harbor
Legal Description: Portion of the Northwest Quarter (NW'¥) of Section 17,

Township 21 North, Range 02 East, W.M., City of Gig
Harbor, Pierce County, Washington
Tax Parcel Nos.: 0221172009 and 0221172071.

DIVISION: Light

This Permit made and entered into this ____ day of , 2011, by and
between the CITY OF TACOMA, DEPARTMENT OF PUBLIC UTILITIES, Light
DIVISION (d.b.a. Tacoma Power), a municipal corporation, hereinafter designated
as “Tacoma Power,” and the City of Gig Harbor, a municipal corporation,
hereinafter referred to as “Permittee.”

WITNESSETH:

WHEREAS, Tacoma Power owns in fee simple the real property described herein
known as the Tacoma-Lake Cushman Power Transmission Line right-of-way for the
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purpose of transmitting electrical power to the City of Tacoma from the Cushman
Hydroelectric Project in Mason County; AND

WHEREAS, Permittee owns and operates a water tank and well no. 3 on an
adjacent tract of land, Pierce County parcei no. 0221172105, as part of its utility
system; AND

WHEREAS, Permittee has previously obtained Tacoma Power’s consent to utilize

a portion of said transmission line right-of-way to construct, operate and maintain a

10-inch diameter water main and an 8-inch diameter overflow and drain line from its
water tank and well no. 3 in the East half of Section 17, Township 21 North, Range

2 East, W.M,, through Permit No. 586 dated April 27, 1977; AND ‘

WHEREAS, Permittee desires to obtain the consent of Tacoma Power to utilize an

- additional portion of said transmission line right-of-way to construct, operate and
maintain a 12-inch diameter water main, running from its water tank and well no. 3
in the opposite direction of said 10-inch diameter water main;

NOW, THEREFORE, for and in consideration of the mutual promises and
covenants herein contained, Tacoma Power does hereby consent to the Permittee’s
limited, revocable use of the following described real property: :

PERMITTED PREMISES

THAT PORTION OF THE CITY OF TACOMA'S CUSHMAN TRANSMISSION
LINE RIGHT-OF-WAY LYING WITHIN A 50 FOOT WIDE STRIP OF LAND
WITHIN THE SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER OF
SECTION 17, TOWNSHIP21 NORTH, RANGE 2 EAST OF THE W.M.; THE
NORTHEASTERLY AND NORTHERLY LINE OF SAID STRIP DESCRIBED AS

. FOLLOWS:

BEGINNING AT THE INTERSECTION OF THE NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF
THAT CERTAIN 100 FOOT WIDE STRIP OF LAND ACQUIRED BY THE
CITY OF TACOMA BY JUDGMENT NO. 4 OF PIERCE COUNTY \
SUPERIOR COURT CAUSE NO. 51234 DATED JANUARY 29, 1924 WITH
THE NORTH LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE
NORTHWEST QUARTER; THENCE SOUTHEASTERLY ALONG THE
NORTHEASTERLY LINE OF SAID 100 FOOT WIDE STRIP 1169 FEET,
MORE OR LESS, TO THE NORTHERLY LINE OF THAT CERTAIN TRACT
CONVEYED TO THE CITY OF TACOMA BY QUIT CLAIM-DEED DATED -
MAY 23, 1982, AND RECORDED UNDER AUDITOR'S FILE NO.
8205070163, RECORDS OF PIERCE COUNTY, WASHINGTON, WITHIN
SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER;
THENGCE EASTERLY ALONG SAID NORTHERLY LINE 64 FEET, MORE
.OR LESS, TO THE WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SOUNDVIEW
DRIVE AND THE TERMINUS OF THIS DESCRIBED LINE; THE
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NORTHERLY END OF SAID 50 FOOT WIDE STRIP BEING THE NORTH
LINE OF SAID SOUTHEAST QUARTER OF THE NORTHWEST QUARTER
AND THE EASTERLY END OF SAID 50 FOOT WIDE STRIP BEING THE
WESTERLY RIGHT-OF-WAY LINE OF SOUNDVIEW DRIVE.

AS SHOWN IN EXHIBIT “A” ATTACHED HERETO AND BY THIS REFERENCE
INCORPORATED HEREIN.

PURPOSE

Tacoma Power consents to Permitteg’s use of the above described real property
(the “Permitted Premises”) to the Permittee for the express purpose of:

CONSTRUCTION, OPERATION AND MAINTENANCE OF A 12-INCH
DIAMETER WATER MAIN, APPROXIMATELY 1400 FEET IN LENGTH,
RUNNING WITHIN THE TACOMA-LAKE CUSHMAN POWER TRANSMISSION
LINE RIGHT-OF-WAY, AS SHOWN ON PLANS TITLED “2011 WATER MAIN
IMPROVEMENT AND REPLACEMENT PROJECT, TPU ROW WATER MAIN,
WATER MAIN PLAN AND PROFILE", SHEETS-5, 6 AND 7 (OF 21), STAMPED
AND DATED JUNE 6, 2011 BY JEFFREY D. LANGHELM, PROFESSIONAL
ENGINEER, LICENSE NO. 36913, MARKED AS EXHIBIT “B” ATTACHED
HERETO AND BY THIS REFERENCE INCORPORATED HEREIN.

Permittee agrees to make no other use of the Permitted Premises or enlarge its use
beyond the Permitted Premises without the prior written consent of Tacoma Power.

TERMS AND CONDITIONS

This permission is further granted to the Permlttee under the following terms and
conditions: '

(-
1

M. PERM]T PERIOD
Tacoma Power hereby grants to Permittee limited, revocable permission to
use the Permitted Premises for the purposes stated herein, beginning upon
approval and ending when revoked. Permission to use the Permitted
Premises is granted conditionally upon the terms set forth herein.

2. FEES, INSURANCE

a. Processing Fee. The Permittee agrees to pay the sum of Five
Hundred Dollars ($500) for processing this permit.
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b. Feellnsurance Adjustment. Tacoma Power may periodically review,
and by letter, establish use fees and/or require liability insurance
coverage or increase such fees or coverage requirements.

c. Payment of Fees. All fees are payable to City of Tacoma Treasurer
and delivered to City of Tacoma, Department of Public Utilities, PO
Box 11007, Tacoma, WA 98411 or to such other address as
Tacoma Power may hereafter designate.

3. OWNERSHIP OR CONTROL

Tacoma Power owns the Permitted Premises in fee simple as part of its
Utility Systems. The permission granted herein i$ subordinate to and
subject to the paramount right of Tacoma Power to use said Premises.
Permittee shall not interfere with Tacoma Power’s use of the Permitted
Premises or damage its structures or facilities.

4. AUTHORIZED USE AND IMPROVEMENTS:

a. Authorized Improvements. The Permitted Premises is to be used -
exclusively for a 12-inch diameter water main (see Exhibit “B”).

b. Construction Requirements.

1. Permitted 12-inch diameter water main shall be located between
the existing Peninsula Light Company underground power line
and the eastern Tacoma Power pole alignment.

2. A minimum of ten (10) feet shall be maintained between the west
edge of the water line and the east side of each pole. The same
separation is required between consecutive poles as referenced
from a straight line connecting the east side of consecutive poles.
Where not possible to maintain the ten (10) foot separation, a
minimum of eight (8) feet will be allowed. Less than (8) feet of
separation will not be allowed.

3. The associated utility trench will be compacted and all excess
materials hauled away. It is mandatory the existing grade not be
raised. Additionally, Permittee is responsible for using an
excavation method that does not destabilize existing Tacoma
Power poles or anchors.
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4. Permanent blue pylons are to be installed at one-hundred (100)
foot intervals along Permitiee’s water main within the Permitted
Premises. The owner’'s name and contact information to be
prominently displayed on each pylon placed.

5. All construction equipment, personnel and material will maintain a
minimum of twenty (20) foot radius from the overhead high
voltage conductors. . '

6. Permittee is to provide all contractor access; this may require the
installation of additional locks on the right-of-way gates.

7. No construction activities will be allowed to begin prior to
' September 19, 2011.

8. Permittee shall design and construct facilities to mihi‘mize use of
the permitted easement and ensure safe conditions.

9. Permittee shall maintain a safe distance between construction
equipment and Tacoma Poweér towers and/or conductors in
accordance with National Electrical Safety Code and Light
Division standards. =~

10. Permittee shall submit final construction plans and drawings to
Tacoma Power for review and approval at [east two (2) weeks
prior to planned construction. Permittee shall not begin
construction until all plans and drawings are approved by
Tacoma Power and written notice has been delivered to
Permittee. '

11. Inspection of the permitted area may be performed by Tacoma
Power before, during and after construction to ensure that Permit
requirements are met. If such inspections are required,
Permittee agrees to pay Tacoma Power a $200 inspection fee.

12. All underground pipelines shall be buried not less than thirty-six
(36) inches, except in special circumstances where the grades
will be revised as approved by the Tacoma Power engineer.

13. No blasting shall be done.

14. Permittee shall notify Tacoma Power, Engineering Services, at
PO Box 11007, Tacoma, Washington 98411 at least two (2)
weeks prior to the commencement of construction activities, and
the parties agree that if construction or use conflicts exist,”
Tacoma Power’s schedule shall prevail.
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15. All road crossing and utility construction, including compaction
and backfill, shall be done in accordance with the current edition
of the standard specifications for Road, Bridge, and Municipal
Construction as published by the Washington State Department .
of Transportation. All crossings of existing utility line roadways
shall be compacted to 95 percent of maximum density using
approved backfill materials in accordance with these
specifications. All roadways must be left passable overnight for
Tacoma Power truck access.

16. Permittee shall promptly notify Tacoma Power when -
reconstruction of the permitted area is complete. Tacoma Power
. shall, within a reasonable period of time, inspect the _
reconstructed lands and provide writtén notice to Permittee upon
satisfactory restoration.

c. Ownership of Improvements. The Permittee agrees and covenants
that any improvements and/or structures that Tacoma Power permits
to be installed by Permittee on the Permitted Premises shall not
belong to Tacoma Power upon the termination of this Permit. The
Permittee further covenants -and agrees that upon termination of this
Permit, Permittee shall remain solely responsible for all such
improvements and/or structures and shall, at Tacoma Power’s
request, promptly remove said improvements and/or structures from -
the Premises and restore the Premises to the same or better
condition as existed upon commencement of the Permit period.

5. INDEMNIFICATION

To the fullest extent allowed by law, the Permittee agrees to indemnify,
defend, and hold harmless the City of Tacoma, its officers and employees,
from any and all claims for damages or loss to the City of Tacoma'’s
operations or property and from any and all claims or litigation arising in
connection with this Permit. This includes damages to, or loss of property
and personal injury, including injury to, or death of Permittee or Permittee’s
agents, contractors, employees, licensees, guests and invitees, which may
be caused or occasioned by the existence, operation, use or maintenance of
any and all of the property subject to this Permit or associated with the
Permitted Premises granted hereunder, or caused or occasioned by any act,
deed or omission of the Permittee, Permittee’s contractors, agents,
employees, guests, customers, or invitees.

In this regard, Permittee hereby waives immunity under Title 51 RCW,
Industrial Insurance Laws. This waiver has been mutually negotiated by the
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parties. Tacoma Power agrees t6 be responsible for its sole negligence or
the sole negligence of its employees and officers occurring within the scope
of their employment.

6. LIABILITY INSURANCE

Permittee, its agents and contractors, shall procure and keep effective during
the term of this Permlt a commercial general liability insurance policy which, ata
minimum;

a. Names the City of Tacoma as an “Additional Named lnsured protecting
the City of Tacoma, its officers and employees with coverage of not less
than $1,000,000 combined single limit for each occurrence of property
damage and/or personal injury including death;

b. Includes contractual type coverage obligating Permittee’s insurance
carrier to satisfy Permittee’s potential liability responsibilities and
obligations under the terms of this Permit;

c. Provides that Permittee’s insurance (and/or that of its agents and
contractors) is primary over any insurance or self-insurance program the
City of Tacoma maintains for its own protection;

d. Provides that the City of Tacoma will be provided 30 days’ prior written
notice in the event of canéellation of policy.

A Certificate of Insurance, including an endorsement naming the City of Tacoma
as an “Additional Named Insured,” shall be provided to Tacoma Power for
approval and filing. Upon request, Permittee shall provide a copy of the required
insurance policy to the City of Tacoma within thirty (30) days of the request.

This Permit is conditioned upon Permittee’s maintaining the above-stated
minimum insurance requirements, and Permitteé shall not occupy or enter upon
the Premises until the City of Tacoma has received the Permittee’s Certificate of
Insurance. The Permittee agrees to maintain the required insurance coverage
and provide the City of Tacoma a current Certificate of Insurance (as required
herein).. Any lapse or termination of either condition constitutes a material
breach of this Permit. As a courtesy, the City of Tacoma will endeavor to inform
(but is not responsible for informing) the Permittee of such a breach. The City of
Tacoma (at its option) may grant an appropriate grace pericd in order that the
Permittee may expeditiously cure the said defauli(s).

The City of Tacoma may charge an administrative fee reflecting its costs arising

" from attempting to obtain a current Certificate of Insurance. If the required

insurance coverage is still not reinstated within the stated grace period, or if the
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City of Tacoma is not provided the required Certificate of Insurance, the City of

Tacoma may terminate this Permit. Note: The notice provisions set forth in the
Termination Section of this Permit do not preclude the immediate termination of
this Permit by the City of Tacoma under-this Section.

The City of Tacoma may periodically review the types and amounts of covérage .
required of Permittee and provide notice of required changes in the types and
minimum amounts of such coverage.

An entity that is wholly or partially self-insured may, with the approval of the City
of Tacoma, provide evidence of self-insurance funding and, by letter, commit its
self-insurance program to the minimum amounts required herein. By executing
this Permit, Permittee agrees that it will pay any deductible or self—msured
portions of the insurance or self-insurance provided. '

7. GENERAL CONDITIONS

No Warranty. Tacoma Power does not warrant that it has sole
authonty to fully permit the above described use of the Permitted
Premises, and the Permittee agrees to secure any other rights and
permits that are needed by it for its lawful use of said Permitted
Premises.

b. Prior Agre'ements. The rights herein granted shall be subject to any
prior agreements or contracts made or entered into by Tacoma
Power.

c. Other Agencies’ Regulations. This Permit is at-all times subject to

applicable provisions and requirements of federal, state and local

“agencies havmg jurisdiction, and any future rules and regulations of
these agencies or their successors or assigns. The permission
granted herein is subject to any lawful rules or regulations now in
effect or which hereafter might become effective which are imposed
upon the Permitted Premises by any regulating authority including
Tacoma Power. Tacoma Power reserves the right at any and all
times to prescribe additional rules and regulations for the conduct,
operation and maintenance of any or all the rights and privileges
granted under the terms of this Permit. Tacoma Power will endeavor
to give sixty (60) days' noticeto Permittee of any such additional
rules and regulations.

d. Subordination of Rights. The permission granted herein is
subordinate and subject to the paramount right of Tacoma Power to
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use the Permitted Premises under its federal power license and any
extensions of said license.

. Non-Exclusive Rights. This Permit is non-exclusive and shall not
prohibit Tacoma Power from granting other permits of like or other
nature to others, nor shall it prevent Tacoma Power from using any
of the Permitted Premises or affect its right to full supervision and
control over all or any part of the said Permitted Premises, none of
which is hereby surrendered.

. Cooperation. The Permittee shall cooperate fully with federal, state
and county departments of fish, wildlife, or other agencies charged
with preserving and maintaining wildlife, energy, ecology, or the
environment and shall at all times give access to said agencies and

. their employees for the purpose of conducting studies or performlng

- other tasks in connectzon with their official duties.

. Exclusive Tacoma Power Control and Access in Cases of
Emergency. Tacoma Power shall have the right to assert exclusive
temporary control over access and use of the Permitted Premises as
necessary, in Tacoma Power's sole discretion, for purposes of
conducting emergency repairs and/or maintenance to its electrical
utility facilities located on the Permitted Premises. Permittee hereby
expressly acknowledges this right and agrees to hold Tacoma Power
harmless against any claims, demands or damages related to
temporary denial of access and use of the Permitted Premises
hereunder.

Primary Purpose of Property. The rights and privileges under this
Permit shall at all times be subservient to the construction, operation,
and maintenance of the Utility systems of Tacoma Power, and shall
not at any time or in any manner interrupt or interfere therewith; and
Tacoma Power shall not be liable to the Permittee or to any third
parties entering upon the Premises on account of such construction,
operation, or maintenance, or any act or thing done in connection
therewith.

Tacoma Power’s Use of Property. Permittee shall not damage or
interfere with Tacoma Power's use of the Premises, structures or
facilities. Tacoma Power will not be responsible to stabilize or re-
route the permitted 12-inch diameter water main in the event there is
a future need for realignment of its transmission line poles. If
Tacoma Power requires that Permittee’s operations, facilities or
structure(s) be moved or madified as a result of interference or
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conflict with Tacoma Power operations or facilities, Permittee will
promptly make those modifications at its own expense.

j- Maintenance of Permittee’s Structures. The structure(s),:
improvement(s) and any associated habitat conditions permitted
herein will be maintained at the Permittee’s sole cost in a safe
condition and according to the specifications described in this Permit.

k. Permittee’s Facilities. Permittee shall maintain its facilities, and the,
Premises subject to this Permit, in a clean and neat manner. Any
improvements that Tacoma Power may allow Permittee to install are
subject to being damaged by Tacoma Power's operations and
Permittee assumesthe risk of such limited use rights and wili be
responsible for its own additional costs and expenses in restoring
any such facilities.

.  Unlawful Purposes. The Permittee will, at all times, maintain the
Premises in an orderly manner and will not create or permit any
nuisance to exist or allow the Premises to be used for any immoral or
unlawful purposes.

8. INSPECTION

Tacoma Power, its officers and agents, may at any and all times enter upon
the Premises hereinabove described, or any part thereof, for any purpose in
connection with the construction, revision, operation, or maintenance of the
Utility systems of Tacoma Power, or at other reasonable times in connection
with the Permit, or for the purposes of inquiry or inspection.

9. SPECIAL CONDITIONS -

a. Structures. No structures of any type may be placed on Tacoma :

- Power's property, nor shall it be barricaded, fenced ot blocked by the
Permittee in any way without. Tacoma Power’s prior written
permission. Permittee shall not park construction vehicles, trucks, or
store materials or equipment in the Permitted Premises not
spegcifically required for water main maintenance, repair,
construction, reconstruction, replacement and/or removal allowed
under this Permit. .

b. Flooding. Permittee assumes liability for damage to Tacoma Power
property and adjacent private property due to flooding caused by
Permittee’s operations, facilities or structure(s). Permittee agrees to
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indemnify, defend, and hold harmless the City in accordénce with
Section 5 — INDEMNIFICATION.

10. ASSIGNMENT

This Permit is non-assignable without Tacoma Power’s prior written
approval.

11. HAZARDOUS SUBSTANCES

a. No goods, merchandise or material shall be kept, stored or sold on -
the Permitted Premises which are in any way explosive or
hazardous; and no offensive or dangerous trade, business or
occupation shall be carried on therein, thereon or therefrom other
than as provided for in this Permit. No machinery or apparatus shall
be used or operated on the Permitted Premises which will in any way

“injure the Permitted Premises.

b. Permittee shall be liable for the remediation of any hazardous
substance and/or condition on the Permitted Premises resulting from
Permittee’s use of said Permifted Premises. :

12. TRANSMISSION LINE OPERATING CONDITIONS

a. Electromagnetic Fields. Electric devices, including power lines, emit
electromagnetic fields (EMF). Some studies have shown that EMF
may affect human and/or animal biological systems. Althougha .
National Academy of Sciences Committee has concluded that “the
findings to-date do not support claims that EMF fields are harmful to
a person’s health,” the Permittee is hereby notified that potential.
causal connections between EMF and human diseases may exist.
Tacoma Power does not warrant that use of this City of Tacoma real
property (the Permitted Premises) is without risk of exposure to EMF.
In spite of this concern, the Permittee has decided to enter into this
real property agreement with Tacoma Power and expressly assumes
all risk of harm as set forth herein.

b. Operational Hazards. The Permitted Premises is necessary for the
' operation, maintenance or improvement of Tacoma Power’s Utility
Systems; therefore, Permittee and/or its agents, guests and/or
property may be subject to the hazards of utility operation which
Permittee hereby expressly acknowledges and assumes.
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13. TERMINATION, NOTICES

a. Operational Necessity. [n the event it should become necéssary for
Tacoma Power to make use of the Permitted Premises in connection
with the operation of its electrical utility facilities to such an extent as
to necessitate discontinuance of the use thereof by the Permittee,
Tacoma Power may terminate this Permit by giving Permittee written
notice of such termination at any time. Said notice is to be given by
certified mail addressed to Permittee at 3510 Grandview Street, Gig
Harbor, WA 98335, and termination shall be effective upon one-
hundred eighty (180) days’ written notice.

b. Insolvency/Bankruptey. It is hereby agreed that if the Permittee
becomes either insolvent or files a proceeding in bankruptey, or if a
receiver is appointed, Tacoma Power may, upon giving ten (10) '
days’ notice to the Permittee, cancel this Permit and re-entér and
retake possession of the Permitted Premises; and this Permit and
concession shall, at the option of Tacoma Power, be cancelled and
terminated and all interests herein shall be forfeited and inure to
Tacoma Power.

c. Other: This Permit may be terminated by the Permittee or Tacoma
Power upon one-hundred eighty (180) days’ written notice, for any
reason stated in said notice, mailed by certified mail to the Permittee
at 3510 Grandview Street, Glg Harbor, WA 98335, OR to Tacoma
Power at PO Box 11007, Tacoma, WA 98411. In the event Tacoma
Power initiates termination, it will make a good faith effort to allow
Permittee to relocate or adjust its operations, fadilities or structure(s)
within the Transmission Line right-of-way at Permittee’s eéxpense.

d. Cessation of Use. Upon the termination of this Permit for any
reason, the Permiitee agrees to proniptly and peaceably cease use
of the Premises, and, if requested by Tacoma Power, remove any
improvements installed by the Permittee and to return the Permitted
Premises to a similar condition as existed prior to the execution of
this Permit.

e. Permit Re-Issuance. In the event this Permit is terminated for
Permittee’s failure to comply with the terms and conditions set forth
herein, and Tacoma Power thereafier elects to grant a new Permit,
then additional processing fees will be charged to cover the
administration of re-issuing a new Permit.
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14. RECORDING

Tacoma Power may record this Permit with the County Auditor’s office.

. Should any subsequent transactions pertaining to resale, lease, or permitted
use of the Permitted Premises subject to this Permit occur, it is the
Permittee’s duty to provide notice to each subsequent purchaser, lessee,
permittee, assignee, and user.

15. ACKNOWLEDGMENT

The Permittee acknowledges that this Permit has been mutually negotiated.
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P2011-075 DJB/P2077

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, | have executed this instrument at

County, Washington, on behalf of the City of Gig Harbor, said municipal corporation
having caused its corporate name to be hereunto subscribed and affixed and these

presents to be executed by its Mayor thereunto duly authorized, this day
, 2011,

ACCEPTED:
CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Charles L. Hunter
Mayor

STATE OF WASHINGTON )
) S8
COUNTYOF . )

| certify that | know or have satisfactory evidence that Charles L. Hunter is the

person who appeared before me, and said person ackriowledged that he signed

this instrument, and on oath stated that he was authorized to execute the
instrument and acknowledged it as the Mayor of the City of Gig Harbor to be the
free and voluntary act and deed of the municipal corporation for the uses and
purposes mentioned in the instrument.

Dated this day of ‘ , 2011.
" Place Notary Seal in Box

Notary Public in and for the State
of Washington
Residing in

My Commission Expires
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P2011-075 DJB/P2077
Dated this __I'2Z™  dayof __ Siprewess . 2011.

APPROVED:

~ad (il
ower SupermtendenthOO

W

Transmission & Distribution Manager

REVIEWED:

FORM APPROVED:

Députy Cify Attoriiey
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City of Tacoma - Department of Public Util
Light Division Permit No. 2077

ities

Southeast Quarter of the Northwest Quarter of
Section 17, Township 21 North, Range 2 East, W.M,,

in the City of Gig Harbor, Pierce County, Washington.
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REAL PROPERTY SERVICES ILLUSTRATION

This illustration is not to scale, it is provided as a customer

Reference No.
P2011-075 DJB

convenience to assist in identifying significant
characteristics of the installation. No liability is assumed by

reason of reliance hereon,

Exhibit A




Consent Agenda - 6
Page 1 of 11



Consent Agenda - 6
Page 2 of 11

AGREEMENT BETWEEN
CITY OF GIG HARBOR AND PIERCE COUNTY
FOR USE OF GIG HARBOR CIVIC CENTER

THIS AGREEMENT is made by and between the CITY OF GIG HARBOR, a
Washington municipal corporation (the “City”), and PIERCE COUNTY, a political
subdivision of the State of Washington, on behalf of Pierce County Elections (the
“County”).

WHEREAS, the City and the County desire to cooperate in order to make the
most efficient use of their respective governmental powers within their jurisdiction; and

WHEREAS, Section 3.25(1)(h) of the Pierce County Charter delegates to the
County Executive the authority to sign, or cause to be signed, on behalf of the County,
all contracts and other instruments; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to cooperate with the County in providing a facility
for the County’s use as a voting facility for regular and special elections subject to the
conditions below;

NOW, THEREFORE, in consideration of the mutual representations and
covenants contained herein, the parties agree as follows:

1. Purpose. This Agreement is intended to allow the County to use the
Council Chambers of the City’'s Civic Center located at 3510 Grandview Street, Gig
Harbor, WA 98335, as a voting facility for regular and special elections.

2. Term. This Agreement shall commence on October 1, 2011, and shall
continue until it is terminated. Either party may terminate this Agreement for any reason
upon ten (10) days written notice to the other party, provided that the termination does
not become effective less than one hundred and five days before a scheduled election,
unless mutually agreed by both parties.

3. Initial Dates and Times of Facility Use; Cancellation. The City agrees to
allow the County to use the Council Chambers on the following dates from 6:00 a.m.
t010:00 p.m.:

November 7, 8, 2011

February 14, 2012 (may not be required)
April 17, 2012 (may not be required)
August 4, 6,7, 2012

November 3, 5, 6, 2012

Additional dates and variations on times may be approved by the City Administrator or

designee subject to space availability. Closing may be extended until voting activities
have concluded. Equipment may be delivered the Friday before an election and needs

{ASB926244.DOC;1\00008.900000\ } 1




to be stored in a secure location. The equipment consists of 10-25 carry-on luggage
style voting machines. The County retains risk of loss and damage associated with
County equipment on the premises. The County will notify the City as soon as it learns
of any need for cancellation due to no election or a small election, approximately 42
days prior to an election.

Once voting begins, the voting area will be locked and sealed by Pierce County
Elections each night, denying access to anyone other than authorized personnel.

4, Fees. The fee for use of the Council Chambers is $75.00 per day. In
addition, an hourly custodial fee shall apply for each Saturday use at the rate of $20 per
hour. These rates may be adjusted by the City after 2011 in accordance with the
established rates in effect at the time of room usage, which may include custodial fees
for use outside regular Civic Center business hours. All fees due shall be paid to the
City no later than 10 days prior to the scheduled date of use.

5. Terms of Facility Use.

5.1  Use of the Civic Center facilities shall not be in violation of any Pierce
County or City of Gig Harbor ordinances or regulations. Similarly, all functions shall be
in compliance with the laws of the State of Washington.

5.2  The maximum number of people permitted in any City Civic Center facility
shall be restricted to the posted occupancy limits. Occupancy limits are as follows:
Room 232, Council Chambers — 108.

5.3  Smoking and alcoholic beverages are prohibited in Civic Center facilities.

5.4 Care should always be taken while moving tables and chairs, so that
walls, doorways and floors are not scratched or damaged. This care includes carpeted
areas.

5.5 Prior to leaving, all tables and chairs are to be returned to their original
position. Any spills or other messes should be cleaned up and lights turned out. Every
attempt should be made to leave the building spotlessly clean. The group supervisor
shall personally inspect the room used by the group with the city staff member, if
assigned, to determine compliance with after-activity clean-up.

5.6  Should an emergency arise during normal operating hours (9:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m.) requiring emergency service (fire, medical or police), the user group shall
notify the receptionist. After normal operating hours, the group supervisor shall call 9-1-
1 from the telephone in the Council Chamber. If any injury, accident or illness occurs,
after administering first aid and contacting 9-1-1, the scene shall be secured and the
custodian shall be contacted.

{ASB926244.DOC;1100008.900000\ } 2
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5.7  The County shall be responsible for any building damage, lost, misplaced
or damaged equipment and any other losses deemed to be the responsibility of the
County. The County acknowledges the City is not responsible for and assumes no
liability for lost, stolen or damaged County property on the premises as long as secured
facilities have been provided by the City.

5.8  No activity shall interfere with any other activity taking place in the same
building. Consideration must be given to those who work in the building, especially with
regard to noise levels.

6. No Relationship Created. City and County understand and agree that no
special relationship or joint entity is created by this Agreement. Each party shall be
responsible for financing its own obligations and requirements under this Agreement.
No property, real or personal, shall be acquired, held or disposed of jointly as a result of
this Agreement.

7. Insurance and Indemnification.

7.1 The parties shall separately maintain their own appropriate liability and
casualty insurance policies as they, in their sole discretion, deem appropriate.

7.2 The County shall hold harmless, indemnify and defend the City, its
officers, elected and appointed officials, employees and agents from and against all
claims, actions, damages and lawsuits, including costs and reasonable attorney's fees,
resulting from, arising out of or suffered, directly or indirectly, by reason of or in
connection with the use of the facility and performance of this Agreement; PROVIDED,
that the obligation hereunder shall not extend to injury, sickness, death or damage
caused by or arising out of the sole negligence of the City, its officers, elected and
appointed officials, employees or agents; PROVIDED FURTHER, that in the event of
the concurrent negligence of the parties, the County’s obligations hereunder shall apply
only to the percentage of fault not attributable to the City, its employees or agents. ltis
further specifically and expressly understood that the indemnification provided herein
constitutes the County’s waiver of immunity under Industrial Insurance, Title 51 RCW,
solely for the purposes of this indemnification. This waiver has been mutually
negotiated by the Parties.

7.3  Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to waive any other
immunities established pursuant to state statutes or to create third party rights or
immunities.

8. Governing Law, Jurisdiction and Venue. This Agreement shall be
construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of Washington. The
parties agree to submit themselves to venue and jurisdiction in the appropriate court in
Pierce County, Washington.

{ASB926244.DOC;1\00008.900000\ } 3
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9. Severability. [If any term or provision of this Agreement shall, to any
extent, be determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall not be affected thereby.

10.  Waiver. No covenant, term or condition of this Agreement or the breach
thereof shall be deemed waived, except by written consent of the party against whom
the waiver is claimed, and any waiver or the breach of any covenant, term or condition
shall not be deemed to be a waiver of any preceding or succeeding breach of the same
or any other covenant, term or condition.

11.  Notices. All notices or demands of any kind required or desired to be
given by City or Tenant shall be in writing and deemed delivered upon actual delivery or
forty-eight (48) hours after depositing the notice or demand in the United States mail,
certified or registered, postage prepaid, and shall be addressed:

If to City at: If to County at:

City of Gig Harbor Pierce County Elections Center
Attn: City Administrator Attn: Cindy Hartman

3510 Grandview Street 2501 South 35th Street, Suite C
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 Tacoma, WA 98409

(253) 851-6127 (253) 798-6587

or at such other address as the parties may designate by written notice to the other.

12.  Recording/Posting. The City shall, within 10 days after this Agreement is
executed by both parties, record this Agreement with the Pierce County Auditor or,
alternatively, listed by subject on a public agency's web site or other electronically
retrievable public source.

13. Entire Agreement. This Agreement is the entire agreement between
parties and supersedes and merges with any prior agreements of the parties, written or
oral. This Agreement shall be amended only in writing with the written consent of the
parties.

CITY OF GIG HARBOR PIERCE COUNTY
By:

Mayor Charles L. Hunter Its:

Date: Date:

ATTEST: Approved:

{ASB926244 DOC;1\00008.900000\ } 4
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Molly Towslee, City Clerk Director of Risk Management
APPROVED AS TO FORM: APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Office of the City Attorney Office of the Prosecuting Attorney
City Attorney Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
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have concluded. Equipment may be delivered the Friday day before an election_and
needs to be stored in a secure location. The eauipment consists of 10-25 carry-on
luggage style voting machines. The County retains risk of loss and damage associated
with County equipment on the premises. The County will notify the City as soon as it
learns of any need for cancellation_due to no election or a small election, approximately
42 days prior to an election six{6}weeks priorto-olection-dates-

Once voting bedgins, the voting area will be locked and sealed by Pierce County
Elections each night, denying access to anyone other than authorized personnel.

4, Fees. The fee for use of the Council Chambers is $75.00 per day and
shall be paid to the City no later than days prior to the scheduled date of use.
This rate may be adjusted by the City after 2011 in accordance with the established
rates in effect at the time of room usage.

5. Terms of Facility Use.

5.1 Use of the Civic Center facilities shall not be in violation of any Pierce
County or City of Gig Harbor ordinances or regulations. Similarly, all functions shall be
in compliance with the laws of the State of Washington.

5.2 The maximum number of people permitted in any City Civic Center facility
shall be restricted to the posted occupancy limits. Occupancy limits are as follows:
Room 232, Council Chambers — 108.

5.3  Smoking and alcoholic beverages are prohibited in Civic Center facilities.

5.4 Care should always be taken while moving tables and chairs, so that
walls, doorways and floors are not scratched or damaged. This care includes carpeted
areas.

5.5 Prior to leaving, all tables and chairs are to be returned to their original
position. Any spills or other messes should be cleaned up and lights turned out. Every
attempt should be made to leave the building spotlessly clean. The group supervisor
shall personally inspect the room used by the group with the city staff member, if
assigned, to determine compliance with after-activity clean-up.

5.6 Should an emergency arise during normal operating hours (8:00 a.m. to
5:00 p.m.) requiring emergency service (fire, medical or police), the user group shall
notify the receptionist. After normal operating hours, the group supervisor shall call 9-1-
1 from the telephone in the Council Chamber. {f any injury, accident or iliness occurs,
after administering first aid and contacting 9-1-1, the scene shall be secured and the
custodian shall be contacted.

5.7  The County shall be responsible for any building damage, lost, misplaced
or damaged equipment and any other losses deemed to be the responsibility of the
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County. The County acknowledges the City is not responsible for and assumes no
liability for lost, stolen or damaged County property on the premises_as long as secured
facilities have been provided by the City.

5.8 No activity shall interfere with any other activity taking place in the same
building. Consideration must be given to those who work in the building, especially with
regard to noise levels.

6. No Relationship Created. City and County understand and agree that no
special relationship or joint entity is created by this Agreement. Each party shall be
responsible for financing its own obligations and requirements under this Agreement.
No property, real or personal, shall be acquired, held or disposed of jointly as a result of
this Agreement.

7. Insurance and Indemnification.

7.1 The parties shall separately maintain their own appropriate liability and
casualty insurance policies as they, in their sole discretion, deem appropriate.

7.2 The County shall hold harmless, indemnify and defend the City, its
officers, elected and appointed officials, employees and agents from and against all
claims, actions, damages and lawsuits, including costs and reasonable attorney's fees,
resulting from, arising out of or suffered, directly or indirectly, by reason of or in
connection with the use of the facility and performance of this Agreement; PROVIDED,
that the obligation hereunder shall not extend to injury, sickness, death or damage
caused by or arising out of the sole negligence of the City, its officers, elected and
appointed officials, employees or agents; PROVIDED FURTHER, that in the event of
the concurrent negligence of the parties, the County’s obligations hereunder shall apply
only to the percentage of fault not attributable to the City, its employees or agents. Itis
further specifically and expressly understood that the indemnification provided herein
constitutes the County's waiver of immunity under industrial Insurance, Title 51 RCW,
solely for the purposes of this indemnification. This waiver has been mutually
negotiated by the Parties.

7.3  Nothing contained in this section shall be deemed to waive any other
immunities established pursuant to state statutes or to create third party rights or
immunities.

8. Governing Law, Jurisdiction and Venue. This Agreement shall be
construed and enforced in accordance with the laws of the State of Washington. The
parties agree to submit themselves to venue and jurisdiction in the appropriate court in
Pierce County, Washington.

9. Severability. If any term or provision of this Agreement shall, to any
extent, be determined by a court of competent jurisdiction to be invalid or
unenforceable, the remainder of this Agreement shall not be affected thereby.

{ASB882639 DOC;1\00008 S00C00\ } 3
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10. Waiver. No covenant, term or condition of this Agreement or the breach
thereof shall be deemed waived, except by written consent of the party against whom
the waiver is claimed, and any waiver or the breach of any covenant, term or condition
shall not be deemed to be a waiver of any preceding or succeeding breach of the same
or any other covenant, term or condition.

11. Notices. All notices or demands of any kind required or desired to be
given by City or Tenant shall be in writing and deemed delivered upon actual delivery or
forty-eight (48) hours after depositing the notice or demand in the United States mail,
certified or registered, postage prepaid, and shall be addressed:

If to City at: If to County at:

City of Gig Harbor Pierce County Elections Center
Atin: City Administrator Aftn: Cindy Hartman

3510 Grandview Street 2501 South 35th Street, Suite C
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 Tacoma, WA 98409

(253) 851-6127 (253) 798-6587

or at such other address as the parties may designate by written notice to the other.

12. Recording/Posting. The City shall, within 10 days after this Agreement is
executed by both parties, record this Agreement with the Pierce County Auditor or,
alternatively, listed by subject on a public agency's web site or other electronically
retrievable public source.-as-allowed-in-RCW-38-34.040-

13. Entire Agreement. This Agreement is the entire agreement between
parties and supersedes and merges with any prior agreements of the parties, written or
oral. This Agreement shall be amended only in writing with the written consent of the
parties.

CITY OF GIG HARBOR PIERCE COUNTY
By:
Mayor Charles L. Hunter its:
Date: Date;
ATTEST: Approved:
Molly Towslee, City Clerk Director of Risk Management

{ASB882639 DOC; 1\00008 900000\ } 4
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY
OF GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON, REJECTING BID
FROM PACIFIC AND MARINE, L.P. RECEIVED BY THE
CITY ON THE SKNSIE NET SHED PIER RESTORATION
PROJECT, #CPP 1109.

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor recently opened bids on the capital
project commonly known as Skansie Net Shed Pier Restoration (CPP 1109); and

WHEREAS, the City received only one bid proposal submitted by Pacific
Pile and Marine, L.P.; and

WHEREAS, due to the bid amount of the bid exceeding the budget
amount, the City desires to exercise its right to reject the bid in accordance with the
City’s reservation of right to reject any or all bids as set forth in its Invitation to Bidders
and as authorized under RCW 35.23.352; Now, therefore,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON,
HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Rejection of Bid. The bid received by the City of Gig Harbor

from Pacific Pile and Marine, L.P. on the Skansie Net Shed Pier Restoration Project
(CPP 1109) is hereby rejected, and the bid deposit shall be returned to the bidder.

RESOLVED this day of , 2011.

CITY OF GIG HARBOR

MAYOR, CHARLES L. HUNTER



ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

CITY CLERK, MOLLY M. TOWSLEE

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
OFFICE OF THE CITY ATTORNEY

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK:
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:
RESOLUTION NO.
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BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION Page 2 of 25

No board or committee recommendation was sought or received.

RECOMMENDATION / MOTION

Move to: Accept the 2011 Emergency Management Performance Grant in the amount of
$10, 860.00.
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3. Do not approve the funding agreement and terminate the grant acceptance.

FISCAL CONSIDERATION

The current LAG Funding Agreement obligates only the design and environmental permitting funds
for the project, estimated to be $100,000. This amount would need to be allocated in the budget in
order to proceed with design and environmental permitting and would be reimbursed with the TCSP
grant funds after the City has incurred the project design costs.

A summary of the original plan and the options under consideration is below:

Ongmal Fundlng

Fundmg Plan Optlons

Funding ::Souréek‘ . - - Pl - Pro;ect lek' s o
L . . ‘ ~ 96th toBorgen  96thto Burnham ;
. ._________=__ ji(orlgmafscope) (revised scope)
1 TCSP FHWA - grant $ 950,000.00 $ 652,200.00 $ 652,200.00
2 RCO Enhancement - grant $1,100,000.00 $ 000 % 0.00
Subtotal Grants $2,050,000.00 $ 652,20000 $ 652,200.00
Other Funds — estimated amount to
3 fully fund project $ 370,000.00 $ 1,767,800.00 % 647,800.00
Estimated Total Project Cost $2,420,000.00 $ 2,420,000.00 $ 1,300,000.00

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION
N/A

RECOMMENDATION/MOTION

* Staff recommends that council approve the funding agreement as provided and authorize staff to

pursue a revision of the project limits with FHWA.

Page 2 of 2
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W Dot ot Teansportation Local Agency Agrsement,

Page 3of ]
; - CFDA No. 20.205
Agency Glg Harbor (Catalog of Federal Domestic Assistance)
Address 3510 Grandview Street Project No.
Gig Harbor, WA 98355

Agreement No.

For OSC WSDOT Use Only

The Local Agency having complied, or hereby agreeing to comply, with the terms and conditions set forth in (1) Title 23, U.S. Code Highways, (2)
the regulations issued pursuant thereto, (3) Office of Management and Budget Circulars A-102, A-87 and A-133, (4) the policies and procedures
promulgated by the Washington State Department of Transportation, and (5) the federal aid project agreement entered into between the State and
Federal Government, relative to the above project, the Washington State Department of Transportation will authorize the Local Agency to proceed on
the project by a separate notification. Federal funds which are to be obligated for the project may not exceed the amount shown herein on line r,
column 3, without written authority by the State, subject to the approval of the Federal Highway Administration. All project costs not reimbursed by
the Federal Government shall be the responsibility of the Local Agency.

Project Description

Name Cushman Trail Phase 3 Length 1.0 mile

Termini 96th Street to Borgen Boulevard

Description of Work

The proposed project consists of constructing an approximately one-mile section of a pervious pavement, non-motorized trail. The southerly portion of Phase 3
begins at 96th Street and will traverse existing wetlands over an eco-friendly pin-pile bridge designed to minimize side disturbance, reduce erosion, protect native
vegetation and preserve natural surface water drainage. The northerly portion of Phase 3 approximately follows the existing TPU maintenance road and connects to a
trailhead with public parking and restrooms located at Borgen Boulevard.

Estimate of Funding
M @ 3
Type of Work Estimated Total Estimated Agency Estimated
Project Funds Funds Federal Funds
PE a. Agency ‘
100 % b. Other _Consultant 95,000.00 95,000.00
Eederal Ald c. Other ,
ederal Al
Participation d. State 5,000.00 5,000.00
Ratio for PE e. Total PE Cost Estimate (a+b+c+d) 100,000.00 100,000.00
nght of Way f. Agency
% g. Other
h. Other
Federal Aid S
Participation i. State
Ratio for RW i. Total RAW Cost Estimate (f+g+h+i)
Construction k. Contract
I. Other
m. Other
n. Other
- % 0. Agency
Federal Aid Stat
Participation p. State
Ratid for CN q. Total CN Cost Estimate (k+l+m+n+o+p)
r. Total Project Cost Estimate (e+j+q) 100.000.00 100,000.00
Agency Official Washington State Department of Transportation
By j By
Title MM@(‘ Director of Highways and Local Programs
]
Date Executed
DOT Form 140-039 EF 1

Revised 05/09



Construction Method of Financing
State Ad and Award

[ Method A - Advance Payment - Agency Share of total construction cost (based on contract award)

(Check Method Selected)

New Business - 1
Page 4 of 7

D Method B - Withhold from gas tax the Agency's share of fotal construction cost (line 4, column 2} in the amount of

$ at$

per month for months.

Local 'Force or Local Ad and Award

IZI Method C - Aaencv cost incurred with partial reimbursement

The Local Agency further stipulates that pursuant to said Title 23, regulations and policies and procedures, and as
a condition to payment of the federal funds obligated, it accepts and will comply with the applicable provisions set

forth below. Adopted by official action on

’

, Resolution/Ordinance No.

Provisions
I. Scope of Work

The Agency shall provide all the work, labor, materials, and services
necessary to perform the project which is described and set forth in detail in the
“Project Description” and “Type of Work.”

When the State acts for and on behalf of the Agency, the State shall be
deemed an agent of the Agency and shall perform the services described and
indicated in “Type of Work™ on the face of this agreement, in accordance with
plans and specifications as proposed by the Agency and approved by the State
and the Federal Highway Administration.

When the State acts for the Agency but is not subject to the right of control
by the Agency, the State shall have the right to perform the work subject to the
ordinary procedures of the State and Federal Highway Administration.

ll. Delegation of Authority

The State is willing to fulfill the responsibilities to the Federal Government
by the administration of this project. The Agency agrees that the State shall
have the full authority to carry out this administration. The State shall review,
process, and approve documents required for federal aid reimbursement in
accordance with federal requirements. If the State advertises and awards the
contract, the State will further act for the Agency in all matters concerning the
project as requested by the Agency. If the Local Agency advertises and awards
the project, the State shall review the work to ensure conformity with the
approved plans and specifications.

lll. Project Administration

Certain types of work and services shall be provided by the State on this
project as requested by the Agency and described in the Type of Work above.
In addition, the State will furnish qualified personnel for the supervision and
inspection of the work in progress. On Local Agency advertised and awarded
projects, the supervision and inspection shall be limited to ensuring all work is
in conformance with approved plans, specifications, and federal aid
requirements. The salary of such engineer or other supervisor and all other
salaries and costs incurred by State forces upon the project will be considered a
cost thereof. All costs related to this project incurred by employees of the State
in the customary manner on highway payrolls and vouchers shall be charged as
costs of the project.

IV. Availability of Records

All project records in support of all costs incurred and actual expenditures
kept by the Agency are to be maintained in accordance with local government
accounting procedures prescribed by the Washington State Auditor’s Office, the
U.S. Department of Transportation, and the Washington State Department of
Transportation. The records shall be open to inspection by the State and Federal
Government at all reasonable times and shall be retained and made available for
such inspection for a period of not less than three years from the final payment
of any federal aid funds to the Agency. Copies of said records shall be
furnished to the State and/or Federal Government upon request.

V. Compliance with Provisions

The Agency shall not incur any federal aid participation costs on any
classification of work on this project until authorized in writing by the State for
each classification. The classifications of work for projects are:

DOT Form 140-039 EF 2

Revised 05/09

1. Preliminary engineering.
2. Right of way acquisition.
3. Project construction.

In the event that right of way acquisition, or actual construction of the road,
for which preliminary engineering is undertaken is not started by the closing of
the tenth fiscal year following the fiscal year in which the agreement is
executed, the Agency will repay to the State the sum or sums of federal funds
paid to the Agency under the terms of this agreement (see Section IX).

The Agency agrees that all stages of construction necessary to provide the
initially planned complete facility within the limits of this project will conform
to at least the minimum values set by approved statewide design standards
applicable to this class of highways, even though such additional work is
financed without federal aid participation.

The Agency agrees that on federal aid highway construction projects, the
current federal aid regulations which apply to liquidated damages relative to
the basis of federal participation in the project cost shall be applicable in the
event the contractor fails to complete the contract within the contract time.

VI. Payment and Partial Reimbursement

The total cost of the project, including all review and engineering costs and
other expenses of the State, is to be paid by the Agency and by the Federal
Government, Federal funding shall be in accordance with the Federal
Transportation Act, as amended, and Office of Management and Budget
circulars A-102, A-87 and A-133. The State shall not be ultimately responsible
for any of the costs of the project. The Agency shail be ultimately responsible
for all costs associated with the project which are not reimbursed by the
Federal Government. Nothing in this agreement shall be construed as a
promise by the State as to the amount or nature of federal participation in this
project.

The Agency shall bill the state for federal aid project costs incurred in
conformity with applicable federal and state laws. The agency shall minimize
the time elapsed between receipt of federal aid funds and subsequent payment
of incurred costs. Expenditures by the Local Agency for maintenance, general
administration, supervision, and other overhead shall not be eligible for federal
participation unless a current indirect cost plan has been prepared in
accordance with the regulations outlined in the federal Office of Management
& Budget (OMB) circular A-87, and retained for audit.

The State will pay for State incurred costs on the project. Following
payment, the State shall bill the Federal Government for reimbursement of
those costs eligible for federal participation to the extent that such costs are
attributable and properly allocable to this project. The State shall bill the
Agency for that portion of State costs which were not reimbursed by the
Federal Government (see Section IX).

1. Project Construction Costs

Project construction financing will be accomplished by one of the three
methods as indicated in this agreement.



Method A — The Agency will place with the State, within (20) days after the
execution of the construction contract, an advance in the amount of the
Agency’s share of the total construction cost based on the contract award. The
State will notify the Agency of the exact amount to be deposited with the State.
The State will pay all costs incurred under the contract upon presentation of
progress billings from the contractor. Following such payments, the State will
submit a billing to the Federal Government for the federal aid participation
share of the cost. When the project is substantially completed and final actual
costs of the project can be determined, the State will present the Agency with a
final billing showing the amount due the State or the amount due the Agency.
This billing will be cleared by either a payment from the Agency to the State or
by a refund from the State to the Agency.

Method B — The Agency’s share of the total construction cost as shown on
the face of this agreement shall be withheld from its monthly fuel tax
allotments. The face of this agreement establishes the months in which the
withholding shall take place and the exact amount to be withheld each month.
The extent of withholding will be confirmed by letter from the State at the time
of contract award. Upon receipt of progress billings from the contractor, the
State will submit such billings to the Federal Government for payment of its
participating portion of such billings.

Method C — The Agency may submit vouchers to the State in the format
prescribed by the State, in duplicate, not more than once per month for those
costs eligible for Federal participation to the extent that such costs are directly
attributable and properly allocable to this project. Expenditures by the Local
Agency for maintenance, general administration, supervision, and other
overhead shall not be eligible for Federal participation unless claimed under a
previously approved indirect cost plan.

The State shall reimburse the Agency for the Federal share of eligible project
costs up to the amount shown on the face of this agreement. At the time of
audit, the Agency will provide documentation of all costs incurred on the
project.

The State shall bill the Agency for all costs incurred by the State relative to
the project. The State shall also bill the Agency for the federal funds paid by the
State to the Agency for project costs which are subsequently determined to be
ineligible for federal participation (see Section IX).

VII. Audit of Federal Consultant Contracts

The Agency, if services of a consultant are required, shall be responsible for
audit of the consultant’s records to determine eligible federal aid costs on the
project. The report of said audit shall be in the Agency’s files and made
available to the State and the Federal Government.

An audit shall be conducted by the WSDOT Internal Audit Office in
accordance with generally accepted governmental auditing standards as issued
by the United States General Accounting Office by the Comptroller General of
the United States; WSDOT Manual M 27-50, Consultant Authorization,
Selection, and Agreement Administration; memoranda of understanding
between WSDOT and FHWA; and Office of Management and Budget Circular
A-133.

If upon audit it is found that overpayment or participation of federal money
in ineligible items of cost has occurred, the Agency shall reimburse the State for
the amount of such overpayment or excess participation (see Section IX).

Viil. Single Audit Act

The Agency, as a subrecipient of federal funds, shall adhere to the federal
Office of Management and Budget (OMB) Circular A-133 as well as all
applicable federal and state statutes and regulations. A subrecipient who
expends $500,000 or more in federal awards from all sources during a given
fiscal year shall have a single or program-specific audit performed for that year
in accordance with the provisions of OMB Circular A-133. Upon conclusion of
the A-133 audit, the Agency shall be responsible for ensuring that a copy of the
report is transmitted promptly to the State.

IX. Payment of Billing

The Agency agrees that if payment or arrangement for payment of any of the
State’s billing relative to the project {e.g., State force work, project cancellation,
overpayment, cost ineligible for federal participation, etc.) is not made to the
State within 45 days after the Agency has been billed, the State shall effect
reimbursement of the total sum due from the regular monthly fuel tax
allotments to the Agency from the Motor Vehicle Fund. No additional Federal
project funding will be approved until full payment is received unless otherwise
directed the Director of Highways and Local Programs.
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X. Traffic Control, Signing, Marking, gnd Roadwa
Maintenance New Bliiness - 1

The Agency will not permit any changes to be made in It%? gogis%n?foz
parking regulations and traffic control on this project without prior approval of
the State and Federal Highway Administration. The Agency will not install or
permit to be installed any signs, signals, or markings not in conformance with
the standards approved by the Federal Highway Administration and MUTCD.
The Agency will, at its own expense, maintain the improvement covered by
this agreement.

Xl. Indemnity

The Agency shall hold the Federal Government and the State harmless from
and shall process and defend at its own expense all claims, demands, or suits,
whether at law or equity brought against the Agency, State, or Federal
Government, arising from the Agency’s execution, performance, or failure to
perform any of the provisions of this agreement, or of any other agreement or
contract connected with this agreement, or arising by reason of the
participation of the State or Federal Government in the project, PROVIDED,
nothing herein shall require the Agency to reimburse the State or the Federal
Government for damages arising out of bodily injury to persons or damage to
property caused by or resulting from the sole negligence of the Federal
Government or the State.

Xll. Nondiscrimination Provision

No liability shall attach to the State or Federal Government except as
expressly provided herein.

The Agency shall not discriminate on the basis of race, color, national
origin, or sex in the award and performance of any USDOT-assisted contract
and/or agreement or in the administration of its DBE program or the
requirements of 49 CFR Part 26. The Agency shall take all necessary and
reasonable steps under 49 CFR Part 26 to ensure nondiscrimination in the
award and administration of USDOT-assisted contracts and agreements. The
WSDOT’s DBE program, as required by 49 CFR Part 26 and as approved by
USDOT, is incorporated by reference in this agreement. Implementation of
this program is a legal obligation and failure to carry out its terms shall be
treated as a violation of this agreement. Upon notification to the Agency of its
failure to carry out its approved program, the Department may impose
sanctions as provided for under Part 26 and may, in appropriate cases, refer the
matter for enforcement under 18 U.S.C. 1001 and/or the Program Fraud Civil
Remedies Act of 1986 (31 U.S.C. 3801 et seq.).

The Agency hereby agrees that it will incorporate or cause to be
incorporated into any contract for construction work, or modification thereof,
as defined in the rules and regulations of the Secretary of Labor in 41 CFR
Chapter 60, which is paid for in whole or in part with funds obtained from the
Federal Government or borrowed on the credit of the Federal Government
pursuant to a grant, contract, loan, insurance, or guarantee or understanding
pursuant to any federal program involving such grant, contract, loan, insurance,
or guarantee, the required contract provisions for Federal-Aid Contracts
(FHWA 1273), located in Chapter 44 of the Local Agency Guidelines.

The Agency further agrees that it will be bound by the above equal
opportunity clause with respect to its own employment practices when it
participates in federally assisted construction work: Provided, that if the
applicant so participating is a State or Local Government, the above equal
opportunity clause is not applicable to any agency, instrumentality, or
subdivision of such government which does not participate in work on or under
the contract.

The Agency also agrees:

(1) To assist and cooperate actively with the State in obtaining the
compliance of contractors and subcontractors with the equal opportunity clause
and rules, regulations, and relevant orders of the Secretary of Labor.

(2) To furnish the State such information as it may require for the
supervision of such compliance and that it will otherwise assist the State in the
discharge of its primary responsibility for securing compliance.

(3) To refrain from entering into any contract or contract modification
subject to Executive Order 11246 of September 24, 1965, with a contractor
debarred from, or who has not demonstrated eligibility for, government
contracts and federally assisted construction contracts pursuant to the
Executive Order.

(4) To carry out such sanctions and penalties for violation of the equal
opportunity clause as may be imposed upon contractors and subcontractors by
the State, Federal Highway Administration, or the Secretary of Labor pursuant
to Part I, subpart D of the Executive Order.



In addition, the Agency agrees that if it fails or refuses to comply with these
undertakings, the State may take any or all of the following actions:

(a) Cancel, terminate, or suspend this agreement in whole or in part;

(b) Refrain from extending any further assistance to the Agency under the
program with respect to which the failure or refusal occurred until satisfactory
assurance of future compliance has been received from the Agency; and

(c) Refer the case to the Department of Justice for appropriate legal
proceedings.

XHI. Liquidated Damages

The Agency hereby agrees that the liquidated damages provisions of 23 CFR
Part 635, Subpart 127, as supplemented, relative to the amount of Federal
participation in the project cost, shall be applicable in the event the contractor
fails to complete the contract within the contract time. Failure to include
liquidated damages provision will not relieve the Agency from reduction of
federal participation in accordance with this paragraph.

XlV. Termination for Public Convenience

The Secretary of the Washington State Department of Transportation may
terminate the contract in whole, or from time to time in part, whenever:

(1) The requisite federal funding becomes unavailable through failure of
appropriation or otherwise.

(2) The contractor is prevented from proceeding with the work as a direct
result of an Executive Order of the President with respect to the prosecution of
war or in the interest of national defense, or an Executive Order of the President
or Governor of the State with respect to the preservation of energy resources.

(3) The contractor is prevented from proceeding with the work by reason of
a preliminary, special, or permanent restraining order of a court of competent
jurisdiction where the issuance of such order is primarily caused by the acts or
omissions of persons or agencies other than the contractor.

(4) The Secretary determines that such termination is in the best interests of
the State.

. i C i .
XV. Venue for Claims and/or auses&&%tgﬁsmess -1

For the convenience of the parties to this contract, it d ﬁ?é
claims and/or causes of action which the Local Agency has Eéﬁél ?ﬂ o?
Washington, growing out of this contract or the project with which it is
concerned, shall be brought only in the Superior Court for Thurston County.

XVI. Certification Regarding the Restrictions of the Use
of Federal Funds for Lobbying

The approving authority certifies, to the best of his or her knowledge and
belief, that:

(1) No federal appropriated funds have been paid or will be paid, by or on
behalf of the undersigned, to any person for influencing or attempting to
influence an officer or employee of any federal agency, a member of Congress,
an officer or employee of Congress, or an employee of a member of Congress
in connection with the awarding of any federal contract, the making of any
federal grant, the making of any federal loan, the entering into of any
cooperative agreement, and the extension, continuation, renewal, amendment,
or modification of any federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement.

(2) If any funds other than federal appropriated funds have been paid or will
be paid to any person for influencing or attempting to influence an officer or
employee of any federal agency, a member of Congress, an officer or employee
of Congress, or an employee of a member of Congress in connection with this
federal contract, grant, loan, or cooperative agreement, the undersigned shall
complete and submit the Standard Form - LLL, “Disclosure Form to Report
Lobbying,” in accordance with its instructions.

(3) The undersigned shall require that the language of this certification be
included in the award documents for all subawards at all tiers (including
subgrants, and contracts and subcontracts under grants, subgrants, loans, and
cooperative agreements) which exceed $100,000, and that all such
subrecipients shall certify and disclose accordingly.

This certification is a material representation of fact upon which reliance
was placed when this transaction was made or entered into. Submission of this
certification as a prerequisite for making or entering into this transaction
imposed by Section 1352, Title 31, U.S. Code. Any person who fails to file the
required certification shall be subject to a civil penalty of not less than $10,000
and not more than $100,000 for each such failure.

Additional Provisions
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Business of the City Council Page 1 of 164
City of Gig Harbor, WA

Subject: Public Hearing — Retail Building Dept. Origin:  Planning

Size in the C-1 Zoning District. Prepared by:  Jennifer Kester, Senior Planner
Proposed Council Action: Hold public
hearing and either:

1. Pass resolution denying amendment
consistent with the Planning
Commission recommendation; or

2. Direct staff to update the draft

For Agenda of: September 26, 2011

Exhibits: Resolution; Ordinance;
Application Materials; Maps; Planning Commission
recommendation, minutes and staff report; Public

; : o comments
ordinance to include findings of fact Initial & Date
in support of the amendment based
on public testimony and Council Concurred by Mayor:

comments and direct staff to bring
back the ordinance for first reading at
your next meeting.

Approved by City Administrator:
Approved as to form by City Atty:
Approved by Finance Director:
Approved by Department Head:

Expenditure Amount Appropriation
Required 0 Budgeted O Required 0

INFORMATION / BACKGROUND

Application:

Jim White of WWR Properties LLC, with Randy Boss acting as his agent, has requested a
zoning code text amendment to increase the maximum retail building size (commercial
structure gross floor area) in the C-1 zoning district outside of the view basin from 65,000
square feet to 100,000 square feet provided a conditional use permit is granted. The proposal
is not specific to any tenant, but applies to all retailers anywhere in the C-1 zoning district
outside the view basin.

Background:
The current retail building size limit of 65,000 square feet was put into effect by the City

Council in 1996. In 2003, the City Council commissioned a building size analysis from Perteet
Engineering for the majority of zoning districts in the city, including the C-1 district. In 2004, the
Council reviewed the results of that analysis and chose not to increase the limitation for the C-
1 zoning district consistent with the recommendation in that analysis.

In March 2009, Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR Properties, Inc., submitted an
application for a zoning code text amendment proposing a maximum 165,000 square feet
retail building size in the C-1 zoning district outside of the view basin provided a conditional
use permit is granted. The Council reviewed that request in April 2009 and chose not to send
the application to the Planning Commission for review. In July 2010, the application was
revised to lower the requested maximum retail building size to 100,000 square feet. At that
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time, the Council placed the amendment on the Planning Commission work progranPage 2 of 164
expecting the amendment be reviewed in 2011.

Planning Commission Review:

The Planning Commission held work study sessions on the revised amendment on June 2"
June 16", and August 18", 2011. An open house and public hearing were held on July 21%,
2011. On August 18™ 2011, the Planning Commission recommended denial of the
amendment on a vote of 3 against, 2 for, and 1 abstention, with the chair in support of the
majority against. A copy of the Planning Commission recommendation with findings of fact
has been included in the packet.

Council Review:

Planning staff has prepared a resolution denying the amendment consistent with the Planning
Commission’s recommendation and findings. This resolution could be passed after the public
hearing. Staff has also prepared a basic draft ordinance in case the Council would like to
consider the amendment further. If after the public hearing the City Council would like to have
a first reading of an ordinance adopting the proposed amendment, the Council should direct
staff to use public testimony and council comments to develop findings of fact in support of the
amendment. Staff would then bring back this ordinance for first reading on October 10™.

APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES:

Zoning text amendments are addressed in Chapter 17.100 of the Gig Harbor Municipal Code.
The general criteria for approval of a zoning text amendment are whether the proposed
amendment furthers the public health, safety and welfare, and whether the proposed
amendment is consistent with the Gig Harbor Municipal Code, the Comprehensive Plan and
the Growth Management Act (chapter 36.70A RCW). Zoning text amendments are
considered a Type V legislative action (GHMC 19.01.003). The Planning Commission is
required to hold a public hearing and make recommendation to the City Council on such
amendments (GHMC 19.01.005).

A. Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan:
The following are applicable policies from the Land Use Element of the Comprehensive
Plan

Policy 2.2.3.d:

Commercial/Business Land Use Designation

Provides primarily retail and wholesale facilities, including service and sales. Where
appropriate, mixed-use (residential with commercial) may be permitted through a
planned unit development process. Commercial-business activities consist of the
following:

1) Retail sales and services
2) Business and professional offices
3) Mini-warehousing

Commercial areas which border residential designations or uses should use available
natural features as boundaries.
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1) Natural features should serve as buffers, which may consist of standing timber,
streams or drainage swales.
2) A minimum buffer width should be 30 feet.
3) The density and depth of the buffer should be proportional to the intensity of the
use.

Policy 3.9.3.f:

Westside Neighborhood Design Area

The Westside neighborhood design area is located south of Hunt Street and west of SR
16. The business area in the vicinity of the Olympic Drive/Point Fosdick Drive
interchange serves as the primary service area for the city. This area has a vibrant mix
of destination retail, medical offices, neighborhood businesses, grocery stores, multiple-
family housing and retirement communities. The area experiences heavy traffic and
pedestrian connections have been limited. Having developed over time, the architecture
of the businesses is varied. Many of the businesses have developed with a significant
number of existing trees being retained.

The Westside residential areas are characterized by suburban density subdivisions of
contemporary homes built around large trees. Many homes in this area have territorial
views.

B. Gig Harbor Municipal Code:
The intent of the Commercial District (C-1) is as follows:

A C-1 district is intended to provide for uses that, though not necessarily hazardous or
offensive, are different from direct sales and services to customers or residential
developments. These uses include light manufacturing, sales, storage, maintenance
and processing. The regulations for a C-1 district are intended to allow the efficient use
of the land while making the district attractive and compatible with a variety of uses
within the district and in surrounding districts. (GHMC 17.40.010)

A “commercial building” is defined as:

17.04.245 Commercial building/structure.

“Commercial building/structure” refers to a type of structure or portion of a structure
which is used primarily for wholesale or retail sale or trade of products not
manufactured on the site. Professional services (GHMC 17.04.680) and manufacturing
(GHMC 17.04.436) are excluded from this definition.

FISCAL CONSIDERATION
None.

SEPA DETERMINATION
The SEPA Responsible Official issued a Determination of Nonsignificance (DNS) for the
proposed interim ordinance on August 24, 2011 and no appeals were filed.
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On August 18", 2011, the Planning Commission recommended denial of the amendment on a
vote of 3 against, 2 for, and 1 abstention, with the chair in support of the majority against.

RECOMMENDATION / MOTION
Hold public hearing and either:
1. Pass resolution denying amendment consistent with the Planning Commission
recommendation; or
2. Direct staff to update the draft ordinance to include findings of fact in support of the
amendment based on public testimony and Council comments and direct staff to bring
back the ordinance for first reading at your next meeting.
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RESOLUTION NO.

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OFGIG HARBOR,
WASHINGTON, DENYING THE PROPOSED TEXT AMENDMENT
TO INCREASE THE MAXIMUM RETAIL BUILDING SIZE
(COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE GROSS FLOOR AREA) IN THE C-
1 ZONING DISTRICT OUTSIDE OF THE VIEW BASIN FROM
65,000 SQUARE FEET TO 100,000 SQUARE FEET PROVIDED A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IS GRANTED (PL-ZONE-09-0002).

WHEREAS, in March 2009, Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR
Properties, Inc., submitted an application for a zoning code text amendment to
increase the maximum retail building size (commercial gross floor area) in the C-
1 zoning district outside the view basin from 65,000 square feet to 165,000
square feet provided a conditional use permit is granted; and

WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed that request in April 2009 and
chose not to send the application to the Planning Commission for review; and

WHEREAS, in July 2010, the application was revised to lower the
requested maximum retail building size to 100,000 square feet; and

WHEREAS, the City Council forwarded the revised application to the
Planning Commission for review and recommendation; and

WHEREAS, the revised text amendment was forwarded to the
Washington State Department of Commerce on August 2, 2011, pursuant to
RCW 36.70A.106, and was granted expedited review on August 24, 2011; and

WHEREAS, the Gig Harbor SEPA Responsible Official issued a
Determination of Nonsignificance for the revised text amendment on August 24,
2011; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held work study sessions on the
revised text amendment on June 2", June 16™, and August 18", 2011; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held an open house and public
hearing on the revised text amendment on July 21%, 2011; and

WHEREAS, on August 18", 2011, the Planning Commission
recommended denial of the revised text amendment; and

WHEREAS, on , 2011, the Gig Harbor City Council held a
public hearing on the revised text amendment;

1
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Now, Therefore,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON,
HEREBY RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Findings of Fact. The City Council hereby makes the
following findings of facts on Application PL-ZONE-09-0002, Retail Building Size
in the C-1 Zoning District:

1. The proposal is consistent with the Commercial/Business land use
designation for which the C-1 zoning district is an implementing zone.
The Commercial/Business land use designation (Comprehensive Plan
Policy 2.2.3.d) supports retail sales and does not place limitations on
retail building size.

2. The proposal is not consistent with the intent of the C-1 zoning district.
While Sales level 1, level 2, level 3 and ancillary sales are permitted in
the zone, the intent of the zone is to “provide for uses that ... are
different from direct sales and services to customers....” This proposal
would promote “direct sales” by opening the zone to sales tenants that
currently are not compatible because of the 65,000 square foot size
limit for commercial structures.

3. The proposal will not further public health, safety and general welfare
in the following ways:

a. The majority of public comments were opposed to 100,000 square
foot “big box” retailers in the C-1 zoning district in the Westside
neighborhood.

b. Recent retail developments in the Westside neighborhood have
been developed under the 65,000 square foot retail building size
limitation and have attracted retail tenants that have been well
received and appear to be popular with the community.

c. 100,000 square foot “big box” retailers are more appropriately
located in the Gig Harbor North area compared to the Westside
neighborhood where the retail building size limitation of 65,000
square feet has been in place since 1996.

d. The retail building size limitation for the C-1 zoning district was last
reviewed in 2004. The record does not support a finding of a
change in conditions since that review to justify the proposed
amendment. Furthermore, no evidence has been provided which
shows that the community is in need of 100,000 square foot retail
buildings in the C-1 zoning district as compared to 65,000 square
foot retail buildings.

e. Anincrease in the retail building size limitation in the C-1 zoning
district could trigger a similar increase in the neighboring B-2
zoning district. The Planning Commission finds that it is preferable
to change retail building size limitations after a comprehensive

2
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review rather than in response to a specific request in a specific
zone.

f. Aregional or national “big box” retailer which could locate in a
100,000 square foot retail building is typically less connected to a
community and will be less likely to source goods from the
community.

Section 2. Decision. After consideration of the public record for
application PL-ZONE-09-0002, staff reports, the Planning Commission
recommendation, the City’'s Comprehensive Plan, criteria for approval found in
Chapter 17.100 GHMC, applicable law, and public testimony, the City Council
hereby denies the request to increase the maximum retail building size
(commercial building gross floor area) in the C-1 zoning district outside of the
view basin from 65,000 square feet to 100,000 square feet provided a conditional
use permit is granted (PL-ZONE-09-0002).

RESOLVED by the City Council this day of , 2011.

APPROVED:

Charles L. Hunter, Mayor

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Molly M. Towslee, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Office of the City Attorney

Angela S. Belbeck

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK:
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:
RESOLUTION NO.:
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG
HARBOR, WASHINGTON, RELATING TO ZONING;
INCREASING THE MAXIMUM RETAIL BUILDING SIZE
(COMMERCIAL STRUCTURE GROSS FLOOR AREA) IN THE C-
1 ZONING DISTRICT OUTSIDE OF THE VIEW BASIN FROM
65,000 SQUARE FEET TO 100,000 SQUARE FEET PROVIDED A
CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT IS GRANTED (APPLICATION PL-
ZONE-09-0002); AMENDING SECTION 17.40.055 OF THE GIG
HARBOR MUNICIPAL CODE; PROVIDING FOR SEVERABILITY
AND AN EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, in March 2009, Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR
Properties, Inc., submitted an application for a zoning code text amendment to
increase the maximum retail building size (commercial gross floor area) in the C-
1 zoning district outside the view basin from 65,000 square feet to 165,000
square feet provided a conditional use permit is granted; and

WHEREAS, the City Council reviewed that request in April 2009 and
chose not to send the application to the Planning Commission for review; and

WHEREAS, in July 2010, the application was revised to lower the
requested maximum retail building size to 100,000 square feet; and

WHEREAS, the City Council forwarded the revised application to the
Planning Commission for review and recommendation; and

WHEREAS, the revised text amendment was forwarded to the
Washington State Department of Commerce on August 2, 2011, pursuant to
RCW 36.70A.106, and was granted expedited review on August 24, 2011; and

WHEREAS, the Gig Harbor SEPA Responsible Official issued a
Determination of Nonsignificance for the revised text amendment on August 24,
2011; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held work study sessions on the
revised text amendment on June 2", June 16™, and August 18", 2011; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held an open house and public
hearing on the revised text amendment on July 21%, 2011; and

WHEREAS, on August 18", 2011, the Planning Commission
recommended denial of the revised text amendment; and

Page 1 of 3
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WHEREAS, on , 2011, the Gig Harbor City Council held a
public hearing on the revised text amendment; Now, therefore,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON,
ORDAINS AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Findings of Fact. The City Council hereby makes the
following findings of facts on Application PL-ZONE-09-0002, Retail Building Size
in the C-1 Zoning District:

To be inserted after public hearing at the direction of City Council

Section 2. Section 17.40.055 in the Commercial District (C-1) chapter of
the Gig Harbor Municipal Code is hereby amended, to read as follows:

17.40.055 Maximum gross floor area.

The maximum gross floor area per commercial structure is 65,000
square feet-exceptthatin. An applicant may increase this maximum
gross floor area, not to exceed 100,000 square feet, provided a conditional
use permit application is submitted and approved by the hearing examiner
as required under Chapter 17.64 GHMC. In the C-1 district abutting
Harborview Drive the maximum gross floor area per building is 35,000
square feet with a minimum separation of 20 feet between buildings.

Section 3. Severability. If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this
Ordinance should be held to be unconstitutional by a court of competent
jurisdiction, such invalidity or unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or
constitutionality of any other section, sentence, clause or phrase of this
Ordinance.

Section 4. Effective Date. This Ordinance shall take effect and be in full
force five (5) days after passage and publication of an approved summary
consisting of the title.

PASSED by the Council and approved by the Mayor of the City of Gig
Harbor, this __ day of , 2011.

CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Mayor Charles L. Hunter

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Page 2 of 3



Molly M. Towslee, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Office of the City Attorney

Angela S. Belbeck

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK:

PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:

PUBLISHED:
EFFECTIVE DATE:
ORDINANCE NO:
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e aff,g@(,
City of Gig Harbor Zoning Code R iz; 4
Text Amendment Application s '{)‘9@,@

The use of this application is appropriate when a change in the specific text in_'ﬂfé,;; U
adopted City of Gig Harbor Zoning Code is desired, B

Owner/ Applicant;  WWR Properties, Inc.
Attn: James H. White
3803 Bridgeport Way West
University Place, Washington 98466
(253) 565-8661 (Phone)
(253) 564-1078 (Fax)

Agent/Contact: Mr, Randy Boss
Post Office Box 237
Gig Harbor, Washington 98335
(253) 858-5100 (Phone)
(253) 858-5103 (Fax)
(253) 279-8877 (Cell)

If applicable, name of general area/location/site which would be affected by this
proposed change in text.

The proposed text amendment would allow the current 65,000 square foot maximum
gross floor area for a commercial structure in the C-1 zoning district to be increased, not
to exceed 100,000 square feet, provided the applicant satisfies all the mandates specified
in Chapter 17.64 - Conditional Uses. This text amendment would apply to those
propetties contained within the new Olympic Towne Center north of Dairy Queen,
between Point Fosdick and 32nd Street, and continuing north of 56" Street. The C-1
zoning continues north beyond 56th Street and this text amendment would bring the Inn
at Gig Harbor (which is currently a non-conforming use) into conformance. The only
other affected C-1 zoned property within the City Limits of Gig Harbor would be the
Stroh’s/Rental Mart property on the corner of Kimball Drive and Hunt Street.

This application is a modification of a previous Text Amendment Application filed with
the City of Gig Harbor on March 18, 2009 which has neither been approved nor denied.

The applicant has previously paid an application fee of $1,084.63 in accordance with the
approved fee schedule on file with the City of Gig Harbor Department of Planning and
Building Services. Acceptance of this application and/or payment of fees does not
guarantee final approval,

Owner/Applicant Signature: //620%4 ﬁw Date: 7’/ / 3/ jﬂ’j
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QUESTIONNAIRE
FOR TEXT AMENDMENT APPLICATION

Please provide a detailed description and explanation of the proposed text amendment.

Gig Harbor Municipal Code Chapter 17.40 COMMERCIAL DISTRICT (C-1)
17.40.055 Maximum gross floor atea.

The maximum gross floor area per commercial structure is 65,000 square feet. An
applicant may increase this maximum gross floor area, not to exceed 100,000
square feet, provided a conditional use permit application is submitted and
approved by the hearing examiner as required under Chapter 17,64 GHMC,

- exeept-that-i()n the C-1 district abutting Harborview Drive the maximum gross
floor area per building is 35,000 square feet. witha A minimum separation of 20
feet shall be required between all buildings within the C-1 district, (Ord. 995 S
7,2005; Ord. 716 S 1, 1996).

This proposed text amendment would allow buildings and structures in the C-1 zoning
areas to exceed the current maximum gross floor area by complying with all the
restrictions and requirements necessary of a conditional use permit. This modification
does not affect those C-1 areas abutting Harborview Drive.

Has there been a chansge in circumstances pertaining to the Zoning Code text or public
policy?

C-1 is the most commercially intensive use category within the City of Gig Harbor
allowing for such outright permitted business uses as gas stations, car washes, taverns,
adult entertainment venues and industrial uses, The scarcity of this C-1 zoned land has
made it some of the most expensive and valuable land within the City limits of Gig
Harbor with one recent sale recorded at almost $24.00 per square foot. The 65,000 square
foot-gross floor area restriction has placed an unwarranted burden on the ability of land
owners to create economically viable projects which otherwise would create much
needed products and services for the community as well as creating significant tax
revenue for the City.

What do vou anticipate will be the impacts caused by the change in text, including the
geographic area affected by the issues presented?

The approval of this Text Amendment will have no impact on either a development or a
geographic location within the City of Gig Harbor. This requested Text Amendment
would simply allow the footprint of a single building to be increased from the current
maximum of 65,000 square fect up to, but not exceeding, 100,000 square feet before a 20
foot break/buffer would be required between any adjacent buildings.
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This change does not increase the overall density within a development in a C-1 zoned
property but only allows for construction efficiencies dramatically reducing the per
square foot cost of the building and thus the project allowing for the creation of more
affordable retail lease rates (greater economic development) and a broader range of
potential tenants. One building of one hundred thousand square feet will have the same
impact on the community as two fifty thousand square foot buildings. Limiting the size of
a single retailer's building is counterproductive to economic growth for the City of Gig
Harbor,

How would the proposed text amendment comply with the community vision statements,
goals, objectives, and policies of the Comprehensive Plan?

This text amendment would comply with the Vision Statement of the City by:

e Providing greater planning options
Creating a more identifiable and defined commercial business district
Creating additional municipal amenities
Vertically consolidate commercial shopping with other destinations
Creating an additional economic base within the City
Emphasize additional business opportunities within the City

This text amendment would also serve to further the goals, objectives and policies of the
Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan by:

¢ Creating increased economic development opportunities.

» Allocate urban uses into suitable land within the City.

e Provide land use development flexibility

e Creates an active interface between the private and the public realms

Is there public support for this proposed text amendment (i.e. have you conducted
community meetings, etc.)? Note: All applications will be subject to full public
participation, notice, and environmental review.

There has been widespread publicity of this proposed development project within the
community with most comments being positive toward the development of an affordable
alternate shopping experience within the City limits of Gig Harbor.

END
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16 Harsot
“THE MARITIME CITY"

CoMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

NOTICE OF RECOMMENDATION

CITY OF GIG HARBOR PLANNING COMMISSION
PL-ZONE-09-0002

TO: Mayor Hunter and Members of the Council

FROM: Harris Atkins, Chair, Pianning Commission

RE: PL-ZONE-09-0002 — Retail Building Size in the C-1 Zoning District
Application:

Jim White of WWR Properties LLC, with Randy Boss acting as his agent, requested a
zoning code text amendment to increase the retail building size (commercial building
gross floor area) in the C-1 zoning district outside of the view basin from 65,000 square
feet to 100,000 square feet provided a conditional use permit is granted. The proposal
was not specific to any tenant, but would apply to all retailers anywhere in the C-1
zoning district outside the view basin.

Planning Commission Review:

The Planning Commission held work study sessions on this amendment on June ond
June 16! and August 18" 2011. An open house and public hearing were held on July
21%, 2011,

On August 18" 2011, the Planning Commission recommended DENIAL of the
amendment on a vote of 3 against, 2 for, and 1 abstention, with the chair in support of
the majority against.

The Planning Commission made this recommendation after reviewing the general
criteria for approval found in the text of Chapter 17.100 of the Gig Harbor Municipal
Code, Amendments, which can be categorized into three separate criteria as follows:

1. The text amendment should be consistent with the policies in the City’s
Comprehensive Plan.

2. The proposed development regulation change should be consistent with the intent of
the zoning district for which it applies: the Commercial District (C-1). The following is
the stated intent of the C-1 district:

17.40.010 Intent.

A C-1 district is intended to provide for uses that, though not necessarily
hazardous or offensive, are different from direct sales and services fo customers
or residential developments. These uses include light manufacturing, sales,

PL-ZONE-(2-0002 PC Recommendaticn Page 1 of 3
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storage, mainfenance and processing. The regulations for a C-1 district are
intended to allow the efficient use of the land while making the district attractive
and compatible with a variety of uses within the district and in surrounding
districts. (Ord. 573 § 2, 1990).

3. The proposed amendment should further public health, safety and general weifare.
Some specific items considered when deliberating on this criteria were:
o Public comment received (both oral and written).
o Impacts to utilities, public services and transportation networks.
» Bulk, scale and design of potential structures.
¢ What conditions have changed since the development regulations were
enacted or last reviewed that warrant the proposed amendment?

Findings of Fact: ,
The Planning Commission makes the following findings of fact in relation to their
recommendation of denial:

1. The proposal is consistent with the Commercial/Business fand use designation for
which the C-1 zoning district is an implementing zone. The Commercial/Business
land use designation (Comprehensive Plan Policy 2.2.3.d) supports retail sales and
does not place limitations on retail building size.

2. The proposal is not consistent with the intent of the C-1 zoning district. While Sales
level 1, level 2, level 3 and ancillary sales are permitted in the zone, the intent of the
zone is to “provide for uses that ... are different from direct sales and services to
customers....” This proposal would promote “direct sales” by opening the zone to
sales tenants that currently are not compatible because of the 65,000 square foot
size limit for commercial structures.

3. The proposal will not further public health, safety and general welfare in the following
ways:

a. The majority of public comments were opposed to 100,000 square foot “big box”
retailers in the C-1 zoning district in the Westside neighborhood.

b. Recent retail developments in the Westside neighborhood have been developed
under the 65,000 square foot retail building size limitation and have attracted
retail tenants that have been well received and appear to be popular with the
community.

c. 100,000 square foot “big box” retailers are more appropriately located in the Gig
Harbor North area compared to the Westside neighborhood where the retalil
building size limitation of 65,000 square feet has been in place since 1996.

d. The retail building size limitation for the C-1 zoning district was last reviewed in
2004. The record does not support a finding of a change in conditions since that
review to justify the proposed amendment. Furthermore, no evidence has been
provided which shows that the community is in need of 100,000 square foot retail
buildings in the C-1 zoning district as compared to 65,000 square foot retail
buildings.

e. An increase in the retail building size limitation in the C-1 zoning district could
trigger a similar increase in the neighboring B-2 zoning district. The Planning
Commission finds that it is preferable to change retail building size limitations

PL-ZONE-09-0002 PC Recommendation Page2 of 3
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after a comprehensive review rather than in response to a specific request in a
specific zone.

f. A regional or national “big box” retailer which could locate in a 100,000 square
foot retail building is typically less connected to a community and will be less
likely to source goods frem the community. '

Harris Atkins, Chair
Planping Commission
‘dﬂ&ﬁ% /L:.T-w/? Date 4/ | /2011

NOTE: By "hig box™ the Planning Commission means a single tenant in a building over
65,000 square feet.

PL-ZONE-08-0002 PC Recommendation Page 3 of 3




New Business - 2
Page 31 of 164

August 26, 2011
To Mayor Chuck Hunter and City Council Members:

I want to briefly describe my opinion about the C-1 Text Amendment which has recently
been voted on by the Planning Commission (I was the lone abstaining vote).

This issue garnered public attention and rallied those residents who are against increasing
the allowable size of a retail building from 65,000 to 100,000 square feet. Since non-
retail uses are not limited in size, and may exceed 200,000 square feet if they meet all the
other requirements, it wasn’t the size of the building that bothered them, but the concept
of a large format “big box” retailer” locating in this area of the city.

I listened carefully to their concerns, and | remain uncertain that these same residents are
aware that a very large non-retail building as well as three 65,000 square foot retail
buildings separated by the 20-foot minimum would be allowed under current regulations.
When this issue was brought up at the public hearing and the work-study session that
followed, the residents who attended did not react to these realities.

If the issue is a large format big box retailer, then the city should attempt to get a larger
sample size of citizen attitudes. Our decision to limit the size is a decision to exclude
certain retailers from building in our city. Fair enough. But it also precludes companies
such as Fred Meyer from building a full-line store in the most desirable area for food
retailers. I think that this ultimately negatively impacts the quality of life for our
residents.

Text amendments anticipate a change in the use of the land, and usually have a general
statement about the potential of the property. The text amendment for Sunrise Enterprise
that approved a change from Employment Center to Commercial Business is one recent
example. This change allows the property to be developed in a manner that may benefit
both the owner and the city. It met all ten of the Criteria for Approval, and was deemed to
be compatible with surrounding current land uses. The process drew criticisms and
requests for denial from neighbors and other local residents, but the analysis showed that
the change was a net positive for the city.

The request for change in the C-1 Zone did not anticipate a change in land use...only in
building size. The developer made this request after preliminary discussions with Fred
Meyer about a new store in Gig Harbor. It was appropriate for the city to consider this
change for a new Fred Meyer store. However, Fred Meyer has withdrawn their letter of
interest at the present time, and the text amendment should be tabled/cancelled until the
developer has a specific tenant formally requesting a change in building size. As a
practical matter, denial of the text amendment severely limits future flexibility, and is
contrary to the Comprehensive Plan Goal 6.2.4, Future Development Opportunities.
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This goal states: “Monitor proposed urban zoning designations and developments
elsewhere on the Peninsula. Determine market requirements and potentials for
commercial, office and industrial uses and protect Gig Harbor’s interests in the allocation
of future development opportunities.”

While my personal preference is for a development that is similar to University Village in
Seattle, | recognize that the structure of the economy is changing and nobody knows what
the outcome will be. It is important for us to have as much flexibility in this environment
as possible, and consideration of this text amendment at the present time may do harm to
us in the future.

Economic Development Issues

The C-1 Text Amendment also highlights an issue that all communities...indeed the
entire country is wrestling with at the present time. Gig Harbor is a wonderful place to
live, but generally not a place that offers employment choice.

The City’s Comprehensive Plan recognizes the importance of economic development in
achieving the goals of the Comprehensive Plan. The economic conditions and trends
outlined in the Comprehensive Plan date to 1986, 1990 and 1992. These do not reflect
current realities, and we must gain a current perspective if we are to develop relevant
plans for our community.

What is relevant and important are the policies AND GOALS described in Chapter 6,
specifically:

1. Promote diverse economic opportunities for all citizens...

2. Encourage economic development in areas in which there is an imbalance
between available employment opportunities and the local population
base.

3. Ensure that economic growth remains within the capacities of the state’s
natural resources, public services and public facilities.

4, Plan for sufficient economic growth and development to ensure an

appropriate balance of land uses, which will produce a sound financial

posture... “PROVIDE THE CITY WITH A SOUND TAX BASE”.

Strengthen existing businesses and industries...

6. Provide both the private and public sector with information necessary to
support and promote economic development.

o

6.1.1 Job creation.

Help create employment opportunities within the local economy, particularly for
residents who currently commute across the Narrows Bridge to work.

Determine reasonable jobs-to-housing balance. Current 2014 goal is one job for
every 2.5 workers. Estimated ratio is currently one job for every 8 or 9 workers.
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Encourage the redevelopment of declining commercial areas through a variety of
incentives such as reduced fees... and the consideration of waivers from land use
standards.

6.1.2 Siteldentification

Work with other public agencies and private interests to identify and promote
sites, which can suitably be developed for a variety of local employment
opportunities.

6.1.2 Site Efficiencies

Work with property owners to determine the effective development capacity of
sites...

6.2.1 Small Business Development

Encourage local business development opportunities, particularly for small start-
up business concerns which may be owned by or employ local residents. Promote
the local use of special small business financing and management assistance
programs.

6.2.2 Property Revitalization

Assist with special planning and development efforts to reuse older buildings,
redevelop vacant properties, and revitalize older commercial and business districts
within the city (downtown shopping district is in critical need).

6.2.3 Financial Programs

Help local private groups structure special improvement districts, including
parking and business improvement authorities, local improvement districts, or
other programs necessary to the effective revitalization of older business and
commercial areas of the city.

These are the policies and goals that have urgency for our city. We cannot control the
economic conditions that are so troubling to our country, state and city at the present
time. However, we can be aware of the latest economic trends and forecasts that will
impact us in the coming months and years. We will be able to change course in order to
accommaodate these economic realities and maintain our vibrant and special community.
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Following are several trends that will impact our lives. Emergent Research was the
project lead for the Intuit 2020 Report. This project collaborative effort included
contributions from the Academic, Public, Private, Technical and Scientific Sectors.
Following is a brief look at several trends that will shape the next decade, and may help
to inform our decisions about Economic Development Policy for Gig Harbor.

Introduction:
The coming decade will bring a set of demographic shifts in the marketplace.
Developed economies will continue to age, while developing economies will
grow statistically younger with higher birthrates.

More people will live in urban areas and surrounding suburbs. The digital
generation will turn 40, aging baby boomers won’t/can’t retire and a new
Generation Z — the mobile generation — will hit their textbooks online.

Small businesses will shift as well, affecting both the business community and
consumers over the next decade.

Demographic Trends —

1. Digitally Savvy Kids Grow Up and Change Everything. They are quick
adopters and adapters of new technologies, and will focus on live/work,
and will demand a living environment that enables that priority.
Generation Z — also known as Gen | (internet generation), and will enter
their teen years natively fluent in mobile and social platforms. They will
expect global reach, and the global grid will be their toy, their inspiration
and their education.

2. Baby Boomers Gray But Don’t Slow Down. Baby boomers will dominate
the graying generation, and this new breed of senior citizens will continue
to work in current professions or start new careers.

3. It’s a She-conomy. Women will be a dominant force in the global market,
and will be a major force in the mainstream economy in the established
business sector or start their own business.

4. Cultural Fusion Brings Global Tastes to Local Markets. The adoption
and adaptation of global traditions into local habits will emerge as a
growing trend, and influence local business.

5. Economic Opportunities Fuel Urban/Suburban Living. This trend will
be driven by economic opportunity. The “Live/Work” trend will separate
those communities which are growing and vibrant with live “where you
work” environments from the current “bedroom” communities. Increased
fuel and transportation costs, localism as a way of life, “free agent”
employees, and cloud computing/telecommuting will be major factors in
this evolving trend.
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Social Trends —

6.

Social Networks Fuel Participatory Economy. Grassroots movements
will be the norm as drivers for change in government and the economy.
People will build communities to make social, economic and political
decisions.

Localism Creates a New Way of Life. Work-life balance will no longer be
an aspiration, but a reality as people invest in the places they live to make
them better. Current economic conditions are driving and re-establishing
traditional strong ties with family, friends and community. This will spur
economic development in new dynamic ways. Communities that compete
effectively for a strong live/work environment will be sought after in this
new way of life.

Individuals shoulder the Risk Burden. This will be driven by economic
changes and needs. Individuals will be increasingly accountable for
making their own insurance and retirement decisions, where institutions
had been previously involved. Likewise, governments will begin reducing
social support systems, driving the need for individual risk management.

Economic Trends —

9.

10.

11.

12.

13.

You No Longer Need a Lot of Cash to Start a Business. Starting a
business will be more affordable than ever. Smaller, lighter and smarter
systems, components and manufacturing methods will emerge to drive a
new era of small business. 3-D printing is one of the emerging concepts
that will transform segments of the manufacturing process.
Sustainability Becomes a Competitive Requirement. Sustainability will
move from novelty to business necessity. Pressure on resource supplies,
regulation and taxes will add to these pressures.

Health and Wellness Spending Soar. Health and wellness will become
the world’s largest industry, accounting for global consumers’ single-
largest expenditure. Multiple drivers include aging, health-intensive
populations, pollution problems, rising chronic diseases in the young,
expanding use of high-tech health equipment, services and
pharmaceuticals; and a growing consumer focus on wellness.

Work Shifts from Full-Time to Free Agent Employment. Traditional
employment will no longer be the norm, replaced by contingent workers
such as freelancers and part-time workers. The long-term trend of hiring
contingent workers has accelerated in the current economy, and will
continue to accelerate even as the economy recovers. More than 80% of
large companies are planning to increase their use of a flexible workforce.
Niche Markets Flourish in the New Economy. Consumers will demand
niche products and services, and businesses will have the means to deliver
them, driven in part by the Internet, and low cost tools and materials.
Micro and small businesses will effectively compete in this segment.
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14.  Small Businesses and Global Giants Form a Barbell Economy. Small
businesses will grow in importance and flourish due to both their agility
and demand for niche products and services. The global economy will see
the diminished presence of mid-sized businesses as they are consolidated
into large corporations. Small businesses will increase, with the greatest
growth in personal and micro businesses, due to contingent or free agent
workers.

Technology Trends: The Ubiquity of Technology —

15.  Working in the Cloud. These technologies will shift work environments
away from large corporate offices into smaller, collaborative environments
with other free agents, or toward an in-my-own-place, on-my-own-time
work regimen.

16. Data is Critical for Competitive Advantage. Data overload will no longer
be a burden, but an advantage for individuals and companies with the
skills to provide compelling analysis for consumers.

17.  Social and Mobile Computing Connect and Change the World. The use
of social and mobile networks and technologies will possess greater
utility, including collaborative technologies. Business will be redefined in
how they create value and compete, and will help consumers and
businesses to anticipate and guide decision-making and risk management.

18. Smart Machines Get Smarter. The hardware and software technologies
we use on a daily basis will get smarter, helping people make everyday
decisions and streamline complex tasks. Intelligent devices will be
engrained in consumer’s lives along with businesses, changing the way we
live and work.

Our economic world has changed forever, and the Economic Development policies and
goals should be reviewed and changed to reflect the new realities of our markets. What
has retained the same importance is the goal of increasing the ratio of local work
opportunities for our residents.

I listed small business development, property revitalization, financial programs, site
efficiencies and job creation goals from our current comprehensive plan because they can
provide the baseline to look at where we are in these important areas.

It was important to me to provide a look forward if I was going to critique our current
circumstances; and the Emergent Research 2020 Trends Report captures the major
changes that are underway in the country. The one trend that is the most positive for Gig
Harbor is the shift to localism. The live/work environment will be critical for all
communities in the next decade, and we can lead in this important area.

Sincerely,

Michael Fisher



Informational points from Jim Pasin

1. Public Comment
A. most comments not about building size
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B. jobs issue - those opposed did not come out to support project with “high

income” jobs

C. one comment about buffering came from a person whose family is
finishing a building in the C-1 zone - that has no buffering from

Hwy 16

D. OK with big boxes elsewhere in the City

E. assume one tenant use

F. OK with big box non-retail at this location

G. several written comments in favor of the increased size for retailen

2. Westside neighborhood designation.
A. two existing retail buildings over 100K sq.ft. in the Westside - no
complaints
B. not out of character for the area
1. Retail
2. Non retail

3. Health, safety and welfare
A. there are no known health issues due to the building size
B. safety will be improved
1. Improved road system, circulation and signalization
2. Sidewalks will provide pedestrian safety
3. May reduce traffic going to GH North
4. Improve traffic flow to the adjoining (existing) residential ,
retail and office area - off Olympic
C. welfare (public relief) will be improved
1. Provide jobs
2. Improve City revenues
3. Utilize vacant land
4. General good of the people
5. Improves the peoples financial situation

4. Intent of zoning
A. parallels the existing uses in C-1
1. Permitted uses - All uses permitted in a B-2 district

5. What’s changed

A. The loss of two long time businesses that could not expand and modernize

their facilities.
B. lost sales and property tax revenues
C. widening of Olympic drive
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Planning Commission Minutes

Chronological order from oldest to newest
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City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission
Work Study Session and Public Hearing
Council Chambers
June 2, 2011
5:00 pm

PRESENT: Harris Atkins, Michael Fisher, Jim Pasin, Bill Coughlin, Jill Guernsey, Craig
Baldwin and Ben Coronado.

STAFF PRESENT: Staff: Tom Dolan, Jennifer Kester and Diane Gagnon.

CALL TO ORDER: at 5:00 pm

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

MOTION: Move to approve the minutes of May 5, 2011. Pasin/Coronado — Motion
passed.

WORK-STUDY SESSION:

1. WWR Properties, Inc., 3803 Bridgeport Way W., University Place, WA 98466
On July 13, 2010, Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR Properties, Inc.,
submitted a revised application for a zoning code text amendment which would
increase the commercial gross floor area in the C-1 district outside of the view
basin from 65,000 square feet to 100,000 square feet, provided a conditional use
permit is granted. This is the introductory presentation by the applicant on the
amendment. Future work study sessions and a public hearing are expected.

Senior Planner Jennifer Kester gave a brief overview of the proposed zoning code
amendment.

The representative for the applicant, Mr. Randy Boss went over the proposal and the
Olympic Town Center project which prompted the proposed change. He distributed an
aerial photo of other large buildings in the area and their square footages. Mr. Boss
reviewed the history of the project and the previous applications made. He noted that
they had asked for an increase previously and it had been too large of an increase so
they were asking for a smaller increase at this time. He stated that their client Fred
Meyer has scaled down their store size to approximately 80,000 square feet which is
even less than what they had proposed in their current application. Mr. Boss then went
over in more detail how a 78,000 square foot building will match the existing mass and
scale of the existing buildings on the west side. He then made a comparison to several
of the buildings in Gig Harbor North.

Commissioner Michael Fisher asked what the total of all the buildings would be in the
proposed shopping center and Mr. Boss answered about 185,000 square feet. He then
asked what the size was of the Fred Meyer store in University Place and Mr. Boss said
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it was 165,000 square feet. Commissioner Craig Baldwin asked about how Gig Harbor
North was developed and Ms. Kester answered that it was in the PCD zone and
therefore it allowed for larger buildings. She explained where in the city C-1 zoning
exists. She noted that this amendment would not apply to the C-1 parcel on the
waterfront. Additionally she stated that the building size limitation applies to retail
buildings only and that the original limitation was for 35,000 square feet and then
increased to 65,000 square feet in this area. Commissioner Bill Coughlin asked if they
were asking to reduce their request to 80,000 square feet and Mr. Boss said yes they
were proposing to amend their request.

Ms. Kester went over the process for private text amendments. She also reminded the
commission that this was an amendment to increase the allowed square footage and is
not tied to Fred Meyer in any way. Mr. Fisher asked about how big of a building they
could build if they were just building an office building and Ms. Kester noted that it would
only be limited by the development standards. Mr. Coughlin noted that there would be
more employment if it were developed as an office building and Ms. Kester said she
could provide that data. Planning Director Tom Dolan stated that they also needed to
think about whether the city could handle any more medical office. Ms. Kester said she
would pull some minutes from the previous meetings on increasing the building size.
Commissioner Jim Pasin said that he felt that the 80,000 square foot request was
reasonable. He reminded everyone about the intent of the Westside neighborhood. Mr.
Fisher asked about traffic and Mr. Boss answered that they have received traffic CRCs
for a larger building and he explained the link that will be developed and other
infrastructure changes. Commissioner Harris Atkins asked if it wasn’t Fred Meyer, what
it would be. Mr. Boss said that there aren’t any other retail tenants who would build an
80,000 square foot structure; this is being done because of the financing and lease
structuring. He said that they would probably divide the building up if Fred Meyer left.
Commissioner Ben Coronado asked about vacancy rates on the Westside and Mr. Boss
said that it is minimal. Mr. Dolan asked if there was any information that the Planning
Commission needed prior to the next work study session on June 16™. The
Commission then decided to continue the work-study session to after the public hearing
scheduled at 6:00 pm.

They called a 5 minute recess prior to the public hearing at 6:00 pm
Commissioner Jill Guernsey had to leave at 6:00 pm.

PUBLIC HEARING

1. CITY OF GIG HARBOR, 3510 Grandview St, Gig Harbor, WA 98335 -
Application for a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment (PL-COMP-11-
0003) to add policies to two elements to support the State-mandated
requirements to allow electric vehicle charging infrastructure in most of our
zoning districts.
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2. CITY OF GIG HARBOR, 3510 Grandview St, Gig Harbor, WA 98335 —
Application for a Comprehensive Plan Text Amendment (PL-COMP-11-0004) a
companion amendment to a Pierce County UGA amendment to add the entirety
of the waters of Gig Harbor Bay to the City’s municipal UGA.

Ms. Kester went over the two proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments, noting that
she had received a comment from Carole Holmaas saying she was unable to make the
meeting but that she had heard no opposition to the proposal to add the waters of Gig
Harbor Bay to the City’s Urban Growth Area. Mr. Dolan noted that the County was also
supportive of this amendment.

Mr. Atkins opened the public hearing at 6:05 pm and there being no comment closed
the public hearing.

Mr. Coughlin asked why this area was not originally part of the UGA. Ms. Kester said
that somehow in the county process, the line got moved and it was probably an
oversight. She noted that the city does not currently have police authority on the other
side of the bay. She noted that this UGA amendment process was a precursor to
annexing this area.

MOTION: Move to recommend approval of both comprehensive plan amendments.
Fisher/Pasin — approved unanimously.

Ms. Kester passed out proposed findings for the commission to review for the chair’s
signature.

After the review of the draft findings, Mr. Atkins asked if there was a better term rather
than “donut hole”. It was decided to put it in quotes. Mr. Pasin said he was fine with the
proposed findings with the amendment and everyone agreed.

WORK-STUDY SESSION (continued):

The Planning Commission then held further discussion on the WWR Properties
proposal. Mr. Atkins asked each of the Planning Commission members if they had any
concerns that should be addressed prior to the next meeting. Mr. Coronado said he
would like to know about vacancies in the neighborhood and the effects of approving
this proposal on the downtown. Mr. Coughlin said he would like to see a current
buildable lands survey and the undeveloped buildings in C-1. He would also like to see
some long term projections from the applicant on the trends of these types of stores.
Mr. Pasin said that he would like some information on the road that is being proposed
and whether the city has agreed to that. Mr. Atkins said that he would like to see more
information regarding the increased congestion this would create if other sites took
advantage of this increased square footage. Ms. Kester said that staff would do a
capacity evaluation of this change and an analysis of the intersections. Mr. Fisher said
he didn’t really have any concerns and Mr. Baldwin said that he felt that the real issue
was whether we wanted this to be an office building or retail and was C-1 intended for
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retail. Mr. Fisher asked if Mr. Boss had information on retail purchases by household.
Mr. Boss said he would try to provide something for their next meeting. Ms. Kester
reiterated that she would provide some historical information as to why the limitation
was imposed in the first place. Mr. Pasin felt that the community had changed radically
and the history was no longer relevant. Mr. Coughlin asked about the impervious
surface limitations and Ms. Kester said she would provide some information on the
surrounding businesses and the sizes of the major tenants. Mr. Coughlin asked about
the impact to stormwater and Ms. Kester said that with enough engineering the
difference can be mitigated and the difference is not that large. Mr. Atkins asked for
examples of other uses that might fit in 65,000 square feet versus 80,000. Mr. Dolan
noted that this application is for a C-1 zone and there have been comments that this
should be applied to B-2 so they might want to keep that in mind. Mr. Pasin said he
didn’t think that it was appropriate as it just complicates the process by adding B-2. Mr.
Fisher asked if they approved the increase to 80,000 could they build 3 - 80,000 square
foot buildings on this site and Ms. Kester said yes, if the site could accommodate it with
a 20 foot separation. Mr. Atkins wondered if making this increase in C-1 would make it
easier to occur in B-2. Ms. Kester said she would provide an analysis of the two
different zones.

Mr. Dolan asked if they wanted to schedule a public hearing on this issue at this time. It
was decided to make the decision at the June 16™ meeting.

ADJOURNMENT

MOTION: Move to adjourn at 6:48 p.m. Pasin/Fisher — Motion carried.
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City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission
Work Study Session
Community Rooms A and B
June 16, 2011
5:00 pm

PRESENT: Harris Atkins, Michael Fisher, Jim Pasin, Bill Coughlin, Craig Baldwin and
Ben Coronado. Commissioner Jill Guernsey was absent.

STAFF PRESENT: Staff: Tom Dolan and Jennifer Kester

CALL TO ORDER: at 5:00

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

MOTION: Move to approve the minutes of June 2, 2011. Pasin/Baldwin —
Motion carried.

WORK-STUDY SESSION

Mr. Atkins went over the objective of the meeting, to address the issues surrounding the
proposed amendment to increase the commercial gross floor area in the C-1 zone.

1. WWR Properties, Inc., 3803 Bridgeport Way W., University Place, WA 98466
Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR Properties, Inc., submitted a revised
application for a zoning code text amendment which would increase the commercial
gross floor area in the C-1 district outside of the view basin from 65,000 square feet to
100,000 square feet, provided a conditional use permit is granted.

Senior Planner Jennifer Kester stated that she had gathered the information that the
commission had asked for at the last meeting. She noted that the request is remaining
at 100,000 square feet rather than amending it to 80,000 square feet as indicated at the
last meeting.

Ms. Kester went over the information she had provided. Mr. Atkins asked if the
proposed extension of 32" Ave. was part of the city’s TIP and Ms. Kester said that no, it
is not at this time; however it has been put into our traffic model because it was being
proposed as part of the Olympic Town Center project. She noted that Senior Engineer
Emily Appleton had looked at the trip generations for different types of uses and found
that a supermarket had the most trips generated. Therefore, as a supermarket could be
65,000 square feet or 100,000 square feet, there was no increase in the potential traffic
generation intensity between the existing text and the proposed text. Mr. Randy Boss
(representing the applicant) stated that the trip analysis has been mitigated at a higher
level.
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Ms. Kester went over the differences between B-2 and C-1 zoning. Discussion was
held on the different development regulations in the zones. Next she went over the list
of different retailers that could utilize a building of the proposed size. Mr. Boss gave a
brief explanation of how he compiled the list.

Ms. Kester then went over the history of building size in the City and what some of the
issues had been in the past. She then gave an overview of the Building Size limitations
report that the city had done. Mr. Boss gave a history of the Building Size limitations in
the C-1. Ms. Kester continued her analysis of the building sizes. Mr. Pasin said that he
didn’t think some of this history was pertinent. Mr. Boss expressed his feeling that the
information regarding the history about Walmart was prejudicial. Mr. Dolan stated that
the commission is free to consider or dismiss any or all of the information presented to
them. Mr. Fisher said that he didn’t think the information regarding wages and benefits
was pertinent and suggested that they get some information from the International
Council of Shopping Centers regarding the effect of increased building sizes on the
downtown. Mr. Pasin said that he didn’t think they needed to do that. Mr. Fisher
reminded everyone that the issue is really about this being a 100,000 square foot retail
building; a 100,000 square foot office building can already be built there. Mr. Coronado
felt that it was important to look at the history and the effect on the downtown. Mr.
Baldwin said there is a very limited amount of C-1 and he didn’t think that you should
protect the downtown at the expense of another area. He stated that the development
downtown should have its own incentives. Mr. Fisher said that he felt that the
commission needed to look at the reason for increasing the allowed size; i.e. what has
changed in the economy, etc. Mr. Atkins said that he felt that there were the same
items available at other stores. Mr. Coughlin stated that he still wanted to see more
data on what kind of space is still available for this type of development. Ms. Kester
said that the 2007 Buildable Lands report showed that we had more than enough
commercial and industrial land to provide for approximately 2000 more employees. Mr.
Boss said that he felt that the topic should be about retail land available. Mr. Fisher
reminded Mr. Boss that this was a work study session not a public hearing. Mr. Pasin
asked what Mr. Coughlin was trying to discover with the information on buildable lands.
Mr. Coughlin said he wanted to look at this subject in a broader perspective.

A 10 minute recess was called.

Mr. Atkins called the meeting to order. Mr. Pasin stated that he didn’t think a 100,000
square foot building was out of place in this C-1 zone. Mr. Dolan reminded the
commission that the B-2 zone is where most retail is located and there may be
questions raised as to why we aren’t allowing the same size in B-2. Mr. Fisher asked if
it was appropriate to answer the C-1 application and then just add an opinion on a
possible B-2 change without actually recommending it. Ms. Kester said that it can be
communicated in a number of ways, as a second recommendation or just as a
comment. Mr. Atkins said that he felt that the bottom line was the city’s vision for the
west side.
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Discussion followed on the traffic impacts. Mr. Boss provided information regarding
the traffic mitigation and provided a map of properties with possible development
opportunity. Mr. Baldwin asked about what would happen if the 32" Avenue extension
was never built and Ms. Kester answered that the road is tied to this specific project and
without this project may not be completed.

Mr. Atkins asked if anyone had anything that staff needed to accomplish before the next
meeting. Mr. Fisher said that he felt it would be helpful to help the public understand
that under current regulations a larger building could be built if it wasn'’t retail. Ms.
Kester agreed and stated that it would be important to state in our public notice that this
was about increasing permitted gross floor area for retail uses. Mr. Dolan suggested
that the notice state that the proposal “An amendment to the Gig Harbor Municipal
Code to increase the permitted gross floor area for retail uses in a C-1 zone from the
current 65,000 square feet to 100,000 square feet. Note: The current regulations in the
C-1 zone do not limit the maximum square footage of non retail buildings”. Everyone
liked the proposed wording. Mr. Fisher additionally stated that perhaps they could
require a development agreement with the increased square footage. Mr. Pasin said
that he felt it was too confusing. Mr. Atkins suggested that the commission hold a small
open house prior to the public hearing in order to illustrate what could be built now
versus what is being proposed. Mr. Dolan asked when they would like to hold a public
hearing. He noted that the City Council will not be meeting in the month of August so
they will not be able to consider this issue until September. Everyone agreed that July
21, 2011 was fine and that they would hold an open house prior to the public hearing.
Mr. Dolan went over the typical noticing requirements and asked if there was anything
extra the Planning Commission wanted to have done in terms of noticing. It was
discussed that a larger ad in the Gateway would be appropriate and that it should
include the wording as Mr. Dolan suggested. Mr. Atkins said that the entire Westside
neighborhood should be noticed rather than just the property owners within 300 feet.

Mr. Atkins noted that this would be Ben Coronado’s last meeting and thanked him for
his great service.

Mr. Dolan noted that the July 7" meeting will be cancelled unless anyone had anything
else that needed to be discussed at that meeting. It was decided to cancel the July 7"
meeting.

MOTION: Move to adjourn at 7:25 p.m. Fisher/Coronado — Motion carried.
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City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission
Open House and Public Hearing
Council Chambers
July 21, 2011
5:00 pm

PRESENT: Harris Atkins, Michael Fisher, Jim Pasin, Bill Coughlin, Craig Baldwin and
Reid Ekberg. Commissioner Jill Guernsey was absent.

STAFF PRESENT: Staff: Jennifer Kester, Peter Katich and Diane Gagnon

CALL TO ORDER: at 5:00

OPEN HOUSE

1. WWR Properties, Inc., 3803 Bridgeport Way W., University Place, WA 98466
Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR Properties, Inc., submitted a revised
application for a zoning code text amendment which would increase the commercial
gross floor area in the C-1 district outside of the view basin from 65,000 square feet to
100,000 square feet, provided a conditional use permit is granted.

Boards were displayed showing the areas affected by the proposed change and
representations of the possible project. Commissioners and the proponents answered
questions and held informal discussions with members of the public.

PUBLIC HEARING: at 6:00

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

MOTION: Move to approve the minutes of June 16, 2011. Pasin/Fisher —
Motion carried.

Chairman Harris Atkins welcomed everyone and went over the rules for the evening and
asked that everyone keep their comments to 3 minutes and if they wished to give their
time to someone else they would have to come to the podium and do so.

1. WWR Properties, Inc., 3803 Bridgeport Way W., University Place, WA 98466
Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR Properties, Inc., submitted a revised
application for a zoning code text amendment which would increase the commercial
gross floor area in the C-1 district outside of the view basin from 65,000 square feet to
100,000 square feet, provided a conditional use permit is granted.

Senior Planner Jennifer Kester then went over the packet of information provided to the
Planning Commission and noted that she had provided copies of the comments
received so far this evening as well. She then gave a brief overview of the staff report
and the elements of the proposal.
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Mr. Fisher clarified that there is not a building square foot limitation for other uses such
as office and Ms. Kester stated that it was true that there was no limitation for office
uses.

Ms. Kester then went over the history of the zoning in this area and when the size
limitations were adopted. She reviewed the process for reviewing traffic for a text
amendment.

Chairman Harris Atkins went over the Planning Commissions role in this process and
what would happen after this hearing.

Randy Boss, P.O. Box 237, Gig Harbor WA 98335

Mr. Boss spoke regarding the project and noted that Fred Meyer had pulled their letter
of intent for this project and that they were hoping to bring them back to the project. He
voiced his objections to the meeting and that he hadn’t been given enough easels and
he objected to the Safeway project being shown. He went over the timeline and history
of their proposal. He also objected to not being able to put his written handouts on the
back table. He emphasized that this is not a project specific proposal but is about
building size. Mr. Boss went over other retail centers in the area and their size. He
then talked about traffic and noted that they had mitigated traffic to the highest possible
use. He showed on the aerial photograph where they proposed to construct a new road
to handle some of the traffic. Mr. Boss noted that there were articles included in the
Planning Commission’s packet from 1996 regarding Wal-Mart and he didn’t see that as
relevant.

Peter Stanley, 602 N C St., Tacoma WA 98403

He stated that this was a hot issue and he didn’t want any more large commercial
development influencing the feel of our city as you drive down Hwy 16. He felt that
Uptown and Gig Harbor North were good examples of development on the part of the
City. Mr. Stanley stated he was opposed to increasing the limit to 100,000 and felt it
would increase congestion. He stated that we already have affordable things in Gig
Harbor and he didn’t believe we were leaving money in Tacoma or Gig Harbor. He
stated that the conditional use option makes it difficult for anyone to say no.

Mr. Pasin asked Ms. Kester to clarify who would make a decision about the conditional
use permit and she explained that it was the Hearing Examiner.

Margot LeRoy, 3110 Judson St., Gig Harbor WA 98335

Ms. LeRoy stated that her two serious concerns were the Olympic Drive interchange
and the traffic. She noted that even the DOT says that intersection is at capacity. More
retail will just increase the problem. She stated she had empathy for people who live on
the West side and the city needs to honor them by protecting their neighborhood. Sales
tax is not more important than quality of life. We could end up with a lot of empty
stores. She said that most people shop on the internet now, look at University Place’s
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town center project. She emphasized the need to have a vision and respect the voice
of community. She provided staff a written letter to be entered into the record.

Marian Berejikian, Friends of Pierce County, P.O. Box 2084, Gig Harbor WA 98335
Ms. Berejikian stated that she was speaking for livable communities. She handed out a
prepared letter for the record. She noted that this amendment may affect other areas of
Gig Harbor and Friends of Pierce County thinks this is inconsistent with the Gig Harbor
Community Plan where 61.4% stated that they oppose buildings in excess of 35,000
square feet. She noted that there was a goal listed to assure that proposed changes
have to be based on a community need and the applicant has not provided any basis
for this. She provided other data regarding vacant commercial areas and noted that this
area is already zoned for commercial uses and they have lots of options for building
something else without this increase. She noted that these types of large retailers Kkill
smaller retailers. She stated that we are a good example of how to do it right and we
should remain that way. She noted that Olympic and Point Fosdick had some of the
highest incidents of accidents.

Bruce Porad, 9306 74" Ave NW, Gig Harbor WA 98332

Mr. Porad stated that he has been a resident for 23 years and does all of his shopping
here. He was speaking against the amendment and noted that Mr. Boss keeps
referring to this as a project. He felt that the amendment was inconsistent with the C-1
zoning. He stated he didn’t see a need for a change as they could do many other things
on this property. He felt they could meet the current code and do something more
compatible with the community and we have already examined this and decided that
this is not what we want. He didn’t feel it was in line with the vision of this community.

Mark Overland, 1602 Weatherswood Dr NW, Gig Harbor WA 98335
Mr. Overland yielded his 3 minutes to Tom Morfee and handed in written comments.

Carl Geist, 3709 Picnic Point Ct NW, Gig Harbor WA 98335

Mr. Geist stated that he has lived here for 40 years and has been involved in land use
planning and in developing the comprehensive plan in the 70’s. He said that he
remembered the basic tenants of the planning efforts of the 70s and since then and it
was a huge goal to maintain the SR16 corridor as a pleasant place for people to drive
through and to have the commercial developments buffered. We didn’t want to look like
Fife or 6™ Ave. How did we get away from our vision? Most of us are very concerned
how you are not protecting the vision of this city. 65,000 square feet is even too big.
This needs to be carefully planned and does not need to be big box. Big picture not big
box.

Paul Cyr, 5606 55" Ave NW, Gig Harbor WA 98335

Mr. Cyr stated that he agreed with everyone’s comments so far. He noted that he has
been heavily involved in these issues over the years and was a County Councilman
when the comprehensive plan was adopted. He said that buffers and setbacks were
always an important issue and that there was 2 years of intense debate and it was a
planning process and out of that came the current regulations. Gig Harbor North was
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initially outside of the city and a lot of time went into developing it to be consistent with
the Gig Harbor community. He noted that Uptown is within the 65,000 square foot limit
and they worked with the city. Safeway’s redevelopment has worked within these
limitations. You are looking at changing a development standard and it is a large
increase. He reiterated that he recommended that the Planning Commission not pass
this proposal.

Helen Nupp. 11320 148™ Ave., Gig Harbor WA 98329

Ms. Nupp handed out a prepared letter. Ms. Nupp stated that she has lived here since
1968. She noted that zoning text amendments should further health, safety and welfare
and this amendment does not do this. She noted that other developments have
managed to stay within these limitations; the applicant just wants to be the biggest and
newest. She listed all the larger retail establishments and wondered when enough is
enough and emphasized the value of the smaller retailers. She noted that these retail
jobs are not a livable wage. Ms. Nupp stated that quality of life is more important than
more shopping choices. She went over the statistics regarding traffic at the intersection
of Olympic and Pt Fosdick and noted that it was already at a failed level of service. She
noted the discrepancies in square footage in the applicant’s information on their
proposed project.

She went over the May issue of Smithsonian and noted that she had provided copies.

Sam Goodwill, 2805 412 St., Gig Harbor WA 98335

Mr. Goodwill stated that he has lived here for 11 years and he lives on the West side.
He stated that this proposal will forever change the character of Gig Harbor and will
impact other retailers. He said he was not anti growth and liked having choices to shop
but noted that no one chooses to live here because of big box retailers or traffic. He
quoted from the comprehensive plan and noted that the West side is supposed to be
neighborhood retail. He stated that the big box retailers belong in Gig Harbor North. He
noted that this could be several 100,000 square foot buildings in full view of the freeway
and emphasized that other developers have complied with the 65,000 square foot limit.

Don Bremner, 7916 54® St NW, Gig Harbor WA 98335

Mr. Bremmer stated that this subject keeps popping up to increase the building size and
all the justifications put forth were directed at a specific tenant rather than the general
text amendment. He said he was glad the previous attempts had been rejected and he
believed it should be rejected again. Mr. Bremmer felt the proposal would change the
intent of the C-1 district, rather than providing different uses than B-2 it would just be the
same. He said it would also be contrary to keeping the big boxes at Gig Harbor North
and the development is in contrast with the comprehensive plan. He asked how this
protects our small town character and stated that this proposal is unfair to the existing
retailers who have developed under the rules. Similar uses should play by the same
rules.

Kae Paterson, 7311 Stinson Ave., Gig Harbor WA 98335
Ms. Paterson said that she agreed with everything said. She noted that they had gone
through this exercise when she was on the Planning Commission and there are
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community values that want buffering from Hwy 16 and it was decided that Gig Harbor
North was the place for this type of development. She stated that she didn’t think the
analysis that went into that had changed.

Evie Lynn, 10321 Rosedale Bay Ct NW, Gig Harbor WA 98332
Ms. Lynn yielded her time to Mr. Morfee.

Chuck Carlson, 3505 Harborview Dr., Gig Harbor WA 98335

Mr. Carlson stated that he was on the advisory committee that wrote the community
plan and he has also served on the Gig Harbor Design Review Board. He said that the
original plan was something that people on this side of the bridge developed in order to
preserve our sense of being different on this side. He continued by saying that’s why
you don’t see any frontage roads, we wanted screening from SR16 and that has been
maintained. He stated that the Boys and Girls Club and St Anthony’s have been
through a lot of hoops to be screened and this project would stand out like a sore
thumb. He stated that this would not create jobs it would suck jobs out of our
community as it would drive small retailers away.

Ralph Flick, 4210 27" Ave NW, Gig Harbor WA 98332

Mr. Flick said he lives on the West side in Quail Park and is president of the
homeowners association and is also a tenant at the Gig Harbor Corporate Center. He
said he is opposed to this proposal. He noted that there are only a few tenants who will
use a 100,000 square foot building and Fred Meyers is the worst use of this site. He
stated he thought it would have an impact on the traffic and his neighborhood would be
the one to suffer if this development goes through. Mr. Flick stated that Uptown and
Safeway have complied and they should have to do so as well. He continued by saying
that no major property owner on the West side is in favor of the change or anyone in our
neighborhood and as we heard tonight even Fred Meyer doesn’t want to be involved
with this proposal any more. He said he moved here to be away from this kind of thing
and that any 100,000 square foot retailer would not get his business.

Michael Crites, 9514 Goodman Ave., Gig Harbor WA 98332
Mr. Crites said he agreed with the other comments and said that he had grown up in
Gig Harbor and preferred running around in the woods of Gig Harbor North.

Andrew Williams, 206 35" Ave., Gig Harbor WA 98332

Mr. Williams said he was against this proposal. He said that the reason he moved here
was because it is unique. He stated that when he says he lives in Gig Harbor people
say it's cool and that’s because it's not like everywhere else. Mr. Williams said that big
box stores just have sameness and they will not make this a better community and if he
wanted to live in Federal Way he would have moved there. He said that we have
buffers with trees and this just opens the door to these iconic bland stores. He noted
that there is nothing wrong with these stores but they don’t belong here. Those stores
don’t generate livable wage jobs.
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Jack Hart, 147 Maple Lane NW, Gig Harbor WA 98335

Mr. Hart said he has lived here since 1955 when it was a charming fishing village. He
stated that we have had growth and it has been controlled in a way that hasn’t wiped
that out. He continued by saying we have a good comprehensive plan that a lot of time
and effort went into and we shouldn’t make exceptions to it or we wouldn’t have a plan.
He noted that this is near the most congested intersection on the Peninsula and that this
will suck more life out of the downtown. He concluded by saying that this is
homogenizing this community and taking away from its uniqueness and to please reject
this proposal.

Florice Johnson, P.O. Box 1333, Gig Harbor WA 98335

Ms. Johnson stated that she lives in Quail Run. She stated that in 1980s she attended
the meetings regarding the first comprehensive plan and it was crafted to prevent Gig
Harbor from looking like Tacoma. She stated that this is a residential community and
we want to keep it livable with lots of green space and smaller businesses and that we
do not need more than we already have. She said that she hoped we could retain Gig
Harbor the way it is right now. She continued by saying that as far as traffic is
concerned, the proposal for the additional road will still bring the cars through the
intersection. She asked if the area is on city sewer and water and Ms. Kester said it is
on city sewer but not on city water. She concluded by saying the traffic will be horrible
and the overpass will have to be widened.

Tom Morfee, 3803 Harborview Drive, Gig Harbor WA 98335

Mr. Morfee stated that he had been all over the country and this is the greatest city in
the country. He spoke about the history of land use actions that bear on this subject.
He noted that many people here were involved in planning of this city and that he was
involved in the 70s and 80s. He stated that ours was the first comprehensive plan in
Pierce County and the thing that inspired that plan was a concern for urban sprawl and
this proposal is another example of urban sprawl and the community values haven’t
changed since then. He stated that Peninsula Neighborhood Association helped define
Urban Growth Areas and rural zoning and did not oppose Gig Harbor North, that type of
development was acceptable there. He noted that 14,000 signatures rejected a big box
concept on the Westside and nothing has changed. Mr. Morfee stated that this
amendment would increase the allowance by 54%, this proposal does not further health
safety and welfare and no one here tonight believes that it does. He continued by
saying that this is a square peg in a round hole and we are volunteering our time
because we believe in the wonderful character and lifestyle of Gig Harbor.

Mark Hoppen, 8133 Shirley Ave., Gig Harbor WA 98332

Mr. Hoppen stated that he had been the City Administrator and asked that the
commission please consider the future possibilities of this property as retail and that all
retail uses should be on the even footing. He stated that perhaps the zoning should be
changed to B-2 if they want retail, then height, impervious coverage, landscaping, etc.
would all be similar in scale. He stated that on the site of Uptown there was originally a
proposal for Wal-Mart and Wal-Mart withdrew their application the day after we adopted
square footage limitations in pre-annexation zoning. He noted that Fred Meyer wanted
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to go where Uptown is today. He asked that the commission not change the nature of
the way business is now.

John McDonald asked if Mr. Hoppen was opposed and he answered yes.
Chairman Atkins closed the public hearing at 7:47 p.m.

The chair asked if there was issues raised tonight that required further study from staff.
Mr. Coughlin asked about the buildable lands report and Ms. Kester said that nothing
within it is current today and she could generate current data and Mr. Coughlin said that
he didn’t feel it was necessary.

Ms. Kester clarified that the site was Rainier View water and they would have to provide
a water tank to provide fire flow.

Mr. Pasin suggested they continue discussion at the next meeting as they had received
a lot of information tonight. Mr. Fisher agreed. Mr. Coughlin said it was pretty clear to
him. Ms. Kester noted that there were some written comments provided tonight that
need to be given to the commission.

It was noted that the next meeting is August 4™ and that this would be the only item on
the agenda.

MOTION: Move to adjourn at 7:52 p.m. Pasin/Fisher — Motion carried.
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City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission
Work Study Session
Community Rooms

August 18, 2011
5:00 pm

PRESENT: Harris Atkins, Michael Fisher, Jim Pasin, Jill Guernsey, Craig Baldwin, Bill
Coughlin and Reid Ekberg.

STAFF PRESENT: Staff: Jennifer Kester and Peter Katich

CALL TO ORDER: at 5:00

APPROVAL OF MINUTES:

MOTION: Move to approve the minutes of July 21, 2011. Fisher/Guernsey —
Motion carried.

1. WWR Properties, Inc., 3803 Bridgeport Way W., University Place, WA 98466
A proposed text amendment by Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR
Properties, Inc., to increase the commercial gross floor area in the C-1 district outside of
the view basin from 65,000 square feet to 100,000 square feet, provided a conditional
use permit is granted.

Mr. Atkins went over the agenda for the evening.

Senior Planner Jennifer Kester went over the packet of information she had provided to
the commission. She noted the written public comments received since the public
hearing and an e-mail from the applicant. She went over the criteria for approval for this
text amendment.

Ms. Kester then went through the planning staff analysis of the criteria. In regard to the
consistency with the comprehensive plan, staff did feel this proposed amendment was
consistent with the Commercial/Business land use designation. She noted that there
weren’t any other pertinent policies directly related to retail building size. Additionally
she stated that the Westside neighborhood design area is the primary service area for
the city; whereas, Gig Harbor North is a regional service area. The second criterion is
consistency with the C-1 zoning district. She stated that the intent of the C-1 zone does
not speak to building size. Additionally she stated that since there is no apparent
difference between B-2 and C-1 in regard to retail building size, if the Planning
Commission does recommend approval, staff would recommend that the B-2 zone retail
building size limitation also be changed or the C-1 intent statement be change to
differentiate it from B-2 as related to retail building size. The last criterion is that the
proposal further public health, safety and welfare. She stated that staff has not
identified any infrastructure impacts that need to be mitigated, including traffic. She
noted that there will more than likely be mitigation at the project review stage. Ms.
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Kester went on to discuss aesthetics and stated that a larger retail building would likely
need more design alternatives. She then discussed the public comment received and
noted that there had been a higher than normal amount of public comment, indicating
that people feel strongly about this proposal. She stated that all of the people
commenting were part of the greater Gig Harbor community and that the large majority
of the comments received have been against the proposal. Ms. Kester then discussed
what has and has not changed since the building size limitation was adopted. She
stated that the planning staff was recommending denial of this proposal.

Mr. Fisher asked about the statement that Gig Harbor North was a regional service
area. Ms. Kester said that the language came about in 2007. Discussion continued on
the population of the region being approximately 70,000 people versus the city
population being 7,200.

Mr. Fisher asked the applicant about the tenant. He noted that while the proposal is not
tenant specific there had been discussion about Fred Meyer. Mr. Boss said that this
proposal was initiated on behalf of Fred Meyer. He stated that Fred Meyer did not want
to be perceived in the community as jamming some big box down their throats. He
continued by saying that Fred Meyer may come back if the increase is approved. He
also noted that it may be several tenants. Mr. Boss finished by saying that in regard to
the difference between B-2 and C-1 he wanted to say that they are different and he
didn’t believe they needed to be made the same. Mr. Baldwin asked about Uptown and
whether that was a regional service area. Ms. Kester noted that Uptown stayed within
the limits.

Mr. Fisher stated that the Design Review Board had asked him to convey to the
Planning Commission that if they recommended approval that there is a requirement for
a Design Review Board pre-application. He noted that they had a pre-app process with
the Safeway project and he felt that it resulted in a better project. Ms. Kester stated
that she had checked with the city attorney and the attorney’s opinion was that anything
that might create delay may be a violation of due process; therefore, she would
recommend not adding such a requirement. Mr. Pasin noted that Uptown had followed
the design manual without having to go to the board and cautioned that we are talking
about one single building within an entire project.

MOTION: Move to recommend approval of the increase to 100,000 square feet.
Pasin/Baldwin —

Discussion followed. Mr. Pasin noted that the building could be used by multiple
tenants. He stated that there were many comments about buffering from the highway
and that some of those comments were from a property owner whose property is not
buffered from the highway. He then read from notes provided by Kae Paterson and that
there were exemptions to the screening requirements. Additionally he noted that the
access to Hwy 16 used to be by the lumber store. Mr. Pasin felt that there was
inconsistency in the public comment because it seemed that they felt that big boxes
were okay elsewhere. He also noted that the public’s only objection was to this size of
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retail building not other uses. He stated that he has never heard complaints about
existing buildings that are over 100,000 square feet. Mr. Pasin felt that the road system
would be improved in the area. He also noted that this proposal will provide jobs and
increase city revenue which is good for the public.

Mr. Baldwin noted that when this area was in Pierce County it was designated as a
commercial use and a lot of the planning was consistent with that designation. He felt
that a lot of the public comment had to do with the commercial use rather than building
size. He noted that a lot of times projects of this size can provide a benefit to the
community through traffic and storm mitigation. He stated that he felt that the
conditional use process can address many of the issues raised by the public.

Mr. Fisher said that there is no size limit for other uses so if all those uses are okay at
whatever size; it's hard to say that 100,000 square foot retailis not okay. He stated that
he felt that Kohl’'s will be regional and whether we think that these stores will be regional
or not, they will be. Mr. Fisher went on to say that we are not just talking about one
100,000 square foot building, there will be more buildings. He also noted that there will
be a buffer as there are requirements for that. He went on to say that without a tenant
he wasn'’t sure this application had a standing and it made it hard to review when you
can’t know what a tenants needs might be. He said that on the one hand he didn’t think
the size was that big of an issue, but felt it was hard to examine without a tenant.

Mr. Coughlin said that he didn’t support this text amendment for various reasons. He
noted that many of the people commenting were heavily involved in the process that
developed the regulations that we have now. He noted that they had reviewed a
proposal for a larger building-at the top of Pioneer and Grandview and the public had
said that perhaps that was a good project but it was in the wrong place. He felt that this
was similar as it was not-a bad project just in the wrong place.

Mr. Ekberg said that he did not support this text amendment. He stated that he had
looked at the criteria that the commission needs to consider for a text amendment and
he felt that it could go either way related to consistency with the Comprehensive Plan
and C-1 intent statement. He said that he listened to all the public comment. He felt
that they really should not be considering the tenant. It's clear that it will be a national
chain in that size of a building and that if it were going to be separate tenants they
wouldn’t be worrying about the building size. Mr. Ekberg said that he didn’t really
believe that there would be a net gain of jobs in the community. He emphasized the
need to listen to the public’s opinion in this matter whether or not they were well versed
in the technical aspects of land use. He believed that there was not a need to change
all the good work that had been done in the past.

Ms. Guernsey said she had read all the minutes and the testimony. She noted that she
is in favor of economic development and is also concerned with what is happening in
the downtown core of Gig Harbor. She said that you have to ask yourself what has
changed since the last text amendment and in going over the history it didn’t seem that
anything had changed. She noted that the applicant had at one point asked for an



New Business - 2
Page 56 of 164

increase to 80,000 square feet versus 100,000 square feet and there has been no
evidence provided as to what is needed for retailers to come to this area. She stated
that it concerns her when there is no evidence as to why we should change the
limitation; therefore, she stated she was not inclined to change the limitation.

Mr. Atkins expressed his appreciation for the level of examination the Planning
Commission members had put into this proposal. He noted that one of the items that
really stood out to him were whether it matches in the intent of the C-1 zone. He
pointed out that the intent states that that it is to provide for different uses than direct
sales and should be manufacturing. Mr. Atkins noted that the jobs possibly provided by
retail development would not help the city reach its goals as much as manufacturing
jobs would. Additionally he stated that this is a game changer since we have two other
developments that have been built under the current requirements. He concluded by
saying that he did not support the proposed change.

Chairman Atkins called a ten minute recess.

Senior Planner Jennifer Kester responded to the previous question as to why the staff
analysis spoke to one single tenant. She noted that staff needs to analyze to the
highest possible level of impact. Additionally she noted that this text amendment will
apply to all of the C-1 zoning, not just a specific site.

Mr. Fisher pointed out the areas of C-1 zoning and stated that the QFC building is 900
feet long. He stated that about 93%. of the people who live in Gig Harbor work outside
of Gig Harbor. Our comprehensive plan goal is to develop commerce in this city that
would generate jobs for residents.

Mr. Pasin said that he preferred not to talk about a specific tenant; however, if Fred
Meyer wants to expand within this community what kind of a message are we sending
about encouragingbusiness within Gig Harbor.

Ms. Kester repeated the motion.

MOTION: Move to recommend approval of the proposed text
amendment. Pasin/Baldwin - The motion failed with Commissioners Pasin and Baldwin
in favor and Commissioners Ekberg, Guernsey and Coughlin opposed.

Mr. Fisher abstained and Chair Atkins expressed his support for the majority.

Mr. Fisher said that he wanted it noted that he abstained as he felt that he would like to
reconsider it when there is a known tenant.

Ms. Kester said that she will write up the findings of fact using the statements made by
the majority. Mr. Atkins asked if those in the minority would like to include a statement
to the council as well. Ms. Kester asked that all reports come to the next Planning
Commission meeting along with the recommendation. Ms. Kester then went over the
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schedule and noted that they were hoping for the 26" of September for the public
hearing before the City Council.

Ms. Kester then went over the schedule of upcoming meetings. She noted that the
main project for the fall was the interim zoning ordinance allowing for the change of use
of existing buildings in the downtown business district without having to add parking.
She stated that they needed to make a recommendation by January as to whether that
ordinance should continue. Ms. Kester said that there are some other issues that the
City Council has asked them to look at in regard to parking. Mr. Coughlin asked if there
was a group looking at the vision for the downtown. Ms. Kester explained what had
been done in the past and noted that there has not been any money budgeted at this
time. She noted that perhaps they should agree on a mission statement as it relates to
the items on this list from the City Council. Mr. Coughlin asked if perhaps they should
have a meeting with the City Council to discuss ways to develop a vision. Mr. Pasin
asked what the building size issue was downtown and Ms: Kester said that the Planning
and Building Committee had brought it up after the QFC had closed. Mr. Fisher noted
that there are lots of issues that need to be addressed in order to really help the
downtown. Ms. Kester stated that everyone agreed that a more holistic approach was
needed; however, at this time the City Council has only-authorized the downtown
parking portion of the picture. It was agreed that they would get started on the parking
issue while organizing a meeting with the City Council. Ms. Kester said that she would
provide the Mayor’s mission statement regarding the downtown that had been given to
the City Council. Additionally she noted that there is another private text amendment
regarding performance based height exceptions for private school gymnasium. She
stated that the Planning and Building Committee is asking that the Planning
Commission find a way to fit that in in October or November. Additionally she stated
that after downtown parking there is another interim ordinance that needs to be
considered regarding medical cannabis collective gardens. She stated that after that
they will need to lookat Green First, which is the Design Review Boards concept of
considering the green areas first when developing a site.

Senior Planner Peter Katich gave a brief update on the Shoreline Master Program
update.

MOTION: Move to adjourn at 7:14 p.m. Fisher/Baldwin — Motion carried.
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The Gig Harbor City Council is holding a pubic hearing to solicit community feedback on a private
proposal to increase the allowed building size of retail buildings in the C-1 zoning district. You are
invited to provide comments to the Council at the hearing or in writing as outlined below.

GIG HARBOR CITY CoOUNCIL PuBLIC HEARING

MONDAY, SEPTEMBER 26" AT 5:30 PM
City Council Chambers, Gig Harbor Civic Center, 3510 Grandview Street, Gig Harbor, WA 98335

WHAT CHANGES TO THE GIG HARBOR ZONING CODE ARE BEING CONSIDERED?

The City Council is reviewing an application by a
private party which, if approved, would amend
Chapter 17.40 of the Gig Harbor Municipal Code
to increase the allowable square footage for retail
commercial buildings in most of the City’s C-1
zoning districts from 65,000 square feet to
100,000 square feet if a conditional use permit is
granted. Please note that nonretail commercial
buildings within the C-1 zoning district do not have
a maximum building size limitation. In addition,
this proposal is not specific to any tenant, but
would apply to all retailers.

Application: PL-ZONE-09-0002
Applicant:  Jim White of WWR Properties LLC
3803 Bridgeport Way West
University Place, WA 98466
Agent: Randy Boss
PO BOX 237
Gig Harbor, WA 98335

SEE REVERSE FOR FREQUENTLY ASKED QUESTIONS

Details on the proposed amendment, the Planning
Commission’s recommendation, staff reports, and
other information can be found at the Planning
Department offices, and on the following website:

WWW.CITYOFGIGHARBOR.NET
Navigate to the Planning Department webpage and
look for “C-1 Zoning District Bldg Size”

If you have further questions please contact
Senior Planner Jennifer Kester:

(253) 853-7631
kesterj@cityofgigharbor.net

All persons will have an oppor tunity to present their oral comments at the public hearing. T hose wishing to submit
written comments may do so at the hearing or by submitting them to the City Council via the Planning Department at
the address above, or by facsimile at (253) 858-6408, or by e-mail at kesterj@cityofgigharbor.net. A Il written
comments must be submitted by 5:00 p.m. on Monday, September 26", 2011.
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1. IS THIS PROPOSAL ASSOCIATED WITH A SPECIFIC USER? No, this proposal, if approved by City Council, would
apply to all retail stores locating in the specified area. Please note that the applicant is the owner of the Fife
RV property and would like to redevelop that property with a retail building greater than 65,000 square feet.
The applicant has not disclosed any retailer which has signed a letter of interest. Fred Meyer had previously
submitted a letter of interest to the property owner, but has withdrawn it. However, if this amendment is
approved, any retail store up to 100,000 square feet could be developed.

2. WHAT AREAS OF THE CITY WILL BE AFFECTED BY THIS PROPOSAL? This proposal is limited to the C-1 zoning
district along SR 16 near the Olympic and Wollochet Interchanges, which encompasses approximately 46
acres. In general these C-1 zoning districts include the following developments: Fife RV, Papa Johns,
ProBuild, Peninsula Auto Outlet, Umpqua Bank, Inn at Gig Harbor, 7 Seas Brewery, the Westside Industrial
Park, the new Wilco building (Strohs), and United Rentals, as well as vacant land north of 7 Seas Brewery.

3. WHAT IS THE CURRENT RETAIL BUILDING SIZE LIMITATION? 65,000 square feet for all retail stores in the
commercial zoning districts along SR 16 near the Olympic and Wollochet Interchanges. This area includes
both C-1 and B-2 zoning. The 65,000 square foot limitation for the C-1 zoning district has been in place since
1996. In addition, the City Council reviewed the retail building size limitation in 2004 and did not increase the
limitation.

4. WHAT IS THE PROPOSED RETAIL BUILDING SIZE? The applicant has requested that the retail building size
limitation be raised to 100,000 square feet provided a conditional use permit is approved. A conditional use
permit would be required for any retail building between 65,001 square feet and 100,000 square feet. A
conditional use permit determines if a use because of its unusual size, special requirements, or detrimental
effect on surrounding properties requires additional conditions of approval to mitigate impacts. A conditional
use permit requires a public hearing in front of the City’s hearing examiner with public notice of the hearing
provided to neighboring property owners.

5. DOES THIS PROPOSAL AFFECT ALL BUILDING TYPES IN THE C-1 ZONING DISTRICT? No, the proposal would only
affect retail stores, or as specifically called out in the zoning code “commercial buildings” which are defined as
“structure or portion of a structure which is used primarily for wholesale or retail sale or trade of products not
manufactured on the site”. Office buildings, hotels/motels, manufacturing and other uses have no building size
limitation in the Westside commercial area. These buildings can be larger than 65,000 square feet. For
example the MultiCare Gig Harbor Medical Park building is 98,000 square feet.

6. AREN'T RETAIL BUILDINGS IN GIG HARBOR NORTH ALLOWED TO BE LARGER THAN 65,000 SQUARE FEET? Yes,
there is no retail building size limitation in the Gig Harbor North commercial area along Borgen Boulevard and
Harbor Hill Drive because the zoning district (PCD-C) is different. The Target store is 130,000 square feet; the
Home Depot is 110,000 square feet; and the Costco is 151,000 square feet. The Albertsons is 60,000 square
feet.

7. WHAT ARE THE EXISTING LARGE RETAIL TENANT SIZES IN THE WESTSIDE COMMERCIAL AREA?
Fred Meyer Marketplace: 44,000 square feet of grocery tenant in an approximately 95,000sf structure.
QFC: 38,000 square feet of grocery tenant in an approximately 135,000sf structure.
Existing Safeway: 50,000 square feet.
New Safeway: 64,000 square feet.
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“THE MARITIME CITY"

CoMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT

Planning Commission
: Planning Staff
July 18, 2011

PL-ZONE-09-0002 — Retail Building Size in the C-1 Zoning District
Public Hearing Date: July 21, 2011

M.

GENERAL INFORMATION

Applicant: Jim White of WWR Properties LLC
3803 Bridgeport Way West
University Place, WA 98466

Agent: Randy Boss

PO BOX 237
Gig Harbor, WA 98335

APPLICANT’'S REQUEST

The applicant has requested zoning code text amendment to increase the
retail building size (commercial building gross floor area) in the C-1 district
outside of the view basin from 65,000 square feet to 100,000 square feet
provided a conditional use permit is granted. This proposal is not specific
to any tenant, but would apply to all retailers anywhere in the C-1 zoning
district outside the view basin.

APPLICABLE CODES AND POLICIES

Zoning text amendments are addressed in Chapter 17.100 of the Gig
Harbor Municipal Code. In order to recommend approval of a zoning text
amendment, the Planning Commission should generally consider whether
the proposed amendment furthers public health, safety and welfare, and
whether the proposed amendment is consistent with the Gig Harbor
Municipal Code, the Comprehensive Plan and the Growth Management
Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW). Zoning text amendments are considered a
Type V legislative action (GHMC 19.01.003). The Planning Commission is
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required to hold a public hearing and make recommendation to the City
Council on such amendments (GHMC 19.01.005).

A.

Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan:
The following are applicable policies from the Land Use Element of
the Comprehensive Plan

Policy 2.2.3.d:

Commercial/Business Land Use Designation

Provides primarily retail and wholesale facilities, including service
and sales. Where appropriate, mixed-use (residential with
commercial) may be permitted through a planned unit development
process. Commercial-business activities consist of the following:

1) Retail sales and services
2) Business and professional offices
3) Mini-warehousing

Commercial areas which border residential designations or uses
should use available natural features as boundaries.

1) Natural features should serve as buffers, which may consist of
standing timber, streams or drainage swales.

2) A minimum buffer width should be 30 feet.

3) The density and depth of the buffer should be proportional to the
intensity of the use.

Policy 3.9.3.:

Westside Neighborhood Design Area

The Westside neighborhood design area is located south of Hunt
Street and west of SR 16. The business area in the vicinity of the
Olympic Drive/Point Fosdick Drive interchange serves as the
primary service area for the city. This area has a vibrant mix of
destination retail, medical offices, neighborhood businesses,
grocery stores, multiple-family housing and retirement communities.
The area experiences heavy traffic and pedestrian connections
have been limited. Having developed over time, the architecture of
the businesses is varied. Many of the businesses have developed
with a significant number of existing trees being retained.

The Westside residential areas are characterized by suburban
density subdivisions of contemporary homes built around large
trees. Many homes in this area have territorial views.

Gig Harbor Municipal Code:
The intent of the Commercial District (C-1) is as follows:
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A C-1 district is intended to provide for uses that, though not
necessarily hazardous or offensive, are different from direct sales
and services to customers or residential developments. These uses
include light manufacturing, sales, storage, maintenance and
processing. The regulations for a C-1 district are intended to allow
the efficient use of the land while making the district attractive and
compatible with a variety of uses within the district and in
surrounding districts. (GHMC 17.40.010)

A “commercial building” is defined as:

17.04.245 Commercial building/structure.

“Commercial building/structure” refers to a type of structure or
portion of a structure which is used primarily for wholesale or retail
sale or trade of products not manufactured on the site. Professional
services (GHMC 17.04.680) and manufacturing (GHMC 17.04.436)
are excluded from this definition.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION

The current commercial (retail) building size limit of 65,000 square feet
was put into effect by the City Council in 1996. In 2003, the City Council
commissioned a building size analysis from Perteet Engineering for the
majority of zoning districts in the city, including the C-1 district. In 2004, the
Council reviewed the results of that analysis and chose not to increase the
limitation for the C-1 zoning district.

In March 2009, Randy Boss, on behalf of Jim White of WWR Properties,
Inc., submitted an application for a zoning code text amendment proposing
a maximum 165,000 square feet commercial (retail) building size in the
C-1 zoning district outside of the view basin provided a conditional use
permit is granted. The Council reviewed that request in April 2009 and
chose not to send the application to the Planning Commission for review.
In July 2010, the application was revised to lower the requested maximum
commercial (retail) building size to 100,000 square feet. At that time, the
Council placed the amendment on the Planning Commission work
program expecting the amendment be reviewed in 2011.

ENVIRONMENTAL REVIEW:

The SEPA Responsible Official received the completed environmental
checklist on July 12, 2011 and has begun review. A SEPA threshold
determination is expected prior to City Council review of the amendment.
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The environmental checklist is enclosed as Attachment A to this staff
report.

STAFF/PLANNING COMMISSION ANALYSIS:

The Planning Commission held work study sessions on this text
amendment on June 2™ and June 16" 2011 and requested a variety of
information for their deliberation. The following is a synopsis of the
information provided to the Planning Commission at those meetings with
more detailed information included as attachments to this staff report as
noted.

Retail vs. Nonretail Building Size Limits: The proposed amendment
would only apply to commercial (retail) buildings which are defined in the
City’s code as a“structure or portion of a structure which is used primarily
for wholesale or retail sale or trade of products not manufactured on the
site”. The proposal would not apply to nonretail buildings. Office
buildings, hotels/motels, manufacturing and other uses have no building
size limitation in the Westside commercial area. These buildings can be
larger than 65,000 square feet. For example the MultiCare Gig Harbor
Medical Park building is 98,000 square feet.

C-1 versus B-2 zoning development regulations: The existing
commercial (retail) building size limit of 65,000 square feet applies to both
the C-1 and B-2 zoning districts in the Westside neighborhood area. If the
applicant’s request were approved by the City Council, the limit would be
raised to 100,000 square feet in only the C-1 zoning district. The
Commission asked staff to analyze the difference between the zones as
the majority of retail development in the Westside occurs in the B-2 zoning
district. The primary difference between the zones is the intent statement
and the allowed uses. In general, the C-1 zone is intended for “uses that
... are different from direct sales and services...”, while the B-2 is intended
“to provide areas that offer a wide range of consumer goods and services”.
The C-1 zoning district allows industrial uses and vehicle/heavy equipment
sales, whereas the B-2 zoning district does not. Both zones allow general
retail sales. Currently, there is no significant difference between the
development standards for commercial (retail) buildings in the C-1 or B-2
zoning districts. Attachment B includes a more detailed comparison.

Potential Retail Tenants: Randy Boss, agent for the applicant, provided
the Commission with a list of retailers which are currently either in
Washington/Oregon or those that are interested in coming to
Washington/Oregon in a size ranging from 75,000 sq ft to 125,000 sq.
The list is included as Attachment C
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Traffic Impacts to Olympic Drive/Point Fosdick Intersection: Because
this proposed text amendment is not directly tied to a specific site or
project and could apply anywhere in the C-1 zoning district in the
Westside, the impacts to this intersection were not specifically analyzed.
The staff analyzed whether the increase in allowed retail building size
would trigger a greatly intensity of traffic generation. Because the most
intense retail traffic generator (a grocery store) could locate in a 65,000sf
building and a 100,000sf building, staff determined that the text
amendment itself does not trigger greater traffic generation compared to
current regulations. If the proposal is approved, an analysis of this
intersection will be conducted based on a specific project proposal.

Existing Retail Vacancies adjacent to the Olympic Drive/Point
Fosdick Intersection: As provided by the applicant as of June 2011,
there is one 2,000 sq ft space at the Harbor Plaza and two vacancies at
Olympic Plaza totaling 2,600 sq ft. Safeway vacancies were not included
due to redevelopment

Retail Needs in the City: The Commission asked if Randy Boss could
quantify the need for retailers in Gig Harbor. Randy Boss indicated that he
could provide a market analysis to determine retail leakage out of Gig
Harbor to Tacoma but that report would take several weeks. As of the
date of this staff report that analysis has not been provided for
Commission review.

Purpose of a Conditional Use Permit: The applicant has requested that
the retail building size limitation be raised to 100,000 square feet provided
a conditional use permit is approved. A conditional use permit would be
required for any retail building between 65,001 square feet and 100,000
square feet. A conditional use permit determines if a use because of its
unusual size, special requirements, or detrimental effect on surrounding
properties requires additional conditions of approval to mitigate impacts. A
conditional use permit requires a public hearing in front of the City’s
hearing examiner with public notice of the hearing provided to neighboring
property owners.

History of past retail building size analysis in the area: The issue of
building size for retailers has been discussed in the public forum many
times in the last twenty years. The most notable times were when
Walmart was considering locating along Point Fosdick and when the
Council reviewed the 2003 Building Size Analysis by Perteet. As the City
limits did not include the Walmart site when it was being considered in
1995 and 1996, there are no records of City-held public hearings on the
issue. However, staff was able to find some older news articles regarding
Walmart in Gig Harbor (Attachment D). Regarding the 2003 Building Size
Analysis, it is noted in the report that the purpose of a 65,000 retail
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building size limit in the B-2 zoning district was to allow redevelopment of
existing community grocery stores. The C-1 zoning district retail building
size limit was not proposed to be increased; instead, the report notes that
the difference between the two zones (B-2 and C-1) would be largely
allowed uses.

VI. RECOMMENDATION:

Staff recommends the Planning Commission receive comments on the
proposed amendment at the public hearing. After the public hearing, the
Planning Commission should review the comments and prepare a
recommendation to the City Council.

Project Planner:  Jennifer Kester, Senior Planner

Date: l/' O 17’/)2; !l!

cc:.  Planning File
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ENVIRONMENTAL CHECKLIST

WAC197-11-960

Purpose of checkiist:

The State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), chapter 43.21C RCW,
requires all governmental agencies to consider the environmental impacts of
a proposal before making decisions. An environmental impact statement
(EIS) must be prepared for all proposals with probable significant adverse
imnpacts on the quality of the environment. The purpose of this checklist
is to provide information to help you and the agency identify impacts from
your proposal {(and to reduce or avoid impacts from the proposal, if it can
be done) and to help the agency decide whether an EIS is required.

Instructions for applicants:

This environmental checklist asks you to describe some basic
information about your proposal. Governmental agencies use this checklist
to determine whether the environmental impacts of your proposal are
significant, requiring preparation of an EIS. Answer the questions briefly,
with the most precise information known, or give the best description you can.

You must answer each question accurately and carefully, to the best
of your knowledge. In most cases, you should be able to answer the questions
from your own observations or project plans without the need to hire experts,
If'you really do not know the answer, or if a question does not apply to your
proposal, write "do not know" or "does not apply." Complete answers to the

***QFFICIAL USE ONLY***

sepa #_ (|- (OO

Case #

Related Cases:

Date Received: ‘)“a“‘
By: O;mmug ﬁ\-gfif()_t/w

Submittal;

Complete Incomplete

Information Requested:

questions now may avoid unnecessary delays later.

Some questions ask about governmental regulations, such as zoning, shoreline, and landmark designations, Answer these questions if

you can, If you have problems, the governmental ageneies can assist you,

The checklist questions apply to all parts of your proposal, even if you plan to do them over a period of time or on different parcels of
land, Attach any additional information that will help describe your proposal or its environmental effects. The agency to which you submit this
checklist may ask you to explain your answers or provide additional information reasonably related to determining if there may be significant

adverse impact.

Use of checklist for nonproject proposals:

Complete this checklist for nonproject proposals, even though questions may be answered "does not apply." TN ADDITION, complete

the SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS (part D).

For nonproject actions, the references in the checklist to the words "project,” "applicant," and "property or site” should be read as -

"proposal,” "proposer,” and "affected geographic area," respectively.
TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
A. BACKGROUND

I.  Name of proposed project, if applicable:

2. Applicant:
Name: W.W.R. Propedies

EVALUATION FOR
AGENCY USE ONLY

Address: 3803 Bridgeport Way West, University Place, Wa, 98466

Phone:  (253) 565-8661

Representative/Contact Person:
Name: _Randy Boss

Address: P.0. Box 237, Gig Harbor, Wa. 88335

Phone: (253) 279-8877




TO BE COMPLETED BY APPLICANT
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i0.
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Date checklist prepared: July, 11, 2011
Agency requesting checklist: City of Gig Harbor

Proposed timing or schedule (including phasing, if applicable):
Immediate

Do you have any plans for future additions, expansion, or further activity related to or connected

with this proposal? If yes, explain.
None.

List any environmental information you know about that has been prepared, or will be prepared,

directly related to this proposal.
None

Do you know whether applications are pending for governmental approvals of other proposals
dhi]rectly affecting the property covered by your praposal? If yes, explain.
o.

List any governinent approvals or (Ejermits that will be needed for your propasal, if known,
Appraval by the City Council, City of Gig Harbor, Wa.

Give brief, complete description of your proposal, including the proposed uses and the size of the
project and site. There are several questions later in this checklist that ask you to describe certain
aspects of your proposal. You do not need to repeat those answers on this page. (Lead agencies
may modify this form to include additional specific information on project deseription.)

This is a request fo allow for the increase in the maximum single building slze in the C-1 zening from the
current 65,000 square feet to a maximum of 100,000 square feet with Hearing Examiner approval and
conditions,
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12. Location of the proposal. Give sufficient information for a person fo understand the precise
location of your proposed project, including a street address, if any, and section, township,
and range, if known, If a proposal would occur over a range of area, provide the range or
boundaries of the site(s). Provide a legal description, site plan, vicinity map, and topographic
map, if reasonably available. While you should submit any plans required by the agency, you
are not required to duplicate maps or detailed plans submitted with any permit applications
related to this checklist.

This request would only affect the C-1 zoned properties within the Westside Business District within the Cily
limits of Gig Harbor.

B. ENVIRONMENTAL ELEMENTS
1. Earth

4) General description of the site (circle one): Flat, rolling, hilly, steep slopes, mountainous, other.

b) What is the steepest slope on the site (approximate percent slope)?
NA

¢} What general types of soils are found on the site (for example, clay, sand, gravel, peat, muck)?
Tf you know the classification of agricultural soils, specify them and note any prime farmland.
NA

d) Are there surface indications or history of unstable soils in the immediate vicinity? If so,

describe.
NA

e) Describe the purpose, type, and approximate quantities of any filling or grading proposed.
Indicate source of fill.
NA

f)  Could erosion occur as a result of clearing, construction, or use? If so, generally describe,

g) About what percent of the site will be covered with impervious surfaces after project
ﬁﬁmtmction (for example, asphalt or buildings)?

h) E?posed measures to reduce or control erosion, or other impacts to the earth, if any:
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2. Air

a) What types of emissions to the air would result from the proposal (i.e., dust, automobile,
odors, industrial wood smoke) during construction and when the project is completed?
if any, generally describe and give approximate quantities if known.

NA

b) Are there any off-site scurces of emissions or odor that may affect your proposal?
If so, generally describe.
NA

¢) Proposed measures to reduce or control emissions or other impacts to ar, if any:

NA
3. Water
a) Surface:

(1) Ts there any surface watet body on or in the immediate vicinity of the site (including
year-round and seasonal streams, saltwater, lakes, ponds, wetlands)? If yes, describe type

and provide names. If appropriate, state what stream or river it flaws inte.
NA

(2) Will the project require any work over, in, or adjacent fo (within 200 feet) the described
waters? Ifyes, please describe and attach available plans.
NA

{(3) Estimate the amount of fill and dredge material that would be placed in or removed from
surface water or wetlands and indicate the area of the site that would be affected. Tndicate thg

source of fill material.
NA

(4) Will the proposal require surface water withdrawals or diversions? Give general description,
purpose, and approximate quantities if known.
NA

(5) Does the proposal lie within a 100-year floodplain? If so, note location on the site plan.
NA
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(6) Does the proposal involve any discharges of waste materials to surface waters? If so,
dﬁscribe the type of waste and anticipated volume of discharge.
o3

by  Ground:

1) Will ground water be withdrawn, or will water be discharged to ground water?
Give general description, purpose, and approximate quantities if known.
No

(2) Describe waste material that will be discharged info the ground from septic tanks or other
sourges, if any (for example: Domestic sewage; industrial, containing the following chemicals;
agricultural; etc.). Describe the general size of the system, the number of such systems, the
number of houses to be served (if applicable), or the number of animals or humans the system
iSN %xpected to serve.

¢) Water runoff (including stormwater):

(1) Describe the source of runoff (including storm water) and method of collection and disposal,
if any (include quantities, if known). Where will this water flow? Will this water flow into

other waters? If so, describe.
NA

{2) Could waste materials enter ground or swrface waters? If so, generally describe.
NA

d} Proposed measures to reduce or control surface, ground, and runoff water impacts, if any:
NA

4. Plants
a) Check or circle types of vegetation found on the site:
|j deciduous tree: alder, maple, aspen, other

evergreen tree; fir, cedar, pine, other
sbrubs
grass
pasture
CTop or grain
wet soil plants: cattail, buttercup, bullrush, skunk cabbage, other
water plants: water lily, eelgrass, milfoil, other

other types of vegetation

b) ?JVhat kind and amount of vegetation will be removed or altered?

¢} List threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site,
N
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¢)

a)

b)

©)

d)

6. Energy and natural resources

a)

b)

c)

7.  Environmental health

a)

vegetation on the site, if' any: NA
5. Animals
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Proposed landscaping, use of native plants, or other measures to preserve or enhance

Circle any birds and animals which have been observed on or near the site or are known to be
oh or near the site:

birds: hawk, heron, eagle, songbirds, other:

mammals: deer, bear, elk, beaver, other:

fish: bass, salmon, trout, herring, shellfish, other:

List any threatened or endangered species known to be on or near the site.
NA

{Js Ahe site part of a migration route? I so, explain.

Proposed measures to preserve or enhance wildlife, if any:
NA

What kinds of energy (electric, natural gas, oil, wood stove, solar) will be used to meet the

completed project’s energy needs? Describe whether it will be used for heating, manufacturing, ete.

NA

Would your project affect the potential use of solar energy by adjacent properties? If so,
%egeml[y describe.

What kinds of energy conservation features are included in the plans of this proposal?
Iﬁi’gt other proposed measures to reduce or control energy imnpacts, if any:

Are there any environmental health hazards, including exposure to toxic chemicals, risk of fire and
explosion, spill, or hazardous waste, that could occur as a result of this proposal?
If so, describe.

NA

(1) Describe special emergency services that might be required.
NA

(2) Proposed measures o reduce or control envirommental health hazards, if any:

0
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b)

Noise

(1) What types of noise exist in the area which may affect your project (for example: traffic,
equipment, operation, other)? NA

(2) What types and levels of noise would be created by or associated with the project on a
short-ferm or a long-term basis (for example: traffic, construction, operation, other}? Indi-

cate what hours noise would come from the site.
NA

(3) Proposed measures to reduce or control noise impacts, if any:
NA

8. Land and shoreline use

a)

b)

d)

e)

g)

k)

What is the current use of the site and adjacent properties?
NA

Has the site been used for agriculture? If so, describe,
NA

Deescribe any structures on the site.
NA

Will any structures be demolished? 1f so, what?
NA

What is the current zoning classification of the site?
C-1

What is the current comprehensive plan designation of the site?
Cc-1

II\Jf :pplicable, what is the current shoreline master program designation of the site?

Has any part of the site been classified as an "environmentally sensitive" area? If so, specify.
NA

Approximately how many people would reside or work in the completed project?
NA

New Business - 2
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10.

)] Aagroximately how many people would the completed project displace?

. Light and glare

k) I;Jroposed measures to avoid or reduce displacement impacts, if any:
A

(1) Proposed measures to ensure the proposal is compatible with existing and projected land

uses and plans, if any:
NA

Housing

a)  Approximately how many units would be provided, if any? Indicate whether high, middle, or

low-income housing.
NA

b) Approximately how many units, if any, would be eliminated? Indicate whether high, middle, or

low-income housing.
NA

¢) Proposed measures to reduce or control housing impacts, if any:
NA

Aesthetics

a) What is the tallest height of any proposed structure(s), not including antennas; what is the principd

exterior building material(s) proposed?

35 feet is the current haight limitation for all buildings constructed within the C-1 zoning and afl exteriors of
all building constructed in the C-1 zone must comply with the current Design Manual for the City of Glg
Harbor.

by  What views in the iinmediate vicinity would be altered or obstructed?
NA

c) Proposed measures to reduce or control aesthetic impacts, if any:
NA

a) What type of light or glare will the proposal produce? What time of day would it mainly occur?
NA
b) CF‘J(Kﬂd light or glare from the finished project be a safety hazard or interfere with views?

¢) What existing off-site sources of light or glare may affect your proposal?
NA

d) Proposed measures to reduce or control light and glare impacts, if any:
NA

New Business - 2
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12,

13.

14,

Recreation

a) What designated and informal recreational opportunities are in the immediate vieinity?
NA

b) WX“M the proposed project displace any existing recreational uses? If so, describe.

¢) Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts on recreation, including recreation opportunities
to be provided by the project or applicant, if any:
NA

Historic and cultural preservation

a)  Are there any places or objects listed on, or proposed for, national, state, or local preservation
registers known to be on or next to the site? If so, generally describe.
NA

b) Generally describe any landiarks or evidence of historic, archaeological, scientific, or cultural

importance known to be on or next to the site.
NA

¢) Proposed measures to reduce or control impacts, if any:
NA

Transportation

a) Identify public streets and highways serving the site, and describe proposed access to the existing
street systetn. Show on site plans, if any.
NA

b) Is site currently served by public transit? 1fnot, what is the approximate distance to the nearest

transit stop?
NA

¢) How many parking spaces would the completed project have? How many would it eliminate?
NA

¢) Wil the proposal require any new roads or sireets, or improvements to existing roads or streets,

not including driveways? If so, generally describe (indicate whether public or private).
NA

d) Will the project use (or occur in the immediate vicinity of) water, rail, or air transportation? If so,
generally describe.
NA

New Business - 2
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¢) How many vehicular trips per day would be generated by the completed project? If known, indicafe
when peak volumes would occur.

g) Proposed measures to reduce or control transportation impacts, if any:
NA

15. Public services
4) Would the project result in an increased need for public services (for example: fire protection,

police protection, health care, schools, other)? If so, generally describe.
NQ.

b) Proposed measures to reduce or control direct impacts on public services, if any.
NA

16. Utilities

a) Circle utilities currently available at the site: electricity, natural gas, water, refuse service,
telephone, sanitary sewer, septic system, other.

b) Describe the utilities that are proposed for the project, the utility providing the service, and the
general construction activities on the site or in the immediate vicinity which might be needed.

C. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. 1understand that the lead
ageney is relying on them to make its decision,

Signature: % Gt

Diate Submitted: Wl eV

10
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D. SUPPLEMENTAL SHEET FOR NONPROJECT ACTIONS

{do not use this sheet for project actions)

Because these questions are very general, it may be helpful to read them in conjunction
with the list of the elements of the environment,

When answering these questions, be aware of the extent the proposal, or the types of
activities likely to result from the proposal, would affect the {tem at a greater intensity or
at a faster rate than if the proposal were not implemented. Respond briefly and in general

terms.

L.

How would the proposal be likely to increase discharge to water; emissions to air; pro-

duction, storage, or release of toxic or hazardous substances; or production of noise?
No addittonal impact beyond the currently epproved 65,000 sq ft

a) Proposed measures to avoid or reduce such increases are:
Nong

How would the proposal be likely to affect plants, aniinals, fish, or marine life?
No addittonal impact beyond the currently epproved 65,000 sq ft

a) Proposed measures to protect or conserve planis, animals, fish, or marine life are:
None

How would the proposal be likely to deplete energy or natural resources?
No additional impact beyond the currently approved 65,000 sq ft

a) Eroposed meastres to protect or conserve energy and natural resources are:
ane

How would the proposal be likely to use or affect environmentally sensitive areas or
areas designated (or eligible or under study) for governmental protection; such as parks,
wilderness, wild and scenic rivers, threatened or endangered species habitat, historic or

cultural sites, wetlands, floodplains, or prime farmlands?
No edditional impact beyond the currently approved 65,000 sq ft

a) Proposed measures to protect such resources or to avoid or reduce impacts are:
None

How would the proposal be [ikely to affect land and shoreline use, including whether it

would allow or encourage land or shoreline uses inconpatible with existing plans?
No additional impact beyond the currently approved 65,000 sq ft

11
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a) Proposed measures to avoid or reduce shoreline and land use impacts are:
6. How would the proposal be likely to increase demands on transportation or public

services and utilities?
No additional impact beyond the currently approved 65,000 sq ft

a) Proposed measures to reduce or respond o such demand(s) are:
None

7. Identify, if possible, whether the proposal may conflict with local, state, or federal laws or requirements

for the protection of the environment.
No additional impact beyond the currently approved 65,000 sq ft

E. SIGNATURE

The above answers are true and complete to the best of my knowledge. Iunderstand that the lead

agency is relying on theyn;ke i?decision.
Signature: T

Date Submitted: e i /
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C-1 versus B-2 zoning regulations

The proposed amendment would increases the allowed gross floor area of
commercial buildings in the C-1 zoning district from 65,000sf to 100,000sf if a
conditional use permit is obtained.

17.04.245 Commercial building/structure.

“‘Commercial building/structure” refers to a type of structure or portion of a
structure which is used primarily for wholesale or retail sale or trade of products
not manufactured on the site. Professional services (GHMC 17.04.680) and
manufacturing (GHMC 17.04.436) are excluded from this definition.

Intent of the C-1 District

A C-1 district is intended to provide for uses that, though not necessarily
hazardous or offensive, are different from direct sales and services to customers
or residential developments. These uses include light manufacturing, sales,
storage, maintenance and processing. The regulations for a C-1 district are
intended to allow the efficient use of the land while making the district attractive
and compatible with a variety of uses within the district and in surrounding
districts. 17.40.010

Intent of the B-2 District:

The purpose of the B-2 district is to provide areas that offer a wide range of
consumer goods and services. It is further intended to group buildings and
business establishments in a manner that creates convenient, attractive and safe
development. The products and services shall primarily be for sale on the
premises only. All business shall be conducted within enclosed buildings, except
for approved outdoor storage, display and dining areas. 17.36.010

Development Regulation Comparison

C-1 B-2
Maximum Retail GFA 65,000sf 65,000sf
on Westside
Req’d Building 20 feet 20 feet
Separation
Max. Impervious 80 percent 70 percent
Surface
Standard Setbacks As determined by site 5 feet to 20 feet
plan process
Maximum Height 35 feet 35 feet
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Use Comparison
The C-1 zone allows all the same uses as the B-2 zone, plus the following:

Assisted Living Facilities (CUP)

Schools (CUP)

House of religious worship (CUP)

Product Services, Level 2 (outright; vehicle and boat repair, large
appliance repair, etc.)

Sales, Level 2 and 3 (outright; vehicle, heavy equipment, bulk building
supply sales, etc)

Commercial child care (outright)

Animal Kennels

Marine Sales and Service and Marine Boat Sales (outright)
Industrial Level 1 (B-2 requires CUP, C-1 does not)

Industrial Level 2 (outright)
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Washington/Oregon in a size ranging from 75,000 sq ft to 125,000 sq ft.

Retailer Name

24 Hour Fitness Ultra-Sport
Bass Pro Shops Outdoor World / Sportsman's Center
Bed Bath & Beyond
Burlington Coat Factory
Cabela's

Cinemark USA

Costco Wholesale

Dick's Sporting Goods
Edwards Theatres

Fred Meyer Stores

Fry's Electronics

Gander Mountain Company
Garden Ridge

Great Escape Theatres
Haggen Food & Pharmacy
Home Depot

JCPenney

Kmart

Kohl's

Life Time Fitness

Lowe's

Malco Theatres

Mr. Clean Car Wash

Regal Cinemas

Sam's Club

Sears

Shopko, Shopko Express RX
Target

Theatres Acquisitions
Toys 'R' Us / Babies 'R' Us
United Artists Theatres
VillaSport Athletic Club and Spa
Wal-Mart

Whole Foods Market
Winco Foods

Worldwide Sportsman
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From the Puget Sound Business Journal:
http:/iwww.bizjournals.com/seattle/stories/1996/08/26/editorial1.htmi

Editorial

Gig Harbor just says no' to Wal-Mart,
and it won't be the last

Puget Sound Business Journal - by Donald R. Nelson
Date: Sunday, August 25, 1996, 9:00pm PDT

Gig Harbor residents' resistance to a proposed Wal-Mart superstore may seem surprising
and nonsensical, given that many communities are desperately chasing just about any kind
of economic development and the employment it brings.

But increasingly, well-established small towns like Gig Harbor are making decisions that
reflect the importance of community character over jobs at any cost.

Wal-Mart recently lost its option on a Gig Harbor site where it hoped to build a 133,000-
square-foot store. The proposal was hotly contested for the past couple of years by a
community group called the Peninsula Neighborhood Association. The company still wants
to build in the area, but the fate of the debated site -- which does not have the necessary
development permits -- is now uncertain.

The world's largest retailer promised a couple of hundred jobs and a high-volume
destination point. But many in Gig Harbor weren't impressed with the jobs -- many of which
would be low-wage and part-time. And residents of the charming Pierce County town,
noted for its waterfront shops and pleasant residential areas, didn't like the idea of its
already-crowded streets being clogged with even more retail traffic.

Those objections may not seem to make good business sense. But this isn't a case of
government being anti-business -- this is an instance of some businesses being wary of
another business. A major reason for Gig Harbor's reluctance is clearly business-driven --
that is, support for the continuing prosperity of its existing small-retail community. Wal-
Mart opponents have argued that the community should protect those business people who
already have made a commitment to Gig Harbor.

That's a laudable stance, and local merchants are surely grateful. However, in an ideal
world, it should never be government's role to ensure any business' survival or profitability.
The capitalist system theoretically is about competition, and the open marketplace is
supposed to decide who makes it and who doesn't.

Of course, only purists can make that argument anymore, given the billions in federal

http://www.bizjournals.com/seattle/stories/1996/08/26/editoriall. htmI?s=print 5/15/2011
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welfare doled out to corporate America, the shoring up of entire industries as a maft@@§r82 of 164
policy, and the tax giveaways that states are ready to fling at any manufacturer.

Small towns are beginning to resist Wai-Mait because they fear the huge retailer skews the
open marketplace too much. Wal-Mart has a reputation -- probably exaggerated, but with
some foundation -- of being predatory in smaller markets, driving out existing retailers who
can't match its prices or variety.

Wal-Mart's defenders argue that its arrival simply sharpens competition, and forces
marginal operators to focus on better service, more aggressive marketing and competitive
pricing. Wal-Mart benefits communities in many ways, its supporters point out,

Gig Harbor's so-what attitude may smack of arrogant indifference to growth, and the
current resistance to Wal-Mart uitimately may prove futile. Some marketplace forces are
overwhelming. Still, we can expect to see more communities -- the ones that can afford to,
at least -- make similar stands.
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Stopping the Big Boxes

Eighty-six communities across the US have stopped Wal-Mart, K-Mart, and other big box retailers
from locating in their town. Here’s how they did it.

by Doug Pibel

posted Jun 30, 1999

From Vermont to Florida, South Carolina to California, Idaho to Towa, 86 communities across
America have stopped big box retailers — Wal-Mart, K-Mart, and the like — from locating in their
towns.

But why ever would anyone want to do that? In his autobiography, Wal-Mart CEO Sam Walton says !
that Wal-Mart would never go to a town that didn’t want it. He says there are plenty of places just !
pining for the low-priced mountains of stuff that Wal-Mart offers. Who could object to getting ina |
small town the one-stop convenience and deep discounts city folks get to enjoy?

In Gig Harbor, Washington, the answer is: the 14,000 people who signed an anti-Wal-Mart petition, §
that's who. If you ask small town folks like those in Gig Harbor (which the big box guys never seem ;
to do), lots of them don't think an enormous conerete cube surrounded by acres of asphalt is much

of an aesthetic addition. |

But, you say, that's a small price to pay. You only suffer the aesthetic affront as you drive in and out
of town, True enough, except, once Wal-Mart has been in town for a few years, you'll suffer the
aesthetic affront of driving through a downtown that's filled with empty buildings where the
pharmacy, dry-goods, variety, and hardware stores that it drove out of business used to be. Because
Wal-Mart, according to the late Mr. Walton, comes to town to compete. Walton talks about Wal-
Mart's policy of saturating regions, and in areas where it's achieved saturation, it's now taking the
next step — opening regional “Superstores,” which offer groceries, auto repair, and other services,
and closing their smaller stores in surrounding towns. i

So, once Wal-Mart has changed you to a one-store town, you may get lucky and become the location
of the new Superstore for your area. Or you may be like a growing number of little towns, which,
after loyally pumping their retail dollars into Wal-Mart, discover that the town 30 miles down the
road got the Superstore, and they get an empty big box on the edge of town to go with all the empty
stores where downtown used to be. According to Sprawl-Busters, an anti-big-box organization run
by Al Norman, there are now nearly 200 dead Wal-Mart discount stores, But, hey, Wal-Mart makes
your retail dollar go further, and Wal-Mart brings jobs to town, Or does it?

If you're tempted by those low, low prices, consider how much you will really save., Sam Walton
thought Wal-Mart's nay-sayers were just living in the past, trying to treat small-town merchants
“like they were whales or whooping cranes or something that has the right to be protected.” But

http://mvw.yesmagazine.org/issues/cities-of-exuberance/st()pping-the~big—boxes 5/15/2011
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when you spend a dollar at a Wal-Mart, that dollar is on its way to the Bentonville, Arkanfagg e 84 of 164

corporate headquarters the next day. When you spend that dollar at a local store, it gets deposited in
a local bank, and spent again in the community a couple more times. That generates local taxes,
which are spent on local needs. It produces larger reserves for local banks, who are often the engines
of local prosperity.

All those jobs Wal-Mart creates? For one thing, most of them aren't anyone's idea of prosperity. And
they aren't new jobs. Wal-Mart doesn't bring anything to a community that wasn't already there; it
takes its business from the existing retailers. There may be a moment when there are more jobs in
town, but that lasts only until the small stores begin to close. Since Wal-Mart is replacing full-service
stores with its self-service model, the net result to a community is a loss of jobs, about 1.5 for every
Wal-Mart employee, according to Sprawl-Busters.

Keeping the corporate juggernaut out

What can you do if Wal-Mart, or one of the other big boxes targets your town? Wal-Mart is the
world's largest retailer, it's worth billions, and it's not shy about using a bunch of that money to
build where it wants to. Can real people stop a corporate juggernaut? They can, and they have.

The veterans of the big-box battles agree that the keys to winning are organization and persistence,
the same tools that Wal-Mart uses. Al Norman led one of the first successful anti-Wal-Mart
campaigns in Greenfield, Massachusetts. He says, “Citizens should understand that this is just like a
political campaign. You have to work until the campaign is over. It requires good organization,
delegation of labor, and constant attention,”

Although that may sound daunting, it's not, because all battles against big box retailers are local
battles. You and your neighbors don't have to convince the governor. Your job is to educate the
mayor, the city council, and the planning commission. Those are all people from your town, and
they're all people who know that your vote counts.

Your biggest advantage is that once a few people start questioning the wisdom of having a big box
locate in your town, communities rally. Take a page from Sam Walton's book. He fondly remembers
the early days of Wal-Mart, when they opened their stores with circus-like fanfare. Do the same in
your town, but for the opposite reason. The Peninsula Neighborhood Association (PNA) stopped
Wal-Mart from building in Gig Harbor, population 7,000, in part through home-town style
fundraisers — bake sales, rummage sales, dances, auctions. They had floats in local parades. “It was a
community-building process. We came together for a good reason, and it was fun,” says PNA's Becca
Townsend.

http://www.yesmagazine.org/issues/cities-of-exuberance/stopping-the-big-boxes 5/15/2011
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The PNA took its 14,000 petition signatures, copied them onto red paper and, when Wal-Mart
representatives came to town for a Planning Commission hearing, “rolled out the red carpet.”

Townsend emphasizes two points for building community support: communication and
empowerment. She believes it's critical to have a stable, accessible place for people to get
information. The PNA already had an office when their Wal-Mart fight began. For a new
organization, you need no more than a person with a phone and the willingness to answer calls.

The most important information to get out is, “It's not a done deal, You can make a difference,”
Townsend says.

Once you've got community support, use it. “Real people fight corporate giant” is good copy. Make
sure your local media know who you are and what you're doing.

|
|
3
|
|

Most importantly, use public support for what it is: political power. People can hate the idea of a big
box in your town all they want, but the yea or nay will come from local politicians. Pack any hearings
on zoning requests or public funding. Make sure your voice is heard.

Al Norman says you will need legal counsel, Zoning matters are legal proceedings; trying to learn
procedure on the fly is asking for trouble. The PNA found that once it hired a few experts, it had
developers, engineers, professors, and other professionals stepping forward to volunteer their time.

Wal-Mart likes to sneak into town. You won't see rezoning applications for Wal-Mart; you'll see a
real-estate developer seeking rezoning for an unnamed client. Norman says, “By the time Wal-Mart
is visible, it's usually been around for months.” Sometimes, as in Ithaca, NY, it's been around getting
land rezoned without required public hearings.

The best way to keep big box retail out of your community is to zone it out before it thinks about
coming. Norman points out that most comprehensive plans and zoning regulations were enacted
when big box retailing was but a gleam in Sam Walton's eye. No one thought of setting size limits or
requiring traffic and environmental studies when the biggest retail establishment anyone could
think of was a supermarket. Norman suggests that citizens review their town's comprehensive plan
and work on changing it before the big box begins shopping for land.

If you think you don't need to do that because your town's too small to be a target, consider this: Wal
-Mart thought it would be a good idea to put up a 155,000 square foot store in Tijeras, New Mexico,
population 320. If you live in a town in America, you live in a potential Wal-Mart town. ‘

http://www.yesmagazine.org/issues/cities-of-exuberance/stopping-the-big-boxes 5/15/2011
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The thought of opposing big box retail is relatively new. For years, even those who thought acres of
parking surrounding a huge store was a bad idea felt that resistance was futile. Tt's not, and real
people are showing that there is nothing inevitable about a country filled with towns ringed by
superstores and dead at the center.

Doug Pibe lis a frequent contributor to YES!

For more information on how to keep big boxes out of your town, contact Sprawl-Busters, 21
Grinnell St, Greenfield, MA 01301; 413/772-6289; E-mail: info@sprawl-busters.com. The
Peninsula Neighborhood Association can be reached at P.O. Box 507, Gig Harbor, WA 98335;
235/858-3400; E-mail: pna@harbornet.com. For more information on what Wal-Mart is and
does, read How Wal-Mart is Destroying America, by Bill Quinn (Ten Speed Press, 1998), and see
our review in YES! #8, Winter 1998/1999,

? See more articles from our Summer 1999 issue
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“THE MARITIME CITY”

COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT DEPARTMENT

PLANNING DEPARTMENT
STAFF REPORT - SUPPLEMENT

TO: Planning Commission

FROM: Planning Staff

DATE: July 21, 2011

RE: PL-ZONE-09-0002 — Retail Building Size in the C-1 Zoning District

Public Hearing Date: July 21, 2011

Some questions have been asked related to the retail tenant building sizes that
were listed on the public notice for the hearing and were included in your packet
for the June 16 work-study session. This supplement is intended to answer
those questions to provide more clarity on what the numbers meant.

None of the large grocery stores in the vicinity of the Olympic Interchange are
stand-alone tenants. Smaller retail spaces are connected to the large grocery
stores thereby creating “commercial gross floor area” structures which exceed
the square footage listed in the previously provided materials. | have updated
those numbers to show both the grocery store tenant size and the size of the
structure including all attached retail shops. It is important to note that none of
these shopping centers were permitted or built under the City's current
regulations. Only the new Safeway and Uptown retail shopping centers meet the
current retail size limitations. The other shopping centers, and their primary retail
buildings, are considered legal nonconforming buildings by the City code. They
are allowed to remain, but could not be intentionally destroyed and rebuilt.

Fred Meyer Marketplace: 44,000sf grocery tenant; ~95,000sf structure
QFC: 38,000sf grocery tenant; ~135,000sf structure

Existing Safeway: 50,000sf grocery tenant; ~67,000sf structure
New Safeway: 64,000 square feet of total structure

Project Planner: j};\r/\i:jiester, Senior Planner
el
] () 3
Date: C 7/A1 /I/
N\ U

cc. Planning File

Page 1 of 2
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Kester, Jennifer Page 89 of 164
From: Dolan, Tom i

Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 12:21 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: FW: Protesting amends to Building Sizes

Foliow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Jenn - FYl

Tom Dolan

From: Barbara527@aol.com [mailto:Barbara527@aol.com]
Sent: Wednesday, July 13, 2011 12:03 PM

To: Dolan, Tom

Subject: Protesting amends to Building Sizes

I am Barbara Simon @30 Pt Fosdick Dr NW. We don't get a vote even tho T had
asked Mark Hoppen years ago fo allow our neighborhood o be annexed fo the city
for voting privileges and sewers and hopefully water service.

Never the less, I do hope you listen to my voice:

We are deeply impacted by the proposition of additional Big Box stores in the 46
acre area of the westside. The traffic is all ready horrific.

We have lived here nearly 18 years and most of the people I know who moved here
came because the area of Gig Harbor represented everything that was NOT urban.
The Peninsula can never be restored tfo its rare beauty and sense of nature once .
urbanization continues to call forth more business, more traffic, and more of
everything based on "more jobs, more revenue for the city and more discount
shopping" (based on Randy Boss's argument for new building codes).

I am not an easy critic of change but not all change is good. I was actively involved in
Pierce County activities for years and was even given a day named af ter me in 1994
for my good judgement and leadership. My husband and brothers owned a large
industrial business for many years and are greatly respected in the community.

I wish I could think of a wonderful quote but the best I can come up with is,
"Perhaps what IS, is good enough. Bigger isn't necessarily better."

1
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Executive Offices

Gig Harbor Corporate Center
4423 Pt. Fosdick Drive, Suite 100
Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Phone: 253 « 851 .+ 2008

Fax: 253 + 851+ 2503

July 14, 2011

Mr. Tom Dolan
Gig Harbor Planning Director
Gig Harbor, WA

Dear Tom:

I am the owner of the Gig Harbor Corporate Center at 4423 Pt. Fosdick Drive. I am
writing to express my opinion regarding the proposed text amendment to GHMC Chapter 17.40
that would allow the construction of a 100,000 square foot retail box store or super-store on the
46-acre Olympic Towne Center site just north of the intersection of Point Fosdick and Olympic
Drive.

Although I would support another development like Uptown or Safeway Center for that
site, I think that construction of 100,000 square foot box stores there would be out of character
and disproportionate in size when compared to all the other retail developments and stores in the
Point Fosdick/Olympic Drive area. I love the smaller village-type feel of the Uptown and new
Safeway Center developments in particular. I believe large box stores or multiple box stores in
the same area would destroy the upper village atmosphere that many of us have encouraged and
supported over the years.

In the late ‘90s two separate big box developments were proposed for the properties on
which Uptown and the MultiCare building were built. Both proposals were denied, due in pat to
the overwhelming opposition of the residents in nearby neighborhoods. Since that time the
developments that have occutred in this area have all complied with the 65,000 square foot size
limitation. Those developments have been successful and the residents have supported them. To
permit the last commercial site in this area to be developed with big box stores would be counter
to the decisions made ten years ago, would be out of character with all existing retail
developments, and would be unfair to the residents and other developers who have relied upon
the existing zoning requirements in the belief that they would be consistently applied in the Point
Fosdick/Olympic Drive area.

Sincerely,
/2@@ ;Z J
EVIELYNN
EL:ddm
cc: Jennifer Kester
City Council Members

Real Estate Developments ¢ Professional Office Buildings
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From: Michael Desmarteau jmdesmarteau@northpacificdesign.com]

Sent: Thursday, July 14, 2011 2:46 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: Retail Building size in C-1 Zone

Jennifer,

I saw the notice on the planning commission meeting, so thought I would give you my comments here,
This comes from me as a Gig Harbor resident, not as an architect.

My main concern (that is shared by many of my associates) is the impact to traffic at the Pt Fosdick/Olympic
intersection,

I realize that traffic impact analysis would dictate improvements, but I suspect that intersection is in need of
major work, especially with the super Safeway coming.

I am unsure of the city plan to rectify that, but it is hard to imagine there is space to do much improvement.

I imagine this will be a point of discussion at the meeting, but hope that the city will be sensitive to the problem
currently there, and how much worse it could get.

My other comment as a resident (on the other side of the code change being dlscussed) we would love to see a
full Fred Meyer type of facility.
We feel that is a gap in GH.

Anyway thanks for opening this up to public and good luck on the meeting.
Regards,

Michael Desmarteau

North Pacific Design/Rush Conipanies
Principal Architect

2727 Hollycroft, Suite 410

Gig Harbor, WA 98335
253-858-8204 Office

253-858-3188 Fax
www.rushcommercial.com
www.rushcustomhomes.com
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From: Karleen [katieenpurvis@gmail.com)

Sent: Saturday, July 16, 2011 1:55 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: PL-ZONE-09-0002

My request to the City Council is to answer this zoning change with NO, HELL NOI
We have Gig Harbor North for a reason.

The intersection at Pt. Fosdick and Olympic Drive is maxed even with the promises made to
accommodate the new Safeway, Kohl's etc expansion. I sometimes see 2 to 3 cars go through
red lights in that intersection to avoid the wait. Do we really want to look like Martin Way
in Lacey?

Karleen Purvis

290 Shorewood Ct.

Fox Island, WA 98333
253 549-2801
karleenpurvis@gmail.com
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Subj: Do Not Approve Increasing C-1 Zoning Retail Building Size g

To: City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission
CC: Gig Harbor City Council
CC: Mayor Chuck Hunter

I am against the proposal to increase the building size of retail buildings in the Gig Harbor C-1 zone to
100,000 square feet, approximately the size of the Home Depot in Gig Harbor North.

I am not anti-growth. I appreciate being able to spend my money on the Gig Harbor side of the Narrows
Bridge, keeping jobs and tax dollars in our city. I am very skeptical of this new proposal and question
who it is really good for as it is supported by real estate broker and political candidate Randy Boss, He is
also touting this proposal on his election web page and would apparently gain both personally and
politically from its approval. Mixing personal financial or political gain with public interest doesn’t pass my
smell test.

Mr. Boss contends there is no place else to build “box"” stores in Gig Harbor. I disagree. There is
apparently only no place else that Mr, Boss would likely prosper. Gig Harbor North was designed for large
box stores so why would he not build there, unless those developers and property owners are not
represented by Mr. Boss? The new Safeway and Up Town developers had to comply with the current
65,000 square foot limits which are suitable for this area next to several residentlal areas. Mayor Hunter
was quoted saying “many” people don't like current design and building limits. I disagree and think it is
only developers who have no stake in preserving our community character don't like the restrictions. The
West Side business district has always been planned as a local service area with Gig Harbor North would
be the regional services area. If Fred Meyer wants to build a Super Store, as Mr. Boss contends, they
should look there. Though Mr. Boss uses a Super Fred Meyer as his example of the retail building to be
built, there is no specific wording to that effect in the proposal. Virtually any retail commercial building of
the “Home Depot” size would be permitted - right along the freeway and in an area already congested
with traffic, '

Anybody who transits the roads near SR-16, Point Fosdick and Olympic knows of the current congestion.
What will happen to traffic south of the area along Point Fosdick through severati residential area and near
a school? Do we want or need another Gig Harbor North in that area? Do we want Gig Harbor and the
West Side to become another South Center? Is that why we moved to Gig Harbor? I say the Up Town and
Gig Harbor North are uniquely suited for their own retail purposes and customers go there for different
reasons.

I remind the city there is more to Gig Harbor than the downtown view bowl that needs protecting if we are
going to preserve the charm and character of OUR community. The tax dollars that improve the city
infrastructure and the view bowl, like Donkey Creek and Skansie Park come largely from developments

. like Gig Harbor North and Up Town at the expense of the quality of life of current residents in those areas.
A higher percentage of tax dollars needs to remain in the areas most impacted by their collection.

Keep the big box stores in Gig Harbor North and do not approve increasing retail building size in the C-1
zoning district. Thank you for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact me any time.

Respectfully
David S. "Sam” Goodwill
sam.goodwill@comcast.net
(253) 209-0201

2805 41°% St NW
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
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From: Goodwill, Sam [sam.goodwill@boeing.com]

Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2011 4:47 PM

To: ‘paulkadzik@comcast.net’; 'sam.goodwill@comcast.net’; Young, Derek; Payne, Tim; Ekberg,
Steve; Franich, Jim; Malich, Ken; Conan, Paul; Hunter, Chuck; Dolan, Tom; Andrews, Cindy

Subject: Re: NO Increase of C-1 Retail Building Size

I also believe that if agreements or rules need to be amended that I, and hopefully the
general public, would prefer additional box stores in the evolving environment of GHN
where the public and residents moving there expect those size buildings rather than
forever changing the character and intended use of established areas.

I know the idea of mixing residential and (local size) retail is popular. I would walk or
ride my bike to UpTown to have a meal, see a movie or buy a loaf of bread if the city
would install sidewalks and lighting along an already, and certain to become more so, busy
stretch of Point Fosdick. I don't buy the same rational for box store location as I have
yet to see anybody with six bags of groceries or a dishwasher in the basket on their
Schwinn,

Again, thanks for your time and consideration.

Captain Sam Goodwill
Safety Pilot

The Boeing Company
(206) 422-4756

————— Original Message —-----—

From: Paul Kadzik [mailto:paulkadzik@comcast.net]

Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2011 04:10 PM

To; Sam Goodwill <sam,goodwill@comcast.net>; 'Young, Derek' <Youngd@cityofgigharbor.net>;
tpayne@ema~inc.com <tpayne@ema~inc.com>; EkbergS@cityofgigharbor.net
<EkbergS@cityofgigharbor.net>; FranichJ@cityofgigharbor.net
<FranichJ@cityofgigharbor.net>; MalichK@cityofgigharbor.net <MalichK@cityofgigharbor.net>;
ConanP@cityofgigharbor.net <ConanP@cityofgigharbor.net>; hunterc@ecityofgigharbor.net
<hunterc@cityofgigharbor.net>; dolant@cityofgigharbor.net <dolant@cityofgigharbor.net>;
andrewsc@cityofgigharbor.net <andrewsc@cityofgigharbor.net>

Cc: Goodwill, Sam

Subject: Re: NO Increase of C-1 Retail Building Size

Dear Mr, Goodwell,

Thank you for your input on the proposed changes to the zoning code. I do not disagree
with you, but feel I must correct a common misperception about Gig Harbor North (GHN).

You are right that the GHN area was originally slated for any "Big Box"

growth within the city limits, but the percentage of the total acreage in the GHN
annexation that was allotted to commercial retail space was limited.

The idea being that the city wanted a mix of uses throughout the GHN area and did not want
it to be dominated by only retail. The total allotment was used up prior to Costco coming
in, but because of public input in favor of Costco, the original annexation agreement was
amended to allow for a increased percentage of acreage for retail. As part of that revised
agreement the developers are obligated to provide a retail "Village Centex"

across from Costco on the Harbor Hill Dr / Borgan Blvd. intersection. This will allow for
some new smaller scale retail. Any further retail development, especially of the big box
variety, would have to go through a process similar to that which the Fred Meyer
developers are now going through for the Point Fosdick area.

Again thank you for your input. It is feedback like yours that will help in making the
decision., I encourage you to testify before the Planning Commission when they have their
Public Hearings on the proposal.

Paul Kadzik
Gig Harbor City Council
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From: "Sam Goodwill" <sam,goodwill@comcast.net>
To: "'Young, Derek'" <Youngd@cityofgigharbor.net>; <tpayne@ema-inc.com>;

<EkbergS@cityofgigharbor.net>; <FranichJQcityofgigharbor.net>;
<MalichK@cityofgigharbor.net>; <ConanP@cityofgigharbor.net>; <paulkadzik@comcast.net>;
<hunterc@cityofgigharbor.net>; <dolant@cityofgigharbor.net>;
<andrewsc@cityofgigharbor.net>

Cc: <sam.goodwill@boeing.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2011 3:35 PM

Subject: NO Increase of C-1 Retail Building Size

Please read this email and attached corresponding document expressing

nmy disapproval of the proposal to increase retail building size in the
C-1 Zone.

From; Sam Goodwill July
17, 2011

Subj: Do Not Approve Increasing C-1 Zoning Retail Building Size

To: City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission
CC: Gig Harbor City Council
CC: Mayor Chuck Hunter

I am against the proposal to increase the building size of retail
buildings in the Gig Harbor C-1 zone to 100,000 square feet,
approximately the size of the Home Depot in Gig Harbor North.

I am not anti~growth. I appreciate being able to spend my money on the
Gig Harbor side of the Narrows Bridge, keeping jobs and tax dollars in
our city.

T am very skeptical of this new proposal and question who it is really
good for as it is supported by real estate broker and political
candidate Randy Boss. He is also touting this proposal on his
election web page and would apparently gain both personally and .
politically from its approval. Mixing personal financial or political
gain with public interest doesn't pass my smell test.

Mr. Boss contends there is no place else to build "box" stores in Gig
Harbor. I disagree. There is apparently only no place else that Mr.
Boss would likely prosper. Gig Harbor North was designed for large
box stores so why would he not build there, unless those developers
and property owners are not represented by Mr. Boss? The new Safeway
and Up Town developers had to comply with the current 65,000 square
foot limits which are suitable for this area next to several
residential areas. Mayor Hunter was quoted saying "many” people don't
like current design and building limits. I disagree and think it is
only developers who have no stake in preserving our community
character don't like the restrictions. The West Side business district
has always been planned as a local service area with Gig Harbor North
would be the regional services area. If Fred Meyer wants to build a
Super Store, as Mr. Boss contends, they should look there. Though Mr.
Boss uses a Super Fred Meyer as his example of the retail building to
be built, there is no specific wording to that effect in the proposal.
Virtually any retail commercial building of the "Home Depot"™ size

would be permitted -~ right along the freeway and in an area already congested with
raffic,

A VVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVVYV

Anybody who transits the roads near SR-16, Point Fosdick and Olympic

knows of the current congestion. What will happen to traffic south of

the area along Point Fosdick through several residential areas and near a school?
Do

we want or need another Gig Harbor North in that area? Do we want Gig

Harbor and the West Side to become another South Center? Is that why
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we moved to Gig Harbor? I say the Up Town and Gig Harbor North are New Business - 2

uniquely suited for their own retail purposes and customers go there
for different reasons.

I remind the city there is more to Gig Harbor than the downtown view
bowl that needs protecting if we are going to preserve the charm and
character of OUR community. The tax dollars that improve the city
infrastructure and the view bowl, like Donkey Creek and Skansie Park
come largely from developments like Gig Harbor North and Up Town at
the expense of the quality of life of current residents in those
areas. A higher percentage of tax dollars needs to remain in the
areas most impacted by their collection.

Keep the big box stores in Gig Harbor North and do not approve
increasing retail building size in the C-1 zoning district. Thank you
for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact me any time,

Respectfully

David S.
"Sam" Goodwill

sam.goodwill@comcast.net

(253)
209-0201

2805 41st st
NW

Gig Harbor,
WA 98335
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Jennifer,

paul.thorpe@comcast.net
Sunday, July 17, 2011 7:17 PM
Kester, Jennifer

Proposed C-1 Zoning change

[ have a prior commitment that prevents my attendance at the hearing on this proposal. Here is my take on

this proposal:

I don’t see how the Planning Commission could entertain a proposal to allow another traffic magnet on the
intersection of Olympic and Pt. Fasdick. As it is, the intersection is virtually gridlocked every weekday
afternoon. Traffic exiting westbound SR 16 comes to a halt halfway up the ramp. [t can take 10 minutes to get
though the intersection of Olympic and Pt. Fosdick. The situation is nearly as bad for traffic headed east on
Olympic trying to cross SR 16 to get to Olympic Village or Soundview to go downtown. Traffic routinely backs
up past QFC and it can take multiple signal cycles to cross Pt. Fosdick. This is WalMart all over again.

If Fred Meyer wants a big box store, let them go to Gig Harbor North with the rest of the big boxes.

Thank you for listening.

Paul Thorpe

8320 72nd Ave NW

Gig Harbor, WA 98332-6729
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From: Andrews, Cindy

Sent: Monday, July 18, 2011 7:59 AM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: FW. amendment

Cindy Andrews

Community Development Assistant

City of Gig Harbor Planning Department
(253) 851-6170
andrewsc@cityofgigharbor.net

From: Wendy Post [mailto:wendypost829@gmail.com]
Sent: Saturday, July 16, 2011 9:20 AM

To: Andrews, Cindy

Subject: amendment

Dear members of the Gig Harbor Planning Commission - We are unable to attend the public meeting this week
to discuss "one more box store".
We support allowing Fred Meyer Corporation building a full service store on Pt Fosdick.

Wendy Post
Dirk Post
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From; Paul Kadzik [paulkadzik@comecast.net]

Sent: Tuesday, July 19, 2011 5:46 PM

To: Jeff Lang; 'Sam Goodwill’; Young, Derek; Payne, Tim; Ekberg, Steve; Franich, Jim; Malich,
Ken; Conan, Paul; Hunter, Chuck; Dolan, Tom; Andrews, Cindy

Cc: sam.goodwill@boeing.com :

Subject: Re: NO Increase of C-1 Retall Building Size

Dear Mr. Lang,

Thank you for your comments on the proposed development in the Point Fosdick area. I would
encourage you and your friends to testify before the Planning Commission on this matter
when they hold their Public Hearings, That is the most effective way to have your opinion
heard and taken into account. I know from past experience as a Planning Commissioner that
the public can be very influential in matters such as this,

I would like to correct the assumption, implied in your email, that decisions such as
these are greatly influenced by considerations of tax revenues. That is emphatically not
the case. I have been involved with the planning process in the city since 1994, first
with the Planning Commission and currently with the City Council, and I have yet to see
the issue of potential tax revenues play a role in the decision making process. Everyone
whom I have worked with in those 17 years has placed the interests of the citizens of Gig
Harbor and maintenance of our small town character well ahead of any anticipated tax gain.

I also want to thank you for your input on Donkey Creek Park. The council will be

discussing this project on July 25th and I encourage you to attend and express your
opinion,

Times and dates of meetings concerning both these issues can be found with the link to
the city's website below.

http://www.cityofgigharbor.net/events.php
Bgain I thank you for your input,

Paul Kadzik
Gig Harbor City Council

————— Original Message —-=-~--

From: "Jeff Lang" <jefflang76@gmail.com>

To: "'Sam Goodwill'" <sam.goodwill@comcast.net>; "'Young, Derek'”
<Youngd@cityofgigharbor.net>; <tpaynelRema-inc.com>; <EkbergS@cityofgigharbor.net>;
<FranichJQcityofgigharbor.net>; <MalichK@cityofgigharbor.net>;
<ConanPRcityofgigharbor.net>; <paulkadzik@comcast.net>; <hunterc@cityofgigharbor.net>;
<dolant@cityofgigharbor.net>; <andrewsc@cityofgigharbor.net>

Cc: <sam,goodwill@boeing.com>

Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2011 4:16 PM

Subject: RE: NO Increase of C-1 Retail Building Size

Hello Gentlemen,

I and many of my friends also oppose this excessive development.
Let's keep Gig Harbor a charming town instead of turning it into an
Oxnard. We have everything we need with G H N and the current
services., We don't want huge retail buildings smothering our town and
snarling up traffic. I know the almighty taxes are sooooo important,
but so is the livelihood of our community.

We also want the full blown plans for Donkey Creek not the scaled
down version. Let "common sense" be your guide.

Mr Jeff Lang

VVVVVVVVVVVYV
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From: Sam Goodwill [mailto:sam.goodwill@comcast.net]

Sent: Sunday, July 17, 2011 3:36 PM

To: 'Young, Derek'; tpayne@ema-inc.com; EkbergS@cityofgigharbor.net;
FranichJ@cityofgigharbor.net; MalichK@cityofgigharbor.net;
ConanP@cityofgigharbor.net; paulkadzik@comcast.net; '
hunterc@cityofgigharbor.net; dolant@cityofgigharbor.net;
andrewscl@cityofgigharbor.net

Cc: sam.goodwill@boeing.com

Subject: NO Increase of C-1 Retail Building Size

Please read this email and attached corresponding document expressing
my disapproval of the proposal to increase retail building size in the
C-1 Zone. ‘

From: Sam Goodwill July
17, 2011

Subj: Do Not Approve Increasing C-1 Zoning Retail Building Size

To: City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission
CC: Gig Harbor City Council
CC: Mayor Chuck Hunter

I am against the proposal to increase the building size of retail
buildings in the Gig Harbor C-1 zone to 100,000 square feet,
approximately the size of the Home Depot in Gig Harbor North.

I am not anti-growth. I appreciate being able to spend my money on the
Gig Harbor side of the Narrows Bridge, keeping jobs and tax dollars in
our city. .

I am very skeptical of this new proposal and question who it is really
good for as it is supported by real estate broker and political
candidate Randy Boss. He is also touting this proposal on his
election web page and would apparently gain both personally and
politically from its approval. Mixing personal financial or political
gain with public interest doesn't pass my smell test.

Mr. Boss contends there is no place else to build "box" stores in Gig
Harbor. I disagree, There is apparently only no place else that Mr.
Boss would likely prosper. Gig Harbor North was designed for large
box stores so why would he not build there, unless those developers
and property owners are not represented by Mr. Boss? The new Safeway
and Up Town developers had to comply with the current 65,000 square
foot limits which are suitable for this area next to several
residential areas. Mayor Hunter was quoted saying "many" people don't
like current design and building limits. I disagree and think it is
only developers who have no stake in preserving our community
character don't like the restrictions. The West Side business district
has always been planned as a local service area with Gig Harbor North
would be the regional services area. If Fred Meyer wants to build a
Super Store, as Mr. Boss contends, they should look there. Though Mr.
Boss uses a Super Fred Meyer as his example of the retail bullding to
be built, there is no specific wording to that effect in the proposal.
Virtually any retail commercial building of the "Home Depot' size
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would be permitted - right along the freeway and in an area already congested with

raffic.,

Anybody who transits the roads near SR-16, Point Fosdick and Olympic
knows of the current congestion. What will happen to traffic south of

the area along Point Fosdick through several residential areas and near a school?

Do

we want or need another Gig Harbor North in that area? Do we want Gig
Harbor and the West Side to become another South Center? Is that why
we moved to Gig Harbor? I say the Up Town and Gig Harbor North are
uniquely suited for their own retail purposes and customers go there
for different reasons.
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I remind the city there is more to Gig Harbor than the downtown view New Business - 2
bowl that needs protecting if we are going to preserve the charm and

character of OUR community. The tax dollars that improve the city Page 102 of 164
infrastructure and the view bowl, like Donkey Creek and Skansie Park

come largely from developments like Gig Harbor North and Up Town at

the expense of the quality of 1life of current residents in those

areas. A higher percentage of tax dollars needs to remain in the

areas most impacted by their collection.

Keep the big box stores in Gig Harbor North and do not approve
increasing retail building size in the C-1 zoning district. Thank you
for your time and consideration. Please feel free to contact me any time.

Respectfully

David S.
"Sam" Goodwill

sam.goodwill@comcast.net

(253)
209-0201

2805 41st St
NW

Gig Harbor,
WA 98335
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Harris Atkins, Chair July 19, 2011
City of CGig Harbor Planning Commissien

3510 Grandview Street

Gig Harbor, Washington 98335

Re: PL-ZONE-09-0002, C-1 Gross Floor Area Amendment
Increasing Commercial GFA to 100,000sf with CUP

Dear Chairman Atkins,

The Gig Harbor Mumicipal Code addresses zoning text amendments.
It is my understanding that consideration should be given to
whether the proposed amendment furthers the public health,

safety and welfare. I don't think that it does. As these issues
are adeguately addressed under the existing groess floor area
allowed in zome C-1, this amendment is net needed.

I do not feel that 100,000sf is consistant with the neighborhood
er nearby retail/commercial developments. Uptown Gig Harbor snd
the Point Fosdick Sgquare Redevelspment have some how managed to
build within the current zoning of 65,000sf.

Gig Harbor North was approved for buildings of this proposed size
and I do not wish it expanded to this area. -Everyone wants to be
the biggest or the newest and appreving this amendment would do

nothinmg but escalate that process. The 2003 Size Limits Amalysis
recommended keepimg the curremt C-1 zons size. 1In 28B4, after a
review the City Council saw no reason tn imcrease the size limit.

We currently have our share of so called big box steres, I will
name a few for you: Costco, Albertson's, Target, Bffice amd Homs
Depots. Soon we will have a newly enlarged (64,000sf) Safeway, a

" Kohl's department stors (56,0005?%, not te mention the existing

Fred Meyer, a QFC amd Harbor Produce as well as smaller grocers

and other retail establishments, including the two Ace Hardwares.
When is emsugh, enough? Let's give some consideration te our local
hard working small businsss ouwners who work so hard te give ws some
things umigue, yet come and go so quickly I can't keep up with them.

Since retail jebs are not at the high end of the pay scale, cer=
tainly im big box stores, I would rather have more nen-retail
businesses here with higher wages and salaries, if for nothing
more than so employees could afford to live where they work.

.Gig Haerbor is still a desirable place to live and work, but we are
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PL-ZONE-09-0002 p.2 July 19, 2011

losing the guality of life many people who have moved and now live here
enjoy. I thimk we need to thimk carefully and balance guality of

life (less traffic congestion, more trees and open space with fresh

air to breathe) versus convienience, lowest possible prices, infinite
variety, and while important, some increase in tax revenue.

Traffic on Point Fosdick as well as Olympic Drive is bad to horrible

now, with a rating of D-. The Point Fosdick Sguares Redevelopment
Transportation Technical Report lists "Unavoidable . Adverss Impacts®
on Page 35, as even with the proposed mitigation,would:

. Generate a net increase in traffic at the site and on road
ways in the site vicinity.

. Add some delay to intersections in the study area.

. Add about feur cars(B80 feet) to the peak queue fer the

westbound left-turn lane at the Point Fosdick-=0lympic Dr.
intersectisn.

. Cause the intersection to continue to operate at LOS E.
Although the projest and proposed mitigatien would result
in reduced delay at ‘the imtersection, it ‘would not meet
the City's level of service threshold for this intersectioen.

Of course this Techmical Repoert or survey does not include the
traffic that the proposed develepment that has been applied fer andg
which is generating this text amendment before you teday.

The Point Fosdick Sguare Redevelopment site plan shows retail and
restaurant buildings with a combined floor area of close to 187,000sf.

Accordimg to the site plan submitted for this proposal you are
dealing with today, dated October 15, 2007, the square footage for
the proposed buildimgs is around 330,000sf. UWhereas the site plan
submitted on July 12, 2010 does not show the total proposed buildimg
square footage at all.

Getting back to the above mentiened Technical Report (no page number
given), the Signal Warrant Summary (for the Safeway store in PFSRD)
lists a 24 houwr survey traffic volume for Point Fosdick Dr. as well
as 48th St. NW at a total of 24,917 wehicles. There is a date of
December 12, 2010 on this page.



 _asked that 1 read and_submit it te you.
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PL-ZONE-BS=-0002 - p.3 July 19,2011

I am asking that the Gig Harbor Planning Commissieon members
not give yeour approval for the proposed text amendment to the
C-1 zoning district before you today.

I have also attached and wouwld like to read to you a brief

article published in the May 2011 Smithsonian magazinme which 1
found and read recently. It was submitted by Mindi LARose who
lives in Gig Harber and was not able toe be here tonight. She

Sincerely,

Helen Nupp Zi
11320 148th Avenue KPN

Gig Harbor, Wa 98329
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8 @osdick Safeway - Gig Harbor | 12/12/2010
>Ww_%_ ed basic minimum hourly volumes for <<m:m:~m (100%). Major street = 2 or more lanes, minor street = 2 or more lanes.
®ble 2. Signal Warrant m::i:ué - Pt. Fosdick Dr NW 8 48th St NW - Future {2017) With-Project for Westhound Volumes
Warrant 1A Warrant 1B Warrant 2 Warrant 3
Pt Fosdicl Dr 48th m~ NW Pt Fosdick Dr 48th St NW Pt Fosdick Dr 48th St NW
Total Both Eastbound Westbound
Time Beginning |  Directions Approach Approach >6007 Met? >200? Met? >9007 Met? >100? Met? Met? Met?
12:00 AM 45 0 35 N N N N N N
1:00 AM 25 2 18 N N N N N N
2:00 AM 15 0 7 N N N N N N
3:00 AM 35 0 9 N N N N N N
4:00 AM 40 0 ” 12 N N N N N N
5:00 AM 110 2 | 30 N N N N N N
6:00 AM 275 0 48 N N N N N [
7:00 AM 570 10 i 102 N N N Y N N
8:00 AM 860 9 111 Y N N Y N N
9:00 AM 1110 16 185 Y N Y Y Y N
10:00 AM 1335 17 252 Y Y Y Y Y N
11:00 AM 1515 17 ” 381 Y LY Y Y Y Y
12:00 PM 1645 18 | 478 Y Y Y Y Y Y-
1:00 PM - 1795 20 | 41 Y Y Y Y Y Y
2:00 PM 1800 18 362 Y Y Y Y Y Y
3:00 PM 1770 15 | 505 Y Y Y Y Y Y
4:00 PM 1785 a3 450 Y Y Y Y Y Y
5:00 PM 1630 25 ” 489 Y Y Y Y Y Y
6:00 PM 1290 18 | 385 Y Y Y Y Y N
7:00 PM 830 23 272 Y Y N Y N N
8:00 PM 520 12 217 N Y N Y N N
9:00 PM 360 14 ." 11 N N N Y N N
10:00 PM 180 10 i 60 N N N N N N
11:00 PM 105 N | 62 N N N N N N
Total 19645 ,ﬁmo . ,\ 4992
4 No. of hours et 10 10 10 7
. Hours Required] 8 a | 1
i |
T )| Warrant Met? VES VES VES VES
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From: Karlinsey, Rob

Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 11:33 AM

To: Kester, Jennifer, Dolan, Tom

Subject: FW: Text Change in the C-1 Zone

Attachments: A Grocery Box for Pt Fosdick.docx

From: Mark Hoppen [mailto:hoppenm@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, July 20, 2011 11:10 AM

To: Franich, Jim; Ekberg, Steve; Payne, Tim; paulkadzik@comcast.net; Malich, Ken; Conan, Paul; Young, Derek; Hunter,
Chuck

Cc: Karlinsey, Rob

Subject: Text Change in the C-1 Zone

Attached is a blog I wrote for Patch. It seems to me that increasing the retail capability in a zone that shares
physical characteristics in common with other retail zones in the area will be tantamount to eventually
increasing the square footage in similar B-2 zones.

I still remember when Gretchen held a meeting on the Fred Meyer (Uptown site) proposal that followed
Walmart by some years. She met at the library and, innocently enough, said the issue was "about design." She
left out the rest of the zoning part. The next day the Gateway headlined, "Mayor Says Issue is Design." The
very next day, I had a call from Jack McCullough, a Seattle attorney, who said if the issue is just design, then
we'll be right back. He apparently thought Fred Meyer was no impediment. This attorney regularly read all Gig
Harbor local papers, and his corporation had an abiding interest in locating in the Pt. Fosdick area. Of course,
Jack McCullough represented Walmart.

Watch out where you enlarge zoning parameters, and, for that matter, don't think the C-1 zone, if used for
100,000 square foot retail buildings, can be kept successfully distinct from litigious comparison with the B-2
zone in a similar physical situation.

Mark Hoppen

8133 Shirley Avenue

Gig Harbor, WA 98332

Cell 253 279-2415

hoppenm@gmail.com
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A Grocery Box for Pt. Fosdick

I stop in at Java and Clay quite a bit. The word for the day on the counter tile a
while back was specious, which can mean “apparently true or right though lacking
real merit; not genuine.”

So, what’s going on with grocery stores in Gig Harbor? It appears that stores like
Whole Foods or Trader Joes have no immediate interest in Gig Harbor. Albertsons
is one of its chain’s top producing stores. Target is competing in the grocery
business with the local Albertsons. Kroger controls Fred Meyer and uptown QFC,
and has closed the downtown store. Harbor Greens and Finholms are the only
independent local stores in town. Safeway is upgrading, committed to a first-tier
new store.

Also, Fred Meyer wants to open a new 100,000 square foot store on Pt. Fosdick at
the site of the defunct car lots.

Considering this scenario, is a replacement store downtown in the offing?

Only the old Thriftway (QFC) property downtown is available, and it's way too small
for an upscale store like Whole Foods, and apparently hasn’t generated any interest
to date from smaller niche grocery stores. Whole Foods, of course, is a great store,
but I don't see it coming anytime soon.

Right now, Kroger is poised to become a controlling food sales interest in town if
the big box Fred Meyer is approved on Pt. Fosdick. If the big box is approved, then
smaller niche food stores would be less likely to locate downtown. Moreover, new
upscale stores would be unlikely to gain adequate market share by re-locating here.
The new Safeway would be our only upscale, large-store alternative to Kroger
brands.

Fred Meyer, where I usually shop for groceries, would likely abandon the store on
the east side of Highway 16, so that would leave an open location...

Of course, that would make it even less likely that a replacement store for QFC will
locate downtown.

So the question is: Does a new, big box Fred Meyer truly improve our grocery
shopping options? For that matter, considering Target and the upcoming Kohls:
Does Fred Meyer improve our low cost shopping options? Do low-paying retail jobs
improve our employment picture on the Gig Harbor Peninsula? Do a big box Fred
Meyer and assorted unknown stores fall within the long-term infrastructure capacity
of Olympic Drive and Pt. Fosdick? Answer “yes” if you want to each of the previous
questions; but, I think the answer might well be a uniform “no.”

I think that the old car lot area on Pt. Fosdick should be down-zoned from the
industrial C-1 zone to a B-2 zone, the same zone as other retail zones in the area.

It certainly appears that retail uses of some dimension are destined for this
property. If zoned B-2, then buffers, square footage requirements, impervious
cover, site design, public amenities, and environmental considerations would be the
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same as standards in other existing, competing, retail areas. The property is big
enough that this change would not result in an incident of spot zoning because the
initial change would be legislative in character.

The community prize is a grocery store downtown. One more grocery outlet
uptown - five - won't help anything downtown.

Some City Council members will remember the problems that were caused when a
new proposal for a hospital requested a fundamental zoning change and bumped
into data for water, sewer, and traffic that were around six years old. Similarly, the
Point Fosdick area is on the edge as an infrastructure system.

The Planning Commission is considering a zoning text change to allow 100,000
square foot buildings in a C-1 zone to accommodate Fred Meyer’s proposal.

The Planning Commission and City Council should call for current assessment with
current data before recommending or changing anything in the Pt. Fosdick area.

Moreover, if the Planning Commission is determined to recommend a zoning text
change to have big boxes on the site, then it should also recommend zoning the
current C-1 site as B-2, and plan for big boxes on all B-2 sites everywhere in the
city. That’s how it will turn out anyway, if this text change to allow 100,000 square
foot structures in a C-1 zone is recommended by the Planning Commission and
approved by the City Council. Any statement to the contrary would be...at
best...specious.
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Executive Offices

Gig Harbor Corporate Center
4423 Pt. Fosdick Drive, Suite 100
Gig Harbor, WA 98335

Phone: 253 < 851 « 2008

Fax: 253 « 851 « 2503

July 21,2011

Mr. Tom Dolan
Gig Harbor Planning Director
Gig Harbor, WA

RE: Retail Building Size in the C-1 Zoning District

Dear Tom:

The Westside Business District has been dedicated to compliance with current building
codes and the City’s Comprehensive Plan in order to keep development compatible with
local identity and values. The Comprehensive Plan repeatedly refers to development that
reflects local values and identities and keeps a small town city-scape.

The City Advisory Committee (CAC) was formed in the 1990’s to keep the Westside
clear of big box stores. Dave Cunningham from Pope and Talbot worked with the City of
Gig Harbor for over seven years to develop Gig Harbor North as the area to be used for
the large “box stores” so that the large sized buildings would not intrude on other areas
such as the Westside Business District. The current Zoning Code and Comprehensive
Plan reflect the CAC recommendations.

In 1999 the owners of the properties that are now Uptown and MultiCare were
approached by Fred Meyer as a potential buyer and developer of the land. That process
starting in the lat 1990°s and continues into summer of 2000 when Fred Meyer
abandoned the project because of City and community opposition. Attached 1s a drawing
that shows the project as proposed by Fred Meyer. Note that the proposed Fred Meyer
would be in the approximate location of the MultiCare building.

The Safeway development has complied with Gig Harbor Building Codes and the Design
Review Manual as has the Uptown development. Now, a request has been made to
change the building codes that have been successful as Safeway is currently putting up
their walls. Existing and development currently under construction has conformed to the
Design Review Manual and has met its standards which have made for an attractive,
community based shopping area. This request for an amendment to GHMC Chapter

Real Estate Developments ¢« Professional Office Buildings
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17.40 would alter the entire original concept which was the intent of the Comprehensive

Plan and how this community should be developed.

Thank you very much for your consideration of my comments.
Sincerely,

EVIE LYNN

C Jennifer Kester
City Council Members
Planning Commissioners
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of Pierce Counniy
P. O. Box 2084
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
(253) 851-9524

July 21, 2011

Planning Commission
City of Gig Harbor
3510 Grandview Street
Gig Harbor, WA 98335

RE: PL-ZONE-09-002 Retail Building Size in the C-1 Zoning District
Dear Planning Commission Members:

Friends of Pierce County is a non-profit organization that educates and empowers

the people of Pierce County to preserve and restore the natural environment and promotes
more livable communities. We believe that livable communities include sustainable
building practices that incorporate the community's desires with preservation of small,
existing businesses.

This proposal does not reflect the community's desire or promote sustainable growth. We
understand that this proposal is not just for the applicant's property but would change
other C1 zones with no size limit on non-retail commercial buildings.

Inconsistency with Gig Harbor's Vision and Community Plan

The Gig Harbor Community Plan (GHCP) states that "When asked about size of
commercial structures, a strong majority of respondents (68.7%) indicated that commercial
buildings should be no larger than 5,000 square feet if outside the City of Gig Harbor. A
strong majority (61.4%) also indicated they were opposed to buildings of up to 35,000 square
feet and an overwhelming majority (78.2%) indicated they were opposed to buildings in
excess of 35.000 square feet". Residents have spoken on several occasions regarding
increasing building sizes in the Pt Fosdick area. This proposal is not consistent with the Gig
Harbor Community Plan and resident's vision.
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No Commumnity Need
One goal listed in the GHCP states, "to assure that proposed changes to a zone classification
land use designation, or Urban Growth Area boundary are based on a public or community

need.

As stated in the staff report (dated July 18, 2011), the applicant has not provided a quantified
need for retailers in Gig Harbor. According the to the Chamber of Commerce (personal
communication, dated July 21, 2011) , Gig Harbor has 128 retail businesses members)’
which the Chamber believes encompasses about one third of retail business.

The Pierce County Buildable Lands report (2007) shows that there are 54.18 acres vacant for
commercial/industrial land and 18.6 acres of undeveloped C1 land. According to county staff
there is an approximately 7% vacancy rate in the current commercial areas (personal
‘communication dated July 20, 2011).

There could be approximately 384 retailers are in the Gig Harbor area. There are existing
commercial buildings and commercial land available without rezoning this area. The
property under B-2 zoning already allows for all the uses that a C-1 would allow.

There is no public or community need for this zone classification change.

Bigzer boxes are not alwavs the best planning option

The applicant requests allowable square footage of 100,000. Under the Municipal
Research and Services Center of Washington (MRSCR) - Regulation of Large Retail
Establishments (Big Box Retail), Category Killers are defined as big box retail facilities
that range from 20,000 to 120,000 square feet. They tend to overwhelm or "kill" the
smaller competitors.

The applicant lists Walmart as one of the possible business that have expressed interest in
this site. Existing local businesses are usually the ones hardest hit by large chain stores.
A study in “The Home Town Advantage - How to defend your main street against chain
stores and why it matters” cites an example in which a megastore captured 84% of the
sales from existing businesses within the same county. A typical Lowes' for example, of
120,000 square feet captures the spending power of 37,000 people. Most communities
cannot absorb this revenue loss to existing businesses and as a result, the existing
competition is eliminated (Exhbit 1).

Ironically, the MRSCR site lists Gig Harbor size limits on big boxes as an example fo
plan for better communities in deciding whether or not to allow big boxes.

Traffic and inconsistencies with the Growth Manasement Act
Big box stores increase traffic. A 200,000 square foot store typically generates more than
10,000 car trips on weekdays more on weekends (Exhibit 2).

' This information does not include all the retail business in Gig Harbor and it includes some
outside of Gig Harbor City limits.
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Planning Goals under the Growth Management Act, specifically RCW 36.70A.020 -
Public facilities and services state, "Ensure that those public facilities and services
necessary to support development shall be adequate to serve the development at the time
the development is available for occupancy and use without decreasing current service
levels below locally established minimum standards".

According to the City of Gig Harbor Transportation plan (2002), "The streets with the
greatest accident experience were Olympic Drive, along which 84 accidents occurred (five
per month), and Point Fosdick Drive, along which 69 accidents occurred (four per month)".

It is our opinion increasing the opportunity for larger stores in the C-1 areas, will
increase traffic on already congested city streets. City staff reported that "currently, the
Pt. Fosdick/Olympic Intersection will operate at a D- LOS once the Safeway
development is constructed. The D- also includes the previous commercial shopping
center proposal on the RV site" (personal communication dated July 18, 2011). The D-
level of Service will decrease, which is contrary to the above planning goal under the
GMA (Exhibit 3) and will further congest an already congested roadway.

Housing/Income

There are 7,521 people in Gig Harbor and 66,000 people in the Gig Harbor/Key
Peninsula area. According to the US Census, Gig Harbor employment sectors are mainly
in education, health, social services (25.9%) local, state, federal government (15.9%)
with only 0.3 in the retail trade. The US Census for 2005-09 (http://factfinder.census.gov)
shows that the mean travel time to work for people in Gig Harbor is 24.5 minutes.

According to the City of Gig Harbor Housing Needs Assessment (January 12, 2009),
"The maximum affordable sales price for a low-income household in Pierce County is
$141,366, while the maximum affordable sales price for a moderate-income household is
$203,214. The median sales price for a three bedroom existing home was $402,000 in
Gig Harbor in the first three quarters of 2008, well above the maximum sales price
affordable for very low-, low-, and moderate-income groups. A household would have to
earn over 225 percent of the median county income to afford the median-priced three-
bedroom home in Gig Harbor. Even at the current median sales price of $299,900, most
homes are not affordable to moderate- or lower-income groups".

Big Box stores do not provide a livable wage job. According to a UNIVERSITY OF
CALIFORNIA, BERKELEY CENTER FOR LABOR RESEARCH study, "There is
strong evidence that jobs created by Walmart in metropolitan areas pay less and are less
likely to offer benefits than those they replace. Controlling for differences in geographic
location, Walmart workers earn an estimated 12.4 percent less than retail workers as a
whole, and 14.5 percent iess than workers in large retail in general. Walmart jobs are
poverty-level jobs. Walmart’s average sale Associate makes $8.81 per hour, according to
IBIS World, an independent market research group. This translates to annual pay of
$15,576, based upon Walmart’s full-time status of 34 hours per week.2 This is
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significantly below the 2010 Federal Poverty Level of $22,050 for a family of four."
(Exhibit 4).

Where would the workers for the big box come from? Most likely outside of Gig Harbor
since they would not be able to afford to live here.

It is our opinion that this propeosal is inconsistent with the city's comprehensive plan
and we request that you deny this text amendment application. Thank you for your
consideration in this matter. If you have any questions, please do not hesitate to contact
me at (253) 851-9524.

Sincerely,

777%%@20&'7/ Ce e
Marian Berejikian
Executive Director
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RYTH: Big-Box Stores Create [obs

FACT: Studies by independent economists
show that big-box stores eliminate more re-
tail jobs than they ereate.

A recent study examined 3,094 counties across the U.S., track-
ing the arrival of new Wal-Mart stores between 1977 and 2002.
The study, conducted by Univ. of California economist David
. Neumark, found that opening a Wai-Mart store led to a net
loss of 150 retail jobs on average, suggesting that a new Wal-
Mart job replaces approximately |.4 workers at other stores
(The Effects of Wal-Mart on Local Labor Markets, January 2007).

The reason for the overall decline is that a new Wal-Mart store
does not increase the amount of money that residents have to
spend. Sales gains at these stores are invariably mirrored by a
drop in revenue at existing businesses, which then must down-
size or close. The job losses are larger than the gains because
Wal-Mart accomplishes the same volume of sales with fewer
employees.

Although similar studies have not been done of other big-box
retailers, it's likely that they also have either a negative or no
impact on employment because the underlying dynamics (i.e.,
no increases in consumer spending) are the same.

MYTH: Big-Beox Stores Boost Tax Revenue

FACT: The tax benefits of big-box stores are
negated by the cost of providing public serv-
ices to these developments and declining tax
revenue from existing commiercial districts.

Big-box development creates substantial public costs. These
sprawling stores are not efficient users of public infrastructure.
Compared te traditional, compact business districts, they re-
quire longer roads, more road maintenance, additional miles of
utilities, and more fire and police time.

One case study in Barnstable, Mass., found that the annual cost
of providing city services to traditional downtown and neigh-
borhood business districts was $786 per 1,000 square feet
Big-box stores were 30% more costly, reguiring $1,023 in serv-
ices per 1,000 sq. ft. {Tischler & Associates, Fiscal Impact Analysis
of Residential and Nonresidential Land Use Prototypes, prepared
for the Town of Barnstabte, Jul. I, 2002.)

In addition to incurring new costs, cities that approve big-box
-development often experience a decline in property and sales

A ‘paﬁogect“ of the Institute for Local Self-Reliance
www.bighoxtoelkit.com

tax revenue from existing neighborhood and downtown busi-
ness districts, as well as older shopping centers. As these areas
lose sales and experience vacancies, the value of property de-
clines and with it, the property tax revenue. Sales tax revenue
also falls. One study of 116 cities in California found that, in all
but two cases, the presence of a big-box store did not corre-
spond to increased sales tax revenue. (Bay Area Economic Fo-
rum, Supercenters and the Transformation of the Bay Area Grocery
Industry: Issues, Trends, and Impacts, 2004, 74-8 3]

FYTH: Blg-Box Stores Grow the Ecomenty

FACT: Trading independent retailers for big-
bex chains shrinks the volume of activity in
the local economy.

For every $100 they receive in revenue, locally owned busi-
nesses hire more local workers, purchase more goods and
services from other local businesses, and contribute more to
local charities than their big-box counterparts, When chains
displace local businesses, it results in an overall loss of eco-
nomic activity, not a gain.

A 2004 study conducted in Chicago analyzed ten locally owned
restaurants, retail stores, and service providers and compared
them with chains competing in the same categories. The study
concluded that every $100 spent at one of the independent
businesses created $68 in additional economic activity in the
city, while spending the same amount at a chain only generated
$43 worth of local impact. (Civic Economics, The Andersonville
Study of Retail Economics, 2004.)

{,-s‘ This work is licensed under 2 Creative Commons Attribution-
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One of the main reasons for the difference was that the local
retailers bought more goods and services from other local
businesses. They did their banking at a local bank. They hired
local accountants, web designers, and other professionals. They
turned to a local print shop for their printing, and they adver-
tised in local publications. The chains had almost no need for
these local services and spent relatively little in the city.

A consequence of this is that even modest shifts in the mix of
jocal and non-local businesses in a community can have signifi-
cant economic ramifications. A case study in Kent County,
Michigan, estimates that the region would gain 1,600 new jobs,
$140 million in new economic activity, and $53 million in addi-
tional payroll if residents shifted 10% of their spending from
chains to iocal businesses. A shift in the opposite direction —
more spending at chains — would cause equivalent economic
losses. (Civic Economics, Local Works: Examining the Impact of
Local Business on the Western Michigan Economy, 2008.)

MYTH: Big-Bex Stores Bring Competition and
Consumer Chelce

FACT: Big-box stores often displace numer-
ous small and mid-sized stores, leaving fewer
shopping options and less competition.

An average Wal-Mart or Target supercenter is nearly four
football fields in size (190,000 square feet) and captures about
$80 million a year in spending. To understand how large that
is, consider that it would take 35,000 people making 25% of all
of their retail purchases, from groceries to appliances, at that one
Wal-Mart store. To take another example, the average
120,000-square-foot Lowe's captures $35 million a year in
sales. That's equal to the total hardware/building materials
spending power of 37,000 people.

Most communities, even fast-growing ones, cannot absorb a
store of this scale without sizable revenue losses to existing
businesses, including both locally owned stores and competing
supermarkets and shopping centers. Part of the reason these
companies build such large stores is that they leave little room
in the market for other businesses. As competing stores close,
residents are left with fewer choices. Many towns and neigh-
borhoods now depend on 2 single big-box store for many
types of goods, virtually eliminating competition.

Once they attain 2 dominant share of the market, these retail-
ers may raise prices. One study comnpared the cost of 54 gro-

e

e 1Y BN
A project of the institute for Local Seli-Reliance
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cery items at | | Wal-Mart supercenters in Nebraska and found
that the total varied by more than {3 percent Some of the
stores with the highest prices were in areas that lacked com-
peting grocery stores. (Hometown Merchants Association,
impact of Supercenters on Nebraska Economy, April 2004.)

A growing number of communities are deciding that a better
way to ensure competition is to have numerous small and mid-
sized stores, rather than one giant superstore. One way to
achieve this is to place a cap on the size of stores (for more on
this see our Store Size Cap Policy Kit at bigboxtoolkit.com).

RAYTH: Big-Box Stores are the Only Option

FACT: bore cities and towns are saying no tc
additional big-box development and finding
better ways te grow by creating and expand-
ing iocal businesses. ‘

Nearly 300 communities have rejected big-box proposals in
the last few years, and many have adopted policies that restrict
or prohibit this type of development altogether.

Far from impeding growth, these policies often attract new
small businesses investment as entrepreneurs seek out viable
locations.

Communities can spur more small business development by
revitalizing their neighborhood and downtown commercial
districts, faunching programs to train and finance new entre-
preneurs, and developing a strong Buy Local campaign to en-
courage more public support for locally owned businesses.
(For more information on these strategies, see the Building
Alternatives to Big Boxes section at bigboxtoolkit.com.)

. This work is licensed under a Creative Commons Attribution-
Noncommercial-No Derivative Works 3.0 United States License:
http://creativecommons.org/licenses/by-nc-nd/3.0/us/

page 2 of 2



T =TT R Rl “E e

As big-box stores
multiplied in the
1990s, the road
miles logged by the
average househoid
for shopping in-
creased by more
than 40 percent—a
total of 95 billion
additional miles a
year for the country
as a whole. (US.
Dept. of Transporta-
tion, National House-
hold Travel Survey)

TOOLKIT

ct of the hsutute for Local Se!f—Rehance

Big-box stores generate large volumes of
traffic—much more than most other iand
uses. The amount of traffic is directly re-

lated to the size of these stores. The larger

the store, the larger the geographic area
from which it pulls customers and thus the
higher the traffic counts. A 200,000-
square-foot superstore typically generates
more than 10,000 car trips on weekdays
and more on Saturdays.

The kinds of businesses that often spring
up near big-box retailers—fast-food out-
lets, gas stations, and convenience stores—
also produce large volumes of traffic.

Traffic and noise depress property values
in nearby neighborhoods. More traffic in-
creases the cost of local government serv-
ices, such as road maintenance and police.

Solution

By limiting the size of stores, prohibiting
sprawling development on the outskirts of
town, and supporting neighborhood and
downtown retail, communities can shorten
the distance from home to store, reduce
vehicle traffic, and facilitate more walking,
bicycling, and public transit use.

The benefits of this approach are substan-
tial. A 2005 study of 3,200 households in
King County (greater Seattle), Washington,
found that, compared to residents of low-
density subdivisions that lack neighbor-
hood stores, people who live in traditional
neighborhoods with a variety of small-
scale remil services, schools, parks, and
other uses nearby:

» log 26 percent fewer vehicle miles per
day;

- generate lower emissions of pollutants
such as nitrous oxide, volatile organic
compounds, and carbon dioxide, a lead-
ing cause of giobal warming;

www.bighoxtoolkit.com
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lox Stores on Traffic ™

- are more likely to achieve the U.S. Sur-
geon General's recommended 30 min-
utes of moderate activity per day; and

« are less likely to be overweight or
obese.

The study controlled for age, gender, in-
come, education, and other factors that
also influence transportation choices.
(Center for Clean Air Policy, A Study of
Land Use, Transportation, Air Quality, and
Health in King County, WA, Sept. 2005)

Average Weekday Vehicle Trips

= General Merchandise (e.g., VVal-Mart)
Warehouse Club (e.g., Costco)
== Home Improvement (e.g., Home Depot)

15,000 1

12,000

9,000

6,000

3000

0 : + + 4
125,000 150,000 175,000 200,000 225,000
Size of the store in square feet

(Saturday counts are higher. Traffic esti-
mates are derived from the Institute for
Transportation Engineers’ Trip Generation
Manual.)

-~ This fact sheet is © 2006 by the Institute for Local
- i Selt-Reliance and is licensed under a Creative

FEN Commons License. Please visit bigboxtooikit.cam
for information on authorized uses.



New Business - 2
Page 121 of 164

Exhibit 3

Level of service (LOS) is a measure used by traffic engineers to determine the
effectiveness of elements of transportation infrastructure. LOS is most commonly used to
analyze highways by categorizing traffic flow with corresponding safe driving
conditions. The concept has also been applied to intersections, transit, and water supply.
The following section pertains to only North American highway LOS standards and it
uses the letters A through F, with A being the best and F being the worst.

Level-of-Service A describes free-flow operations. Traffic flows at or above the posted
speed limit and all motorists have complete mobility between lanes. The average spacing
between vehicles is about 550 ft(167m) or 27 car lengths. Motorist have a high level of
physical and psychological comfort. The effects of incidents or point breakdowns are
easily absorbed. An example of LOS A occurs late at night in urban areas, frequently in
rural areas, and generally in car advertisements.

Level-of-Service B describes reasonable free-flow operations. Free-flow (LOS A) speeds
are maintained, maneuverability within the traffic stream is slightly restricted. The lowest
average vehicle spacing is about 330 ft(100m) or 16 car lengths. Motorist still have a high
level of physical and psychological comfort.

Level-of-Service C describes at or near free-flow operations. Ability to maneuver
through lanes is noticeably restricted and lane changes require more driver awareness.
Minimum vehicle spacing is about 220 fi(67m) or 11 car lengths. At LOS C most
experienced drivers are comfortable, roads remain safely below but efficiently close to
capacity, and posted speed is maintained. Minor incidents may still have no affect but
localized service will have noticeable affects and traffic delays will form behind the
incident. This is the targeted LOS for some urban and most rural highways.

Level-of-Service D describes decreasing free-flow levels. Speeds slightly decrease as the
traffic volume slightly increase. Freedom to maneuver within the traffic stream is much
more limited and driver comfort levels decrease. Vehicles are spaced about 160 ft(50m)
or 8 car lengths. Minor incidents are expected to create delays. Example of LOS D is
perhaps the level of service of a busy shopping corridor in the middle of a weekday, or a
functional urban highway during commuting hours. It is a common geal for urban streets
during peak hours, as attaining LOS C would require a prohibitive cost and societal
impact in bypass roads and lane additions.

Level-of-Service E describes operations at capacity. Flow becomes irregular and speed
varies rapidly because there are virtually not usable gaps to maneuver in the traffic stream
and speeds rarely reach the posted limit. Vehicle spacing is about 6 car lengths, however
speeds are still at or above 50 mi/h(80 km/h). Any disruption to traffic flow, such as
merging ramp traffic or lane changes, will create a shock wave affecting traffic upstream.
Any incident will create serious delays. Driver's level of comfort become poor. LOS E
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is a common standard in larger urban areas, where some roadway congestion is
inevitable.

Level-of-Service F describes a breakdown in vehicular flow. Flow is forced; every
vehicle moves in lockstep with the vehicle in front of it, with frequent slowing required.
Technically, a road in a constant traffic jam would be at LOS F. This is because LOS
does not describe an instant state, but rather an average or typical service. For example, a
highway might operate at LOS D for the AM peak hour, but have traffic consistent with
LOS C some days, LOS E or F others, and come to a halt once every few weeks.
However, LOS F describes a road for which the travel time cannot be predicted. Facilities
operating at LOS F generally have more demand than capacity.

The Highway Capacity Manual and AASHTO Geometric Design of Highways and
Streets ("Green Book") list the following levels of service:

A= Free flow

B=Reasonably free flow

C=Stable flow

D=Approaching unstable flow

E=Unstable flow

F=Forced or breakdown flow
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Get The Facts — Wages

Walmart jobs are poverty-level jobs.

Walmart’s average sale Associate makes $8.81 per hour?, according to IBIS World, an
independent market research group. This translates to annual pay of $15,576, based upon
Walmart's full-time status of 34 hours per week.? This is significantly below the 2010 Federal
Poverty Level of $22,050 for a family of four.

Walmart can afford to pay higher wages.

According to a 2011 report, if Walmart started paying a $12/hour minimum wage, its workers
currently eaming less than $9 per hour could each earn $3,250 to $6,500 more per year before
taxes. If Walmart were to pass this cost directly to shoppers, the average consumer would need
to pay only 46 cents more per shopping trip, or $12.50 per year’.

In 2010, Walmart CEQ Mike Duke received $18.7 million in total compensation®, or 1,201 times
the annual income of the average Walmart sale Assodiate.

Walmart's entry into a market depressed wages, displacing better-paying retail jobs.
A 2005 study found that Walmart's entry into a metropolitan area eliminates similar jobs that pay
about 18% more than Walmart. In those areas, the total average earnings of retail workers fell
by 0.5 to 0.8%".

Walmart's average wage for sales associates® is distinctly lower than the wage for
comparable positions at unionized competitors in key markets.

e The average Walmart sales associate earns 32% less than the average wage of a
comparable UFCW worker at one of the three major supermarkets under the current
contract for Southern California in 2011.

e The average Walmart sales associate earns 21% less than an average comparable retail

worker covered by a UFCW contract with a large employer in Massachusetts.®

! Gross, Courtney. "Is Wal-Mart Worse? (Gotham Gazette, Feb 14, 2011)." Gotham Gazette. 14 Feb. 2011. Web. 03 Mar.
2011. <http://www.gothamgazette.com/article/searchiight/20110214/203/3463>.

2 This assumes that a full-time Walmart Associate works an average of 34 hours/week, 52 weeks/year. The average of 34
hours/week is obtained from an internal Walmart memo: http://www.nytimes.com/packages/pdf/business/26walmart.pdf
3 Jacobs, Ken, Graham-Squire, Luce, April 2011. “Living Wage Policies and Big Box Retail: How a Higher Wages Standard
Would Impact Walmart Workers and Shoppers” http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/retail/bigbox_livingwage_policies11.pdf

4 "Wal-Mart Stores CEOQ Gets $18.7M 2010 Pay Package." The Associates Press. Businesswaek, 19 Apr. 2011. Web. 20
Apr. 2011, <http://www businessweek.com/ap/financialnews/DIMMADEBO.htm >,

® Dube, Arindrajit and Steve Wertheim, October 2005. “Walmart and Job Quality—What Do We Know, and Should We
Care?” http://laborcenter.berkeley.edu/retail/walmart_jobguality.pdf

% Sales associate average wages based on wage reported from IBISWorid.

7 UFCW analysis of store-level hours distributions and wage progressions from a 2009-2010 Southern California multi-
employer master contract with seven UFCW locals.

8 UFCW analysis of store-level hour distribution and wage progressions from a 2009-2010 UFCW master contract with a
large New England supermarket and five UFCW focals.
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1. Right now, there is a huge vacant store in Uptown. There were quotes in our papers
saying they would announce a new tenant in May. We are cruising towards August
and the Borders building remains vacant. The boutique stores at Uptown, such as
Ann Taylor, Coldwater Creek, etc., according to articles in the business press, are on
shaky ground and might be failing themselves. The addition of a Kohl’s Department
store might just be the last nail in the coffin for these smaller retailers. How many
vacancies at Uptown are okay? When does it start to iook like an abandoned blight

2. When the QFC closed in downtown Gig Harbor, many people lobbied for a Trader
Joe’s to fill that space. That company made it quite clear in their interview in the TNT
business pages that our population is not LARGE enough to support their business
demographic. If Trader Joe’s says our community is too small to support their
business, in a community that truly wants them, why are we planning on building
maore retail space? Does JC Penney NEED to compete in this smaller market? | doubt
it.

3. When Gig Harbor North was in the development stage, this community was
PROMISED that it would be the home of the big box stores, by it’s community
leaders. That promise was broken with Kohl’s. The Westside voters asked to be part
of the Gig Harbor City. Those homeowners have been ignored by the developers and
ignored by their city. The rest of the community spends it's $$$ here. Most of us have
no desire to watch this community turn into another Federal Way. The Olympic Drive
overpass was at capacity the day it opened. Our state doesn’t have the resources 1o
expand it and the extra shopping traffic will make that area a nightmare for the
residents and those of us who now shop the area. It already has major traffic back-
ups.

4. The role of internet shopping should be considered by any city in it’s expansion
plans. | have included some eye-opening statistics about the ever increasing share of
shopping $$$ that are being clicked in via home computers. The growth in internet
retail went up by 12% in the first quarter of 2011. There was a corresponding drop in
what is now called * offline shopping”. Retail is struggling with internet shopping and
the problem will grow in the future---not diminish. The situation with the proposed mali
in University Place speaks volumes about poor planning and a serious lack of vision
for future needs. There are several retailers that have left the Puget Sound area by
choice or by necessity over the last few years. Pay attention to that.

5. In closing, even if there is a desire for more big box stores in this community,
Westside is not where they belong. If the community wants those jobs, so be it. The
infrastructure is already provided in Gig Harbor North and promises were made 1o this
community. The developer was aware of the zoning restrictions on these parcels. If
they cannot develop this property under their current zoning: it is NOT Gig Harbor’s
responsibility to make their property profitable. They need accept that reality and
respect the wishes of this community..

Margot LeRoy
3110 Judson #126
Gig Harbor, Wa. 88335

___onourlandscape?_ e
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E-retail sales jump 12% in Q1

E-commerce registered its second consecutive quarter of
double-digit growth, comScore reports.

Don Davis
Editor

Online retail sales increased 12% in the first quarter of 2011 over the same period a
year ago, the second consecutive quarter of double-digit growth and sixth guarter in a
row of year-over-year growth, web measurement firm comScore Inc. reported today.

E-commerce sales in the U.S. totaled $38.00 billion in the first three months of this year
versus $33.98 billion in Q1 2010, comScore says.

“‘Domestic retail e-commerce built on the success of a strong 2010 holiday season with
another encouraging quarter here in the first three months of the year,” says comScore
chairman Gian Fulgeni. *Faced with rapidly rising gas prices and stubbornly high
unemployment, consumers continued to take advantage of the internet’s lower prices by
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shifting their spending from offline retail stores. In fact, in the first quarter, the growth in
e-commerce spending was roughly double that observed at offline retail. While we
would expect online buying to dampen slightly if gas prices continue to eat into
discretionary spending, it's clear that e-commerce has become a mainstay in consumer
behavior, driven by the attraction of both lower prices and convenience.”

Related Articles
/ INDUSTRY STATISTICS

/ INDUSTRY STATISTICS

E- les rise 14.8% in 2010

/ INDUSTRY STATISTICS

3 ices drive st i

The top 25 online retailers’ share of e-commerce sales held steady at 67.7%, the same
as Q1 2010 and down from a 2010 peak of 70%, suggesting small and midsized e-
retailers have taken back market share from the largest merchants.

The top-performing online categories were video games, consoles & accessories, books
& magazines, computers/peripherals/PDAs, consumer electronics and computer
software (excluding computer games). Each of those categories grew by at ieast 13%
year over year in the first quarter.

The number of online buyers grew 7% and transactions per buyer increased 9%, but the
average doilar value of an online purchase declined 4%, comScore says.

ComScore’s estimates are slightly less bullish than those of MasterCard
SpendingPuise, the research arm of payment network MasterCard Worldwide.
MasterCard estimated year-over-year e-commerce sales growth of 12% in January,
13.2% in Eebruary, 16.1% in March and 19% in April.

The two firms use different methods to come up with their estimates. MasterCard draws
on data from its credit and debit card network and surveys of spending with other card
brands, cash and checks. ComScore compiles its data by tracking the online spending
of some 2 million consumers who have given their permission to be monitored, about
half of them in the U.S.
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City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission
3510 Grandview Street
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 July 21, 2011

Dear Cindy Andrews and Members of the City of Gig Harbor Planning Commission,

[ live with my family in the Artondale area of Gig Harbor. We currently enjoy the shopping and other
amenities found at the Westside business area (Point Fosdick and Olympic intersection) on a daily basis.
Medical, banking, pharmaceutical, home repair or maintenance, and groceries are readily available. Any

extra items, such as, shoes, clothes, bulk food and/or housewares are easily purchased within a 15
minute drive from our home.

The application in question proposes a large commercial retail building of at least 100,000 square feet.
This size building likely would hold a “big-box store”, containing some of the aforementioned shopping
items already available.

Regarding the application for the allowable building size increase; my family and | would not like to see
Chapter 17.40 of the Gig Harbor Municipal Code amended to increase the allowable square footage for
new retail commercial buildings in the areas indicated in today’s hearing announcement. The
unavoidable impact to the community from such a change is, once a tenant is installed, a significant
increase in traffic. In addition, the local impacts to our roads, infrastructure, and emergency services are
not going to benefit the residents that currently frequent the Westside and south Gig Harbor shopping
and other commercial areas. “Big-box” stores would only create redundancies in the aforementioned
amenities without improving the quality of life for residents.

Hopefully, as the application in question is reviewed, the Planning Commission will again deny the
proposed allowable size increase to commercial retail buildings. It is not my wish that the applicant fail
to make a profit and, ideally, the applicant will find a local suitable host of tenants (entertainment,
brewery, and restaurants seem to be popular...) to create a profitable development that also benefits
the community.

Thank you for your attention and your consideration,

Yy

Racheal Villa
8309 52" Street NW,
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
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Mindi LaRose
12925 132n¢d
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Gig Harbor, Ua
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“AH, THE PLACE WHERE people look
you in the eve!l” caid a gentlemanas -
lintroduced myself as being from Gig
Harbor. He was right. Known for its
natural beauty, with views of Mount

Rainier and Puget
YOUR Sc_)und. this small city
KIND OF with under 8,000
TOWN residents sits across
GIG HARBOR, the Narrows Bridge
WASHINGTON from Tacoma.

BY MIND! LAROSE Concerts inthe park,

boat parades, garden
tours and art walks help residents get
to know their neighbors. There are
shopping centers and restaurants, but
not cluttering every corner. Miles of
shoreline and a deep-water bay have
made it famous for water sports. Bikers,
watkers and runners can be seen daily
onthe five-mile public paved trail
called the Cushman. If a community’s
health can be gauged by how people
treat each other and interact. a good
look in the eye is quite a compliment.

Submit a Your Kind of Town story or photograph
and find others at
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THE OTHER MOZART

“A prodigy.” “Genius.” These words were

written in the 1760s about Mozart—Maria
Anna Mozart, that is (left: with younger
brother Wolfgang). When she toured

i 'S Europe as a pianist, Maria Anna wowed
audiences in Munich, Vienna, Paris, London,
the Hague and Switzerland. Her father,

Leopold, wrote in aletter in 1764 that “my little

girl, although she is only 12 years old,

. is one of the most skillful players in Europe.”

Elizabeth Rusch, from “Maria Anna Mozart; The Family’s First Prodigy,”
Smithsonian.com/mozart - T

Making Tea

. By Mukesh Dewatwal
. Dewas, India

" 'Smithsonian.com/photccqntest
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SCHMALTZY BREAKUP

Afterwe splitup, I knewIwas
never really part of the family.
How did I know? The matzo ball.

I could never get them to turn out
right. They were basically rubber
balls in kosher clothing,.

EVelyn Kimin ;f'lfhe Matzo Ball Blues,” the Food & Thihk Blog's )
Inviting Writing Contest about Food and Datings+: « ; )
Share your story at Smithsonign.corp/m tzoball

MAY 2011 + SMITHSONIAN.COM 19
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From: Marla Peters [milptrs8@gmail.com]
Sent: Thursday, July 21, 2011 3:25 PM
To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: C-1 Zoning Testimony

I oppose allowing greater than 65,000 sq.ft. retail buildings in the C-1.districts. For the district

near Pt.Fosdick and Olympic, existing traffic capacity is a reason not to allow it. The intersection is now at
maximum capacity during some hours.  The second reason is that the area around 56th and Olympic is
becoming a walkable area, with many medium size stores including Harbor Greens, the adjoining apartment
complex, and the retirement housing nearby. A large square footage store does not work with pedestrian scale,

“as would smaller retail units, Gig Harbor North is not walkable (can you cross the street in a roundabout?) and
that's where these stores belong. The final reason is that big scale merchandising is going out of popularity-
many big box store spaces after being vacated by their bankrupt owners, are being divided down into several
small retail units. Retailers are using existing space more intensively. The list attached on-line to the application
contained several businesses now in bankruptcy,and several more already located in Gig Harbor North,
Smaller, mixed-use developments are the way to go for the future. I live in the 38th/56th St area and want a
walkable, small scale neighborhood. Maila H, Peters, 5706 40th Ave Ct. NW, Gig Harbor
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Ms. Kester,

Scott Wagner [swagner@narrowsmarina.com]
Wednesday, July 27, 2011 11:28 AM

Kester, Jennifer

PL-ZONE-09-0002

Follow up
Flagged

If it is not too late to comment, please include this email.

I own property in the C1 Zone. 1 am in full support of the proposed changes. | believe giving property owners the ability
to construct retail buildings to 100,000 square feet in this zone is a good move and will allow retailers a better chance of
competing with stores in other zones and other jurisdictions.

Respectfully submitted,

Scott Wagner
253.225.1718 cell

253.564.3474 office

253.564.3475 fax

swagner@narrowsmarina.com

This email message may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized use is prohibited. Ifyou are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by
reply email and destray all copies of the original message.
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From: Jennifer Asplund [asplund@centurytel.net]

Sent: Wednesday, July 27, 2011 7:28 PM

To: Dolan, Tom

Cc: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: C-1 Text zone change supporter

Follow Up Flag: Foliow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Dear Mr. Dolan,

My name is Jennifer Asplund. My address is: 6608 77" Ave Ct NW, Gig Harbor, WA, 98335. | have lived in the Gig Harbor
area since 1993, excluding a 5 month period when we sold our Fox Island home. | am not a regular participant of City
Council or City Planning meetings but did attended the planning meeting last Thursday night regarding the C-1 text zone
change. | was extremely intimated by the number of people that showed up to talk against the C-1 text zone change. |
realize I'm probably too late in letting you know this but had | realized that there was going to be an organized group
that was against the change to dominate the meeting that night, | would have come with a group of supporters who are
in favor of the change, not for a Wal-Mart, but definitely for a Fred Meyers. Now it sounds like Fred Meyers has given up
on building in Gig Harbor because the City Council has postponed action and made the process so difficult that Fred
Meyers has pulled their letter of intent.

Fred Meyers is a repeatable store that takes care of their employees and the community around them. They care about

what the public thinks about them, not just for sales sake, but because their founder was a caring man. They stiil hold to
the standards of their origina! founder so they don’t want to come into a city that isn’t going to support them. I'm really
disappointed that our city council hasn’t welcomed a new full service Fred Meyer.

I just don’t understand the fogic since we now have a new large cement block style building, visible from the freeway, at
the Stroh’s property and currently, Fife RV is parking hundred’s of RV trailers on the property that the Fred Meyers
wanted to build on. How is it that a Fred Meyers would be worse that those. [ realize none of these must have required
zone changes but just because a zone requirement is set at 65,000 square feet or less for retail only, doesn’t mean that
it should stay that way forever. Our community has changed and grown over the past several years and hopefully, our
city will make the necessary zone changes to allow for needed growth and to accommodate the people living in and
around the west side of Gig Harbor.

Should we ever be so fortunate as to have the opportunity to welcome a full service Fred Meyers to our community
again, I'm getting involved and will gladly give you, our City Council and Planning Commission, a more realistic idea of
what the majority of our community members want.

Thank you for taking the time to hear my opinion on this topic. If you should have any questions, please feel free to
contact me at (253) 677-4977.

Sincerely,

Jennifer Asplund

6608 77" Ave Ct NW
Gig Harbor, WA, 98335
{253) 858-1761 home
{253) 677-4977 cell

cc: Jennifer Kester
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Peter Holst R &
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Jennifer Dy,

ennifer Kester &y Op, /Ty
Senior Planner ’1’75‘/\ e
Gig Harbor Planning Commission
3510 Grandview Street

Gig Harbor WA 98335

Dear Jennifer Kester:

T am a resident of Key Peninsula since 1993 and shop in Gig Harbor, and I am writing to express
my full support for the pending decision to increase the retail building size from 65,000 square
feet to 100,000 square feet.

1 understand that some in our community have voiced concern over the possibility of removing
the restriction of 65,000 square feet. Some feel the concern for “preservation of character” and
“feel of our city” and competition to existing businesses in Gig Harbor should trump the concern
of others such as my wife and me. To shop at a full service Fred Meyer store we and other
residents of Gig Harbor and Key Peninsula have to travel to Port Orchard or pay a Narrows
Bridge toll and shop in Tacoma, '

Gig Harbor sales tax revenue could get a big increase with a Fred Meyer full service store located
where the “eyesore RV sales lot” is presently. I believe this is the type of store that is best for our
community and what most people want.

Turge you to move forward on the decision to remove the restriction of retail building restriction
of 65,000 square feet,

I am looking forward to your response.

Sincerely,

Peter Holst
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2505 50%, St. Ct. NW oyl
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 gy
July 30, 2011 i

Dear Planning Commission,

I was at the July 21 Planning Commission meeting to discuss increasing the size

of retail commercial buildings. “There was an overwhelming rejection of building a Big
Box Store on this proposed site. And,yet, you are still considering recommending this
proposal. Where were the 40 % of the people who were in favor of this change that
Michael Fisher said wrote in? Not one of them was at the meeting and spoke.

Michael Fisher of the commission stated in the paper that a Box Store would provide a
strong anchor for more tax revenue, Is this the bottom line, more money and to heck with
the way we want to see Gig Harbor grow? Isn’t the new Safeway and the proposed
Kohl’s, encore stores that will bring in revenue?

We built Gig Harbor North for Big Box Stores and that is where they should be. We
already have Safeway, QFC, Pharmacies, Harbor Greens and locally owned Ace
Hardware in this area. The traffic is already terrible at the intersection, but they say there
won’t be much impact with a Big Box Store. How could that be?

And, yes, I do shop downtown and I love our little city and hope it stays that way.

Nancy Pool
Gig Harbor, WA

) iy Foet
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Kester, Jennifer pw
From: Herb Nightingale [mrherb_@hotmail.com]

Sent: Saturday, August 06, 2011 8:21 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: ¢-1zoning

Hello Ms Kester:

I have lived in Gig Harbor area my whole life and I am fifty-six years of age. LIke those who attended the July 21
planning commission meeting I would be concerned about traffic in the area where the Fife RV Center is currently at to
build a 100 sq ft store whether Fred Meyer or someother retail store. The other reason I am writing this to you Is that I
dont like the Fife RV Center in the location either. I am not sure whose idea it was to allow them on the property but it is
overcrowded with RV's and I believe it is an eye-sore as well. I am sure a lot of citizens of Gig Harbor would agree they
wouldnt want to be another Fife. I believe the property could be used for something better especially since Gig Harbor is
concerned about its reputation. So whether being rezoned or not please rid of RV's.

thanks,

herb nightingale
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August 17, 2011 K
at .
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Gig Harbor Planning Commission Jja @, 5
% Jennifer Kester O Cc) % {)
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1 am unable to attend the August 18 meeting so want to reinterate my concern w1{1f ({ﬁiyu ing
100,00 square foot buildings in the C-1 zone. This would allow big box stores in an é};& where
they would, in my opinion, be completely out of place.

Starting in 1972 I was active in the effort to protect SR16 and major arterials from “looking like
Fife”. The areas by Safeway and south of the prison had been cleared, and there was a huge
community uproar., We successfully petitioned to have protective zoning put on the strip along
SR16 that was then designated General Use. The citizen’s effort was so successful in making
it’s point that the 1975 Gig Harbor Peninsula Land Use Regulations required that development
be completely screened from SR16 and that limited visibility be allowed along arterials only if
the developer agreed to site plan review. Development was then allowed visibility in reverse
proportion to the impact on the natural environment. The regulations spoke to development
within 500 feet of right-of-ways to be certain that they applied to development along frontage
roads and interchanges.

T am enclosing a copies of pages from the 1975 county plan and regulations speaking to this. 1
am also enclosing a statement I wrote for the Planning Commission in about 1985 (obviously
before word processing) speaking to the county regulations and the concerns that many citizens
had with possible annexation of the West Side to the City of Gig Harbor because it was felt that
“the city would not support in it’s land use regulations the values which county residents have
worked so hard to incorporate into county regulations”.

You are facing a decision as to whether the city will continue to support the values that ask that
development be compatible with the natural environment, When we developed Gig Harbor
North it was with the idea that large stores were NOT compatible in the Gig Harbor interchange
area since there was not adequate vegetation, or room for adequate vegetation, for the desired
screening and landscaping. It was felt that this could be done in Gig Harbor North. T think this
has been successful and that Gig Harbor North successfully reflects community values.

In 1975 the big issue was compatibility with the natural environment. It wasn’t until the
WalMart episode that the community became concerned with the impact that big box stores have
on the smaller local stores. That is now an issue to be considered.

1 hope that the Planning Commission will continue in the footsteps of commissions before you
and support the desire of residents to disallow development that is not compatible with the
natural environment. In my opinion 100,000 square foot one ownership buildings do not fit in
that area.

Kae Paterson
7311 Stinson Ave.
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
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In 1975 Pierce County adopted a land use plan and regulations for the Gig Harbor
Peninsula. This came after 3 yeaps of active citizen involvement with the

county establishing community valuegf goal and objectives and then expanding
these into regulations.

RELATIONSHIP TO PIERCE COUNTY LAND USE PLANNING

The master goal of the Gig Harbor Peninsula Plan is:

"To provide for planned and orderly growth of the Gig Harbor Peninsula
which, in keeping with the desires of the majority of its citizens and
without depriving land owners and/or residents of the reasonable use of
their land, will: protect and maintain the natural resources, natural
environment and ecosystems; respect the natural processes}; preserve the
semi-rural, agricultural, open space and marine characteristics of the
area, and strive for well designed and well placed development,

To achieve this Master Goal we should:

1. Use the physical characteristics of the land as the major determinants ;
of the location and intensity of the use of land.

2. Retain as much of the land as possible in its natural state,"

The objectives and regulations supporting these goals:

Encourage that land which has limitations for development (steep slopes,
bogs, etc) be kept in open space.

Enourage and often require greenbelt screen buffer setbacks, preferable
of natural vegetation, around developments and especially "to provide
screening for all residential development from adjacent uses, especially
those of a conflicting nature,"

Encourage reksining the natural visual corridors along SR 16 and major

arterials by, in most cases, requiring that development be screened from
view from the right~of-ways.,

Discourage development which detracts from the natural environment such as i
signs directed specifically toward SR 16,

Etc,

“At present Plepce County is working on a new county-wide land use plan and
regulations, At the insistence of residents of the Gig Harbor Peninsula

every effort is being made to incorporate the values of the current Gig Harbor
Peninsula Plan into this,

S PN e
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/ Huch of the resistance by county residents to proposed annexations of land,
especially near SR 16, by the City of Gig Harbor has been based on concern that
the city would not support in its land use rgﬁ%%ations the values which county
residents have worked so hard to incorporate county regulations. In areas
where the city is considering annexation, it whil need to decide the degree to
which the concerns of county residents®will be takem into consideration on
land use regulations and design standards, This is especially important #&#
BRSBTS RS B R BUA A BB B EHBHF when considering development of land
along the SR %6 %%fgédor where there has been continual tension between developers
of commerciBl Hho want visibility and residents who want to maintain the natural
visual corridor, )

%% NOTE:t 1In 1972 when the same questionaire on land use concerns was given to both
city and county residents, the results for the 2 groups were very similas
indicating that they had the same concerns and valués. Subsequent

t

qusstionaires have indicated that this is sti111 true.
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Goal:
Objective:

Performance
Policies:

Objective:

Performance
Policy:
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GOALS-OBJECTIVES-PERFORMANCE POLICIES

Establish a visual corridor which reflects the natural /*»
beauty and semi-rural atmosphere of the Peninsula.

To achieve this goal we should:

A, Encourage retention of natural greenbelts along

property lines adjoining highways by means of
suitable incentives and policies.

Satisfactory performance will be achieved when:

X 1l....an appropriate amount of natural vegetation )r'

is retained in return for an appropriate in-
crease in density, floor area or other use
intensity.

2....standards are implemented which relate the Vs
screening capability of natural vegetation A
varieties in the highway environment with
various belt thicknesses.

3....screening performance is judged as it will
exist at the time the development is complet- V
ed and not as it will exist at some time fur-
ther removed.

4....screening criteria are applied to all visible y
aspects of the use, including parking lots,
signs, garages, fuel tanks, etc.

B. Utilize "inverse proportion” concept in detemining
quantity of natural screening appropriate for a
commercial or industrial use: i.e., the less the
use is compatible with the rural-natural atmospheres
the more natural screening required.

Satisfactory performance will be achieved when:-

1....uses incompatible with the rural-natural at-
mosphere are completely screened from the
highway and other public vantage points, where-
as uses which blend well with the surrounding
country side and/or demonstrate desirable and

96
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All commercial uses, industrial uses, public facilities,
multiple-dwelling uses, plats and short plats within five
hundred feet of existing and proposed rlghts~of—way for SR-16,
SR-302 or major arterials shall be completely screened from
view from such rights-of-way, except as follows:

1. 1In existing developments, changes in use or expansions of
such uses may be partially or totally exempted from the
above screening requirement where the nature of the existinq
development would make such screening a partial or total

physical impossibility. Such exemptions shall require a
variance.

2. Tor new developments and those requiring site plan review
and approval, where topography would preclude such screen-
ing, it may be partially or totally waived through the site
plan review process.

In the cases of exemption above it shall be the responsibility
of the applicant to demonstrate that the provision of such
screening is physically impossible.

3. The requirement for such screening may be partially or
totally waived along arterials, SR-302 and along those
portions of SR-16 to be relocated, for uses through the site
plan review process; providing, the applicant consents
to submit to architectural review as provided by Section -
9.210.060 of this Regulation and such waiver is consistent
with the Plan.

Where screening is required pursuant to (g) above, on-site
canopy vegetation, ground cover or a combination of these with
an earth berm shall be utilized as required by the Planning
Department and/or Examiner in conformance with this Regulation
and with the Plan. The buffer greenbelt used to screen such
uses shall be a minimum of twenty-five feet in width (as
measured from the right-of-way) and shall be broken only at
points of vehicular entrance. In the case of SR-302, other
portions of State Highways not intended to be limited access

and arterials, curb cuts shall be kept to a minimum and street
graphics shall be visible from the rights-of-way only at points
of vehicular or pedestrian entrance. Such street graphics shall
not exceed twenty square feet in area; shall be used to identify
the use in nature; shall be for the use where it is located;
shall be designed to fit into the natural surroundings; and may
be lighted as provided in Chapter 9.260 (except that only white
light is permitted in all but the Urban Environment} and such
lighting shall only be used during hours of darkness in order
to conserve energy.

230-3

B Y

Wmﬁ
4

New BJ‘siness -2
Page 148 of 164

|



New Business - 2

Kester, Jennifer Page 149 of 164
From: Jeff Lang [jefflang76@gmail.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 9:28 AM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: BIG BOX STORES in "The Quaint Maritime City?"

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

NO BIG BOX LA TYPE STORES IN GIG HARBOR! GET IT??? FORGET THE GREED AND USE “COMMON SENSE.” Tacoma and
Port Orchard are close enough. Keep the charm of this community, so don’t destroy it.
Call me to discuss 253-857-1839.

All the Best,

Jeff Lang

RE/MAX Town and Country

“The Sound Advice Team”

Local Experts, Globally Connected
Certified Short Sale Specialist
7201 Pioneer Way Suite A101
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
Direct: (253) 857-1839

Office: (253) 857-3366

Office Fax: (253) 857-6655

Email: Jefflang76@gmail.com

www.TheSoundAdviceTeam.com
Each Office Independently Owned and Operated

Owner/Manager of "The Sound Advice Team"

Consistent winner since 2005 of "Seattle Magazine's 5 Star Award, "Best in Client Satisfaction"
"Consistant Winner of the 100% Club"

"President of the G.G. Club"

If you are moving ANYWHERE in the world-contact me, | have the best Agents.
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From: Andrews, Cindy

Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 10:45 AM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: FW: Notice of DNS

Attachments: image002.gif

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

Cindy Andrews

Community Development Assistant

City of Gig Harbor Planning Department
(253) 851-6170
andrewsc@cityofgigharbor.net

From: Jeff Lang [mailto:jefflang76 @gmail.com]
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 9:24 AM
To: Andrews, Cindy

Cc: sam.goodwill@boeing.com; 'Erin Sterling'
Subject: RE: Notice of DNS

So let’s turn “ The Quaint Maritime City” into a LA scenario. Cut the greed, and use common sense. We don’t want BIG
BOX stores,,,get it?
Mr Lang

From: Andrews, Cindy [mailto:andrewsc@cityofgigharbor.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 8:57 AM

To: Andrew Carberry; Andrew Isar; Barbara Harder; Barbara Simon; Barry Jaroslow; Bob Hamilton; Bruce schleicher; Carl
Geist; Chris; Debra McElroy; Don Bremner; Evie Lynn; Jack Hart; James Fernbaugh; James Spitzer; Jeanine Stewart; Jeff
Lang; Jennifer Asplund; Joy Peterson; Kae Paterson; Karleen Purvis; Larry and Karen Jerdel; Lee Desta; Louise Olson;
Marian Berejikian; Marla Peters; Michael Crites; Monte Ro. Robinson; Pam Tellevik; Patrick Kelly; Paul Cyr; Paul Massee;
Racheal Villa; Ralph Flick; Sam Goodwill; Scott Alstead; Scott Wagner; Wendy and Dirk Post

Cc: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: Notice of DNS

Please find attached the Notice of DNS - Determination of Nonsignificance for the Retail Building Size in the C-
1 Zoning District. Please contact Jennifer Kester at kesterj@cityofgigharbor.net 253-853-7631 if you have any
questions. Thank you Cindy Andrews

Cindy Andrews

Community Development Assistant

City of Gig Harbor Planning Department
(253) 851-6170
andrewsc@cityofgigharbor.net
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From:
Sent:
To:

Cc:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Thanks you Mr. Robertson.

Tom Dolan

Planning Director

City of Gig Harbor
3510 Grandview Street
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
253-853-7615 Phone
253-858-6408 FAX

Dolan, Tom

Thursday, August 25, 2011 9:38 AM
‘boatshop@ghboats.com’

Kester, Jennifer

RE: Size limit for new construction

Follow up
Flagged

We'll pass your comment on to the City Council.

Plans may not always work - but planning does

"Dedicated to public service through teamwork and respect for our community."

From: David Robertson [mailto:boatshop@ghboats.com]
Sent: Thursday, August 25, 2011 9:36 AM

To: Dolan, Tom

Subject: Size limit for new construction

Hi,

| just received a mass mailer from a developer who wants to coerce the planning commission to raise the building size to
100000 sq. feet. Obviously his only reason for asking for the increase is to serve his own needs. The building sizes at the

theater, etc. obviously proves that smaller buildings are just fine and serve the community well.

Please don’t submit to this pressure. Do what's best for the city.

Regards,

Dave Robertson
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From: Dolan, Tom

Sent: Friday, August 26, 2011 10:46 AM

To: Kester, Jennifer; Katich, Peter; Karlinsey, Rob

Subject: FW: Gateway Editors Comments

FYI

Tom

From: Louise Olson [louiseolson@cbbain.com]

Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 10:05 PM

To: Randy Boss

Cc: Brian Mclean; paulkadzik@comcast.net; Conan, Paul; Malich, Ken; Franich, Jim; Young, Derek; Ekberg, Steve; Payne,
Tim

Subject: RE: Gateway Editors Comments

Randy,

I love your passion and your letters, but | don't think you really get it. | know you're a developer, but not all development
is created equal. When are you going to see that? We do not need a giant Fred Meyer in Gig Harbor! (We do not even
need a giant Safeway or a Kohls, for that matter, but those appear to be a done deal.) We do not need an Olive Garden.
For goodness sakes, Gig Harbor is not an aspiring Tacoma or Federal Way or Fife or Silverdale. Why are you carrying so
much water for Fred Meyer, anyway? It's a little suspicious, if you ask me.

As far as the RV dealership lot is concerned, honestly, | kind of like it. | think it makes just the kind of statement we need
out here in an upscale country town like Gig Harbor. | think a boat lot would be better, but RV's are okay for now. A giant
Fred Meyers over there--NO thank you. Keep it to yourself. An Olive Garden?? Please. We have Fondi's now--that's
plenty close enough to the faux-Italian cuisine experience you're looking for. You should try it. Or you could try a real
ltalian dining experience at a restaurant owned and operated by a real Italian person, who is also a small-business owner
BTW--Lucano's on Judson, across from our little country PO, and our ailing ACE Hardware, and the new Mizu's, which is
also suffering. Or try Red Rooster. Not italian, | know, but cute and fun.

Speaking of Judson, why don't you put as much energy getting something decent into our downtown core in the old
Thriftway/QFC, as you put into promoting Fred Meyer? Now, there's something | will support you for! :-) Oh, and one
more thing, "revenue” isn't everything. We don't need to sell our (city's) soul for the almighty tax dollar. The city can learn
to live on less, like the rest of us.

Warmest regards,
Louise (Olson) Richardson

Louise Olson, REALTOR
Coldwell Banker Bain
Louise@LouiseQOlson.com
253-686-1197

From: Randy Boss [mailto:randyboss@comcast.net]
Sent: Wednesday, August 24, 2011 3:49 PM

To: Randy Boss

Subject: FW: Gateway Editors Comments

HELP! | need your help again!

I know a lot of us don't take the Gateway Newspaper any longer but | hope you have had a chance to
read in today's paper the comments made by Editor Brian McLean regarding the proposed new

1



development on Point Fosdick - the location of those beautiful motor homes seen from SRNewBBansiness - 2
starts with praise for the developments that have occurred along Point Fosdick and the fact Pagb 453 of 164
create needed jobs, additional shopping and dining options not to mention the increased taxes they

collect which the City uses to improve our quality of life here in Gig Harbor. What he failed to mention

was that those developments would not have occurred except that the Planning Commission and the

City Council increased the maximum building size in the B-2 zoning area from 35,000 square feet to

65,000 square feet back in 1996 so those properties could be competitive by allowing larger building to

be built. Most of that "reasoning" was a result of a request by Safeway. They needed to stay competitive

with the other grocery stores in the Tacoma area and the City understood that and approved the size

increase in the B-2 zone to accommodate that new 65,000 square foot grocery prototype request.

The zoning in the C-1 Commercial District was already 65,000 square feet so the City did not change that
when they allowed the B-2 zone the increase from 35,000 to 65,000.

Now comes Fred Meyer who needs a minimum of 100,000 square feet to expand their operation in Gig
Harbor in order to stay competitive with what's going on in the market. The all wise and heavily
experienced developer Brian McLean fails to see the comparison. It was OK for Safeway to receive the
35,000 to 65,000 building size increase {86% increase) back in 1996 but not OK for Fred Meyer to gain a
similar approval for an increase in building size from 65,000 to 100,000 square feet {a 54% increase) in
2008. Brian wasn't here during the Safeway debate but { wonder if he would have had the same
perspective then as he has now? If so, Safeway, and the Uptown Center, would not be here today to
accept his praise of great examples of reasonable development. EXPANSION APPROVED FOR THE
SAFEWAY DEVELOPMENT?

Let's be clear, the Olympic Towne Center property can only develop 185,000 square feet on the fand the
owners have. We can build two 65,000 square foot buildings and a 55,000 square foot building which
total 185,000 square feet or {as they are requesting) they could build one building that is 100,000 square
feet and one building that is 85,000 square feet (or any combination not - in total - to exceed 185,000)
but they cannot, and they are not asking to, build more than the 185,000 square feet. To put this into
some size perspective, the MultiCare building is 98,000 square feet, the Galaxy Theatre is 65,000 square
feet and the Borders Books is 20,000 square feet. There you go! 183,000 square feet! ALREADY ON THE
GROUND FOR THE UPTOWN DEVELOPMENT?

Further, every building, regardless of size MUST comply with the very restrictive Gig Harbor Building
Design Manual so every buiiding, regardless of size, will look exactly like those that already exist on the
ground in the Uptown Center and those that are under construction in the New Safeway development.
IF THIS IS ALL TRUE THAN WHY did the Planning Commission send this 100,000 square foot request up to
the City Council with a "do not pass" recommendation? CAN ANYONE ANSWER THAT QUESTION FOR
ME?

Here is a quote from the Planning Staff Jennifer Kester, Senior Planner for the City of Gig Harbor; “..we
do feel that the proposal is consistent with the commercial business land use designation that is the
designation which the C-1 zoning district implements. It is intended for retail and this text amendment
is regarding the size of retail buildings.” “It should be noted that the neighborhood design area policy
states that the Westside Neighborhood Design Area is “the primary service area for the City”, BUT

BUT BUT.........' The large majority of the comments received since the
planning commission began review have been against the proposal
and it’s in the opinion of the planners that this majority opinion
against it really does tip the scales against the proposal.”




THERE WERE TWENTY PUBLIC COMMENTS! The City sent out over 1,000 notices to some NowieBwiness - 2

don't even live in this state let alone in this City and got 20 comments against retail spravitage nibd4 of 164
were specific to expanding a building from 65,000 sq ft to 100,000 sq feet. The comments were simply
against growth in general and were all presented by members of the old (now defunct) Peninsula
Neighborhood Association (PNA). For those of you who have been here long enough to remember the
PNA, they were the group that led the fight to make sure WalMart did not get a permit to build on the
land now occupied by Uptown and MultiCare fifteen years ago. No one has seen them since until
September 21st of this year when Tom Morphee, who has lived in Florida for the past 10 years and nota
resident of Gig Harbor - nor of Washington, happened to be in town during the public comment period
and decided to round up his band of "merry men" for one last hurrah! A great time for the PNA to have
an impromptu reunion BUT SHAME ON THE GIG HARBOR PLANNING STAFF FOR GIVING THEIR
COMMENTS ANY WEIGHT. Not one of those comments recognized that the Olympic Towne Center can
{and will) be built out to about 185,000 square feet and the only question was if one of those building
could be 100,000 square feet instead of 65,000 square feet. Not one speaker addressed that issue -
which is the direct question. So maybe someone can tell me why the Planning Staff said that it was those

LF¥s .

comments that "tip the scale against the project"? There was nothing relative to a "project". The
question was regarding the size of the building - not the size of the project!

OK - So here's my plan. If it is truly public comment that the City Planning Staff is looking at - even over
the statute, the regulations, the comprehensive plan, the growth management act, the Gig Harbor
Design Manual, the Comprehensive Land Use Plan, the zoning code etc. etc. etc..... then PLEASE DUE
THIS!

Hit reply above and type: I'd like to see tax revenue stay in Gig Harbor for roads and police so
please approve the 100,000 square foot text amendment!

any of these or make up I'd like to have other shopping options so please approve the 100,000
square foot text amendment!

your own..... I'd like to see the developer of the Olympic Towne Center spend $1

million to improve Point Fosdick north of Olympic so please approve the 100,000 square foot text
amendment!

I'd like to have the developer pay $1 Million to put in a new road
between Olympic and 56th Street between Tanglewood and ProBuild so please approve the 100,000
square foot text amendment!

I'd like to have 400 new jobs created in Gig Harbor so please approve
the 100,000 square foot text amendment!

| don't want to see Fred Meyer leave town just because they can't
grow so please approve the 100,000 square foot text amendment!

I'd like to see new quality retail instead of those motor home from
SR 16 so please approve the 100,000 square foot text amendment!

I'd like to see Olive Garden build a new restaurant in Gig Harbor so
please approve the 100,000 square foot text amendment!

I'd like to see the new Family Entertainment Center with 25 bowling
lanes and rock wall so please approve the 100,000 square foot text amendment!

I'd like to have at least 200 positive comments to turn in against the 20 negative no growth comments
against so if it is truly "public comments" that "tip the scale" I'd like to turn that scale on its head!

Please pass this e-mail on to your friends and family and have them send me their comments. | look
forward to your help (as always) and give me a call if you want to talk.

THANK YOU in advance!
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(253) 279-8877 (Cell)

If you do not want to receive e-mails in the future please simply type remove.
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Kester, Jennifer Page 157 of 164

From: Tomi Kent Smith [TOMIKENT@MSN.COM]
Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 7:45 AM
To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: Fw: Westside Building Size 65000 VS 100000
Importance: High

----- Original Message -----

From: Tomi Kent Smith

To: Chuck Hunter ; paynet@cityofgigharbor.net ; kadzikp@cityofgigharbor.net ; Malich, Ken ; franichj@cityofgigharbor.net
: ekbergs@cityofgigharbor.net ; conanp@cityofgigharbor.net ; youngd@cityofgigharbor.net

Sent: Friday, September 09, 2011 11:50 AM

Subject: Westside Building Size 65000 VS 100000

As an 'older harborite' which Brian Mclean referred to several of the townspeople in his last editorial | would like
to stress my believe that historical preservation and growth can coexist in the same community.

Our City's comprehensive plan has attempted to provide opportunities for both. In setting aside specific areas
they, the City, is providing a livable plan to avoid turning our community into a mishmash of development.
Several years of planning has gone into the comprehensive plan, and changes have been made when
beneficial during the 35 years | have lived in this community.

One change | object to though is Mr. Boss' request to change the building size from 65,000 SF to 100,000 SFin
the Westside area. We currently have three successful commercial complexes in Westside: Uptown, Harbor
Plaza and Safeway. Uptown is along with the Multicare medical complex a newer development. Safeway is
currently redeveloping their property. Both developments are within the 65,000 SF building(s) and are
experiencing no difficulties with their visions. We also have several smaller commercial complexes in that
general area also developed within the current guidelines. If Mr. Boss' unnamed clients require a building larger
than 65,000 SF, what prevents that client for occupying two separate but adjacent buildings in the complex?

In my view, it is preferable when vacancies occur to have smaller properties vacant than larger buildings
especially since the larger buildings remain vacant for a longer duration. Two examples would be the former
Thriftway/QFC location in downtown and the former Borders location in Uptown.

As we are all too aware, larger businesses/corporations suffer economical downturns just as smaller
independent business owners. Over extension whether financially or in real estate development does not
benefit anyone.

Ms. Tomi Kent Smith
3414 Harborview Drive
Gig Harbor, WA 98332
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From: Scott Wagner [swagner@narrowsmarina.com]

Sent: Wednesday, September 14, 2011 4:33 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: Scott Wagner C1 Zoning Ammendment Comments

Jennifer,

f will not be able to attend the public meeting but was wondering if you could pass on to Council that | own property in
the C1 Zone and although my property is not close to large enough to build a 100,000 retail building, | am in full support
of the amendment. | fell that there are many safeguards in the GH zoning code, and as long as all codes are met that
increasing the size will only benefit the City and its residents.

Thank you,.

Scott Wagner

253.225.1718 cell
253.564.3474 office
253.564.3475 fax
swagner(@narrowsmaring.com

This email message may contain confidential and privileged information. Any unauthorized use is prohibited. If you are not the intended recipient, please contact the sender by
reply email and destroy all copies of the original message.
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From: Terry Weller [weller01@msn.com]

Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2011 2:25 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

I have lived in Gig Harbor for over 20 years. The reason I fell in love with
Gig Harbor was because it was so unlike the other places my husband and I
looked at with a view to living in. We loved the quaintness, the
peacefulness, the laid back nature of the town and the lack of the hustle
and bustle found in Puyallup and Federal Way. In both those places you
have to wait at least three traffic light changes before you can get to where
you want to go! There is tremendous traffic and dirt in the air.

We already have North Gig Harbor where there are large box stores.There
is "Uptown" that caters quite well to all our other needs. There is going to be
a new Safeway and a Kohl's and also a new tenant in the Borders building,
so why on earth do the citizens of Gig Harbor need yet another big store. |
know that certain people want a Mega Fred Meyer store on the parcel in
guestion and all | can say is, we already have a very nice Fred Meyer
grocery store and a very nice Target store. Fred Meyer Mega store is
neither as good as or as cheap as Target, so why do we need it, especially
there.

The congestion, traffic wise, is horrendous at certain times of the day and
one can only imagine what it will be like if another big store is allowed in that
corridor. Is the road going to be widened? Turn lanes provided?

Please, please, please keep the requirements as they are, otherwise we are
just going to be like Puyallup, Federal Way and kent.

Sincerely

Terry Weller
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From: Beth Pedersen [bepeder@comcast.net]

Sent: Thursday, September 15, 2011 4:12 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: Zoning code changes

Attn: Gig Harbor City Council Members:

| feel very strongly that it would be an enormous mistake to amend Chapter 17.40 of the Gig Harbor Municipal Code to
increase the allowable sq. footage for retail commercial buildings in most of the City’s C-1 zoning districts from 65,000
square feet to 100,000 square feet. We already have way too many traffic problems caused by large retail and other

establishments; we do not need to become another Federal Way or North Gig Harbor.

Beth Pedersen
5107 47th Ave. NW
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
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From: fredandromaghwa@centurytel.net

Sent: Sunday, September 18, 2011 12:39 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Follow Up Flag: Follow up

Flag Status: Flagged

When my family and I moved to Gig Harbor thirty-two years ago, it was a nice little town
that we fell in love with. Small-town living was our dream after travelling the world with
the military for twenty-seven years. Little by little, we have seen our dream erode. I'm
sure many other residents feel the same way.

‘Not all growth has been bad, but some of it is getting out of hand. Point Fosdick is
starting to look like Hwy. 99 in Federal Way. Not a pretty sight!! Fife RV is a blight on
the landscape. They don't care how bad they make our city look. They just want to make
money. No harm in that, but please don't allow them or any other businesses to build huge
buildings in that area. Once you open the door, there will be no holding back and Point
Fosdick will look like North Gig Harbor----- all big-box stores. The traffic will be an
absolute nightmare ( It's bumper-to-bumper now. ). Is that what you really want for this
city? I'm urging you to do the right thing and keep the building limit to 65,000 sq. ft.

Roma Loehmer

Gig Harbor
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Bill Bogue [bbogue2@hotmail.com]

Monday, September 19, 2011 7:41 AM

Kester, Jennifer

Comment on PL-ZONE-09-0002 - Retail Building size in C-1 District

Follow up
Flagged

Please accept this email as a 'written comment' to the proposal to increase retail building size in the C-1 District from

65,000 sqft to 100,000 sqft.

I am opposed to this proposal. The mass and scale of 100,000 sqft building with it's associated parking lot requirements
are out of scale with the district. Gig Harbor North is the area designated for large footprint retail buildings.

Thank you,
Bill Bogue

3603 48th ST CT NW
Gig Harbor, WA 98335
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From:
Sent:
To:
Subject:

Follow Up Flag:
Flag Status:

Hello Jennifer,

I hope that all is well with you.

watson@windermere.com

Friday, September 16, 2011 3:51 PM
Kester, Jennifer

Regarding the changing of zoning

Follow up
Flagged

I just wanted to send a quick email to you regarding the

changing of zoning associated with the Fred Meyer application or the Point Fosdick location.
I wanted you to know that I support the change of zoning and know many others that do as
well. Having another shopping option for our wonderful community would be GREAT. The

current tenant of the property Fife RV could not be ANYMORE of an eyesore.

I am hopeful that the City will give some serious consideration to the zoning change, it is

good for the order.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,

Sean L. Watson
Windermere Gig Harbor
253-858-2927

* Selling Real Estate in Gig Harbor for over 20 years.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
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From: Idireland@aol.com

Sent: Monday, September 19, 2011 4:06 PM

To: Kester, Jennifer

Subject: 9/26 HEARING

| think Gig Harbor should allow a super Fred Meyer where the Fife RV is now located. | do not think it will effect the
"character of Gig Harbor". Safeway is expanding their store and putting in a Kohl's store, what is the difference. Putting in
a super Fred Meyer would keep people from going to Tacoma or Port Orchard and would be good for Gig Harbor's
revenue and employment. | think looking at a bunch of RV's is worse than looking at a Fred Meyer store. | have lived in
Gig Harbor all my life and | do not think a Fred Meyer on 16 will effect the down town "character".

Linda ireland
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Business of the City Council
STHE MARITIME CITY" City of Gig Harbor, WA
Subject: Interim Ordinance Implementing Dept. Origin: Planning Department

FEMA Option #3 - Permit-by-Permit
Demonstration of Compliance under the
Endangered Species Act

Proposed Council Action: Adopt Ordinance Prepared by: Angela Belbeck, City Attorney;
No. __, declaring an emergency and Peter Katich, Sr. Planner
adopting interim development regulations

relating to development in the flood hazard For Agenda of: September 26, 2011

and buffer areas to take effect immediately.

Exhibits: Ordinance; Sept. 21, 2011 letter
from FEMA
Initial &
Date

Concurred by Mayor:

Approved by City Administrator:
Approved as to form by City Atty:
Approved by Finance Director:
Approved by Department Head:

Expenditure Amount Appropriation
red $n/a B $nia uired %0
INFORMATION/BACKGROUND

In National Wildlife Federation and Public Employees for Environmental Responsibility v. FEMA, et
al., 345 F. Supp. 2d 1151 (2004), the U.S. District Court for the Western District of Washington
ruled that FEMA must undergo formal consultation under Section 7 of the Endangered Species Act
(“ESA”) because the implementation of the National Flood Insurance Program (“NFIP”) may affect
listed species found in the Puget Sound Region. As a result of the consultation, National Marine
Fisheries Service (‘NMFS”) issued a Biological Opinion on September 22, 2008, documenting the
adverse effects of FEMA’s NFIP on listed species found in the Puget Sound Region, which
includes Puget Sound Chinook Salmon, Puget Sound Steelhead and Southern Resident Killer
Whales. The Biological Opinion can be viewed at:
https://pcts.nmfs.noaa.gov/pls/pcts-pub/pcts_upload.summary_list_biop?p_id=29082.

The Biological Opinion has generated numerous questions in implementing its requirements, and
staff has attended workshops heavily attended by many of the 122 jurisdictions affected in the
State of Washington. John Graves from FEMA'’s Mitigation Division sent the attached letter dated
September 21, 2011 (received September 23, 2011) acknowledging receipt of the City’s Option 2
submittal package, acknowledging that the City is defaulting to Option 3, and included a
“Frequently Asked Question” memo regarding Option 3 implementation.

{ASB925701.DOC;1\00008.900000\ }
Page 1 0f 2
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In order to maintain eligibility in the NFIP, participants must demonstrate compliance with the
Biological Opinion by choosing one of three options provided by FEMA: Option 1 - adopt the
FEMA-developed ESA compliant model ordinance; Option 2 - meet FEMA checklist for ESA
compliance with current regulations; or Option 3 - permit by permit demonstration of ESA
compliance. The model ordinance under Option 1 is drafted for communities with rivers and does
not work with the City’s developed shoreline. As for Option 2, to date only the City of Everett and
Skagit County have completed the Option 2 process. The City is currently undergoing review by
FEMA for Option 2 but that option will not become effective until the City completes the update of
its Shoreline Master Program in 2012. If a jurisdiction does not implement Options 1 or 2, the
default is to Option 3. This requires the City to maintain documentation from the applicant obtained
from a habitat assessment or Section 7 consultation with NMFS, that demonstrates compliance
with the ESA. The requirements under the proposed interim regulations will implement Option 3
for the next 6 months, at which time we may need to extend the effective date with a work plan with
better knowledge on the timing of adoption of the Shoreline Master Program and the City’s ability
to shift to Option 2, eliminating the need for these interim regulations.

FISCAL CONSIDERATION

No changes to permit application fees are proposed at this time. |If it is determined that the
additional review process entails more staff time than anticipated, staff will propose an adjustment
to the City’s standard fees schedule.

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION

n/a
RECOMMENDATION/MOTION
Adopt Ordinance No. , declaring an emergency and adopting interim development regulations

relating to development in the flood hazard and buffer areas to take effect immediately.
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ORDINANCE NO.

AN ORDINANCE OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR,
WASHINGTON, ADOPTING INTERIM DEVELOPMENT
REGULATIONS RELATING TO DEVELOPMENT IN SPECIAL
FLOOD HAZARD AREAS AND WITHIN 200 FEET LANDWARD
OF SPECIAL FLOOD HAZARD AREAS; MAKING FINDINGS OF
FACT; REQUIRING A HABITAT ASSESSMENT OR LETTER
FROM NMFS OR FEMA ESTABLISHING COMPLIANCE WITH
THE ENDANGERED SPECIES ACT; SETTING A PUBLIC
HEARING FOR NOVEMBER 14, 2011, IN ORDER TO TAKE
PUBLIC TESTIMONY REGARDING THE INTERIM
DEVELOPMENT REGULATIONS; PROVIDING FOR
SEVERABILITY; DECLARING AN EMERGENCY AND
ESTABLISHING AN IMMEDIATE EFFECTIVE DATE.

WHEREAS, in National Wildlife Federation and Public Employees for Environmental
Responsibility v. Federal Emergency Management Agency, et al., 345 F. Supp. 2d 1151 (2004),
the United States District Court for the Western District of Washington ruled that the Federal
Emergency Management Agency (“FEMA”) must undergo formal consultation under Section 7
of the Endangered Species Act (‘ESA”") because the implementation of the National Flood
Insurance Program (“NFIP”) may affect listed species found in the Puget Sound Region; and

WHEREAS, the as a result of the consultation, National Marine Fisheries Service
(“NMFS") issued a Biological Opinion on September 22, 2008, that documented the adverse
effects of FEMA’s NFIP on listed species found in the Puget Sound Region, which includes
Puget Sound Chinook Salmon, Puget Sound Steelhead and Southern Resident Killer Whales;
and

WHEREAS, cities that participate in the NFIP must demonstrate compliance with the
Biological Opinion by choosing one of three options provided by FEMA: Option #1 - adopt the
FEMA-developed ESA compliant model ordinance; Option #2 - meet FEMA checklist for ESA
compliance with current regulations; or Option #3 - permit by permit demonstration of ESA
compliance; and

WHEREAS, the City is currently undergoing review by FEMA for Option #2 but that
option cannot become effective until the City completes the update of its Shoreline Master
Program; and

WHEREAS, until the requirements for Option #2 are met, the City believes that Option
#3 best meets the needs of the environment and community. This requires the City to maintain
documentation from the applicant obtained from a habitat assessment or Section 7 consultation
with NMFS, that demonstrates compliance with the ESA. This documentation is to be
maintained by the City with the applicable permit file and available for FEMA review upon
request; and

WHEREAS, because the federal requirement took effect September 22, 2011, the Gig

Harbor City Council has therefore determined that an emergency exists which necessitates that
this ordinance be enacted as an interim development regulation on an emergency basis in order
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to preserve the public health, safety, and welfare and to avoid vesting of development
applications that are contrary to the provisions of this ordinance;

NOW, THEREFORE, THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR,
WASHINGTON, DOES ORDAIN AS FOLLOWS:

Section 1. Findings. The recitals set forth above are hereby adopted as the Gig Harbor
City Council's findings in support of the interim development regulations imposed by this
ordinance. The Gig Harbor City Council may, in its discretion, adopt additional findings after
conclusion of the public hearing referenced in Section 3 below.

Section 2. Interim Development Regulations.

A. Definitions.

1. “Biological Opinion” means that certain opinion issued by the National
Marine Fisheries Service on September 22, 2008, recommending changes to the
implementation of the National Flood Insurance Program in order to meet the requirements of
the Endangered Species Act in the Puget Sound watershed.

2. “Biologist, qualified” means a person who possesses a bachelor’s degree
from an accredited college in biology, a branch of biology, limnology, biometrics, oceanography,
forestry or natural resource management, with experience preparing reports for the relevant
type of habitat.

3. “Endangered Species Act” or “ESA” means 16 U.S.C. 15631 et seq., as
amended.

4, “Habitat Assessment report” means a report prepared by a qualified
biologist that assesses the proposed development and identifies potential impacts, required
mitigation, and whether or not the development adversely affects water quality, water quantity,
flood volumes, flood velocities, spawning substrate and/or floodplain refugia for listed salmonids
under the requirements of the Endangered Species Act.

5. “Likely to Adversely Affect” or “LAA" means the effects of the
development will result in short- or long-term adverse effects on listed species or designated
habitat area.

6. “May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect” or “NLAA” means the effects
to the listed species or designated critical habitat are insignificant and/or discountable.

[ “No Effect” or “NE” means the development has no effect whatsoever to
the listed species or designated critical habitat.

8. “Riparian Buffer Zone” includes all parcels located within 200 feet
landward from the +9 elevation (NGVD 1929 datum).

9. “Special Flood Hazard Area” or “"Area of Special Flood Hazard" has the

same meaning as set forth in GHMC 18.10.040(C) and as determined under GHMC
18.10.050(B).
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B. Habitat Assessment Required. In addition to the requirements set forth in
chapter 18.10 GHMC, if applicable, and other applicable development regulations in the Gig
Harbor Municipal Code, no development permits may be issued on any parcel partially or fully
within the Special Flood Hazard Area or Riparian Buffer Zone unless the Planning Director or
designee, after review of a Habitat Assessment report provided by applicant, has determined
the development meets the standards of NE or NLAA, or the applicant submits a letter from the
National Marine Fisheries Service (“NMFS”) or the Federal Emergency Management Agency
(“FEMA”") stating that the development complies with the requirements under the Biological
Opinion and the ESA.

C. Process. The Planning Director or designee shall review the Habitat Assessment
Report to determine whether the development meets the standard of NE, NLAA or LAA. If the
Planning Director or designee determines that the development is LAA, then the City may not
issue the development permit unless the development is redesigned to a point where the
assessment is NLAA or NE. If a development cannot be redesigned to meet the standard of
NLAA or NE, the development may only be permitted if the applicant submits a letter from
NMFS or FEMA demonstrating concurrence through a consultation under Section 7 or 4(d) of
the ESA or issuance of an incidental take permit under Section 10 of the ESA. The Habitat
Assessment and/or concurrence letter from NMFS or FEMA shall be retained in the permit file.

D. Exem ons. The following development is exempt from the requirements set
forth in Section B above:
1. Repair or remodel of an existing building in its existing footprint, including

buildings damaged by fire or other casualties;

Removal of noxious weeds;

Replacement of non-native vegetation with native vegetation;,

Lawn and garden maintenance;

Removal of hazard trees;

Normal maintenance of public utilities and facilities; and

: Restoration or enhancement of floodplains, riparian areas and streams that meet
federal and state standards.

NOOAWN

Section 3. Public Hearing. Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.390 and RCW 35A.63.220, the
City Council hereby sets a public hearing for November 14, 2011 at 5:30 p.m. or as soon
thereafter as the matter may be heard in order to take public testimony on the amendments
adopted by this ordinance. The City Council may, in its discretion, adopt additional findings
justifying the interim development regulations after the close of the hearing.

Section 4. Severability. If any section, sentence, clause or phrase of this ordinance
should be held to be unconstitutional by a court of competent jurisdiction, such invalidity or
unconstitutionality shall not affect the validity or constitutionality of any other section, sentence,
clause or phrase of this ordinance.

Section 5. Copy to Commerce Department. Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.106(3), the City
Clerk is directed to send a copy of this ordinance to the State Department of Commerce for its
files within ten (10) days after adoption of this ordinance.

Section 6. Effective Period for Interim Regulations. The interim development
regulations adopted by this ordinance shall remain in effect through March 25, 2012, and shall
automatically expire unless the same are extended as provided in RCW 36.70A.390 and
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RCW 35A.63.220 prior to expiration, or unless the same are repealed or superseded by
permanent regulations prior to expiration.

Section 7. Declaration of Emergency. The Gig Harbor City Council hereby finds and
declares that an emergency exists which necessitates that this ordinance become effective
immediately in order to preserve the public health, safety and welfare.

Section 8. Publication. The City Clerk is directed to publish a summary of this
ordinance at the earliest possible publication date.

Section 9. Effective Date. This ordinance shall take effect immediately upon passage
by a majority vote plus one of the entire membership of the Council, as required by RCW
35A.12.130.

PASSED by the Council and approved by the Mayor of the City of Gig Harbor, this 26th
day of September, 2011.

CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Mayor Charles L. Hunter

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED:

Molly M. Towslee, City Clerk

APPROVED AS TO FORM:
Office of the City Attorney

Angela S. Belbeck

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK:
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL:
PUBLISHED:

EFFECTIVE DATE:

ORDINANCE NO:
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U.S. Department of Homeland Security
Region X

130 228th Strect, SW

Bothell, WA 98021-9796

FEMA

September 21, 2011

Mr. Tom Dolan

Director, Planning Department
City of Gig Harbor

3510 Grandview Street

Gig Harbor, Washington 98335

Dear Mr. Tom Dolan;

The Clty of Gig Harbor has chosen to demonstrate compliance with the National Flood Insurance
Program (NFIP) Biological Opinion by choosing to provide a copy of any ordinances, procedures, and
policies that equal or exceed the performance standards in the Programmatic Checklist for the NFIP
Biological Opinion (Option 2). On June 24, 2011 FEMA Region X received a submittal package for our
review.

FEMA Region X is currently reviewing your submittal and anticipates providing comments in the near
future. This letter Is to inform you that on September 22, 2011, your community will default to
demonstrating permit by permit compliance (Option 3) until such time as FEMA can approve the
submittal. The enclosed guidance memorandum entitled “What does it mean to be in Door 37" provides
additional information on how communities can implement a permit by permit approach to
demonstrating compliance with the ESA when issuing a floodplain development permit.

For more information, please visit the FEMA Region X ESA/NFIP website at
https://www.fema.gov/about/regions/regionx/nfipesa.shtm or feel free to contact me at

john.gravesi@dhs.goy or 425-487-4737,

Sincerely,

hn Graves, CFM

Senior NFIP Specialist

www.fema,gov
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Frequently Asked Question:
What does it mean to be in “Door 3”?

Federal regulations and local community ordinances mandate that communities that participate
in the National Flood Insurance Program (NFIP) must require project proponents to obtain a
floodplain development permit from the local community for any ground disturbing project
proposed to occur within the Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA). Communities must also ensure
that all other federal, state, and local permits have been received prior to issuing a floodplain
development permit. Communities may choose to provide a programmatic guarantee that
floodplain development is compliant with the Endangered Species Act (ESA) by either adopting
the Model Ordinance issued by FEMA Region X (“Door 1), or by providing a copy of their
ordinances, policies, and regulations that meet the performance standards of the Biological
Opinion. Region X has developed a checklist communities can use for this option (“Door 2”) to
demonstrate that resources will be protected. There may be instances when a habitat assessment
may be required for projects that are proposed in the SFHA that do not meet the performance
standards of the Biological Opinion. These projects may still be permitted provided a habitat
assessment is completed and the project is determined that it does not have an adverse effect.
Section 7 of the FEMA Region X ESA Compliant Model Ordinance provides clarification on
when a habitat assessment is required.

Absent a programmatic approach through Door 1 or Door 2, communities must ensure that
development in the SFHA will not cause harm to threatened or endangered species, or that any
harm from floodplain development is exempt from the take prohibition contained in Section 9 of
the ESA. Any project that may have an adverse impact on threatened and endangered species
must receive an incidental take permit under Section 10 of the ESA. Applicants for development
projects in the SFHA must assess the impact of the proposed development on salmon habitat on a
permit by permit basis (“Doot3”). In order to avoid allowing incremental, systemic loss of
essential ecosystem features to oceur, the compliance standard for Door 3 must be a high
showing that individual projects seeking to develop in the floodplain will retain the full level of
existing baseline function. The impact of a project on habitat may be difficult to evaluvate because
there is often little or no information on the baseline conditions of the site’s natural features and
habitat functions. The scope, magnitude, and risks associated with possible impacts to
populations or their habitats vaty greatly by project. A habitat assessment is needed to identify
those natural processes and habitat functions that currently exist (i.e. the environmental baseline)
and determine how the proposed project will affect them. Communities should consult their
legal counsel to determine if their current regulations include the authority to require the
completion of habitat assessments for projects located within the SFHA. Communities may want
to consider requiring a habitat assessment for projects that are required to undergo a Washington
State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review. Although SEPA thresholds.are often limited to
larger projects, a community may choose to lower the thresholds for which a project is required
to submit for a SEPA review. Additionally, many communities require critical areas reports for
projects occurting within designated critical areas and may request additional data for projects
that are in a frequently flooded area. Communities that implement this approach may need to
require additional data in order ensure the standards for conducting habitat assessments are met.
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The FEMA Region X Guidance for conducting Habitat Assessments is available at:
https://www.fema.gov/about/regions/regionx/nfipesa.shtm.

If a permit applicant has prepared a Biological Evaluation or a Biological Assessment that
includes an effects analysis of the proposed actions of the current project, and has received
concurrence from United States Fish and Wildlife Service (USFWS) or National Marine
Fisheries Service (NMFS) (the services), the project is deemed to comply with the ESA. As an
example, projects requiting a federal permit under Section 404 of the Clean Water Act would
likely follow a consultation process through the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Regulatory
Branch. The Section 404 permit process includes consultation with the U.S. Fish and Wildlife
Service (USFWS), and/or the National Marine Fisheries Service (NMFS). Such consultations are
required under Section 7 of the ESA. Applicants may also consult with NMFS through Section
10 of the ESA by providing a Habitat Conservation Plan (HCP) for their project; for example the
Storedahl Gravel project, or by providing evidence that the project falls under an existing
consultation conducted under Section 4(d) of the ESA. Many section 4(d) projects fall under the
Regional Road Maintenance Program. A new habitat assessment will not be required for the .
project if it has already received concurrence from the services.

Once it is determined that a habitat assessment is needed in order to describe baseline habitat
conditions and have a basis to estimate possible impacts from proposed project actions, a step by
step assessment process is recommended in the FEMA Region X guidance for conducting
Habitat Assessments. Communities should use or direct applicants to sources of information that
are readily available in order to provide detailed information that may be necessaty to include in
the habitat assessment. Some potential sources of information are the Shoreline Characterization
Reports use for a community’s Shoreline Master Program, Watershed Resource Inventory Area
(WIRA) repotts, and critical areas inventories.

NMFS, USFWS; and the Corps use the following effects determination criteria and this language
needs to be used for habitat assessments:

— No Effect (NE): the project has no effect whatsoever to the listed species or designated
critical habitat.

— May Affect, Not Likely to Adversely Affect (NLAA): the effects to the listed species or
designated critical habitat are insignificant and/or discountable. A determination of
NLAA would be made for those activities that have only a beneficial effect with no short
or long-term adverse effects.

— Likely to Adversely Affect (LAA): the effects of the project will result in shott -or long-
term adverse effects on the identified species or designated habitat area.

If the effects determination is NLAA, the report should indicate what minimization and
conservation measures would help eliminate or minimize the impact. For example, the permit
applicant could time certain construction work to occur when the species are not present in the
project area, If the assessment finds a project is LAA, then the floodplain development permit
cannot be issued unless the project is redesigned to a point where the assessment is NLAA, Ifa
project cannot be redesigned to meet the standard of NLAA, the project may only be permitted if
the project has received concurrence from NMFS through a consultation under Section 7, 4(d), or
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10 of the ESA. The attached simplified permitting process flowchart will help communities
understand the steps required to permit a development project in the SFHA.

It is recommended that applicants start with conceptual development plans and conduct a
preliminary impact assessment before they invest in detailed project plans and specifications.
Continued communication with community staff will also help identify problems and solutions
before too much time and/or money is spent on a project that may require additional mitigation
measures, if allowed.

It may be necessary for some communities with limited staff to require assistance to evaluate the
adequacy of habitat assessments. The FEMA Region X Habitat Assessment Guide does allow
for flexibility in many aspects of the assessment. Review of assessments will require some
familiarity with the information needed to adequately portray and interpret fisheries population
and habitat survey data. FEMA Region X can provide assistance to communities preparing
habitat assessments. Communities with low levels of floodplain development may receive one
on one assistance for their occasional permit. Communities with moderate to high levels of
development may receive training on how to conduct a habitat assessment.

A permit applicant should weigh the cost of preparing the assessment and the mitigation plan,
should one be needed, against the cost of locating the project outside the SFHA. It may cost less
in time and money to simply avoid the SFHA.

For additional information please view the FEMA website at:
www.fema.gov/about/regions/regionx/nfipesa.shtm or contact John Graves at
john.graves1(@dhs.gov or 425-487-4737.
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