
 

 

 
Gig Harbor 

City Council Meeting 
 
 

January 9, 2012 
 5:30 p.m. 



AMENDED AGENDA FOR 
GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING 

Monday, January 9, 2012 – 5:30 p.m. 
 

CALL TO ORDER: 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
SWEARING IN CEREMONIES:   
Councilmembers Ken Malich, Jill Guernsey, and Michael Perrow. 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of Dec. 12, 2011. 
2. Correspondence / Proclamations: a) Letter from Rotary Club regarding Cushman Trail 

Project; b) Letter from Conan Fuel. 
3. Receive and File: a) Planning / Building Committee Minutes – Dec. 5, 2011; b) Lodging 

Tax Advisory Committee Minutes – Oct. 7, 2011. 
4. Resolution No. 888 - Emergency Declaration Manhole Replacement on Soundview 

Drive. 
5. Harborview Drive Right-of-Way Dedication Agreement – Perrow. 
6. Stanich/Judson Pedestrian Improvement Project Closeout Deductive Change Order No. 

1 – Henderson Partners LLC. 
7. Resolution  Authorizing Interlocal Agreement with Pierce County Amending Countywide 

Planning Policies for Consistency with VISION 2040. 
8. Resolution  Authorizing Interlocal Agreement with Pierce County Amending Countywide 

Planning Policies to Designate Three New Candidate Regional Growth Centers. 
9. Approval of Payment of Bills for Dec. 26, 2011: Checks #68560 through #68659 in the 

amount of $778,134.71. 
10. Approval of Payment of Bills for Jan 9, 2012: Checks #68660 through #68754 in the 

amount of $259,548.59. 
11. Approval of Payroll for the month of December: Checks #6391 though #6413 in the 

amount of $477,321.67. 
 

PRESENTATIONS: 
1. Recognition of Service - Dick Bower, Building Official / Fire Safety Manager. 
2. Pierce County Flood Control District – Pierce County Executive Pat McCarthy, County 

Councilmember Joyce McDonald, and County Councilmember Stan Flemming. 
3. Peninsula School District Levy – Superintendent Terry Bouck. 

 
OLD BUSINESS: None scheduled. 

 
NEW BUSINESS:    

1. Public Hearing and Resolution in Support of Peninsula School District No. 401 Special 
Election Proposition No. 1 – Educational Programs and Operations Levy. 

2. Resolution – Evergreen Business Center Amendment to the Wastewater 
Comprehensive Plan. 

3. Harbor Hill Residential Phase I - Request for New Street Names. 
4. Request for Small Scale Model (Maquette) of Proposed Public Art. 

 
STAFF REPORT:  
Sound System Update. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT: 
 
MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  
Council Committees. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS: 

1. Operations Committee – Thu. Jan 19th CANCELLED. 
2. 56th Street / Point Fosdick Improvement Project Public Meetings: Jan 25th and Feb. 

2nd at 6:00 p.m. 
3. Wilkinson Farm Park Trail Open House – Wed. Feb 1st at 5:00 p.m. 

 
EXECUTIVE SESSION: For the purpose of discussing Pending Litigation per RCW 
42.30.110(1)(i) and Guild Negotiations per RCW 42.30.140(4)(a). 
 
ADJOURN: 
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MINUTES OF GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL MEETING – DECEMBER 12, 2011 
 

PRESENT:   Councilmembers Ekberg, Young, Franich, Conan, Malich, Payne, Kadzik 
and Mayor Chuck Hunter.  
 
CALL TO ORDER: 5:30 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE: 
 
CONSENT AGENDA: 

1. Approval of the Minutes of City Council Meeting of Nov. 14, 2011. 
2. Liquor License Action: a) Special Occasion – Homestead Group Home; b) 

Application – Moctezuma’s. 
3. Receive and File: Budget Worksession II Nov. 8, 2011 – Amended Minutes. 
4. Resolution No. 885 - Surplus Property. 
5. Lobbying Services Contracts. 
6. Water Rights Assistance – Agreement for Attorney Services/Tom Mortimer. 
7. Financial Management Software Upgrade Agreement. 
8. Resolution - Fee Schedule Update for 2012. 
9. Amendments to Maritime Pier Restroom Contribution Agreements – Sunshine 

LLC and Dylan Enterprises (Tides Tavern). 
10. GHPD - Consultant Services Contract / Pendleton Consulting, LLC. 
11. Point Fosdick Drive/56th Street Improvement Project – Ratification of 

Transportation Improvement Board (TIB) Grant Agreement. 
12. Point Fosdick Drive/56th Street Improvement Project – Consultant Service 

Contract/David Evans and Associates, Inc. 
13. Playground Design Services Agreement – Shane’s Inspiration. 
14. Agreement for Phone System and Broadband Services. 
15. Approval of Payment of Bills for Nov. 28, 2011: Checks #68446 through #68559 

in the amount of $827,609.08. 
16. Approval of Payroll for the month of November: Checks #6371 though #6390 in 

the amount of $306,359.53. 
 

 MOTION: Move to adopt the Consent Agenda as presented. 
 Ekberg / Young – unanimously approved. 
 
PRESENTATIONS:    

Recognition of Service - Councilmembers Conan and Franich.  Mayor Hunter began by 
saying Jim Franich has served on the Council for ten years and during that time several 
positive things have happened: the proposed Maritime Pier, protection of the view 
basin, height restrictions, and protecting the rights of property owners / residential 
neighborhoods. He said that Jim truly stands by his convictions and has acted as a 
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watchdog for the citizens; he rarely misses a meeting and is well-schooled on the topics 
and isn’t afraid to share his opinion. Mayor Hunter presented Councilmember Franich 
with an appreciation plaque. 
 
Councilmembers each shared their appreciation for serving with Councilmember 
Franich over the years, praising his ability to offer an alternative viewpoint while keeping 
a positive attitude. 
 
Mayor Hunter continued by recognizing Councilmember Conan. He listed several 
positive things that happened during his eight years of service: the addition of the 
Kenneth Leo Marvin Park, Eddon Boat, Maritime Pier, and the Donkey Creek 
Restoration project. Other notable items are the Transportation Improvement Plan, build 
out of Gig Harbor North, working with State and Federal Legislators, addition of a first-
class hospital, a new wastewater treatment plant and outfall, holding the line on the 
budget, and the Uptown Shopping Center / Safeway Development.  As Mayor Hunter 
presented him with his award, he said that he has appreciated Councilmember Conan’s 
positive attitude. 
 
Councilmembers talked about what a pleasure it has been serving both on the Planning 
Commission and Council with Councilmember Conan. They said that although he didn’t 
speak often, when he did his comments were well thought out. Several comments were 
made about his service to others. 

1. Tacoma Pierce County Tourism Professional of the Year – Laureen Lund. 
Marketing Director Laureen Lund was asked to come forward as City Administrator Rob 
Karlinsey explained that winning this award is no small thing and how wonderful it was 
for Laureen to win.  He asked Tammy Blount to present more information. 
 
Tammy Blount, President and CEO for the Tacoma Convention Bureau.  Ms. Blount 
described the annual Tourism Celebrity Awards that honor individuals who contribute to 
the tourism community.  Ms. Blount shared that Laureen had stiff competition and the 
city should be proud of her for winning the Tourism Professional of the Year Award. 
 
Ms. Lund responded that she is grateful for Council’s support in showing the community 
that tourism can be an economic driver and marketing is a strategy. She thanked Rob 
Karlinsey for his support through some rough times. Laureen said she especially 
wanted to thank Marketing Assistant Karen Scott who is a huge part of their success. 
She finalized by recognizing her husband, Arne Lund who is at every event helping out. 
 
OLD BUSINESS:    

1. Second Reading of Ordinance – Performance Based Height Exceptions for 
Private Schools.  Planning Director Tom Dolan presented this zoning code text 
amendment to include private primary and secondary schools to be eligible for 
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performance-based height exceptions for gymnasiums and performing arts related 
facilities. He described the remaining process for Saint Nicholas School if this is 
approved. 
 
Councilmember Franich voiced concern that the ordinance is not site specific and would 
allow a gym elsewhere in an area that wouldn’t be compatible. Councilmember Young 
explained that the Hearing Examiner will consider all factors before approving such a 
project; in addition, Council would have the opportunity to appeal the decision. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt Ordinance No. 1229. 
  Kadzik / Conan – six voted in favor. Councilmember Franich voted 

no. 
 
NEW BUSINESS:    

1. Public Hearing and Resolution – Six -Year Transportation Improvement Program. 
Senior Planner Emily Appleton presented the background for the T.I.P. 
 
Mayor Hunter opened the public hearing at 6:05 p.m. 
 
Lee Roderburg – President of the Gig Harbor Sportsman’s Club.  Mr. Roderburg said 
that that proposed Harbor Hill Connector is shown going through the middle of their 
property, which is not for sale. He asked for clarification of the city’s plan.  
 
City Administrator Rob Karlinsey explained that the city is hiring an Engineer to work on 
alternate routes in 2012 – 2013.  
 
Mr. Roderburg responded that the Sportsman’s Club owns property south of Harbor Hill 
and would like to partner with the city to help achieve the connector road while avoiding 
the  club property. 
 
There were no further comments and the public hearing closed at 6:08 p.m.  Ms. 
Appleton and Mr. Karlinsey answered Council questions. 
 
 MOTION: Move to adopt Resolution No. 887. 
   Franich / Conan – unanimously approved. 

 
2. Planning Commission Work Program – Revised. Planning Director Tom Dolan 

explained that the department was recently made aware of an issue with the side yard 
setbacks in the Shoreline District. He asked Council for approval of a modified Planning 
Commission work program that would allow consideration of a text amendment to 
potentially revise side yard setback requirements within this district. 
 
 MOTION: Move to approve the revised Planning Commission work program 

to allow consideration of a text amendment to revise side yard 
setback requirements within Shoreline Districts. 
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   Kadzik / Conan – unanimously approved. 
 
STAFF REPORT:  

1. Planning and Building Committee Update.  Planning Director Tom Dolan gave an 
update on two proposals before the Planning and Building committee: 1) Text 
amendment to allow schools in the B-2 Zone; and 2) Defer park and school impact fees 
on single family homes until the property closes. He further reported that the committee 
also discussed several housekeeping items that will go either to the Planning 
Commission or directly to City Council for direct consideration. 
 
Councilmember Malich brought up the proliferation of collections boxes around town 
and recommended that they be regulated.  
 

2. Gig Harbor Historic Waterfront Association.  City Administrator Rob Karlinsey 
reported that the organization had attained full Main Street status. He said that a staff 
person from the State and National Main Street program is coming to answer questions 
and offer advice. The Councilmembers are invited to join the meeting at 4:00 p.m. on 
Wednesday, December 14th at the GHHWF office. 

3. Chamber Sound System.  Mr. Karlinsey explained that because the chamber 
doubles as the court room, the system was adjusted to the use of only three 
microphones. Court Administrator Stacy Colberg has been trying to resolve the 
feedback and volume issues and is still working on it. 

PUBLIC COMMENT: 

John Chadwell, Olympic Property Group – 19245 10th Ave NW, Poulsbo, WA.  Mr. 
Chadwell said that 2011 has been a quiet year. He reported on several upcoming 
projects: 1) OPG is moving forward with the apartment project without seeing any 
obstacles; 2) a developer of high-quality senior housing is doing a feasibility study for 3-
4 years down the road; and 3) there are limited signs of progress for the single-family 
home market, and Gig Harbor is at the leading edge of recovery. Mr. Chadwell said he 
has enjoyed working with Councilmember Conan on the Planning Commission and the 
City Council. He added that though often on opposite sides, in the nine years of working 
with Councilmember Franich, he has come to understand his point of view and overall 
it’s been a positive experience.  He wished Council and Staff a Merry Christmas and a 
prosperous New Year. 

 

Councilmember Kadzik asked for more information on the housing market. Mr. 
Chadwell responded that the Urban Land Institute is holding a meeting on the change in 
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attitude from home buyers as well as changing demographics. Cottage homes will be 
one of the topics discussed at the January 30th gathering moderated by Jon Rose. He 
urged Councilmembers to attend. 

MAYOR’S REPORT / COUNCIL COMMENTS:  

Councilmember Malich reported on the success of the recent Lighted Boat Parade, 
praising the police department for facilitating the parade. He also mentioned a problem 
with visibility of the buoys and derelict boats on the east side of the bay, saying he 
hoped something could be done either to light or remove them. 

Councilmember Conan thanked Mayor Hunter for eight years of serving together. He 
thanked everyone for putting up with his absences while in Africa, adding that in the 
future he will become more involved with the issues there. He gave a brief overview of 
his experiences and described the connectivity that Gig Harbor has there.  He voiced 
appreciation for finally getting the potholes fixed in the city-owned alley after eight years. 
He then gave a list of things he would like Council to advocate for in the future: 

• Fix 38th Street (#6 on the TIP) 
• A memorial at KLM park 
• Work on a solution for  low-income housing – impact and connection fees 

 
Councilmember Franich said that it’s been an honor to serve on the City Council for the 
past ten years. He said that moving forward he hopes that future growth in the view 
basin will be watched carefully because of its special nature, it cannot be replicated. He 
explained that one of his main objectives was a Maritime Pier to serve everyone, but 
mostly to honor the fishermen. He said he is proud that this Council is the one to finally 
get it done.  He added that many of his ideas may not have been popular, but he is 
proud of the fact that he remained consistent and stood by his vote. 
 
Councilmember Young reported that the PTIC group is meeting this Friday to hold a 
hearing on the reduction of the Pierce Transit service. He asked if Council if had a 
preference to have just Gig Harbor remain in or to reduce the service area to roughly 
the UGA boundary to get in touch with him. 
 
Mayor Hunter talked about the successful Grand Opening for the new Safeway Store on 
Friday. He said that the managers let him know the city’s standards are tough but how 
they appreciated the level playing field. They were very complimentary of city staff and 
the extra effort to make the project a success. The new store brings 50 new jobs. 
 
ANNOUNCEMENT OF OTHER MEETINGS: 

1. Operations Committee: Thu. Dec 15th at 3:00 p.m. 
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2. Finance / Safety Committee: Mon. Dec 19th at 4:00 p.m. 
3. No second Council Meeting in December. 
4. Civic Center closed Mon. December 26th in observance of Christmas. 
5. Civic Center closed Mon. Jan 2nd in observance of New Years. 

 
EXECUTIVE SESSION: For the purpose of discussing pending litigation per RCW 
42.30.110(1)(i), property acquisition per RCW 42.30.110(1)(b), and Guild Negotiations 
per RCW 42.30.140(4)(a). 
 
MOTION: Move to adjourn to Executive Session at 6:48 p.m. for approximately 15 

minutes for the purpose of discussing pending litigation per RCW 
42.30.110(1)(i), property acquisition per RCW 42.30.110(1)(b), and Guild 
Negotiations per RCW 42.30.140(4)(a). 

 Ekberg / Young – unanimously approved. 
 
MOTION: Move to return to regular session at 7:00 p.m. 
 Kadzik / Payne - unanimously approved. 
 
ADJOURN: 
 
MOTION: Move to adjourn at 7:00 p.m. 
 Kadzik / Young – unanimously approved. 
 

      CD recorder utilized:  Tracks 1002 – 1026 

 
                                                                                 
                                                                                                                          
Chuck Hunter, Mayor    Molly Towslee, City Clerk 
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The Rotary Club of Gig Harbor 
P 0 BOX342 

Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
(Meets Fridaysn AM/ Cottesmore Care Center) 

Mayor Chuck Hunter 
3510 Grandview Street 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

December 6, 2011 

RE: Cushman Trail Connection Trail project 

Dear Mayor Hunter, 

RECEIVED 

DEC - 8 2011 
CITY OF GIG HARBOR 

The Board of Directors of the Rotary Club of Gig Harbor, (morning club), 
has authorized me to write to you about this project. 

Our club would like to take the lead role in this important community 
project. This project is part of the city's five year plan developed last year. 
The trail will be about 1900 feet long and will connect the Gig Harbor 
History Museum with the Cushman Trail. 

We expect this lead role to include some funding but more likely lots of 
community coordination and hands on work. One club member has done 
substantial engineering work on this already. 

Working with other community resources like the Waterfront Association, 
perhaps this project can begin in 2012. This will be a long lasting asset for 
citizens and visitors of Gig Harbor. And the Rotary Club of Gig Harbor 
welcomes this opportunity. 

Sincerely Yours, 

11~~ 
Mike Pinch, president 
Rotary Club of Gig Harbor 
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CONAN FUEL 
DANIEL H. ROOT, LTD 

10320 Burnham Dr. NW P.O. Box 76 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

(253) 851-9903 VOICE (253) 851-6484 FAX 

December 30, 2011 

City of Gig Harbor 
3 51 0 Grandview St 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

Attn: Mr. Hunter 

RECEIVED 

JAN- 3 2012 
CITY OF GIG HARBOR 

As we close out another year and I look down my list of customers there are a handful 
that really stand out. The City of Gig Harbor is certainly one at the top of that list. Conan 
Fuel has had a longstanding relationship with the City of Gig Harbor, and over that time I 
have never once had to call for payment. In my 20-plus years in business I have done 
business with various government entities and the City of Gig Harbor is the only one that 
I have never had to call for payment. Getting paid on time is very important to a small 
business like mine, and I wanted to take a moment to let you know how good of a job 
your Accounts Payable staff is doing. Please thank them on my behalf. Also, I am aware 
that you have many choices for fuel supplier and I want to personally thank you for 
keeping your business with Conan Fuel. We wish everyone at the City of Gig Harbor a 
Safe & Happy New Year and look forward to continuing to supply your fueling needs. 
Thank you. 

Daniel Root 
Conan Fuel 
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DATE of MEETING: December 5, 2011 

TIME: 5:15 pm 

LOCATION: Planning/Building Conference Room 

MEMBERS PRESENT: Councilmembers Kadzik, Conan and Young 

STAFF PRESENT: Planning Director Tom Dolan, Senior Planner Jennifer Kester, Senior Planner Peter 
Katich, Building/Fire Safety Director Dick Bower, Senior Engineer Emily Appleton 

OTHERS PRESENT: Representatives from Peninsula School District 

SCRIBE: Diane McBane 

 

1.  VOCATIONAL SCHOOLS IN THE B-2 DISTRICT 

DISCUSSION POINTS 

Mr. Dolan went over the community transition program that the Peninsula School District was hoping to 
relocate to a business park in the B-2.  He noted that schools are allowed in virtually all the other non 
residential zones and it was unclear why they were not allowed in the B-2.  Mr. Dolan stated that he had 
talked to the Planning Commission about a possible text amendment and they had expressed they were in 
support of direct consideration of this item.   

RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 
Staff will work with the school district on their application and it could move forward to the City Council for 

direct consideration.   

2.  FEE SCHEDULE 

DISCUSSION POINTS 

Ms. Kester went over the proposed changes to the fee schedule for Planning, Building and Engineering.  Mr. 
Bower explained that the building fees were being rounded up for clarity and noted where some unused 
fees were being removed.  Discussion was held on how the fees are arrived at in order to assure that they 
are as close to actual costs as possible. 

RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP.  
Move item forward to the full council.   

 
 

CITY OF GIG HARBOR  
PLANNING AND BUILDING  
COMMITTEE  MEETING - MINUTES 

______________________________________________________________________________________ 
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3.  IMPACT FEE DEFERRAL 

DISCUSSION POINTS 
Mr. Dolan explained that the City has been requested to consider an impact fee deferral for single family 
homes that would defer payment of the fees to the time the sale closes.  He stated that staff is 
recommending that we not defer these as it would be a bookkeeping nightmare.  He provided a copy of an 
ordinance from Sammamish as they do this for spec homes.  Councilmember Kadzik didn’t feel that it was a 
good idea as it could prove to be a huge cash flow problem.  Councilmember Young felt that it should be 
explored as there is no impact until the homeowner moves in and it is a significant burden to the builder.  He 
wondered how it would be administered because he didn’t want it to be burdensome.  Mr. Young stated that 
we may be required by the State to do this as some point.  Further discussion was held on what fees can 
and cannot be deferred.   
 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 
Staff will research further and bring back in February. 

4.  MEDICAL CANNABIS COLLECTIVE GARDENS INTERIM ORDINANCE 

DISCUSSION POINTS 
Mr. Dolan explained that the City Attorney was recommending a 3 month extension of the existing interim 
ordinance in order to see the result of some court cases.   
 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 
Everyone agreed to the extension.  
 

5.  SETBACKS FOR WIDE LOTS IN SHORELINE DISTRICTS 

DISCUSSION POINTS 
Mr. Dolan went over the proposal by the Kayak Club to locate a storage facility at Skansie Brothers Park.  
He noted that staff had taken this item to the Planning Commission to ask for direct consideration the 
commission had asked that they have an opportunity to review it.  Mr. Dolan was asking that the Planning 
Commission have this added to their work program in January.  Mr. Young voiced concern with opening this 
up as he felt that it was intended to just apply to the park.  Mr. Conan didn’t agree with just exempting parks.   
 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 
It will be placed on the Planning Commission’s work program for January.  

6. FIREPLACES AS PERMITTED ENCROACHMENTS INTO SIDE YARD SETBACKS AND OTHER 
HOUSEKEEPING AMENDMENTS 

DISCUSSION POINTS 
Mr. Dolan briefed the committee on the need for this amendment and referred them to the memo they had 
received.  Mr. Conan felt that allowing chimneys to encroach into sideyards was more than a housekeeping 
issue.  Ms. Kester explained that some of the fireplace encroachments are not a full length chimney but 
rather just a box and offered that language could be developed to limit it to those types.   
 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 
The amendments will go to the Planning Commission in January to see if they would like to examine the 
fireplace encroachment issue.  The housekeeping items can go forward for direct consideration if the 
Planning Commission agrees.   
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7. COLLECTION BOXES 

DISCUSSION POINTS 
Mr. Dolan explained that there has been a proliferation of collection boxes within the city and the City has been asked to 
consider regulation.  He noted that it would have to be added to the Planning Commission’s work program.   He also 
noted that most of the boxes are operated by for profit companies that do not have a business license.   
 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 
Staff will add this item to the Planning Commission’s 2012 work program.  

8. AMENDMENTS TO THE COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES TO IMPLEMENT VISION 2040 

DISCUSSION POINTS 
Ms. Kester informed the committee that she will be bringing the update to the City Council for ratification of an interlocal 
agreement in January.    Mr. Young stated that this was a pretty extensive update.   
 
RECOMMENDATION / ACTION / FOLLOW-UP 
None needed.  
 

Meeting adjourned at 6:15 p.m.  
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DATE: October 7, 2011 
TIME:  8:30 am  
LOCATION: Gig Harbor Civic Center, Executive Conference Room  
MEMBERS PRESENT: Sue Braaten, Mary DesMarais, Tom Drohan, Laureen Lund, 
Mona Sarrensen, Derek Young, Warren Zimmerman 
MEMBERS ABSENT:  Jannae Jolibois, Kathy Franklin, Sue Loiland  
STAFF PRESENT:  Karen Scott   
OTHERS PRESENT:         
____________________________________________________________________________ 

Derek Young called the meeting to order at 8:50.   

Review of current projects- Laureen Lund reviewed the marketing plan and the billboard 
advertising possibility.  She reviewed the options for billboard info yet has not heard 
back from owner on pricing or availability.  She also reviewed bids for video for 2011, 
and the concepts for print (in the very first drafts).  She informed the committee on the 
meetings held over the past month with the military, their tour of Gig Harbor, their visit 
with the Mayor, tour of Narrows Airport, and feel we are making more connections for 
meetings with them.  

Glass roots – The third year of this TRCVB plan call for meeting with tour professionals 
through luncheons throughout the region (4 in total).  Laureen thought it was the best 
yet, Tacoma, Olympia, Sea Tac, and Portland.  Laureen is working on a draft of the 
literature that will be going out to those attendees which was approximately 50.  The 
model has been revised from last year in which more money was spent and more time 
was put in (in 2010).  Mona Sarrensen raised the question as to whether these contacts 
would go through the TRCVB or whether these groups would go through them directly.  
Laureen stressed the importance of massaging that relationship.  Tom Drohan shared 
that he has received several emails to him directly and felt positive about the feedback 
he’s received.  Sue Braaten asked when the commitment needs to be made and 
Laureen stated it would be now, but firm by the first of the year.  Tom stated that maybe 
Portland would not be on the radar screen in 2012, he thought it was the weakest.   Sue 
suggested fam tours and Laureen said it is in the works yet talking to these people is a 

LODGING TAX ADVISORY COMMITTEE MINUTES 
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time thing with them.  They have little of it.  Tom re-iterated that the reminders do 
resonate.   

WA Tourism Alliance-  Mary DesMarais and Laureen attended a meeting last week, and 
she reviewed their mission.  The City is a member.  Derek said that it is not coming 
back (WA Tourism Office).  Laureen stated that several organizations have been and 
are successful without government funding.  So it is possible. 

Media success-  a very good article was written for Journal Publications as a result of a 
weekend travel writer visit with donations by Tides, Destiny Harbor Tours, Green House 
Restaurant, Maritime Inn and many others.  Specifically written for the Issaquah Herald. 

LTAC–  As approved by City Council Sue Loiland will complete Jennifer Kilmer’s term, 
Tom’s term ends at the end of year and Warren and Mary’s term ends at Jan 2013.  
Next meeting is January 5th and we will look at nominations for the open position at that 
time.   

Follow Up- Review of feedback from tourists at the Gig Harbor Farmers Market provided 
by Dale Schultz – very positive.  Laureen said she continues to feel that it is a good 
tourist tool.  Dale has requested a market on Sunday at Skansie Park, in development – 
stay tuned. 

Mona asked about why there is no fuel dock and Derek ran through the history of the 
previous two fuel docks in town stating that funding and permitting are the issues.  
Warren Zimmerman outlined a ‘leasing’ program that is available in Canada, possibility 
of anchoring fuel docks in the harbor in summer months.  Derek had said he had not 
heard of that and would bring it up in future discussions.  Continuing by saying Canada 
may have different environmental rules but he would bring it up with the Mayor. 

Warren reviewed the status of his new membership directory “Community Profile and 
Relocation Guide”.  He stated that this is a new piece in the economic development 
arena.  $1650 for full page ad with a break for advertising in both.  Laureen stated that 
the City bought an ad and it will focus on “Meet in Gig Harbor’.  

Respectfully submitted, 

 

Karen Scott, Marketing Assistant 
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Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

' TIH MA RITIM I Clll' 

Subject: Resolution Declaring Emergency 
related to Soundview #4-93 Manhole Failure 

Proposed Council Action: 
Authorize Resolution No. 888 declaring an 
emergency, waiving competitive bidding 
requirements per RCW 39.04.280(1)(c) and 
authorizing the Mayor to execute contracts 
for emergency replacement of Manhole #4-93 
located on Soundview Drive 

Expenditure 
Required $50,000 (est.) 

INFORMATION I BACKGROUND 

Amount 
Budgeted 

Dept. Origin; 

Prepared by: 

Public Works-
Wastewater Treatment Plant 

Darrell Winansf7~ 
Wastewater Plant Supervisor 

For Agenda of: January 9, 2012 

Exhibits: Resolution No. 888 
Initial & Date 

Concurred by Mayor: C,L \4 ' t ?> \ r1. .. 
Approved by City Administrator: /2)/ k_ 
Approved as to form by City Atty: (/,; ~ 
Approved by Finance Director: c:::;;j2, ,;, ~ 
Approved by Department Head: 

See fiscal 
Consideration below 

Appropriation 
Required $0 

Project provides for the Contractor providing all the necessary tools, equipment, labor and material 
associated with the emergency replacement of Manhole #4-93. A new reinforced concrete saddle 
manhole complete with manhole access will be provided and installed by the Contractor. A corrosion 
protective lining system will be applied to prevent future degradation. Existing 6" and 8" force mains 
will be reconnected to new inside drops per City standards and specifications. An existing 8" private 
side sewer will be reconnected to the gravity main in the existing manhole. The excavation will be back 
filled and compacted and the roadway will be restored with new sub-grade aggregate and Hot Mix 
Asphalt per City standards and specifications. 

Manhole #4-93 receives approximately 350,000 gallons of raw sewage daily from Lift Stations #7 and 
#8. 

The Wastewater Treatment Plant Supervisor inspected the structure and concluded that the manhole 
was beyond repair and required emergency replacement in order to secure the public health and 
safety. In addition, a consulting engineer was called in to inspect and verify the findings. A Technical 
Memorandum (Exhibit A) was prepared recommending immediate replacement of the structurally 
compromised manhole. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 
Due to the emergency nature, this was an unbudgeted replacement. The funds will be taken from the 
collections system emergency repair line item, and the balance from the collections repairs and 
maintenance fund. 

1 
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BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
Operations Committee was informed during their regular scheduled meeting on December 15, 2011. 
The Committee recommended that we move forward with the replacement. 

RECOMMENDATION I MOTION 
Move to: Authorize Resolution No. 888 declaring emergency replacement of Manhole #4-93 on 
Soundview Drive and authorizing the Mayor to execute contracts related to this replacement. 

2 
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Exhibit A 

Parametrix BtiOitii!DnJNG • PI.I\NNINO • llNVIRONMDtiTAL 8CIBNCI!8 

1019 39ch AVE Sl3, SUl'l'B 100 
I'UYAI.l.Ul', \VIA 9837•1 
'r, 2.53.604.6600 11• Z53,604.6?99 
www.pnmn1el•lx.con1 

TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM 

Date: December 29, 20 I I 
To: Dorrell Winnns, City of Gig Harbor 

Stephen Misiuml<, P.E., City of Gig Harbor 
From: Dnvid Kopchynski, Ph.D., P.E. 
Subject: 

cc: 
Project Number: 

Project Name: 

Soundview Road Mnnholc 4-93 Condition Assessment 

Shannon Thompson, P.E., Parametrix 

267-2750-016 (02/02) 

Cantel'\voocl Sewer Manhole Rehabilitntion 

lNTRODUCTION 

This short, technicnlmemornndum presents the rntionale for conducting n complete ••eplac~ment ofMnnhole 4-93 
versus the originally plnnned interior surface rehabilitation of the manhole. Manhole 4-93 is locntedjust to the 
north of the Olympic Village Shopping Cente1· on Soundvicw Dl'ive. 

Munhole 4-93 is n critical component for Cily of Gig Ilnrbor sewer collection systemns two significant sewage 
lift station force mains discharge to gmvity ut this manhole locAtion. The Lift Station No. 7 force main delivers an 
average daily flow of 33,000 gpd to MAnhole 4-93. The Lift Station No.8 force main delivers an average daily 
flow of319,000 gpd to Manhole 4-93. 

A brief manhole inspection report And reconunendntion of nction is included in the following sections. 

MANHOLE INSl).RCflON FINDINGS 

Mnnhole 4·93 was pressure washed and inspected visually by City of Gig Harbor on December 14th, 2011. Koy 
observations mnde were as follows: 

• Manhole is 48-inches in dinmetca·. 

• Significnnl hydrogen sulfide based corrosion has occurred throughout the manhole interior. Sulfide is 
released from the force main discharge pipes located in the manhole. Virtually all of tho vorticnl wnll 
section of mnnhole concrete is worn completely nwny to expose the manhole's l'ebar reinforcement nnd 
concrete aggregate. Also the joint gasket support base for one oft he wall joints is completely worn nwny 
causing the joint gasket to separate completely nwny from the mnnhole wnll. In some instances tho 
mnn.hole wall reinforcement rebnr hns nlso completely worn away. Many of the manhole access stops nre 
completely wom oway. 

• Force mains from Lift Stations No.7 and No. H nrc connected together into n comrnon drop structure 
loon ted within the mnnhole and this drop structure does not comply with current City stnnclnrds. 

• M;mhole 4-93 receives significant trnflic loads as it is located within a trnffic trnvellnnc of the highly 
trnveled Sound view Drive. 
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM (CONTINUED) 

• A side sewer wos found to be directly cotmccted into the manhole. 

• Figures 1 and 2, shown below, provide views of Manhole 4-93 during tlle December 14th inspection. 

Figure 1. VIew Looking Down Into Manhole 4·93 

Note combined PVC force main drop structure 
inside manhole. Exposed rebar is visible. 

RECOMMENDATIONS 

Figure 2. Corroded Neoprene Coatod Access 
Ladder Frame Piece Removed !=rom Manhole 4·93 

Very poor stmoturRl conditions were obsetvcd for Manhole 4-93 (exposed rebar, loss of concrete, and in some 
areas, complete loss of rebar) during the December 14th, 2011, inspection. Rehnbililntion 01· replacement is 
criticnl to prevent sh11cturnl failme of the manhole. It is reconunended that a completely new manhole with on 
interior protective coating be constl'llcted to replace the existing Manhole 4-93 rather thnn nttempting 
rehabilitation. Key reasons to construct a completely new monhole include: 

• Rehnbilitation at Manhole 4-93 was already determined to be difficult and expensive fiS flow bypnss 
would be required for the duAl force m11ins and flow bypass arrangements would need to occnr in a very 
coustmined are11. Construction of a new manhole would reduce and potentially eliminate the requirement 
for flow bypass nrrangemcnts. 

• The full replacement ofMonhole 4-93 allows for the opportunity to improve the case of operation and 
maintenance for the Lilt Stations No. 7 and No. 8 force main discharge points. 1t is recommended that a 
new, larger 72-inch-dimneter manhole be installed to allow easier entry of maintenance personnel and 
more room for maintenance activities within lhe manhole (i.e., spray wnshlng, visual inspections, force 
main cleaning equipment access). Sepnmte drop stmctures would be provided for each force main into the 
new manhole. Separate drop structures would allow for ensiet· placement of cleaning equipment (such as 
byp11ss pumping setups, pigs, or rotor-rooting equipment) into each force main nnd achieve compliance 
with City standards. Currently, the combined force main drop structure in the existing Manhole 4-93 
would have to be demolished in order to provide full access for cleaning equipment into and out of the 
Lift Station No. 8 force main discharge pipe. 

• Full replacement of Manhole 4-93 would nil ow for direct connection of the discovered side sewer nway 
from the force main discharges into the gravity sewer. This would nssist in preventing force main 
discharge odors fi'Om traveling dil·ectly up the side sewer. 

Glg Hnrbor 
SowuMew Rond Alrmltole 4·9J Co//(f/1/ontbseu melll 2 

267-27$0-016 (02102) 
D~CIIIIbtr 29, 201 I 
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RESOLUTION NO. 888 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, 
WASHINGTON, DECLARING THE EXISTENCE OF AN EMERGENCY 
NECESSITATING THE WAIVER OF COMPETITIVE BIDDING 
REQUIREMENTS TO ADDRESS THE EMERGENCY REPLACEMENT OF 
MANHOLE #4-93 ON SOUNDVIEW DRIVE; WAIVING THE 
REQUIREMENTS OF RCW 39.04.190, RCW 39.04.155, AND CITY OF GIG 
HARBOR RESOLUTION NO. 884, AS ALLOWED BY RCW 39.04.280; AND 
AUTHORIZING THE EMERGENCY REPAIRS. 

WHEREAS, RCW 39.04.280(1)(c) authorizes the City to waive competitive bidding 
and professional selection requirements in the event of an emergency; and 

WHEREAS, RCW 39.04.280(3) defines an emergency as an unforeseen 
circumstance beyond the control of the municipality that either (a) presents a real, 
immediate threat to the proper performance of an essential function; or (b) will likely result 
in material loss or damage to property, bodily injury or loss of life if immediate action is not 
taken; and 

WHEREAS, the City was preparing to apply a protective lining to Manhole #4-93. 
The Wastewater Treatment Plant Supervisor conducted an inspection of the structure and 
concluded that the manhole was beyond repair; and 

WHEREAS, a consulting engineer was called in to inspect and verify the findings of 
the Wastewater Treatment Supervisor; and 

WHEREAS, a Technical Memorandum was prepared, dated December 15, 2011 
recommending immediate replacement of the structurally compromised manhole; and 

WHEREAS, Manhole #4-93 is in the wheel path of a major arterial of the City, it was 
concluded, after seeing the structural instability of the manhole by the City Engineer, 
Wastewater Treatment Plant Supervisor, Construction Inspector and Engineering 
Consultant, that the structure be deemed unsafe for traffic loads; and 

WHEREAS, the traffic was routed around the affected area in order to protect the 
public health, safety, property and welfare until replaced; and 

WHEREAS, the emergency replacement project provides for the Contractor 
providing all the necessary tools, equipment, labor and material associated with the 
emergency replacement of Manhole #4-93. A new reinforced concrete saddle manhole 
complete with manhole access will be provided and installed by the Contractor. A corrosion 
protective lining system will be applied to prevent future degradation. Existing 6" and 8" 
force mains will be reconnected to new inside drops per City standards and specifications. 

Page 1 of 2 
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An existing 8" private side sewer will be reconnected to the gravity m·ain in the existing 
manhole. The excavation will be back filled and compacted and the roadway will be 
restored with new sub-grade aggregate and Hot Mix Asphalt per City standards and 
specifications; and 

WHEREAS, because of this emergency, the City is unable to comply with the City's 
resolution applicable to bidding procedures; NOW, THEREFORE, 

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

Section 1. Finding and Declaration of Emergency. Based upon the WHEREAS 
clauses above, which are incorporated as findings, the City Council hereby declares that 
an emergency exists requiring the immediate action by the City in order to preserve the 
public health, safety, property and welfare. The Council further declares that the delay 
necessitated by compliance with the procedures for procurement of equipment and 
construction of public works found in City Resolution No. 884, RCW 39.04.190 and RCW 
39.04.155, prevents the City from coping with the emergency in time to minimize impact to 
the City's vital infrastructure. 

Section 2. Authorization of Repairs. The City Council hereby authorizes 
expenditures necessary for the emergency repairs and authorizes the Mayor to execute 
contracts necessary to complete the work. 

RESOLVED by the City Council this 91
h day of January, 2012. 

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 

MOLLY TOWSLEE, CITY CLERK 

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK: 12/27/11 
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 01/09/12 
RESOLUTION NO. 888 

APPROVED: 

MAYOR CHUCK HUNTER 

Page 2 of 2 
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Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

1 111 ~· · ...... . .. . 

Subject: Perrow Right-of-Way Deed 
Agreement for streetscape improvements on 
Harborview Drive. 

Proposed Council Action: Approve and 
authorize the Mayor to execute a contract with 
4021 HarboNiew Drive LLC (Wade Perrow) for 
streetscape improvements on Harborview 
Drive. 

Expenditure 
Required 

INFORMATION I BACKGROUND 

Amount 
Budgeted 

Dept. Origin: 

Prepared by: 

Administration 

Lita Dawn Stanton p~ 
Special Projects (11" 

For Agenda of: Jan 9, 2012 

Exhibits: ROW Agreement 
Exhibits 

Initial & Date 
Concurred by Mayor: ( L\t •I+ l ' '2..-
Approved by City Administrator: N /<.. 
Approved as to form by City A tty:~% il 
Approved by Finance Director: . ~ 

Appropriation 
Required *See Fiscal Below 

In October of 2011, the adjacent property owner (former Ship to Shore Bldg owned by Wade Perrow) 
presented a conceptual proposal for frontage improvements that could be integrated and constructed 
during the Austin Estuary Park Improvement Project funded through RCO. A ROW Dedication 
Agreement (see attached) was negotiated. The property owner offered the "pan-handle" section of his 
parcel that will create a contiguous alignment from the City's existing right-of-way for sidewalk expansion 
on the north side of HarboNiew Drive from North Harborview to Austin Estuary Park (see Exhibit B) if all 
improvements are completed by 2014. His offer includes one ADA parking stall for Austin Estuary Park 
use. Street-face improvements include a 10 foot-wide sidewalk, lighting, curb and gutter. In return for 
receiving the "pan-handle" section and the ADA parking stall, the City will construct a wider sidewalk from 
Austin Estuary Park to the corner at North HarboNiew Drive. The attached agreement requires that the 
sidewalk be constructed on or about July 31, 2014. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 
• Improvement in front of and adjacent to Austin Estuary Park are estimated at $50,000 and will be 
funded as part of the Austin Park RCO Grant. The remainder (approximately $130,670.00) may be 
completed as part of the Donkey Creek Daylighting and Transportation Project, but no later than mid-
2014. 

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
Operations Committee met on November 9. 2011 and approved of the agreement. 

RECOMMENDATION I MOTION 
Move to: Approve and authorize the Mayor to execute the Right-of-Way Deed Agreement with 4021 
Harborview Drive LLC (Wade Perrow). 
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AFTER RECORDING RETURN TO: 

The City of Gig Harbor 
Attn: City Clerk 
3510 Grandview Street 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

WASHINGTON STATE COUNTY AUDITOR/RECORDER'S INDEXING FORM 

Document Title(s) (or transactions contained therein): 
Right-of-Way Deed 

Grantor(s) (Last name first, then first name and initials) 
4021 Harborview LLC 

Grantee(s) (Last name first, then first name and initials) 
City of Gig Harbor 

Legal Description (abbreviated: i.e., Jot, block, plat or section, township, range) 
Section 06 Towns hip 21 Range 02 Quarter 41 

Assessor's Property Tax Parcel or Account Number: 4002990020 (partial) 

Reference Number(s) of Documents assigned or released: ________ _ 

{ASB941497 .DOC; 1\00008.900000\} 

Page 1 of 6 
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RIGHT-OF-WAY DEED 

4021 HARBORVIEW DRIVE LLC, a Washington limited liability company ("Grantor"), for 
valuable consideration set forth below, hereby CONVEYS, QUITCLAIMS AND DEDICATES IN FEE 
SIMPLE TITLE to the CITY OF GIG HARBOR, a municipal corporation of the State of Washington, 
the following described real estate situated in the County of Pierce, State of Washington, including 
any after acquired title or interest: 

See attached Exhibit A and depiction on Exhibit B. 

In consideration of the transfer, the City agrees to perform the following, unless otherwise 
agreed by the City and Grantor: 

1. Streetscape improvements from the back side of the 1 0-foot sidewalk to the property 
line of 4021 Harborview Drive as shown in Exhibit C; and 

2. Adjustments to the existing parking on the 4021 Harborview Drive site that may 
cause some parking to extend into the city right-of-way area behind the sidewalk, to assure no loss 
of private stalls are created by this Agreement; and 

3. Half-width street improvements on Harborviewwill be designed as part of the Austin 
Estuary Project and/or Donkey Creek Project (from the Harbor History Museum entrance to Austin 
Estuary Park entrance) and completed on or about July 31, 2014; and 

4. Stripe ADA stall as shown in Exhibit C, for Austin Estuary Park use. 

This Right-of-Way Deed shall be recorded in the records of the Pierce County Auditor and 
shall constitute a covenant running with the land for the benefit of the City, its successors and 
assigns. 

IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties have caused this Right-of-Way Deed to be executed 
this day of , 2012. 

GRANTOR: 

By: __________________________ _ 

Its: ------------------------------
ACCEPTED: Print Name: ------------------------
CITY OF GIG HARBOR 

By: _______________ _ 
Its: Mayor 

[Notaries on following page.] 

{ASB941497 .DOC; 1\00008.900000\} 
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STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF ) 

certify that know or have satisfactory evidence that 
______________ is the person who appeared before me, and said 
person acknowledged that (he/she) signed this instrument, on oath stated that (he/she) 
was authorized to execute the instrument and acknowledged it as the 
_________ of , to be the free and voluntary 
act of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument. 

DATED: ______________ __ 

STATE OF WASHINGTON ) 
) ss. 

COUNTY OF PIERCE ) 

Printed.:....:-------------­
Notary Public in and for Washington, 
Residing at-------------
My appointment expires: _______ _ 

I certify that I know or have satisfactory evidence that CHARLES L. HUNTER is the 
person who appeared before me, and said person acknowledged that he signed this 
instrument, 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 of such party for the uses and purposes mentioned in the instrument. 

DATED: _________________ _ 

Printed: _____________ __ 
Notary Public in and for Washington, 
Residing at ____________ _ 
My appointment expires: _______ _ 

{ASB941497 .DOC; 1\00008.900000\} 
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EXHIBIT A 

RIGHT-OF-WAY DEED LEGAL DESCRIPTION 

Commencing at the Southeast corner of parcel number 0221064118 abutting the 
Northeast 50' right-of-way of Harborview Drive and described as the Point Of 
Beginning; 
THENCE along the Northeast right-of-way of Harborview Drive N4r 24' 30.02"W a 
distance of 22.390 feet; 
THENCE NOOo 14' 05.95"E a distance of 27.065 feet; 
THENCE S4r 24' 30.02"E a distance of 30.213 feet; 
THENCE 815° 05' 24.99"E a distance of 22.548' returning to the Point Of Beginning. 

{ASB941497 .DOC; 1\00008.900000\} 
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{ASB941497.DOC;1\00008.900000\} 

EXHIBIT 8 
RIGHT-OF-WAY DEED LOCATION MAP 

Page 5 of6 
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EXHIBITC 
RIGHT-OF-WAY DEED (red dotted lines) 

101 sf 
NEEDED PROPERTY 

FOR FRONTAGE IMPROVEMENTS 

{ASB941497.DOC;1\00008.900000\} 
Page 6 of 6 

199 sf 
PROPOSED 

II 
RIGHT OF WAY DEDICATION 

136 ~r II 
EASEMENT 

90 sf 
EASEMENT FRONTAGE 
IMPROVEMENTS 
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Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

'Tilt MAKifiM f C l fY ' 

Subject: Stanich/Judson Ped lmprov Project 
(CSP-1 002) 
--Closeout Change Order No. 1 for Henderson 
Partners, LLC 

Proposed Council Action: Approve and 
authorize the Mayor to execute this final 
deductive Change Order No. 1 with Henderson 
Partners, LLC in the deductive amount 
of ($3,587.72). 

Expenditure Amount 

Dept. Origin : Public Works/Engineering 

Prepared by: Stephen Misiurak, PE ~ 
City Engineer 

For Agenda of: January 9, 2012 

Exhibits: Deductive Change Order No. 1 
Budget Estimate Summary 

Initial & Date 
Concurred by Mayor: C .L t+ 'J-; 1 \ ,_ 
Approved by City Administrator: fbi<... 
Approved as to form by City Atty: 0-{1?' r.Y v'lll e 11\0.I \ i'2/~/lr 
Approved by Finance Director: 'f= IZ-~ut/11 
Approved by Department Head: _ .:_ r Z._ 7. t / • 1 

Appropriation 
Required ($3,587. 72) Budgeted $150,000.00 Required $0 

INFORMATION I BACKGROUND 
The purpose of this change order is to reconcile all bid items and final contract amount. 
Change Order #1 reduced the cement concrete driveway entrance and ramp quantity, the 
cement concrete traffic curb quantity and the pavement repair quantity which resulted in a final 
savings of $3,587.72 from the original contract amount. 

This final deductive Change Order in the credit amount of ($3,587 72) reconciles all remaining 
bid items back to the City for this project. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 
The contract for this project was originally awarded to Henderson Partners, LLC on September 
6, 2011 in the amount of $135,514.00. The budgeted amount for this project was $150,000. 
The project came in under budget and on time. Attached is an exhibit which depicts the 
estimated overall project spending. 

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
None. 

RECOMMENDATION I MOTION 
Move to: Approve and authorize the Mayor to execute Change Order No. 1 with Henderson 
Partners, LLC for the Stanich Lane/Judson Street Pedestrian Improvement Project in the 
deductive amount of ($3,587 .72), which results in a combined and final construction cost of 
$131,926.28. 

K:\Council Bllls\2012 Council Memos\2012 Change Order#1 CSP-1002 Stanlch·Judson Ped tmprov Pro] Hl·12.doc 
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Date: e/i City of Gig Harbor CO# 1 
12/20/2011 . ·.--=::::?: 

G(c HARIIO~ 
Public Works Department Page 1 

•THE. MAAITU.1[ CIT\'" Change Order Form of 1 

Project No.: CSP-1002 
X Order by Engineer under terms of Project Name: Stanich/ Judson Pedestrian Improvement Project 

Section 1-04.4 of Standard Specifications Contractor Name: Henderson Partners, LLC 
Change Proposed by Contractor Contractor Address: 11302 Burnham Deive NW 

Gig Harbor, WA 98332 

When this Change Order has been approved by the City Engineer, you are directed to make the changes described below to the plans and specifications or 
to complete the following described work originally not included in the plans and specifications of the project contract. This adjustment shall include full 
payment for all items required for such work, including, without limitation: all compensation for all direct and indirect costs for such work; costs for 
adjustments to scheduling and sequence of work; equipment; materials delivery; project "acceleration"; costs for labor, material, equipment and incidental 
items; overhead costs and supervision, including all extended overhead and office overhead of every nature and description. All work, materials, and 
measurements shall be in accordance with the provisions of the Standard Specifications, the Special Provisions, or as provided by this Change Order for 
the type of construction involved. 

Description of Changes Unit Qty 
Unit Decrease in Increase in 
Price Contract Price Contract Price 

Bid Item Bid Item Description 
7 Corrugated Polyethylene Storm Sewer pipe 8-inch Dia LF -7 $15.00 -$105.00 
8 Cement Cone. Sidewalk SY -51.92 $29.00 -$1,505.68 
11 Cement Cone. Driveway Entrance and Ramp Type 1, Modified SY 2.6666 $47.50 $126.66 
12 Cement Cone. Traffic Curb and Gutter LF 7 $25.50 $178.50 
13 Cement Cone. Traffic Curb LF -54 $23.00 -$1,242.00 
14 Extruded Curb LF -23 $9.50 -$218.50 
17 Rain Garden Compost Mix CY -30 $35.00 -$1,050.00 
21 Pavement Repair SY 28.1 $63.00 $1,770.30 
24 Force Account Allow -0.514 $3,000.00 -$1,542.00 

Sub-total= -$5,663.18 $2,075.46 
Tax Rate*= 0.0% Tax= $0.00 $0.00 

*Unit Price includes tax Totals= ·$5,663.18 $2,075.46 
Original Contract Total Changes by Previous Change Total Amount of this Adjust Contract Amount 

Amount Orders Change Order Including this Change Order 

$1?5,514.00 $0.00 ·$3,587.72 $131,926.28 

This Change Order revises the time for substantial completion by: 
___ working day increase. working day decrease. X no change in working days. 

By accepting this Change Order, or by failing to follow the procedures of this Section 1-04.5 and Section 1-09.11 of Standard Specifications, the Contractor 
attests that the Contract adjustment for time and money as provided herein is adequate, and constitutes compensation in full for all costs, claims, mark-up, 
and expenses, direct or indirect, attributable to this or any other prior Change Order(s). Contractor further attests that the equitable adjustment provided 
herein constitutes compensation in full for any and all delays, acceleration, or loss of efficiency encountered by Contractor in the performance of the Work 
through the date of this Change Order, and for the performance of any prior Change Order by or before the date of substantial completion. All other items, 
conditions and obligations of the contract shall remain in full force and effect except as expressly modified herein, in writing, by this Change Order. 

ACCEPTED: 

Date 

APPROVED: \ '2o2,Q- 2 of) 
Date 

K:\City Projects\Projects\1002 Stanich Ln-Judson St Ped lmprovements\Construction\6.0 Construction- Changes\6.5 Change Orders\CSP-1002 Change 
Orders.xls 
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' TIIr MAIIITIAU C I T Y' 

Stanich Lane/Judson Street Pedestrian Improvement Project (CSP-1002) 

Desi!ln Budgeted Paid Project Balance 

Design Services 0.00 0.00 
0.00 

Permit Fees Site Plan Amendment - Minor 1 098.00 -1 098.00 
Revision to Parking Landsca!)lng 350.00 350 00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

City E.ngineerln!l Stall I it11e Crty or Gig Harbor 2.300.00 000 2,300.00 
subtotal 2,300.00 1,448.00 852.00 

Construction 
Project Management 
Construction Testing Labatories 2.717.00 2 717.00 

0.00 
Project Assistance (Incl. above) 0.00 0.00 0.00 

0.00 
0.00 
0.00 

Crty Englnceri•lg Staff Trme City or Gig Harbor 8,000.00 0.00 8,000.00 
subtotal 10,717.00 0.00 10,717.00 

Construction 
Construction Contract Henderson Partners LLC 135,514.00 131 926.28 3 587.72 
Change Order Authority City Engineer 10 000.00 10,000.00 
Change Order #1-·Cioseoul Change Order Henderson Partners LLC -3,587 72 -3.587.72 

Rain Garden Plants Woodbrook Nursery 764.71 764.71 0.00 
Rain Garden Plants Puget Sound Plants tnc. 254.37 254.37 0.00 

0.00 
0.00 

subtotal 142,945.36 132,945.36 10,000.00 

Total Estimated Design & Construction Costs._l ______ 1s_s..;.,9_6_2_.3_6 .... 1 __ 1_34...;..,3_93_._3s_,l __ 2_1_,5_6_9_._o_o_,l 

Funding Sources 
COGH 201 1 Budget - Streets Development ObJective #1 $150 000 

Revised: December 13, 2011 Total Funding ._I _____ _..;.S_1s_o..;.,o..;o__,oi 

K:\City Projects\Pro]ects\1002 Stanich Ln-Judson St Ped lmprovements\Stanich-Judson Budget Est to date SM.xlsx 
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Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

' Til £ M MII I I•II C II V' 

Subject: Resolution - Authorizing lnterlocal 
Agreement with Pierce County Amending 
Countywide Planning Policies for Consistency 
with VISION 2040 

Dept. Origin: Planning Department 

Prepared by: Jen. nifer Kes.ter 0f-,. 
Senior Planner () \ 

For Agenda of: January 9, 2012 

Exhibits: Resolution with exhibits Proposed Council Action: Adopt resolution 
authorizing the Mayor to execute the lnterlocal 
Agreement for Amendments to the Pierce 
County Countywide Planning Policies. 

Initial & Date 

0 0 

INFORMATION I BACKGROUND 

Concurred by Mayor: 

Approved by City Administrator: 

Approved as to form by City Atty: 

Approved by Finance Director: 

Approved by Department Head: -ro 
ppropnat1on 

Re uired 

1 l·s II ""' 

0 

Pierce County has requested the City pass a resolution authorizing the Mayor to execute an 
interlocal agreement adopting amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
Policies for consistency with VISION 2040. The Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC), on 
which Councilmember Young serves as vice-chair, recommended adoption of the proposed 
amendments on April 21 , 2011 . 

These amendments incorporate new and refined policies to ensure consistency between 
VISION 2040, the Puget Sound region's multi-county planning policy document, and the 
Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The extent of the proposed policy change varies 
by topic. Policies change or additions are associated with the following CPP sections: 1) 
Affordable Housing, 2) Agricultural Lands, 3) Economic Development, 4) Education, 5) 
Archaeological and Cultural Preservation, 6) Natural Resources, Open Space, Protection of 
Environmentally-Sensitive Lands, and the Environment, 7) Transportation Facilities and 
Strategies, 8) Urban Growth Areas, Promotion of Contiguous and Orderly Development and 
Provision of Urban Services to Such Development. 9) Buildable Lands, and 10) Amendments 
and Transition. The proposed amendment also introduces three new policy sections to the 
document: 1) Community and Urban Design, 2) Health and Wellbeing, and 3) Rural. 

Amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies will be effective once the 
interlocal agreement is ratified by 60 percent of the jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 
75 percent of the total population. If r~tified , the City's 2014/2015 effort to update our 
Comprehensive Plan to meet current GMA requirements will also include an update to be 
consistent with these CPPs. While the number of amendments is extensive and will require 

1 
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modifications to our Comprehensive Plan, the effect the new CPPs have on the City will be 
limited as the City already practices generally progressive planning. 

2009 Affordable Housing Amendments to the CPPs: 
During its review of these proposed amendments, the PCRC acknowledged that the '09 
Affordable Housing CPP amendments were still outstanding. A few additional jurisdictions 
were still needed to ratify these policies (Gig Harbor approved these affordable housing 
amendments on May 24, 2010). Therefore, this VISION 2040 amendment incorporates the 
'09 Affordable Housing policies. 

Future Ratification Process: 
These amendments will modify the ratification process for future amendments to the Pierce 
County Countywide Planning Policies. Future amendments will be automatically ratified after 
180 days if sufficient number of jurisdictions do not take action in opposition of a 
recommended proposal. The 180 days shall start on the date the Pierce County Executive 
forwards an interlocal agreement to cities and towns to ratification purposes. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 
None 

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
The Planning and Building Committee discussed the proposed amendments at their 
December 5, 2011 meeting. 

RECOMMENDATION I MOTION 
Adopt resolution authorizing the Mayor to execute the lnterlocal Agreement for Amendments 
to the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. 

2 
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RESOLUTION NO. __ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG 
HARBOR, WASHINGTON, ACKNOWLEDGING ITS APPROVAL 
OF A PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES FOR CONSISTENCY 
WITH VISION 2040 AS RECOMMENDED BY THE PIERCE 
COUNTY REGIONAL COUNCIL; AUTHORIZING THE MAYOR 
TO EXECUTE AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT WITH PIERCE 
COUNTY AND THE CITIES AND TOWNS OF PIERCE COUNTY, 
RATIFYING PIERCE COUNTY'S AMENDMENT OF CHAPTER 
19D.240 OF THE PIERCE COUNTY CODE, "PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES. 

WHEREAS, the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) was created in 
1992 by interlocal agreement among the cities and towns of Pierce County and 
Pierce County, and charged with responsibilities, including: serving as a local link 
to the Puget Sound Regional Council, promoting intergovernmental cooperation, 
facilitating compliance with the coordination and consistency requirements of the 
Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW) and the Regional 
Transportation Planning Organization (Chapter 47.80 RCW), and developing a 
consensus among jurisdictions regarding the development and modification of 
the Countywide Planning Policies; and 

WHEREAS, the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) are 
written policy statements which are to be used solely for establishing a 
countywide framework from which the County and municipal comprehensive 
plans are developed and adopted; and 

WHEREAS, the framework is intended to ensure that the County and 
municipal comprehensive plans are consistent; and 

WHEREAS, the County adopted its initial CPPs on June 30, 1 992; and 

WHEREAS, the GMA requires the adoption of multi-county planning 
policies for the Puget Sound Region; and 

WHEREAS, the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) membership is 
comprised of central Puget Sound counties (King, Pierce, Snohomish and 
Kitsap), cities and towns, ports, tribes, and transit agencies; and 

WHEREAS, the PSRC is the regional authority to adopt multi-county 
planning policies; and 

WHEREAS, the PSRC adopted VISION 2040 at its May 2008 General 
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Assembly meeting; and 

WHEREAS, VISION 2040 is the central Puget Sound region's multi-county 
planning policies; and 

WHEREAS, the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies are required 
to be consistent with VISION 2040; and 

WHEREAS, the Pierce County Growth Management Coordinating 
Committee (GMCC) is a technical subcommittee to the Pierce County Regional 
Council (PCRC), and the GMCC includes staff representatives from the County 
and the cities and towns within Pierce County; and 

WHEREAS, the GMCC met in 2009, 2010, and 2011 to develop and refine 
policy language to reach consistency between the Pierce County Countywide 
Planning Policies and VISION 2040; and 

WHEREAS, the GMCC completed its package of recommendations 
reflected in the proposed amendment language to the PCRC at its March 24, 
2011 meeting; and 

WHEREAS, the PCRC discussed the proposed amendment language 
over several meetings; and 

WHEREAS, the PCRC, based upon the recommendation from the GMCC 
and its own discussions, recommended approval of the proposal at its April21, 
2011 meeting; and 

WHEREAS, Pierce County, the lead agency for these amendments, 
conducted an environmental review of the proposed amendments to the Pierce 
County Countywide Planning Policies pursuant to RCW 43.21 C and a 
Determination of Nonsignificance was issued on September 29, 201 0; and 

WHEREAS, amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
Policies must be adopted through amendment of the original interlocal 
agreement or by a new interlocal agreement ratified by 60 percent of member 
jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 75 percent of the total population; and 

WHEREAS, an lnterlocal Agreement entitled "Amendments to the Pierce 
County Countywide Planning Policies" has been developed for this purpose, and 
is attached hereto as Exhibit "B"; and 

WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is in the public interest to 
authorize the Mayor to execute the interlocal agreement; Now, Therefore, 
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THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON, 
HEREBY RESOLVES AS FOLLOWS: 

Section 1. The Gig Harbor City Council hereby acknowledges its approval 
of the amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Policies recommended by 
the Pierce County Regional Council, which are attached hereto as Exhibit "A" 
and incorporated herein by reference. 

Section 2. The Mayor is hereby authorized to execute the lnterlocal 
Agreement, attached hereto as Exhibit "B," and by this reference incorporated 
herein, thereby ratifying the attached amendments to the Pierce County 
Countywide Planning Policies. 

RESOLVED this_ day of __ , 2012. 

CITY OF GIG HARBOR 

Mayor Charles L. Hunter 

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 

Molly Towslee, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
Office of the City Attorney 

Angela Belbeck, City Attorney 

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



EXHIBIT A 

 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY COUNTYWIDE PLANNING 

POLICIES FOR CONSISTENCY WITH VISION 2040 

 

 

 

THIS SHEET IS A PLACEHOLDER…THE 

FULL EXHIBIT ‘A’ IS AVAILABLE ON THE CITY WEBSITE 

ON THE COUNCIL MEETING AGENDA PAGE 

OR IN THE COUNCIL OFFICE 
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3 
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5 
6 
7 

Exhibit 8 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES 

8 This agreement is entered into by and among the cities and towns of Pierce County and 
9 Pierce County. This agreement is made pursuant to the provisions of the lnterlocal 

10 Cooperation Act of 1967, Chapter 39.34 RCW. This agreement has been authorized by 
11 the legislative body of each jurisdiction pursuant to formal action and evidenced by 
12 execution of the signature page of this agreement. 
13 
14 BACKGROUND: 
15 
16 A. 
17 

18 

19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 B. 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 C. 
35 
36 
37 

38 D. 
39 
40 

The Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) was created in 1992 by interlocal 
agreement among the cities and towns of Pierce County and Pierce County. The 
organization is charged with responsibilities, including: serving as a local link to 
the Puget Sound Regional Council, promoting intergovernmental cooperation, 
facilitating compliance with the coordination and consistency requirements of the 
Growth Management Act (Chapter 36. 70A RCW) and the Regional 
Transportation Planning Organization (Chapter 47.80 RCW), and developing a 
consensus among jurisdictions regarding the development and modification of 
the Countywide Planning Policies. 

The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies provide for amendments to be 
adopted through amendment of the original interlocal agreement or by a new 
interlocal agreement. The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies may be 
amended upon the adoption of amendments by the Pierce County Council and 
ratification by 60 percent of the jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 75 
percent of the total Pierce County population as designated by the State Office of 
Financial Management at the time of the proposed ratification. 

The amendment provides for consistency between VISION 2040, the central 
Puget Sound region's multi-county planning policies, and the Pierce County 
Countywide Planning Policies. 

The Pierce County Regional Council recommended adoption of the proposed 
amendment on April 21, 2011. 

41 PURPOSE: 
42 
43 This agreement is entered into by the cities and towns of Pierce County and Pierce 
44 County for the purpose of ratifying and approving the attached amendment to the Pierce 
45 County Countywide Planning Policies (Attachment). 
46 
47 

Exhibit 8 
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DURATION: 
2 
3 This agreement shall become effective upon execution by 60 percent of the jurisdictions 
4 in Pierce County, representing 75 percent of the total Pierce County population as 
5 designated by the State Office of Financial Management at the time of the proposed 
6 ratification. This agreement will remain in effect until subsequently amended or 
7 repealed as provided by the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. 
8 
9 SEVERABILITY: 

10 
11 If any of the provisions of this agreement are held illegal, invalid or unenforceable, the 
12 remaining provisions shall remain in full force and effect. 
13 
14 FILING: 
15 
16 A copy of this agreement shall be filed with the Secretary of State, Washington 
17 Department of Commerce, the Pierce County Auditor, and each city and town clerk. 
18 
19 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by each member 
20 jurisdiction as evidenced by the signature page affixed to this agreement. 
21 

Exhibit B 
Page 2 of 3 
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2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES 

Signature Page 

12 The legislative body of the undersigned jurisdiction has authorized execution of 
13 the lnterlocal Agreement, Amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
14 Policies. 
15 

16 IN WITNESS WHEREOF 
17 
18 This agreement has been executed 
19 
20 
21 (Name of City/Town/County) 
22 
23 BY: ------------------------------------
24 (Mayor/Executive) 
25 
26 DATE: ______________________________ ___ 

27 
28 Approved: 
29 
30 BY: ------------------------------------
31 (Director/Manager/Chair of the Council) 
32 
33 Approved as to Form: 
34 
35 BY: ------------------------------------
36 (City Attorney/Prosecutor) 
37 

38 Approved: 
39 
40 By: ______________________________ _ 
41 (Pierce County Executive) 
42 
43 
44 

Exhibit B 
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Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

Til[ MA~ III~II Crr\' · 

Subject: Resolution- Authorizing lnterlocal 
Agreement with Pierce County Amending 
Countywide Planning Policies to Designate 
Three New Candidate Regional Growth 
Centers 

Proposed Council Action: Adopt resolution 
authorizing the Mayor to execute three 
lnterlocal Agreements for Amendments to the 
Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies 

Expenditure 
Required 0 

Amount 
Budqeted 0 

INFORMATION I BACKGROUND 

Dept. Origin: Planning Department 

Prepared by: Jennifer Kester ~ 
Senior Planner u· 

For Agenda of: January 9, 2012 

Exhibits: Resolution with exhibits 

Concurred by Mayor: 
Approved by City Administrator: 

Approved as to form by City Atty: 
Approved by Finance Director: 

Approved by Department Head: 

Appropnat1on 
Required 

Initial & Date 

~~p,; \ 
N/A 

0 

Pierce County has requested the City pass a resolution authorizing the Mayor to execute an 
interlocal agreement adopting amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
Policies (CPPs) to designate three new candidate regional centers: 1) Sumner-Pacific 
Manufacturing/Industrial Center, 2) South Tacoma Manufacturing/Industrial Center, and 3) 
University Place Regional Growth Center. The Pierce County Regional Council, on which 
Councilmember Young serves as vice-chair, recommended adoption of the proposed 
amendments on March 17, 2011 . 

In general, the designation of new candidate centers will not affect the City's land use policies 
as there are no designated centers in the City limits or the City's UGA. Centers are areas of 
concentrated employment and/or housing within urban growth areas which serve as the hubs of 
transit and transportation systems. VISION 2040 policies related to centers include the 
prioritization of countywide transportation and economic development funds for centers and 
transportation and infrastructure servicing centers in Pierce County. 

Amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies will be effective once the 
interlocal agreement is ratified by 60 percent of the jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 
75 percent of the total population. Exhibit ''A" represents the changes to the CPP assuming all 
three candidate centers are ratified. The interlocal agreements attached as Exhibits "8", "C", 
and "0" are for individual approvals for the centers for the Cities of Sumner and Pacific, City of 
Tacoma and City of University Place, respectively, and are otherwise identical in substance. 

1 
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If these centers are adopted as candidate regional centers in the CPPs, the jurisdictions have 
an opportunity to submit an application to the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) for 
formal regional center designation in VISION 2040. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 
None 

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
The Planning and Building Committee reviewed the proposed center designations at their 
October 7, 2011 meeting and recommended passage of the amendments. 

RECOMMENDATION I MOTION 
Adopt resolution authorizing the Mayor to execute three lnterlocal Agreements for 
Amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. 

2 
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RESOLUTION NO. __ 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG 
HARBOR, WASHINGTON, ACKNOWLEDGING ITS APPROVAL 
OF A PROPOSED AMENDMENT TO DESIGNATE THREE NEW 
CANDIDATE REGIONAL CENTERS IN THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES AS RECOMMENDED BY 
THE PIERCE COUNTY REGIONAL COUNCIL; AUTHORIZING 
THE MAYOR TO EXECUTE AN INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 
WITH PIERCE COUNTY AND THE CITIES AND TOWNS OF 
PIERCE COUNTY, RATIFYING PIERCE COUNTY'S 
AMENDMENT TO CHAPTER 19D.240 OF THE PIERCE COUNTY 
CODE, "PIERCE COUNTY COUNTYWIDE PLANNING 
POLICIES." 

WHEREAS, the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) was created in 
1992 by interlocal agreement among the cities and towns of Pierce County and 
Pierce County, and charged with responsibilities, including: serving as a local link 
to the Puget Sound Regional Council, promoting intergovernmental cooperation, 
facilitating compliance with the coordination and consistency requirements of the 
Growth Management Act (Chapter 36. 70A RCW) and the Regional 
Transportation Planning Organization (Chapter 47.80 RCW), and developing a 
consensus among jurisdictions regarding the development and modification of 
the Countywide Planning Policies; and 

WHEREAS, the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) are 
written policy statements which are to be used solely for establishing a 
countywide framework from which the County and municipal comprehensive 
plans are developed and adopted; and 

WHEREAS, the framework is intended to ensure that the County and 
municipal comprehensive plans are consistent; and 

WHEREAS, the County adopted its initial CPPs on June 30, 1992; and 

WHEREAS, six Regional Growth Centers were identified in the initial 
Pierce County CPPs; and 

WHEREAS, the Pierce County CPPs were amended in 2009 to allow for a 
process to designate new Candidate Regional Centers; and 

WHEREAS, a local jurisdiction may submit a Candidate Center, as 
designated in the Pierce County CPPs, to the Puget Sound Regional Council for 
consideration to receive designation as a Regional Center through VISION 2040; 
and 



Consent Agenda -8 
Page 4 of 34

WHEREAS, the Cities of Sumner and Pacific submitted an application to 
the PCRC for designation of a Candidate Regional Industrial/Manufacturing 
Center; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Tacoma submitted an application to the PCRC for 
designation of a Candidate Regional Industrial/Manufacturing Center; and 

WHEREAS, the City of University Place submitted an application to the 
PCRC for designation of a Candidate Regional Growth Center; and 

WHEREAS, the Pierce County Growth Management Coordinating 
Committee (GMCC) is a technical subcommittee to the Pierce County Regional 
Council (PCRC), and the GMCC includes staff representatives from the County 
and the cities and towns within Pierce County; and 

WHEREAS, the GMCC reviewed the submitted applications for 
completeness and consistency with Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies; 
and 

WHEREAS, the GMCC recommended approval of the submitted 
applications to the PCRC at its January 27, 2011 meeting; and 

WHEREAS, the PCRC thought it was appropriate to allow jurisdictions to 
consider approval of the proposed Regional Centers independently; and 

WHEREAS, the PCRC, based upon the recommendation from the GMCC 
and its own discussions, recommended approval of the proposals in three 
separate motions at its March 17, 2011 meeting; and 

WHEREAS, Pierce County, the lead agency for these amendments, 
conducted an environmental review of the proposed amendments to the Pierce 
County Countywide Planning Policies pursuant to RCW 43.21 C and a 
Determination of Nonsignificance was issued on June 21, 2011; and 

WHEREAS, amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
Policies must be adopted through amendment of the original interlocal 
agreement or by a new interlocal agreement ratified by 60 percent of member 
jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 75 percent of the total population; and 

WHEREAS, an lnterlocal Agreement entitled "Amendments to the Pierce 
County Countywide Planning Policies" was developed for this purpose, and 
included the recommended amendments to the Pierce County Countywide 
Planning Policies as an attachment; and 
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WHEREAS, the City Council finds that it is in the public interest to 
authorize the Mayor to execute the interlocal agreements, attached hereto as 
Exhibit "B", Exhibit "C" and Exhibit "D"; Now, Therefore, 

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

Section 1. The Gig Harbor City Council hereby acknowledges its approval 
of the amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Policies recommended by 
the Pierce County Regional Council, which are attached hereto as Exhibit "A" 
and incorporated herein by reference. 

Section 2. The Mayor is hereby authorized to execute the three lnterlocal 
Agreements, attached hereto as Exhibit "B," Exhibit "C," and Exhibit "D," and by 
this reference incorporated herein, thereby ratifying the attached amendments to 
the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. 

RESOLVED this_ day of __ , 2012. 

CITY OF GIG HARBOR 

Mayor Charles L. Hunter 

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 

Molly Towslee, City Clerk 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: 
Office of the City Attorney 

Angela Belbeck, City Attorney 

FILED WITH THE CITY CLERK: 
PASSED BY THE CITY COUNCIL: 
RESOLUTION NO: 
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Exhibit A 

Proposed Amendment 
to the 

Pierce County Countywide Planning 
to 

Incorporate New Candidate Regional Centers 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 Centers 
3 
4 Centers are to be areas of concentrated employment and/or housing within UGAs which serve as the 
5 hubs of transit and transportation systems. Centers and connecting corridors are integral to creating 
6 compact urban development that conserves resources and creates additional transportation, housing, 
7 and shopping choices. Centers are an important part of the regional strategy (VISION 2040) for 
8 urban growth and are required to be addressed in the Countywide Planning Policies. Centers will 
9 become focal points for growth within the county's UGA and will be areas where public investment 

1 0 is directed. 
11 

12 Centers are to: 
13 

14 • be priority locations for accommodating growth; 
15 • strengthen existing development patterns; 
16 • promote housing opportunities close to employment; 
17 • support development of an extensive multimodal transportation system which reduces 
18 dependency on automobiles; 
19 • reduce congestion and improve air quality; and 
20 • maximize the benefit of public investment in infrastructure and services. 
21 
22 VISION 2040, the adopted regional growth strategy, identifies several centers as an integral feature 
23 for accommodating residential and employment growth. The strategy describes Regional Growth 
24 Centers, and other centers that may be designated through countywide processes or locally. 
25 Regional Growth Centers once regionally designated are located either in Metropolitan Cities, or in 
26 Core Cities. VISION 2040 also identifies Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, which consist 
27 primarily of manufacturing and industrial uses. Pierce County has five Regional Growth Centers 
28 and two Manufacturing/Industrial Centers that have been adopted into the regional growth strategy. 
29 Pierce County Regional Growth Centers are located in Tacoma, which is a Metropolitan City, and 
30 in Lakewood and Puyallup, which are Core Cities. 
31 
32 Regional Growth Centers in the Metropolitan City 
33 Tacoma Central Business District 
34 Tacoma Mall 
35 
36 Regional Growth Centers in Core Cities 
37 Lakewood 
38 Puyallup Downtown 
39 Puyallup South Hill 
40 

41 Currently there are no designated Countywide Centers. 
42 

43 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers are areas where employee- or land-intensive uses will be located. 
44 These centers differ from Regional Growth Centers in that they consist of an extensive land base 
45 and the exclusion of non-manufacturing or manufacturing-supportive uses is an essential feature of 
46 their character. These areas are characterized by a significant amount of manufacturing, industrial, 

Exhibit A 
Page 2 of 5 



Consent Agenda -8 
Page 8 of 34

Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

and advanced technology employment uses. Large retail and non-related office uses are 
2 discouraged. Other than caretakers' residences, housing is prohibited within 
3 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. However, these centers should be linked to high density housing 
4 areas by an efficient multimodal transportation system. The efficiency of rail and overland freight 
5 to markets is the critical element for manufacturers and industries located in these centers. 
6 
7 The designated Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, within Pierce County are as follows: 
8 
9 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

1 0 Frederickson 
11 Port of Tacoma 
12 
13 Within Pierce County, a limited number of additional centers may be designated through 
14 amendment ofthe Countywide Planning Policies consistent with the process below. 
15 
16 Designated centers may vary substantially in the number ofhouseholds and jobs they contain today. 
17 The intent of the Countywide Planning Policies is that Regional Growth Centers become attractive 
18 places to live and work, while supporting efficient public services such as transit and being 
19 responsive to the local market for jobs and housing. 
20 

21 The Countywide Planning Policies establish target levels for housing and employment needed to 
22 achieve the benefit of a center. Some centers will reach these levels over the next twenty years, 
23 while for others the criteria set a path for growth over a longer term, providing capacity to 
24 accommodate growth beyond the twenty year horizon. 
25 
26 County-Level Centers Designation Process 
27 The County and any municipality in the County that is planning to include a Metropolitan City 
28 Center, Regional Growth Center, Countywide Center or Manufacturing I Industrial Center within its 
29 boundaries shall specifically define the area of such center within its comprehensive plan. The 
30 comprehensive plan shall include policies aimed at focusing growth within the center and along 
31 corridors consistent with the applicable criteria contained within the Countywide Planning Policies. 
32 The County or municipality shall adopt regulations that reinforce the center's designation. 
33 
34 No more often than once every two years, the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) shall invite 
35 jurisdictions with centers already adopted in their comprehensive plan that seek to be designated as 
36 centers in the Countywide Planning Policies to submit a request for such designation. Said request 
37 shall be processed in accordance with established procedures for amending the Countywide 
38 Planning Policies. 
39 
40 Each jurisdiction seeking to have a center designated in the Countywide Planning Policies shall 
41 provide the PCRC with a report demonstrating that the proposed center meets the minimum criteria 
42 for designation together with a statement and map describing the center, its consistency with the 
43 applicable Countywide Planning Policies, and how adopted regulations will serve the center. 
44 
45 Transit services shall be defined in the broadest sense and shall include local and regional bus 
46 service, rail where appropriate, vanpool, carpool, and other transportation demand measures 
4 7 designed to reduce vehicle trips. 

Exhibit A 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 The minimum designation criteria to establish a candidate center by type are as follows: 
3 
4 Metropolitan City Center 
5 Area: up to 1-1/2 square miles in size; 
6 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
7 Employment: a minimum of 25 employees per gross acre of non-residentiallands with a 
8 minimum of 15,000 employees; 
9 Population: a minimum often households per gross acre; and 

10 Transit: serve as a focal point for regional and local transit services. 
11 
12 Regional Growth Center 
13 Area: up to 1-1/2 square miles in size; 
14 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
15 Employment: a minimum of 2,000 employees; 
16 Population: a minimum of seven households per gross acre; and 
17 Transit: serve as a focal point for regional and local transit services. 
18 
19 Countywide Center 
20 Area: up to one square mile in size; 
21 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
22 Employment: a minimum of 1,000 employees; 
23 Population: a minimum of 6 households per gross acre; and 
24 Transit: serve as a focal point for local transit services. 
25 
26 Manufacturing I Industrial Center 
27 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
28 Employment: a minimum of7,500 jobs and/or 2,000 truck trips per day; and 
29 Transportation: within one mile of a state or federal highway or national rail line. 
30 
31 The minimum criteria report and statement shall be reviewed by the Growth Management 
32 Coordinating Committee (GMCC) for consistency with Countywide Planning Policies, the 
33 Transportation Coordination Committee for consistency with transportation improvements plans of 
34 WSDOT, and with Pierce Transit's comprehensive plan. The coordinating committees shall 
35 provide joint recommendation to the PCRC. 
36 
37 Once included in the Countywide Planning Policies, the jurisdiction where a center is located may 
38 go on to seek regional designation of the center from the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) in 
39 accordance with its established criteria and process. 
40 
41 In order to be designated a Regional Growth Center the center should meet the regional criteria and 
42 requirements including those in VISION 2040, the regional growth, economic and transportation 
43 strategy as may be amended and designated by the Puget Sound Regional Council. 
44 
45 After county-level designation occurs within the Countywide Planning Policies and until regional-
46 level designation by the PSRC occurs the center shall be considered a "candidate" Regional Growth 
47 Center. 

Exhibit A 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 Each jurisdiction which designates a Regional Growth Center shall establish 20-year household and 
3 employment growth targets for that Center. The expected range of targets will reflect the diversity 
4 of the various centers and allow communities to effectively plan for needed services. The target 
5 ranges not only set a policy for the level of growth envisioned for each center, but also for the 
6 timing and funding of infrastructure improvements. Reaching the target ranges will require careful 
7 planning of public investment and providing incentives for private investments. 
8 
9 Three candidate regional centers have been included into the Countywide Planning Policies. One of 

1 0 the candidate centers is a Regional Growth Center and two candidate centers are 
11 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. 
12 
13 Candidate Regional Centers 
14 University Place - Candidate Regional Growth Center 
15 Sumner-Pacific- Candidate Industrial/Manufacturing Center 
16 South Tacoma- Candidate Industrial/Manufacturing Center 
17 
18 
19 

Exhibit A 
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Exhibit B 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES 

9 This agreement is entered into by and among the cities and towns of Pierce County and 
1 o Pierce County. This agreement is made pursuant to the provisions of the lnterlocal 
11 Cooperation Act of 1967, Chapter 39.34 RCW. This agreement has been authorized by 
12 the legislative body of each jurisdiction pursuant to formal action and evidenced by 
13 execution of the signature page of this agreement. 
14 
15 BACKGROUND: 
16 
17 A. 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 

27 B. 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 C. 
36 
37 

38 
39 
40 D. 
41 
42 

The Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) was created in 1992 by interlocal 
agreement among the cities and towns of Pierce County and Pierce County. The 
organization is charged with responsibilities, including: serving as a local link to 
the Puget Sound Regional Council, promoting intergovernmental cooperation, 
facilitating compliance with the coordination and consistency requirements of the 
Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW) and the Regional 
Transportation Planning Organization (Chapter 47.80 RCW), and developing a 
consensus among jurisdictions regarding the development and modification of 
the Countywide Planning Policies. 

The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies provide for amendments to be 
adopted through amendment of the original interlocal agreement or by a new 
interlocal agreement. The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies may be 
amended upon the adoption of amendments by the Pierce County Council and 
ratification by 60 percent of the jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 75 
percent of the total Pierce County population as designated by the State Office of 
Financial Management at the time of the proposed ratification. 

The amendment is based on an application from the Cities of Sumner and Pacific 
to the Pierce County Regional Council for designation of a Candidate Regional 
Industrial/Manufacturing Center in the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
Policies. 

The Pierce County Regional Council recommended adoption of the proposed 
amendment on March 17, 2011. 

43 PURPOSE: 
44 
45 This agreement is entered into by the cities and towns of Pierce County and Pierce 
46 County for the purpose of ratifying and approving the attached amendment to the Pierce 
47 County Countywide Planning Policies (Attachment). · 
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DURATION: 
2 
3 This agreement shall become effective upon execution by 60 percent of the jurisdictions 
4 in Pierce County, representing 75 percent of the total Pierce County population as 
5 designated by the State Office of Financial Management at the time of the proposed 
6 ratification. This agreement will remain in effect until subsequently amended or 
7 repealed as provided by the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. 
8 
9 SEVERABILITY: 

10 
11 If any of the provisions of this agreement are held illegal, invalid or unenforceable, the 
12 remaining provisions shall remain in full force and effect. 
13 
14 FILING: 
15 
16 A copy of this agreement shall be filed with the Secretary of State, Washington 
17 Department of Commerce, the Pierce County Auditor and each city and town clerk. 
18 
19 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by each member 
20 jurisdiction as evidenced by the signature page affixed to this agreement. 
21 
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2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES 

Signature Page 

13 The legislative body of the undersigned jurisdiction has authorized execution of 
14 the lnterlocal Agreement, Amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
15 Policies. 
16 
17 IN WITNESS WHEREOF 
18 
19 This agreement has been executed 
20 
21 
22 
23 

24 
(Name of City/Town/County 

25 BY: -------------------------------------
26 (Mayor/Executive) 
27 
28 DATE: ________________________________ __ 
29 
30 Approved: 
31 
32 BY: -------------------------------------
33 (Director/Manager/Chair of the Council) 
34 
35 Approved as to Form: 
36 
37 BY: -------------------------------------
38 
39 
40 Approved: 
41 

(Pierce County Executive) 
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Attachment 

Proposed Amendment 
to the 

Pierce County Countywide Planning 
to 

Incorporate A New Candidate Regional Center 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 Centers 
3 
4 Centers are to be areas of concentrated employment and/or housing within UGAs which serve as the 
5 hubs of transit and transportation systems. Centers and connecting corridors are integral to creating 
6 compact urban development that conserves resources and creates additional transportation, housing, 
7 and shopping choices. Centers are an important part of the regional strategy (VISION 2040) for 
8 urban growth and are required to be addressed in the Countywide Planning Policies. Centers will 
9 become focal points for growth within the county's UGA and will be areas where public investment 

1 0 is directed. 
11 
12 Centers are to: 
13 

14 • be priority locations for accommodating growth; 
15 • strengthen existing development patterns; 
16 • promote housing opportunities close to employment; 
17 • support development of an extensive multimodal transportation system which reduces 
18 dependency on automobiles; 
19 • reduce congestion and improve air quality; and 
20 • maximize the benefit of public investment in infrastructure and services. 
21 
22 VISION 2040, the adopted regional growth strategy, identifies several centers as an integral feature 
23 for accommodating residential and employment growth. The strategy describes Regional Growth 
24 Centers, and other centers that may be designated through countywide processes or locally. 
25 Regional Growth Centers once regionally designated are located either in Metropolitan Cities, or in 
26 Core Cities. VISION 2040 also identifies Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, which consist 
27 primarily of manufacturing and industrial uses. Pierce County has five Regional Growth Centers 
28 and two Manufacturing/Industrial Centers that have been adopted into the regional growth strategy. 
29 Pierce County Regional Growth Centers are located in Tacoma, which is a Metropolitan City, and 
30 in Lakewood and Puyallup, which are Core Cities. 
31 
32 Regional Growth Centers in the Metropolitan Citv 
33 Tacoma Central Business District 
34 Tacoma Mall 
35 
36 Regional Growth Centers in Core Cities 
37 Lakewood 
38 Puyallup Downtown 
39 Puyallup South Hill 
40 

41 Currently there are no designated Countywide Centers. 
42 

43 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers are areas where employee- or land-intensive uses will be located. 
44 These centers differ from Regional Growth Centers in that they consist of an extensive land base 
45 and the exclusion of non-manufacturing or manufacturing-supportive uses is an essential feature of 
46 their character. These areas are characterized by a significant amount of manufacturing, industrial, 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

and advanced technology employment uses. Large retail and non-related office uses are 
2 discouraged. Other than caretakers' residences, housing is prohibited within 
3 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. However, these centers should be linked to high density housing 
4 areas by an efficient multimodal transportation system. The efficiency of rail and overland freight 
5 to markets is the critical element for manufacturers and industries located in these centers. 
6 
7 The designated Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, within Pierce County are as follows: 
8 
9 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

1 0 Frederickson 
11 Port of Tacoma 
12 
13 Within Pierce County, a limited number of additional centers may be designated through 
14 amendment of the Countywide Planning Policies consistent with the process below. 
15 
16 Designated centers may vary substantially in the number ofhouseholds and jobs they contain today. 
17 The intent of the Countywide Planning Policies is that Regional Growth Centers become attractive 
18 places to live and work, while supporting efficient public services such as transit and being 
19 responsive to the local market for jobs and housing. 
20 

21 The Countywide Planning Policies establish target levels for housing and employment needed to 
22 achieve the benefit of a center. Some centers will reach these levels over the next twenty years, 
23 while for others the criteria set a path for growth over a longer term, providing capacity to 
24 accommodate growth beyond the twenty year horizon. 
25 
26 County-Level Centers Designation Process 
27 The County and any municipality in the County that is planning to include a Metropolitan City 
28 Center, Regional Growth Center, Countywide Center or Manufacturing I Industrial Center within its 
29 boundaries shall specifically define the area of such center within its comprehensive plan. The 
30 comprehensive plan shall include policies aimed at focusing growth within the center and along 
31 corridors consistent with the applicable criteria contained within the Countywide Planning Policies. 
32 The County or municipality shall adopt regulations that reinforce the center's designation. 
33 
34 No more often than once every two years, the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) shall invite 
35 jurisdictions with centers already adopted in their comprehensive plan that seek to be designated as 
36 centers in the Countywide Planning Policies to submit a request for such designation. Said request 
37 shall be processed in accordance with established procedures for amending the Countywide 
38 Planning Policies. 
39 
40 Each jurisdiction seeking to have a center designated in the Countywide Planning Policies shall 
41 provide the PCRC with a report demonstrating that the proposed center meets the minimum criteria 
42 for designation together with a statement and map describing the center, its consistency with the 
43 applicable Countywide Planning Policies, and how adopted regulations will serve the center. 
44 
45 Transit services shall be defined in the broadest sense and shall include local and regional bus 
46 service, rail where appropriate, vanpool, carpool, and other transportation demand measures 
47 designed to reduce vehicle trips. 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 The minimum designation criteria to establish a candidate center by type are as follows: 
3 
4 Metropolitan City Center 
5 Area: up to 1-1/2 square miles in size; 
6 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
7 Employment: a minimum of 25 employees per gross acre of non-residentiallands with a 
8 minimum of 15,000 employees; 
9 Population: a minimum of ten households per gross acre; and 

1 0 Transit: serve as a focal point for regional and local transit services. 
11 
12 Regional Growth Center 
13 Area: up to 1-1/2 square miles in size; 
14 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
15 Employment: a minimum of 2,000 employees; 
16 Population: a minimum of seven households per gross acre; and 
17 Transit: serve as a focal point for regional and local transit services. 
18 
19 Countywide Center 
20 Area: up to one square mile in size; 
21 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
22 Employment: a minimum of 1,000 employees; 
23 Population: a minimum of 6 households per gross acre; and 
24 Transit: serve as a focal point for local transit services. 
25 
26 Manufacturing I Industrial Center 
27 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
28 Employment: a minimum of7,500 jobs and/or 2,000 truck trips per day; and 
29 Transportation: within one mile of a state or federal highway or national rail line. 
30 
31 The minimum criteria report and statement shall be reviewed by the Growth Management 
32 Coordinating Committee (GMCC) for consistency with Countywide Planning Policies, the 
33 Transportation Coordination Committee for consistency with transportation improvements plans of 
34 WSDOT, and with Pierce Transit's comprehensive plan. The coordinating committees shall 
35 provide joint recommendation to the PCRC. 
36 
37 Once included in the Countywide Planning Policies, the jurisdiction where a center is located may 
38 go on to seek regional designation of the center from the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) in 
39 accordance with its established criteria and process. 
40 

41 In order to be designated a Regional Growth Center the center should meet the regional criteria and 
42 requirements including those in VISION 2040, the regional growth, economic and transportation 
43 strategy as may be amended and designated by the Puget Sound Regional Council. 
44 
45 After county-level designation occurs within the Countywide Planning Policies and until regional-
46 level designation by the PSRC occurs the center shall be considered a "candidate" Regional Growth 
47 Center. 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 Each jurisdiction which designates a Regional Growth Center shall establish 20-year household and 
3 employment growth targets for that Center. The expected range of targets will reflect the diversity 
4 of the various centers and allow communities to effectively plan for needed services. The target 
5 ranges not only set a policy for the level of growth envisioned for each center, but also for the 
6 timing and funding of infrastructure improvements. Reaching the target ranges will require careful 
7 planning of public investment and providing incentives for private investments. 
8 
9 U candidate regional centers have been included into the Countywide Planning Policies. U of 

1 0 the candidate centers is a Regional Growth Center and U candidate centers are 
11 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. 
12 
13 Candidate Regional Centers 
14 Sumner-Pacific- Candidate Industrial/Manufacturing Center 
15 
16 (Note there are three separate interlocal agreements that propose the designation of candidate 
17 regional centers. Once these proposals have been ratified, the appropriate language shall replace 
18 the blank spaces as depicted as "(__) ".) 
19 
20 
21 
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Exhibit C 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES 

9 This agreement is entered into by and among the cities and towns of Pierce County and 
10 Pierce County. This agreement is made pursuant to the provisions of the lnterlocal 
11 Cooperation Act of 1967, Chapter 39.34 RCW. This agreement has been authorized by 
12 the legislative body of each jurisdiction pursuant to formal action and evidenced by 
13 execution of the signature page of this agreement. 
14 

15 BACKGROUND: 
16 
17 A. 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 B. 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 C. 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 D. 
41 

42 

The Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) was created in 1992 by interlocal 
agreement among the cities and towns of Pierce County and Pierce County. The 
organization is charged with responsibilities, including: serving as a local link to 
the Puget Sound Regional Council, promoting intergovernmental cooperation, 
facilitating compliance with the coordination and consistency requirements of the 
Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW) and the Regional 
Transportation Planning Organization (Chapter 47.80 RCW), and developing a 
consensus among jurisdictions regarding the development and modification of 
the Countywide Planning Policies. 

The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies provide for amendments to be 
adopted through amendment of the original interlocal agreement or by a new 
interlocal agreement. The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies may be 
amended upon the adoption of amendments by the Pierce County Council and 
ratification by 60 percent of the jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 75 
percent of the total Pierce County population as designated by the State Office of 
Financial Management at the time of the proposed ratification. 

The amendment is based on an application from the City of Tacoma to the Pierce 
County Regional Council for designation of a Candidate Regional 
Industrial/Manufacturing Center in the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
Policies. 

The Pierce County Regional Council recommended adoption of the proposed 
amendment on March 17, 2011. 

43 PURPOSE: 
44 
45 This agreement is entered into by the cities and towns of Pierce County and Pierce 
46 County for the purpose of ratifying and approving the attached amendment to the Pierce 
47 County Countywide Planning Policies (Attachment). 
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1 DURATION: 
2 
3 This agreement shall become effective upon execution by 60 percent of the jurisdictions 
4 in Pierce County, representing 75 percent of the total Pierce County population as 
5 designated by the State Office of Financial Management at the time of the proposed 
6 ratification. This agreement will remain in effect until subsequently amended or 
7 repealed as provided by the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. 
8 
9 SEVERABILITY: 

10 
11 If any of the provisions of this agreement are held illegal, invalid or unenforceable, the 
12 remaining provisions shall remain in full force and effect. 
13 
14 FILING: 
15 
16 A copy of this agreement shall be filed with the Secretary of State, Washington 
17 Department of Commerce, the Pierce County Auditor and each city and town clerk. 
18 
19 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by each member 
20 jurisdiction as evidenced by the signature page affixed to this agreement. 
21 
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2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES 

Signature Page 

13 The legislative body of the undersigned jurisdiction has authorized execution of 
14 the lnterlocal Agreement, Amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
15 Policies. 
16 
17 IN WITNESS WHEREOF 
18 
19 This agreement has been executed 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

(Name of CityfT own/County 

25 BY: ------------------------------------
26 (Mayor/Executive) 
27 
28 DATE: ________________________________ __ 

29 

30 Approved: 
31 
32 BY: ------------------------------------
33 (Director/Manager/Chair of the Council) 
34 
35 Approved as to Form: 
36 

(City Attorney/Prosecutor) 

41 
42 By: ______________________________ _ 

43 (Pierce County Executive) 
44 
45 
46 

47 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 Centers 
3 
4 Centers are to be areas of concentrated employment and/or housing within UGAs which serve as the 
5 hubs of transit and transportation systems. Centers and connecting corridors are integral to creating 
6 compact urban development that conserves resources and creates additional transportation, housing, 
7 and shopping choices. Centers are an important part of the regional strategy (VISION 2040) for 
8 urban growth and are required to be addressed in the Countywide Planning Policies. Centers will 
9 become focal points for growth within the county's UGA and will be areas where public investment 

1 0 is directed. 
11 
12 Centers are to: 
13 

14 • be priority locations for accommodating growth; 
15 • strengthen existing development patterns; 
16 • promote housing opportunities close to employment; 
17 • support development of an extensive multimodal transportation system which reduces 
18 dependency on automobiles; 
19 • reduce congestion and improve air quality; and 
20 • maximize the benefit of public investment in infrastructure and services. 
21 
22 VISION 2040, the adopted regional growth strategy, identifies several centers as an integral feature 
23 for accommodating residential and employment growth. The strategy describes Regional Growth 
24 Centers, and other centers that may be designated through countywide processes or locally. 
25 Regional Growth Centers once regionally designated are located either in Metropolitan Cities, or in 
26 Core Cities. VISION 2040 also identifies Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, which consist 
27 primarily of manufacturing and industrial uses. Pierce County has five Regional Growth Centers 
28 and two Manufacturing/Industrial Centers that have been adopted into the regional growth strategy. 
29 Pierce County Regional Growth Centers are located in Tacoma, which is a Metropolitan City, and 
30 in Lakewood and Puyallup, which are Core Cities. 
31 
32 Regional Growth Centers in the Metropolitan City 
33 Tacoma Central Business District 
34 Tacoma Mall 
35 
36 Regional Growth Centers in Core Cities 
37 Lakewood 
38 Puyallup Downtown 
39 Puyallup South Hill 
40 

41 Currently there are no designated Countywide Centers. 
42 

43 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers are areas where employee- or land-intensive uses will be located. 
44 These centers differ from Regional Growth Centers in that they consist of an extensive land base 
45 and the exclusion of non-manufacturing or manufacturing-supportive uses is an essential feature of 
46 their character. These areas are characterized by a significant amount of manufacturing, industrial, 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

and advanced technology employment uses. Large retail and non-related office uses are 
2 discouraged. Other than caretakers' residences, housing is prohibited within 
3 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. However, these centers should be linked to high density housing 
4 areas by an efficient multimodal transportation system. The efficiency of rail and overland freight 
5 to markets is the critical element for manufacturers and industries located in these centers. 
6 
7 The designated Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, within Pierce County are as follows: 
8 
9 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

1 0 Frederickson 
11 Port of Tacoma 
12 
13 Within Pierce County, a limited number of additional centers may be designated through 
14 amendment of the Countywide Planning Policies consistent with the process below. 
15 
16 Designated centers may vary substantially in the number of households and jobs they contain today. 
17 The intent of the Countywide Planning Policies is that Regional Growth Centers become attractive 
18 places to live and work, while supporting efficient public services such as transit and being 
19 responsive to the local market for jobs and housing. 
20 

21 The Countywide Planning Policies establish target levels for housing and employment needed to 
22 achieve the benefit of a center. Some centers will reach these levels over the next twenty years, 
23 while for others the criteria set a path for growth over a longer term, providing capacity to 
24 accommodate growth beyond the twenty year horizon. 
25 
26 County-Level Centers Designation Process 
27 The County and any municipality in the County that is planning to include a Metropolitan City 
28 Center, Regional Growth Center, Countywide Center or Manufacturing I Industrial Center within its 
29 boundaries shall specifically defme the area of such center within its comprehensive plan. The 
30 comprehensive plan shall include policies aimed at focusing growth within the center and along 
31 corridors consistent with the applicable criteria contained within the Countywide Planning Policies. 
32 The County or municipality shall adopt regulations that reinforce the center's designation. 
33 
34 No more often than once every two years, the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) shall invite 
35 jurisdictions with centers already adopted in their comprehensive plan that seek to be designated as 
36 centers in the Countywide Planning Policies to submit a request for such designation. Said request 
37 shall be processed in accordance with established procedures for amending the Countywide 
38 Planning Policies. 
39 
40 Each jurisdiction seeking to have a center designated in the Countywide Planning Policies shall 
41 provide the PCRC with a report demonstrating that the proposed center meets the minimum criteria 
42 for designation together with a statement and map describing the center, its consistency with the 
43 applicable Countywide Planning Policies, and how adopted regulations will serve the center. 
44 
45 Transit services shall be defined in the broadest sense and shall include local and regional bus 
46 service, rail where appropriate, vanpool, carpool, and other transportation demand measures 
4 7 designed to reduce vehicle trips. 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 The minimum designation criteria to establish a candidate center by type are as follows: 
3 
4 Metropolitan City Center 
5 Area: up to 1-1/2 square miles in size; 
6 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
7 Employment: a minimum of 25 employees per gross acre of non-residentiallands with a 
8 minimum of 15,000 employees; 
9 Population: a minimum of ten households per gross acre; and 

1 0 Transit: serve as a focal point for regional and local transit services. 
11 
12 Regional Growth Center 
13 Area: up to 1-1/2 square miles in size; 
14 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
15 Employment: a minimum of2,000 employees; 
16 Population: a minimum of seven households per gross acre; and 
17 Transit: serve as a focal point for regional and local transit services. 
18 
19 Countywide Center 
20 Area: up to one square mile in size; 
21 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
22 Employment: a minimum of 1,000 employees; 
23 Population: a minimum of 6 households per gross acre; and 
24 Transit: serve as a focal point for local transit services. 
25 
26 Manufacturing I Industrial Center 
27 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
28 Employment: a minimum of7,500 jobs and/or 2,000 truck trips per day; and 
29 Transportation: within one mile of a state or federal highway or national rail line. 
30 
31 The minimum criteria report and statement shall be reviewed by the Growth Management 
32 Coordinating Committee (GMCC) for consistency with Countywide Planning Policies, the 
33 Transportation Coordination Committee for consistency with transportation improvements plans of 
34 WSDOT, and with Pierce Transit's comprehensive plan. The coordinating committees shall 
35 provide joint recommendation to the PCRC. 
36 
37 Once included in the Countywide Planning Policies, the jurisdiction where a center is located may 
38 go on to seek regional designation of the center from the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) in 
39 accordance with its established criteria and process. 
40 

41 In order to be designated a Regional Growth Center the center should meet the regional criteria and 
42 requirements including those in VISION 2040, the regional growth, economic and transportation 
43 strategy as may be amended and designated by the Puget Sound Regional Council. 
44 
45 After county-level designation occurs within the Countywide Planning Policies and until regional-
46 level designation by the PSRC occurs the center shall be considered a "candidate" Regional Growth 
47 Center. 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 Each jurisdiction which designates a Regional Growth Center shall establish 20-year household and 
3 employment growth targets for that Center. The expected range of targets will reflect the diversity 
4 of the various centers and allow communities to effectively plan for needed services. The target 
5 ranges not only set a policy for the level of growth envisioned for each center, but also for the 
6 timing and funding of infrastructure improvements. Reaching the target ranges will require careful 
7 planning of public investment and providing incentives for private investments. 
8 
9 U candidate regional centers have been included into the Countywide Planning Policies. U of 

1 0 the candidate centers is a Regional Growth Center and U candidate centers are 
11 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. 
12 
13 Candidate Regional Centers 
14 South Tacoma -Candidate Industrial/Manufacturing Center 
15 
16 (Note there are three separate interlocal agreements that propose the designation of candidate 
17 regional centers. Once these proposals have been ratified, the appropriate language shall replace 
18 the blank spaces as depicted as "(__) ".) 
19 
20 
21 
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Exhibit D 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES 

9 This agreement is entered into by and among the cities and towns of Pierce County and 
10 Pierce County. This agreement is made pursuant to the provisions of the lnterlocal 
11 Cooperation Act of 1967, Chapter 39.34 RCW. This agreement has been authorized by 
12 the legislative body of each jurisdiction pursuant to formal action and evidenced by 
13 execution of the signature page of this agreement. 
14 
15 BACKGROUND: 
16 
17 A. 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 B. 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 C. 
36 
37 
38 
39 D. 
40 
41 

The Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) was created in 1992 by interlocal 
agreement among the cities and towns of Pierce County and Pierce County. The 
organization is charged with responsibilities, including: serving as a local link to 
the Puget Sound Regional Council, promoting intergovernmental cooperation, 
facilitating compliance with the coordination and consistency requirements of the 
Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW) and the Regional 
Transportation Planning Organization (Chapter 47.80 RCW), and developing a 
consensus among jurisdictions regarding the development and modification of 
the Countywide Planning Policies. 

The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies provide for amendments to be 
adopted through amendment of the original interlocal agreement or by a new 
interlocal agreement. The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies may be 
amended upon the adoption of amendments by the Pierce County Council and 
ratification by 60 percent of the jurisdictions in Pierce County representing 75 
percent of the total Pierce County population as designated by the State Office of 
Financial Management at the time of the proposed ratification. 

The amendment is based on an application from the City of University Place to 
the Pierce County Regional Council for designation of a Candidate Regional 
Growth Center in the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. 

The Pierce County Regional Council recommended adoption of the proposed 
amendment on March 17, 2011. 

42 PURPOSE: 
43 
44 This agreement is entered into by the cities and towns of Pierce County and Pierce 
45 County for the purpose of ratifying and approving the attached amendment to the Pierce 
46 County Countywide Planning Policies (Attachment). 
47 
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1 DURATION: 
2 

3 This agreement shall become effective upon execution by 60 percent of the jurisdictions 
4 in Pierce County, representing 75 percent of the total Pierce County population as 
5 designated by the State Office of Financial Management at the time of the proposed 
6 ratification. This agreement will remain in effect until subsequently amended or 
7 repealed as provided by the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. 
8 
9 SEVERABILITY: 

10 
11 If any of the provisions of this agreement are held illegal, invalid or unenforceable, the 
12 remaining provisions shall remain in full force and effect. 
13 
14 FILING: 
15 
16 A copy of this agreement shall be filed with the Secretary of State, Washington 
17 Department of Commerce, the Pierce County Auditor and each city and town clerk. 
18 
19 IN WITNESS WHEREOF, this agreement has been executed by each member 
20 jurisdiction as evidenced by the signature page affixed to this agreement. 
21 
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2 
3 
4 
5 

6 
7 
8 
9 

10 
11 
12 

INTERLOCAL AGREEMENT 

AMENDMENTS TO THE PIERCE COUNTY 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES 

Signature Page 

13 The legislative body of the undersigned jurisdiction has authorized execution of 
14 the lnterlocal Agreement, Amendments to the Pierce County Countywide Planning 
15 Policies. 
16 
17 IN WITNESS WHEREOF 
18 
19 This agreement has been executed 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 

(Name of City!Town/County 

25 BY: ------------------------------------
26 (Mayor/Executive) 
27 
28 DATE: ______________________________ __ 

29 
30 Approved: 
31 
32 BY: ------------------------------------
33 (Director/Manager/Chair of the Council) 
34 

35 Approved as to Form: 
36 
37 BY: ------------------------------------
38 (City Attorney/Prosecutor) 
39 
40 Approved: 
41 
42 By: ______________________________ __ 

43 
44 
45 
46 

47 

(Pierce County Executive) 
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Attachment 

Proposed Amendment 
to the 

Pierce County Countywide Planning 
to 

Incorporate A New Candidate Regional Center 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 Centers 
3 
4 Centers are to be areas of concentrated employment and/or housing within UGAs which serve as the 
5 hubs of transit and transportation systems. Centers and connecting corridors are integral to creating 
6 compact urban development that conserves resources and creates additional transportation, housing, 
7 and shopping choices. Centers are an important part of the regional strategy (VISION 2040) for 
8 urban growth and are required to be addressed in the Countywide Planning Policies. Centers will 
9 become focal points for growth within the county's UGA and will be areas where public investment 

1 0 is directed. 
11 
12 Centers are to: 
13 

14 • be priority locations for accommodating growth; 
15 • strengthen existing development patterns; 
16 • promote housing opportunities close to employment; 
17 • support development of an extensive multimodal transportation system which reduces 
18 dependency on automobiles; 
19 • reduce congestion and improve air quality; and 
20 • maximize the benefit of public investment in infrastructure and services. 
21 
22 VISION 2040, the adopted regional growth strategy, identifies several centers as an integral feature 
23 for accommodating residential and employment growth. The strategy describes Regional Growth 
24 Centers, and other centers that may be designated through countywide processes or locally. 
25 Regional Growth Centers once regionally designated are located either in Metropolitan Cities, or in 
26 Core Cities. VISION 2040 also identifies Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, which consist 
27 primarily of manufacturing and industrial uses. Pierce County has five Regional Growth Centers 
28 and two Manufacturing/Industrial Centers that have been adopted into the regional growth strategy. 
29 Pierce County Regional Growth Centers are located in Tacoma, which is a Metropolitan City, and 
30 in Lakewood and Puyallup, which are Core Cities. 
31 
32 Regional Growth Centers in the Metropolitan City 
33 Tacoma Central Business District 
34 Tacoma Mall 
35 
36 Regional Growth Centers in Core Cities 
37 Lakewood 
38 Puyallup Downtown 
39 Puyallup South Hill 
40 

41 Currently there are no designated Countywide Centers. 
42 

43 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers are areas where employee- or land-intensive uses will be located. 
44 These centers differ from Regional Growth Centers in that they consist of an extensive land base 
45 and the exclusion of non-manufacturing or manufacturing-supportive uses is an essential feature of 
46 their character. These areas are characterized by a significant amount of manufacturing, industrial, 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

and advanced technology employment uses. Large retail and non-related office uses are 
2 discouraged. Other than caretakers' residences, housing is prohibited within 
3 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. However, these centers should be linked to high density housing 
4 areas by an efficient multimodal transportation system. The efficiency of rail and overland freight 
5 to markets is the critical element for manufacturers and industries located in these centers. 
6 

7 The designated Manufacturing/Industrial Centers, within Pierce County are as follows: 
8 
9 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers 

1 0 Frederickson 
11 Port ofTacoma 
12 
13 Within Pierce County, a limited number of additional centers may be designated through 
14 amendment of the Countywide Planning Policies consistent with the process below. 
15 
16 Designated centers may vary substantially in the number ofhouseholds and jobs they contain today. 
17 The intent of the Countywide Planning Policies is that Regional Growth Centers become attractive 
18 places to live and work, while supporting efficient public services such as transit and being 
19 responsive to the local market for jobs and housing. 
20 

21 The Countywide Planning Policies establish target levels for housing and employment needed to 
22 achieve the benefit of a center. Some centers will reach these levels over the next twenty years, 
23 while for others the criteria set a path for growth over a longer term, providing capacity to 
24 accommodate growth beyond the twenty year horizon. 
25 
26 County-Level Centers Designation Process 
27 The County and any municipality in the County that is planning to include a Metropolitan City 
28 Center, Regional Growth Center, Countywide Center or Manufacturing I Industrial Center within its 
29 boundaries shall specifically define the area of such center within its comprehensive plan. The 
30 comprehensive plan shall include policies aimed at focusing growth within the center and along 
31 corridors consistent with the applicable criteria contained within the Countywide Planning Policies. 
32 The County or municipality shall adopt regulations that reinforce the center's designation. 
33 
34 No more often than once every two years, the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) shall invite 
35 jurisdictions with centers already adopted in their comprehensive plan that seek to be designated as 
36 centers in the Countywide Planning Policies to submit a request for such designation. Said request 
37 shall be processed in accordance with established procedures for amending the Countywide 
38 Planning Policies. 
39 
40 Each jurisdiction seeking to have a center designated in the Countywide Planning Policies shall 
41 provide the PCRC with a report demonstrating that the proposed center meets the minimum criteria 
42 for designation together with a statement and map describing the center, its consistency with the 
43 applicable Countywide Planning Policies, and how adopted regulations will serve the center. 
44 
45 Transit services shall be defined in the broadest sense and shall include local and regional bus 
46 service, rail where appropriate, vanpool, carpool, and other transportation demand measures 
47 designed to reduce vehicle trips. 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 The minimum designation criteria to establish a candidate center by type are as follows: 
3 
4 Metropolitan City Center 
5 Area: up to 1-112 square miles in size; 
6 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
7 Employment: a minimum of25 employees per gross acre of non-residential lands with a 
8 minimum of 15,000 employees; 
9 Population: a minimum of ten households per gross acre; and 

10 Transit: serve as a focal point for regional and local transit services. 
11 

12 Regional Growth Center 
13 Area: up to 1-112 square miles in size; 
14 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
15 Employment: a minimum of2,000 employees; 
16 Population: a minimum of seven households per gross acre; and 
17 Transit: serve as a focal point for regional and local transit services. 
18 
19 Countywide Center 
20 Area: up to one square mile in size; 
21 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
22 Employment: a minimum of 1,000 employees; 
23 Population: a minimum of 6 households per gross acre; and 
24 Transit: serve as a focal point for local transit services. 
25 
26 Manufacturing I Industrial Center 
27 Capital Facilities: served by sanitary sewers; 
28 Employment: a minimum of 7,500 jobs and/or 2,000 truck trips per day; and 
29 Transportation: within one mile of a state or federal highway or national rail line. 
30 
31 The minimum criteria report and statement shall be reviewed by the Growth Management 
32 Coordinating Committee (GMCC) for consistency with Countywide Planning Policies, the 
33 Transportation Coordination Committee for consistency with transportation improvements plans of 
34 WSDOT, and with Pierce Transit's comprehensive plan. The coordinating committees shall 
35 provide joint recommendation to the PCRC. 
36 
37 Once included in the Countywide Planning Policies, the jurisdiction where a center is located may 
38 go on to seek regional designation of the center from the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) in 
39 accordance with its established criteria and process. 
40 

41 In order to be designated a Regional Growth Center the center should meet the regional criteria and 
42 requirements including those in VISION 2040, the regional growth, economic and transportation 
43 strategy as may be amended and designated by the Puget Sound Regional Council. 
44 
45 After county-level designation occurs within the Countywide Planning Policies and until regional-
46 level designation by the PSRC occurs the center shall be considered a "candidate" Regional Growth 
47 Center. 
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Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies. The "clean" language below assumes the proposed VISION 
2040 Consistency amendments are ratified. 

2 Each jurisdiction which designates a Regional Growth Center shall establish 20-year household and 
3 employment growth targets for that Center. The expected range of targets will reflect the diversity 
4 of the various centers and allow communities to effectively plan for needed services. The target 
5 ranges not only set a policy for the level of growth envisioned for each center, but also for the 
6 timing and funding of infrastructure improvements. Reaching the target ranges will require careful 
7 planning of public investment and providing incentives for private investments. 
8 
9 U candidate regional centers have been included into the Countywide Planning Policies. U of 

1 0 the candidate centers is a Regional Growth Center and U candidate centers are 
11 Manufacturing/Industrial Centers. 
12 
13 Candidate Regional Centers 
14 University Place - Candidate Regional Growth Center 
15 
16 (Note there are three separate interlocal agreements that propose the designation of candidate 
17 regional centers. Once these proposals have been ratified, the appropriate language shall replace 
18 the blank spaces as depicted as "(__) ".) 
19 
20 
21 
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Watershed Services >> Rivers Flood Hazard Management Plan >> About the Plan 

Flood Hat:ll"d Manngcment Plan- About the Plnn 

Puyallup Riue1· 
Lcuaa Damage ­
Nov :wo8 - Click 
Picture to Enlarge 

• Learn More 
About the Plan 

• Adylsorv 
Committee 

·~ Meet! nos 

• Links and 
Additional Info 

• Con@ct Us 

About the Flood Hazat'd Management Plan 

What Is the Pierce County Rivers Flood Hazard Management 
Plan? 
This plan Is a tool for shaping how flooding In our major rivers will 
be managed In the future. The policies, programs and projects 
recommended by the plan will be designed to address goals and 
obj ectives related to public safety, property losses, cost 
efficiencies and fish and wildlife habitat. 

How will the plan be developed? 
To ensure that the final plan will achieve Its goals In a technically 
sound and feasible way, the plan will be developed collaboratlvely 
by Pierce County staff and a stakeholder advlsot-y committee, with 
significant public Input. All Interested Pierce County citizens are 
Invited to get Involved In this process. 

What rivers will be Included In the plan? 
The Flood Hazard Management Plan will focus on the main stems 
of major rivers In Pierce County, Including: 

• Puyallup River from the mouth to Commencement Bay 
(River Mile 28.9) 

• White River from the Puyallup River to the Muckleshoot 
Indian Reservation (River Mile 8.8) and also near 
Greenwater 

• Carbon River from the Puyallup River to Alward Road 
(River Mile 6.8) 

• Nlsqually River near McKenna and Ashford 
• Lower reaches of other large rivers and streams with 

historical peak stream flows over 5,000 cubic feet per 
second (cfs): Greenwater River, Mashel River, and 
South Prairie Creek 

The planning area Includes unincorporated Pierce County, as well 
as parts of the cities of Tacoma, Afe, Pacific, Puyallup, Sumner 
and Orting. 

Why are we doing this plan now? 
Since the Puyallup River Basin Comprehensive Flood Control Plan 
was completed In 1991, we have experienced a number of major 
storm events that have caused extensive flood damage and 
channel migration hazards. Along with federal regulatory changes 
and Interest generated by groups such as the pyyalluo RJyer 
Executive Task force and the (baonel Migration Zone Citizen 
Advlsorv Committee, there is a need to take action to address 
flooding and channel migration zone concerns. 

When will the flood plan be completed? 
The draft plan Is expected to be completed In Fall 2011 and 
delivered to the Pierce County Council In early 2012. 

Draft Plan Documents 

All of the documents below are In draft form. The goals and 
objectives, guiding principles, policies and problem prioritization 
criteria have been agreed on by the Flood Plan Advisory 
Committee. 

• Goals and Ob!ectives 
• Guiding Principles 
• Rlyer Reach Manaaement Strategies lleyels of Protection) 
• FIQQd P!ao Pollcle~ 
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• Flood Hazard Problem Inventory 
• Problem Prioritization Criteria 
• proJect Prioritization Criteria 
• Overview of Programmatic Recommendations 
• Programmatic Recommendations <Overview> 
• proa@mmatlc Recommendations <Full Text) 

Draft Flood Plan Maps 

• Plan Area Ove~,Yiew 
• Upoer White Slyer/Greenwater River 
• Lower puyallup Rlyer 
• Mashel River 
• Middle puyallyp River 
• N!sgually River at McKenna 
• Nlsqually Riyer at Ashford 
• South Prairie Rlyer 
• Upper puyallup Rlyer 
• L9wer White Rlyer 

Draft Capital Improvement Project (CIP) Information 

• AQenda for CIP Wo(~Sb9P April 28th 
• Flood Plan CIP Summary Overview 
• Mao of orntt Gapltallmoroyement ProJects 
• Lower puyallup River ProJects 
• Middle puyallup River Prolects 
• Upper pyyallup Rlyer proje>ts 
• White R!yer Projects 
• Garbon Rlye( Projects 
• Nlsayal!y R!yer prolects 
• Mashel Riyer prolects 
• South Prairie Cceek pro!ects 

*No flood hazard projects are currently proposed for the 
Greenwi.lter River 

EIS ( Environmental Impact Statement) Documents 

The potential environmental Impacts of the actions proposed In the 
plan are being evaluated through an Environmental Impact 
Statement, or EIS. Public comment will be Invited on t he draft EIS 
In Fall 2011. 

• Determination of Significance and Scoo!na Nptlce 
• Description of Alternatives for EIS 

More Information 

• flood Plan n~wsletter Issue 1 
• Flood Plan newsletter Issue Z 
• Flood Plan newsletter Issue 3 
• Flood Hazard Management Plan Fact Sheet 
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e Pierce Counly 

Why does Pierce County want to form a 
Flood Control Zone District (FCZD)? 
Vital transportation infrastructure is at risk from flood 
damage. Interstate 5 and Highways 167 and 410 
are at risk of closure from flooding. The economic 
impact of recent similar closures in Lewis County 
exceeded $10 million per day. · 

Three major wastewater treatment plants serving 
over 200,000 people are at risk of damage from 
flooding. Loss of a treatment plant, even temporarily, 
can expose Commencement Bay and Puget Sound 
to millions of gallons of untreated sewage. The 
environmental devastation caused by a damaged 
treatment plant would be immense. 

Our river levees do not meet federal standards for 
flood protection. More than $300 million in priority 
repairs and upgrades are needed on flood levee 
and bank stabilization projects countywide. Pierce 
County wants to ensure sufficient funding to address 

the maintenance, repair, and reconstruction of our 
region's critical flood protection facilities. 

If established, a Pierce County Flood Control 
Zone District (FCZD) would be a special-purpose 
government to fund flood-protection projects 
and programs in Pierce County. Many of the flood 
protection facilities in Pierce County were built in 
the early 1920s or before. They were not built to 
current standards and many are now reaching the 
end of useful life. Pierce County's flood-protection 
infrastructure must be strengthened to protect lives, 
homes, and businesses. Floods pose significant risk 
to public safety and health, regionally-important 
economic centers, and transportation corridors. 

Who is in charge of a FCZD? 
State law identifies the county council as the 
governing Board of Supervisors of the district. The 
Board of Supervisors provides policy direction for 
the District activities and selects flood projects to be 
funded. Through interlocal agreements, the Public 
Works and Utilities department could design and 
build the approved projects. State law identifies the 
County Engineer as the administrator of the district. 
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Existing county staff would do as much ofthe work 
as possible so that district revenue can be used for 
projects and programs, minimizing administration 
costs. 

Why now? Why not wait? 
We cannot afford to wait. Storms hitting the nation 
and the region in the last five years have been 
catastrophic. The 2006 and 2009 floods in Pierce 
County caused tens of millions of dollars in property 
damage. With forecasts of more extreme weather, we 
could suffer a serious flood every two or three years 
and that flooding could grow worse. Flooding in 
Pierce County affects every resident. Floods disrupt 
jobs, shopping, health care, schools, recreational 
activities and emergency response throughout the 
region. Damage to major wastewater treatment 
plants along rivers can pose serious health risks to 
people and Puget Sound. 

A major flood's impact lingers when roads, bridges 
or utility lines are damaged-affecting everything 
from grocery distribution to aircraft assembly plant 
operations. Employees and customers of major 
economic centers-such as the Port ofT acoma and 
Joint Base Lewis McChord-rely on the transportation 
network. Floods threaten lives, property, major 
transportation corridors, communities and regional 
economic centers 

Pierce County must be ready to use funds that 
become available on short notice. In the Chehalis 
area, $20 million of state funding was not used 
because there was no consensus on flood control 
priorities and no countywide organization authorized 
to use the funds. 

How often has Pierce County 
experienced flooding disasters? 
Since 1990, Pierce County has experienced a federally­
declared flood disaster nine times. According to 
University of Washington scientists, climate change 
is projected to increase the frequency of flooding in 
most western Washington river basins. Future floods 
are expected to exceed the protective abilities of our 
existing flood facilities. 

Pierce County has 11 significant floodplains along 
the Puyallup, White, Carbon, Nisqually, Greenwater, 
and Mashel rivers, and South Prairie Creek. The 

floodplains range from the very urban nine miles 
along the lower Puyallup River to the rural Nisqually 
River between Elbe and Ashford. Many of the levees 
along these rivers were built more than 80 years ago 
by farmers to protect their fields. Now, these aging 
levees protect major business centers, residences, 
and critical public facilities such as roads, bridges, and 
sewer treatment pia nts. 

How does flooding affect me? 
It has been estimated that a major flood in Pierce 
County could generate flood-related losses in excess 
of$ 725 million. As the regional service provider, 
Pierce County government has taken the lead in 
identifying options and alternatives to address 
regional flooding risks. Pierce County contracted 
with ENTRIX, Inc., a consulting firm specializing in 
environmental risk management, to analyze the 
economic and social impacts of a major flood event to 
the region. What they found: 

PIERCE COUNTY ECONOMY 

• 11,868 jobs at businesses located within the 100-
year floodplain 

• Estimated range of lost economic output: 
$12.6-$46.2 million 

• Estimated range of personal property losses: 
$199.1-$520.8 million 

TRANSPORTATION 

Delays caused by road and rail closures are estimated 
to cost $12.6-$19.3 million. People and businesses 
countywide rely on these transportation routes. In 
the event of a 1 00-year flood, road and rail closures 
would include: 

• Interstate 5 
• State Route 509 
• State Route 41 0 
• Pacific Highway/State Route 99 
• Amtrak, BNSF, and UP railways 

Flooding compromises the ability of the Port of 
Tacoma to compete for discretionary cargo if the 
Port's clientele is concerned about delays In the 
transportation chain due to flooding. 

• The Port ofTacoma's trade volume averages 
$98.6 million/day 

• Recreation, Mt. Rainier, and Crystal Mountain 

• Mt. Rainier National Park would experience closure 
due to channel migration for 2 to 6 months 

• Economic impact of closing Mt. Rainier: $0.5-$9.6 
million total output 

• Jobs impacted by closing Mt. Rainier: 70-550 jobs 
• Crystal Mountain would experience daily closures 

costing $0.1 million average daily output 

HEALTH AND SAFETY 

• 21,193 individuals living in the floodplain 
• 9,340 homes located in the floodplain 
• Three wastewater treatment plants located in 

the floodplain that could spill into Puget Sound if 
flooded. Regional impacts of spilled sewage affect 
Puget Sound 
<>Spill raw or partially treated sewage 
<> Require two weeks to six months to return 

plants to full secondary treatment and 
disinfection 

., Disrupt businesses and homes served in the 
cities of Puyallup (37,000 people served), 
Tacoma (154,000 people served), Sumner and 
Bonney Lake (25,000 people served) 

<> Result in repair costs of $3-$120 million 

Wh21t projects and programs will the 
FCZD fund? 
When formed, the Flood Control Zone District must 
adopt by resolution those flood control or storm 
water control improvements that it will fund. The 
identified projects must be part of a comprehensive 
plan for flood control for that stream or watercourse. 
The plan must be submitted to the State Department 
of Ecology before beginning the flood control 
project. The Flood Control Zone District has the 
option of adopting the Pierce County Flood Hazard 
Management Plan as the required plan. 

What are typical FCZD projects? 
The projects range in scope from maintaining existing 
levees to constructing new flood reduction structures. 
Projects can also include non-structural solutions such 
as buying flood-prone properties or drafting model 
land use regulations that keep people and structures 
out of flood danger areas. 

Projects could include: 

• Flood hazard reduction projects with the greatest 
regional significance 

• Regional flood warning and emergency response 
• Flood facility maintenance 
• Public education and outreach 
• Mapping and technical studies 
• Mechanisms for citizen inquiry and public 

response 

How would the FCZD develop and 
implemen~ programs and projects? 
While the Board of Supervisors would function as 
the primary governing body for the district, several 
committees and project partners may also offer input. 
While the District would be an independent agency, 
the County Council and Executive are committed 
to establishin.g an efficient, project-oriented 
organization. Existing organizations and resources 
will be used wherever possible. The FCZD will not 
duplicate existing government services. In addition, 

• An advisory committee will be set up to help 
decide which projects get funded first. An 
important future decision will be deciding the 
best way to involve local jurisdictions, tribes, and 
stakeholders as advisors to the district's program 
and future capital projects. 

• The Flood Control Zone District may also 
partner with a wide range of external entities­
from state and federal agencies such as the 
U.S. Army Corps of Engineers and the Federal 
Emergency Management Agency (FEMA) to 
local governments, watershed groups and tribal 
governments. 

The Public Works and Utilities department could carry 
out approved flood protection projects and programs 
under contract with the Flood Control Zone District. 

How would FCZD projects and programs 
be funded? 
Right now, no funding decisions have been made, 
because the District has not been formed. State law 
authorizes a District to collect a property tax or a 
parcel fee. 

The funds would be used for projects that reduce 
flood risks to people and property in Pierce County. 
This includes building structures that minimize 
floods risks and h~lping business and employees stay 
operational when a flood occurs. 
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State law allows flood control zone districts to not 
only levy a tax or a fee to build flood control projects, 
but also to maintain and operate flood control 
infrastructure. The County Council and Executive are 
considering an approach that unites Pierce County 
with one rate for all property owners. 

Initial thoughts are to set a rate no higher than 
10 cents per $1,000 assessed value even though 
State law allows a higher threshold. This amounts 
to $21.50 per year on a $215,000 home. This local 
funding will leverage state and federal matching 
funds when grant programs require local match. 

Because major floods affect the entire region, the 
proposed flood control zone district includes the 
entire county-both unincorporated areas and the 
cities within the county. Some cities have requested 
that the county recognize that areas of the County 
benefit more from the formation of a FCZD and that 
this should be considered during the legislative 
process. 

The same State law that allows the formation of a 
FCZD requires that any funds collected by the district 
only be spent on specific flood-related actions. It 
cannot be used for other government purposes. 

The Board of Supervisors would vote annually 
on a revenue proposal for flood risk reduction 
projects and programs. They have the authority to 
eliminate or adjust the amount of the taxes or fees as 
circumstances change. 

If there is a tax, why isn't it charged 
only to people who live in floodplains? 
Although people who have homes or businesses in 
the floodplain are at a more immediate risk, flooding 
affects the entire regional economy. Approximately 
21,000 people live in the floodplain areas of our 
river and another 12,000 work within it. On average, 
205,000 vehicles a day travel transportation corridors 
that are at risk of flooding. Wastewater treatment 
for over 200,000 residents occurs in the affected 
floodplains. 

If Interstate 5 is at risk, why doesn't the 
state fund levee repairs? 

.. 
The Washington State Department ofTransportation 
is participating in funding the study effort. In 
September 2011 

addition, the state legislature has authorized local 
governments to collect funds and handle. flood 
hazards locally through the creation of flood control 
zone districts. The state has funded flood control 
projects in King County and Lewis County when state 
significant infrastructure is at risk. 

What Happens If We Don't Create a 
FCZD? 
The Flood Control Zone District would focus on 
reducing flood hazards to people and property. Even 
if your home or business is not in the flood zone, 
major economic centers are (e.g. 1-5, River Road, 
Pacific Highway, the Port area). If these areas are 
affected by flooding, the local and regional economy 
would be severely strained. 

Flood events have caused significant damage to 
Pierce County. Recent flood events caused closures 
of 1-5 in Chehalis and near-closures of 1-5 in Fife. 
Those risks greatly affect business, transportation, 
and quality of life in our communities. A new district 
would focus on addressing flood risks to prevent 
damages to our economy and property. 

When will these decisions be made? 
Pierce County is reaching out to local jurisdictions 
and stakeholders throughout 2011 to discuss 
the District and respond to questions and 
concerns. Pierce County is also conducting a State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) review ofthis 
decision. 

Tentative plans are to introduce a District formation 
ordinance in early 2012, including a public hearing 
process. The Boundary Review Board will then have 
the opportunity to review the proposal. Once all 
reviews have been completed, the county council can 
act to form the District and the District could begin 
planning. 

More information: 
Visit the website at www.piercecountywa.org/fczd, 
or contact Brian Ziegler, Director of Public Works and 
Utilities at 253-798-7250. 

Pierce County 
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Pierce County Rivers Flood Hazard Management Plan 
Capital Jmprovcment Projects Overview 

This list of capital improvement projects (CI.Ps) is intended as a general overview of the projects 
proposed/or inclusion in the Pierce County Rivers Flood Hazard Management Plan. In most 
cases, multiple project options were considered When the initial analysis of project costs and 
benefits led to selection of one oplion, the project opllon Is listed as a ;'preferred option. " When 
additional analysis is needed to distinguish between two or more project options, all are listed as 
"multiple options." Cost estimates are for capital expenditures only and are prelimin01y, based 
on 2010 costs at planning level design (- 1 5%). Please note that estimates do not incl11de 
maintenance and repair activ/lles and other operational costs. Unless othenvise noted, all 
project analysis was completed by multi-disciplinary teams of Pierce County stqff. which 
Included engineers, biologists and environmental leads. All project itiformal/on is subject to 
change upon further analysis. 

More information about corresponding problems can be found in the Pierce County Rivers 
Flood Hazard Management Plan Problem Identification !nve Problems are coded 
according to type: levee/revetment overtopping or breach/ OB); lr/buta1y backwater 
flooding (l'BF'); public safety/emergency rescue (PS); c 1igration (CM); flooding of 
s/ruchwes and irlfi·astructure (FSJ); sediment/gravel ton (SGBA). 

LP2 

LP3 

LP4 

LP5 

LP6 

Tacoma Wastewater Treatment Plant Floo 
• Loft bank (RM 2.9-

• Initial evaluation ~~!~~· 
• Preferred option: Co1 
• 13stimated cost: $2,000, 

Sewer Lift Station Protection 
• Right bank 5.0 and backwater area) 
• Initial evaluation complete 

Corresponding 
Problems 

LROB#I, 
SI#l 

l..R.08#2, 
SGBA#l/2/3, 
Many Tier2 
problems 

TBF#2, PS#l, 
FS'J#5 

PS#2, TBF#4 

• Preferred option: Cor1struct flood walllbenn around sewer lift 
station 

• Estimated cost: $410,000 

Puyallup Wastewater Treatment Plant Flood Wall 
• Left bank (RM 6.8-6.9) 
• Initial evaluation complete (URS) 
• One solution proposed: Construct flood wall 
• Eslimated cost: $2,500,000-$3,500,000 

Tiffany's Skate lnn!Riverwalk Flood Wall 
• Leftbank(RM 8.1-8.6) 
• Initial evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Construct flood wall 
• Estimated cost: $4,500,000 

FSI#9 

LROB#6, 
FSI#l l/12 

PltlrCa Corwty Rivers Ftl)(}d H(itord MottagBJIIC/11 Plo11 
DJIAFTCIP Overview 

/lev/sed 5/J!/1 - Page 1 ofS 



Special Presentation  - 1 
Page 7 of 16

Special Presentation  - 1 
Page 7 of 16

LP7 Flashcube Building Flood Wall 
• Left bank (RM 9.1-9.25) 
• Initial evaluotioo complete 
• Preferred option: Construct flood wall 
• Adjacent RV site: Evacuation piWl 
• Estimated cost: $160,000 

LP8/9 Rite Aid/Deer Creek Flood Protection 
• Left bank (RM 9.3-9.5) 
• Initial evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Temporary flood proofing by property owners, 

possible Cjty of Puyallup localized flooding solution 
• Estimotel:l cost: SO 

LP I 0 Clarks Creek Backwater Flood Protection 
• Left bank (RM 5.8) 
• Initial evaluation in progress 
• Preferred option: No action 
• Estimated cost: $0 

LPJ J Linden Golf Course Floodplain Reconncction 

MP2 

MP3 

MP4 

MP5 

• Left bank (RM 9.8-10.3) 
Initial evaluation complete 

• Preferred option: No action. •cJrR'i!JtJ'uv.,/b.rn 
breaches or aliter actions at tW~raJi,,u 

restoration. 
• Estimated cost: $0 

• 
• 
• 

• 

McCutcheon 96th Street E. Road Barricade 
• Right bank (RM !4.2-14.9) 
• lnitiol evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Close road with immovable barricade during 

flood events and conduct post-Oood repair 
• Estimated cost: $50,000 

McCutcheon Road & I 28th Street E. Levee Setback 
• Left ru1d right bank (RM 16.7-17.4) 
• Evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Construct setback levees on both banks 
• Estimated cost: S 12,500,000 (per 2008 Levee Setback Feasibility 

Analysis) 

LROB#8, 
FSI#IJ 

LROB#lO, 
TBF#7 

TBF#3 

LRB0#9 

15 

LROB#IJ, 
FSJ#J6 

LROB#J6 

LROB#l7, 
PS#5, FS1#20 

PS#6, 
LROB#21 

Pfcrcd Counry Rivers Flood H~ard ManaganttJII Pla11 
DRA 17J' CIP 0\'trvtew 

l~evlscll J/31/ I - Page 2 of 5 
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MP6 

MP7-
Early 
Action 

Riverside Drive Flood Protection 
• Right bank (RM 12.4-12.8) 
• Initial evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: No Action 
• Estimated cost: $0 

I 16th Street E. Point Bnr Gravel Removal 
• Left bank (RM 15.8-16.0) 
• Initial evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Removal of 13,700 CY gravel 
• Estimated cost $220,000 

I tipper Puy111lup 
UPl Calistoga Setback Levee 

UP2-
Early 
Action 

• Rigbt bank (RM 20.0-21.3) 
• Evaluation complete (City of Orting) 
• Preferred option: Consl:r\lct selback levee 
• Estimated cost: $8,000,000-$12,000,000 

Puyallup River/Orville Road Revetment nnd 
Restoration 

• Left bank (RM 26.7-27. I) 
• Design in progress (Pierce 
• Preferred option: Construct reveldifillffu-ad 

jams 
• Estimated cost: $3,700,000 

UP3/4 Orville Road Channel 
• Left bank (RM 
• EvaluatiOt1 in 
• Multiple 

Road, "nn~tn '' "• 

• 
UPS 

logjams 

LROB#I4, 
FSI#I8, Site 6 

LROB#I9, 
downstream 
sediment 
deposition 

LROB#25, 
Sites 17/18 

CM/15 

CM/14-6, 8 

CM#3, PS/17, 
TBF#JO 

I: .. I'UQIJllllln O IIOni""IICS and abandon roadway 
"'"'"'n.fP.IP•d in m111iiple phases) 

UP6-
Early 
Action • 

SGBA#9 

• Remove 36,000 CY gravel nnd construct up to 
logjnrns 

• Estimated cost: $900,000 

I tower While 
LW I State Street Flood Wall 

• Left bank (RM 0.2-0.3) 
• Initial evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Constnact Oood wall 
• Estimated cost: $2,000,000 

LW2 Butte Avenue Levee/Berm 
• Right bank (RM 4.9-5.5) 
• Evaluation in progress 
• Preferred option: to be determined 
• Estimated cost: $1,700,000 

FSI#27 

LROB#JI 

Pierce Coumy /livers Flood Ha:otrl Management Plan 
DRAF'l"CJP Overview 

/l~vl.fcd J/J/11- Page 3 ofJ 
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LW5 Lower White River Flood Protection 

I Upper White 

• Right and/or left bank (RM 1.8-4.9) 
• Evaluation in progress (Pierce County, Sumner) 
• Multiple options: Acquire floodplain properties, corlStruct new 

levees, construct setback levees, and/or construct setback 
revennents (*Project to be completed inmrtlliple phases) 

• Estimated cost: TBD 

LROB#27-30, 
FS1#28-29 

UWl SR-41 0/White River ELJ Constnrction and Road Elevation PS#9 
• Right bank (RM 43.5·43.8) 
• Project design complete (WSDOT) 
• Preferred option: Elevate roadway and construct engineered log 

jams, crib bench strucwrc, or combination 
• Estimated cost: $10,000,000 

Greenwater 
None 

Carbon 
Cl Carbon Levee Bank Stabilization/Flow De 

Backwater Improvements 
• Left bank (RM 3.2-4.9) 
• Evaluation in progress (Pierce 
• Multiple options: Construct engin 

culvert for Coplar 
• Estimated cost: $2, 

C2 
• 
• 
• 

CJ 

C4 

• 
• 
• 

C6 Alward Road Floodplain Acquisition 
• Left bank (RM 6.0-6.4) 
• Initial evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Acquire flood prone properties 
• Estimated cost: $1,200,000 

I South Prairie 
SP2 South Prairie Floodplain Acquisition 

• Right bank (RM 1.6-3.5) 
• Jnitia.l evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Acquire floodplain properties (four parcels 

identified) 
• l!stimated cost: $570,000 

LROB#34, 
TBF#l6 

LROB#39, 
PS#IO, Site 26 

CM#I4 

LROB#32 

LROB#36 

PS#II 

Plurce Cotmty Rivers Flood 1/ouml MouogcmC/11 Pion 
DRAFTCfPOvorvlcw 

Rev/.~cd 5/J/11 - Page 4 of S 
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SP4 South Prairie Fire Station Flood Protection 
• Left bank (RM 6.0) 
• Initial evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Extend existing flood berm and install 

backflow prevention valve 
• Estimated cost: $27,000 

FS!#42.2 

I Middle Nisqually 
MN I McKenna Area Floodplain Acquisition PS#l2, FSI1143 

MN2 

UN2 

UN3 

Mashel 
Ml 

• Right bank (RM 21.6-22.0) 
• Initial evaluation complete 
• Preferred option: Elevate existing residential structures and 

selectively acquire flood prone properties 
• Estimated cost: $10,900,000 

SR-507 Bridge and Approach Protection/Dank Stabilization 
• Right bank (RM 21.9) 
• Evaluation completed by WSDOT 
• Preferred option: No action; monitor bridge an 

or erosion; repair/maintain as needed 
• Estimated capital cost: $0; repair costs as 

• 
• Design in progress 
• Preferred option: Construct engine 

existing levee 
• Estimated cost: $2,~11M!'Gil' 

• 
• 
• 

SR-161 Mashel Ri r Bridge Scour and Slope Repair 
• Left bank (RM 5.2-5.3) and right bank (RM 5.5) 
• Project Oesigt1 Complete (WSDOT) 
• Preferred option: Construct bank roughening log structures 

(BRLS), with grading on top and riparian plantings 
• Estimated cost: $2,000,000-$2,500,000 

FS£#44 

CM/121 

CM# l9, 
FSI#46 

CM#21 

CMf/.22 

Piurcc. Couuty Rtver.t I'/ nor:/ Hazard Mtmagcmem Plan 
DRAFT CJP Overview 

Revised SIJ/11 - Poga S of S 
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Kitsap County w+• 
s 

King County 

Thurston County 

Lewis county 

://wv.w.oo.pierce.wa .. us/xmVserviceslhome/environlwaterlwqwslfloodhazmgmtplan/MapsiPianAreaOverview2009 .. jpg 

r~c: lUll 

Geographic Scope 

Plerce County Rivers Flood 
Hazard Management Plan 

LEGEND: 

--O..k5/RNws 
--RIIWNeoSludY 

o l'uget-
--Mil joe" Roads 

CJ Ccutles 

fedora! rd stole LendsinPI~<a~ Ccully 

D e~~es In""- Can~ 
PIIJek.l> Trlbol 187 3 SUvey 

' c:::JW!IA~ 

Miles 
0 2.5 5 10 

~ 
\~ 

Pierce CO\Py 
Public Wotl<:s& Utitities 

SUrface water Management 

1111612011 
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I 

PIERCE COUNTY 
FLOOD CONTROL 
ZONE DISTRICT 

Harold Smelt, PE, Plo..:. County SWM Monoaer 

N\J\ot'l'nbt'f 1,.,10 11 (tl(of t.1~ u ,.,lJm 

Flood Plan - Purpose 
~ Pkn:'aCounlr 

~=== 

Update of the 1991 "Flood Control" Plan 

"Identify and recommend regional policies, 
programs, and projects that reduce risks to public 
health and safety, reduce public and private 
property damage from major-river flooding ond 
channel migration, reduce maintenance costs, and 
improve aquatic habitat conditions, while 
protecting and maintaining the regional 
economy ... " 

Economic Impacts and Flood Losses 

Piet te County faces thteat o f significan t Impacts, with potential 
nood related losses In elltess of $725 million 

Health and Safety (In Floodplain) 
- Population 
- Jobs (In floodp~ln and with ripple effect) 
- Homes 
- Pooplt sorvtd by 3 wu1twa1tr lttltmtnt planu 
- Row uwaao dlochi1Jtd to floodwotor end rhlors 

21,193 
11,868/17,596 

~.:140 

216,000 

- 1wnkto4month> ~i~~~~~;trntmont 

11 /16/2011 

1 
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FCZD - What has been done so far? 

• Ordinance 2011·8 

-Repealed 2010·16s 

- Dissolved the FCZD created In 2010 

-Requested the completion of a SEPA review for "a 
flood control zone district encompassing the 
entirety of Pierce County" 

FCZD - What Is happening now? 

• Public Outreach and Involvement 

-Cities and towns 

-Municipal jurisdictions and affected agencies 

• SEPA Review 

• Drafting ordinance for formation of new 
district 

• Scoping potential projects and revenue needs 

What we've heard ... 

• Don't create a lot of new "overhead" 

• Improve the public process 

• Define the role of the cities 

• Give us a better idea of the "whole 
package" 

• Look into revenue subzones 

.... ~l;t'oodCotltrall~O,fll(f 1.0 

11/16/2011 

4 
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"Overhead" 
~ Jiio:n."l!C""'!r 
~ .. --... ----

• The County Council and Execut ive are 
committed t o an efficient, project 
oriented organization. Existing 
organizations and resources will be 
used wherever possible. The FCZD will 
not duplicate existing government 
services. 

Process 

• The County Council and Execut ive are committed 
to a restart o f FCZD establishment that w ill 
engage cit izens and jurisdictions. The County 
Council w ill have to make f inal decisions, but they 
w ill do so with substantial input. 

-

~rctC6Wit'1 flood~Vollo.,~ c.,,,,,. 1! 

Role of Cities 

• State law allows the County Council, act ing as the 
FCZD Board, to appoint up to fifteen 
representat ives of affected ju risdictions and 
stakeholders to provide advice and technical 
assistance to board decisions . 

-------

.. IP!ttu<a~~t~tvF~Cont•O'lol\l'O".-"(' I' 

11/16/2011 
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Scope of the Proposal A '"'"' .. c'""'l' ~--·-­---
• Assessment not to exceed 10 cents per thousand 

dollar of assessed value 

• Approximately $8.SM annually based on a 
Countywide assessment 
- $500K - Corps General Investigation local match 

-$3M - Maintenance and Operation of levee system 

- $5M - Capital Improvement Program 

Subzones 
A. l'k"i\'\1 (A'!!,Illty 

~·---­---
• Subzones along watersheds are allowed by state 

law 

' f1tf(JtCol.nl•t' lloo4 Con11otlo"r n '''"t 1 l 

Possible Opportunity Fund Projects 

• Stormwater design, storm pipes, installation, 
property acquisition 

• Lake, pond, and creek storm water controls 

• Ravine stabilization erosion control 

• Water quality 

• Sediment management 

• Shoreline Master Program technical studies 

. -------

w (..,-r•Coonf'(fl06d(Cifi!ICIZM•C•,IJkt 111 

11/16/2011 

6 
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Pierce County Flood District Formation 
Timeline 

2011 - 101 ~ J.ormo11on S.t•p~ 

$urnrncr 2Qll Outru ch to Citltl .. rld Towns 

S£PAProcan 

Fall lOl l Draft New Formal/on Ordlntnr.l with Fin dines from OutfiiCh 

Wlntcu 1Ql l Ponlblo CountyCouncll Action oo New ~or mitiOr\ Ordln.tn(tl 

Wlnt(lr 1012 Bound~ryRtvtew lloard Process 

Olt trlct Formi1IOrl .lfld Appo)ntmtnt of Advl~orv Commln roe 

Spring lOU Ponlblt Approv~l of Comprehcn\NC flood Control Plan 

~tvonut •nd Project Option.. 

Summlf 2012 Notlnutlonto CoumvAuonor<'r ronlblt flcvcnuo Optlon1 

F .. II Z012 6o~rd of $trptNISOIJAt;tlon on A•v•nu• and Budget 

20ll ReYt nuc Colltctlon it Ad ProJect lmplcrncnt ;atJon I:Jq!Jls 

Websites: lo\IWW,plercecountywa.or&lfloodplan 

and loiiWW.plercecountvwa.ors/fczd 

QUESTIONS? 
Brion Zlttltr, PE 
(253)758· 7250 or brian.ziealor4j)co.pleru.wa.us 

11/16/2011 

7 
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On Tuesday, February 14, 2012, residents of the Peninsula School District will be asked to vote on 
a replacement levy. Please take a moment to review this information to learn more about our 
levy. 

• This replacement levy renews an expiring three-year levy approved by voters in February 2009. 

• A task force of the school board, district staff and community members developed this levy. 

• This levy incorporates the State's allowed authority for a levy cap at 28.9% for PSD. 

• The task force prioritized additions for technology, capital projects, teachers and support staff. 

Sources of Funds 
Federal Other 

Over 20% of the District's General Fund 

2011-12 budget comes from the Levy! 

Voters are asked to approve the following levy 
collections in each of the next four years. 

Year 

2013 

2014 

2015 

2016 

Amount 

$19,959,160 

$21,140,463 

$22,569,083 

$23,321,982 

~ Projected Rates per $1,000 Assessed Value: 

ftE~;:::- s2.21, 201s- $2.38, 201s - $2.34 

SCHOOL DISTRICT 

The Replacement Levy pays for 

• Nearly 20% of salaries and benefits of 
all certificated staff, including 
teachers, counselors, specialists, etc. 

• 40% of sa lanes and benefits of all 
classified staff including para educators, 
clerical, and custodial support . 

• The increase from half-day to four-day 
kindergarten. 

• 85% of all technology staff and 
equ1pment. 

• 100% of all capital maintenance 
projects district-wide. 

• Over 80% of co-curricular and athletic 
costs (everything except pay-to-play 
fees). 

• 100% of Health Technicians at every 
school. 

• And supplements funding for: 

.school security and emergency 
preparedness 

• • 

·Textbooks and Instructional materials 

·Building allocations for supplies and 
materials 

·Professional development for all staff 

.Equipment replacement, including buses 

AND MORE 

For additional information call (253) 530-1001 

or e-mail to levy@psd401.net 
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Current Levy 
Levy CP Levy 1 Bond Total 

~ado $5.51 __JQ.l4 $1.99 $7.64 
Orting $3.59 $3.08 $6.67 

University Place $3.85 $0.12 $2.63 $6.60 -- f-
Tacoma $4.08 $0.79 $1.51 $6.38 1--

" Whltef\lver $3.40 $2.51 $5.92 --
Bethel $3.46 $2.04 $5.49 

Franklin Pierce $~ .99 $0.39 $1.03 $5.40 

Dieringer $3.29 $1.97 $5.26 
r[' ';:1:.1 '!,if -Puyallup $3.47 $1.74 $5.21 

~ 

Sumner $3.21 $1.86 $5.07 

•o.r· ~ 

Clover Pari\ $3.82 $0.97 $4.79 
f-- f--

Steilacoom $2.46 $2.23 $4.69 

Eatonville .11t'1P i. ~ . $3.02 $1.63 $4.65 

Bremerton $3.07 $1.07 $4.14 

~ $2.37 J $0.30 r~ $3.72 

North Kltsap $2.11 $1.29 $3.40 

Central Kltsap 1'(1 j1 $2.62 $0.49 $3.11 

Bainbridge Island $1.59 $0.16 $1.11 $2.86 

SOU\11 Kitsap •. ' .f, ~· .~" >- $2.65 $;!.65 

Peninsula $1.67 $0.39 $2.06 

www.psd401.net Slide 1 

Current 2012 Levy 
$4,000 

$3,500 

$3,000 

$2,500 

$2,000 

$1,500 

$1,000 

$500 

$0 

www.psd401.net 

2010 Rates per 
Student 

• Levy per Student • LEA per Student 

Sllde2 

Source: Seattle 
Northwest 

Securities (ml, 
Total Tax Rates) 

(rounded) 

~ 

frENINSULA 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 
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S6.00 

ss.oo 

54.00 

$3.00 

52.00 

Sl.OO 

so.oo 

www.psd401.net 

Annual Average 
Taxes Paid 

$1,200 

$1,100 

$1,000 

$900 

$800 

$700 

$600 

$500 ,.__ ~ 

www.psd401.net 

Proposed 2012 Levy 

History of Levy and Bond Tax Rates 

I 
Sllde3 

-

Proposed 2012 Levy 
Average Assessed Values 

2005 $289,500 

2009 $448,600 

2011 $355,900 

<->« ~o« 
,.,\:):.... r{;>"Y 

1:. 

?tEN INSULA 
- Property Taxes - Inflation Adjusted 

Slide 4 
SCHOOL DISTRICT 
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Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

Dept. Origin: City Council Subject: Resolution expressing support for 
Peninsula School District Replacement 
Levy on the February 14. 2012 special 
election ballot. 

Prepared by: Molly Towslee, City Clerk 

For Agenda of: January 9, 2012 

Proposed Council Action: 

Adopt the attached Resolution. 

Expend iture 
Required $0 

INFORMATION I BACKGROUND 

Exhibits: Resolution 

Concurred by Mayor: 
Approved by City Administrator: 

Approved as to form by City Atty: 

Approved by Finance Director: 
Approved by Department Head: 

Amount 
Budgeted $0 

Appropnat1on 
Required 

Initial & Date 

Cu-t 1/1/ t -z­
/211?-- ,t/r1 

I 
by e-mail 

9f? u:{ "- 7. 

$0 

The school district has asked the city for its support of the Peninsula School District 
Replacement Levy. The proposed levy will be presented to the voters of Pierce County at the 
special election on February 14, 2012. 

Per RCW 42.17 A.555, the City Council is to take public testimony, allowing an approximately 
equal opportunity for the expression of viewpoints supporting and opposing this measure 
before formally expressing a collective position on the levy. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 

N/A 

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

N/A 

RECOMMENDATION I MOTION 

Move to: Adopt the attached Resolution. 

{ASB949654.DOC;1100008.900000/ } 1 
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and 

RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR, 
WASHINGTON, EXPRESSING SUPPORT FOR PROPOSITION 
NO. 1, THE PENINSULA SCHOOL DISTRICT REPLACEMENT 
LEVY, ON THE FEBRUARY 14, 2012 SPECIAL ELECTION 
BALLOT. 

WHEREAS, a strong school system contributes to a community's vitality; 

WHEREAS, great schools play an integral role in developing great 
communities and produces solid citizens; and 

WHEREAS, local businesses, citizens and property owners know the 
benefits of a quality school district that is supported by its community through 
continued~vypassage;and 

WHEREAS, on Tuesday, February 14, 2012, residents of the Peninsula 
School District will be asked to vote on a replacement levy; and 

WHEREAS, this replacement levy renews an expiring three-year levy 
approved by voters in February 2009; and 

WHEREAS, a task force of the school board, district staff and community 
members developed this levy; and 

WHEREAS, this levy incorporates the State's allowed authority for a levy 
cap at 28.9% for Peninsula School District; and 

WHEREAS, over 20% of the District's General Fund 2011-12 budget 
comes from the levy; and 

WHEREAS, at its meeting of January 9, 2012, the Gig Harbor City Council 
took public testimony on the subject replacement levy, allowing an equal 
opportunity for the expression of viewpoints supporting and opposing this 
measure; and 

WHEREAS, pursuant to RCW 42.17 A.555, and after consideration of all 
public testimony, the City Council desires to formally express a collective position 
supporting the subject replacement levy; now, therefore, 

BE IT RESOLVED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG 
HARBOR, WASHINGTON, AS FOLLOWS: 

{ASB949652.DOC;1/00008.900000/ }Page 1 of 2 
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The Gig Harbor City Council strongly supports the passage of Proposition 
No. 1, the Peninsula School District Replacement Levy, on the February 14, 
2012 Special Election Ballot. 

ADOPTED BY THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR 
this 9th day of January , 2012. 

APPROVED: 

Charles Hunter, Mayor 

Steven Ekberg, Councilmember 

Jill Guernsey, Councilmember 

Michael Perrow, Councilmember 

ATTEST/AUTHENTICATED: 

MOLLY M. TOWSLEE, CITY CLERK 

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

Ken Malich, Councilmember 

Derek Young, Councilmember 

Paul Kadzik, Councilmember 

Tim Payne, Councilmember 

{ASB949652.DOC;1/00008.900000/ }Page 2 of 2 
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Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

l Il l M~lll l l ~ll C 11 1 

Subject: Resolution - Evergreen Business 
Center Amendment to the Wastewater 
Comprehensive Plan 

Proposed Council Action: Adopt the 
referenced resolution amending the 
wastewater comprehensive plan by revising 
sewer collection basin boundaries. 

Expenditure 
Required 

$0 

INFORMATION/BACKGROUND 

Amount 
Budgeted 

Dept. Origin: Public Works Dept., 
Engineering Division 

Prepared by: 

For Agenda of: 

Jeff Langhelm, Senior Engr. #.. 
January 9, 2012 

Exhibits: Resolution and Report 

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

$0 
Appropriation 
Required 

$0 

The Evergreen Business Center (ESC) Project (PL-PPLAT-09-0001) is a 40-acre commercial plat 
located off Bujacich Drive. The ESC Project, owned by Bay Estates Associates (Owner}, was issued 
a Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance on March 30, 2011 through the SEPA process and 
received land use approval on May 3, 2011 . The Owner has proposed the ESC Project connect to 
the City's sewer collection through Basin #3 even though the EBC Project is located in Basin #17. 
Subsequently, one of the SEPA mitigation conditions requires the Owner, prior to approval of civil 
plans for the ESC Project, to either (1) successfully complete a technical amendment to the City's 
Wastewater Comprehensive Plan (WWCP) to amend the boundary between Basin #3 and Basin 
#17; or (2) revise the proposed sewer connection to the City's sewer system to comply with the 
existing sewer basin boundary. 

The City of Gig Harbor adopted the most recent WWCP on December 14, 2009 through Ordinance 
No. 1181 . Section 1.4.2 of the WWCP requires technical amendments to be adopted by resolution 
by the City Council. 

Staff has reviewed a request and related technical information in a report from the Owner for a 
technical amendment to the WWCP that would amend the boundary between Basin #3 and Basin 
#17. This report was prepared by Apex Engineering PLLC and dated November 23, 2011. 

Based on the information provided by the Owner, Staff believes the proposed amendment to the 
wastewater comprehensive plan is justified. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 
By adopting the resolution the Evergreen Business Center Project will no longer be required to 
participate in the construction, financing, and/or future latecomers for the future lift station located in 
sewer collection basin 17. As a result any proportionate cost for this lift station will be distributed 

Page 1 of 2 
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among fewer participants. 

As delineated in the original 2009 WWCP, Basin #17 has a proposed sewer capacity of 
·approximately 400 ERUs (at 150 gal/day/ERU). The EBC Project was approved in October 2010 to 
use a projected 84 ERUs. The removal of these 84 ERUs from Basin #17 will have a reduction in 
the total cost of construction for the future Lift Station #17 of less than 5%. This minimal reduction in 
total construction is due to the need to install infrastructure that will not be reduced or eliminated due 
to the proposed reduction of ERUs by the removal of the EBC Project. As a result, the primary 
reduction in infrastructure will be a reduction of pump sizes. 

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
This proposed wastewater comprehensive plan amendment was presented at the October 2011 
Operations and Public Projects Committee meeting where the Committee accepted the proposed 
amendment to be placed on an upcoming City Council Meeting agenda. 

RECOMMENDATION/MOTION 
Adopt the referenced resolution amending the wastewater comprehensive plan by revising sewer 
collection basin boundaries. 

Page 2 of 2 
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RESOLUTION NO. 

A RESOLUTION OF THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF GIG 
HARBOR, WASHINGTON, AMENDING THE WASTEWATER 
COMPREHESIVE PLAN BY REVISING THE SEWER 
COLLECTION BASIN BOUNDARY BETWEEN SEWER 
COLLECTION BASINS #3 AND #17. 

WHEREAS, the Evergreen Business Center (EBC) Project (PL-PPLAT-09-0001) 
is a 40-acre commercial plat located off Bujacich Drive that is owned by Bay Estates 
Associates (Owner) and was issued a Mitigated Determination of Nonsignificance on 
March 30, 2011 through the SEPA process and received land use approval on May 3, 
2011;and 

WHEREAS, the Owner has proposed the EBC Project connect to the City's 
sewer collection through Basin #3 even though the EBC Project is located in Basin #17; 
and 

WHEREAS, a SEPA mitigation condition requires the Owner, prior to approval of 
civil plans for the EBC Project, to either (1) successfully complete a technical 
amendment to the City's Wastewater Comprehensive Plan (WWCP) to amend the 
boundary between Basin #3 and Basin #17; or (2) revise the proposed sewer 
connection to the City's sewer system to comply with the existing sewer basin 
boundary; and 

WHEREAS, the City of Gig Harbor adopted the most recent Wastewater 
Comprehensive Plan (WWCP) on December 14, 2009 through Ordinance No. 1181; 
and 

WHEREAS, Section 1.4.2 of the WWCP requires technical amendments to be 
adopted by resolution by the City Council; and 

WHEREAS, the City Engineer has reviewed a request and related technical 
information in a report from the Owner for a technical amendment to the WWCP that 
would amend the boundary between Basin #3 and Basin #17, which was prepared by 
Apex Engineering PLLC and dated November 23, 2011; and 

Page 1 of2 



New Business - 2 
Page 4 of 20

WHEREAS, the City Engineer believes the information provided by the Owner 
sufficiently justifies an amendment to the WWCP. 

NOW, THEREFORE, BE IT RESOLVED by the City Council of the City of Gig 
Harbor, Washington: 

Section 1. Tables 2-1 and 2-4 of the WWCP shall be amended to reflect the 
revisions to the respective tables as provided in the November 23, 2011 EBC Project 
sewer hydraulic report; and 

Section 2. Appendix B of the WWCP shall be amended to reflect the revisions 
to the Wastewater Basin Map as provided in the November 23, 2011 EBC Project 
sewer hydraulic report; and 

Section 3. The Capital Improvement Program Project Details and Engineers 
Opinion of Probable Cost, and Forcemain System Curve for Lift Station 17A located in 
Appendix C of the WWCP shall be amended to reflect the revisions to the respective 
items as provided in the November 23, 2011 EBC Project sewer hydraulic report. 

PASSED this 9th day of January, 2012. 

Charles L. Hunter, Mayor 

ATTEST: 

Molly M. Towslee, City Clerk 

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

Page 2 of2 
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WASTEWATER 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 

AMENDMENT 
FOR 

EVERGREEN 
BUSINESS CENTER 

NOVEMBER 23, 2011 
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WASTEWATER COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENT 

FOR 

EVERGREEN BUSINESS CENTER 

Located in the NE Quarter 
of Section 1, Township 21 North, Range 1 East, W.M. 

Situated in Pierce Count , Washington 

Prepared for: 
Bay Estates Associates 
Attn: Mr. Douglas Howe 
2025 First Avenue Suite 790 
Seattle, Washington 98121 

Prepared by: 
Apex Engineering PLLC 
2601 S. 35th Street, Suite 200 
Tacoma, Washington 98409 
·(253) 473-4494 
File #31228/2 
November 23, 2011 

,. I 
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SECTION 1: INTRODUCTION AND SUMMARY 

This document summarizes the proposed sanitary sewer design to serve the Evergreen 
Business Center project and provides supporting documentation for a Wastewater 
Comprehensive Plan Amendment to the 2009 Plan. 

Based upon the information provided, this amendment to the 2009 Wastewater 
Comprehensive Plan to revise the basin line between Wastewater (WW) Basin 3 and 17 
according to the attached map in Appendix A should be sufficiently justified and 
supported. The overall associated demand projections will still be accounted for 
according to the existing Wastewater Comprehensive Plan, the amendment is only a 
reconfiguration of the demand. This reconfigured demand will not adversely impact 
basin 3, Lift Station 3A, or the City's wastewater treatment plant, as this project was 
designed to flow into Basin 3 and these facilities directly after Basin 17. Finally, since 
Lift Station 17 A has not been designed this revision can be included when it gets 
designed in the future. 

SECTION II: PROPOSED DEVELOPMENT 

The project is located in the northern portion of Gig Harbor within Section 1, Township 
21 North, Range 1 East of the Willamette Meridian. Evergreen Business Center is a 
light industrial development comprised of 24 lots with accompanying internal plat road 
and servicing utilities. The overall plat is 37. 76+/- acres. 

The infrastructure for this project is currently proposed to be completed in one phase. 
Individual lot development will occur is subsequent phases. Based upon preliminary 
building layout the total building square footage is 251,974 SF. 

SECTION Ill: EXISTING CONDITIONS 

The existing site is undeveloped with scattered mature evergreen trees, grasses and 
heavy brush; slopes vary throughout the site ranging from approximately 5-12%. There 
are six wetlands and associated buffers located onsite. 

The existing zoning is Employment District and the existing land use is Employment 
Center with 24 lots for the 37. 76+/- acre site. 

There is an existing 8" PVC sewer main along Bujacich Road, an existing sanitary 
sewer manhole located at the northeast corner of the project site with an invert 
approximately 6.2 feet deep, followed by another manhole approximately 275 feet to the 
east with an invert approximately 8.5 feet deep. The existing sanitary sewer line does 
not currently extend along the frontage of the project site. 
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According to Section 5B.01 0 of the Public Works Standards, the City of Gig Harbor 
prefers to have all sites served by gravity sanitary sewer where feasible. However, the 
current City of Gig Harbor 2009 Wastewater Comprehensive Plan includes the subject 
project within the Wastewater (WW) Basin 17, which is designed to be collected in a 
future lift station, 17 A, and discharge north to Basin 3 at some point in the future. 

According to 2.4.2 Demographic Forecast Allocation Model for Wastewater (DFAM­
WW) Overview Existing Wastewater Basin Descriptions, Basin 3 is the largest basin, 
where "All wastewater flows generated in the City's service area flow through Lift 
Station 3A, which discharges directly to the City's wastewater treatment plant." 

SECTION IV: PROPOSED DESIGN 

As noted above, the proposed project use is a combination of commercial office, light 
manufacturing, service, and small warehouse. 

To provide sanitary sewer service to this project, the proposed gravity sanitary sewer 
main will extend the existing sewer main westward along Bujacich Road from the 
intersection of 96th Street Northwest and Bujacich Road, to the west entrance of the 
Evergreen Business Center Project. The City of Gig Harbor limits end at the west 
property line this project, therefore future extension of this main is not needed nor is it 
necessary to extend this main along the entire frontage of this project. From both the 
east and the west entrances of the project along Bujacich Road, the sanitary sewer will 
extend south to internally serve the individual lots of this project. 

The demand associated with this project has been accepted by the City Engineer and 
an approved concurrency letter was received from the City of Gig Harbor, dated 
October 21, 2010, accepting the estimated 84 equivalent residential units (ERUs). 
Utilizing the DFAM-WW for Basin 3 and Basin 17, as described in the 2009 
Comprehensive Plan, these aforementioned 84 ERU's would be proposed to be 
transferred from Basin 17 to Basin 3. Refer to the revised Tables 2-1 and 2-4 found in 
Appendix B; this revision will still maintain the total overall projected growth, the 
proposed amendment is only redistributing this demand. 

Due to the revision in ERUs there will be a slight revision to the peak hour flow for the 
proposed Lift Station 17. Refer to Appendix C for these revisions. 

Due to timing, costs, and the fact there is another viable option via gravity flow, it is our 
proposal to modify the boundary line between Basin 3 and Basin 17 to now include the 
above mentioned parcels in Basin 3; refer to the revised Wastewater Basin Map 
attached. With all discharge being conveyed through Lift Station 3A, the reconfiguration 
of the demand from Basin 17 directly to Basin 3 should not adversely affect this lift 
station or the wastewater treatment plant. Since Lift Station 17 A is still a future lift 
station, and according to the current Comprehensive Plan does not have a scheduled 
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date, the design can reflect this change in the future and a cost savings will also be 
incurred for the City by the need for a smaller lift station. 
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APPENDIX A 

BASIN MAP 
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CITY OF GIG HARBOR 
WASTEWATER BASIN MAP 
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APPENDIXB 

GROWfH PROJECTIONS 
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Table 2-1. Dataset for Use in DFAM-WW 
Households 

Current Total Future Capacity (3) Employment 
Estimate (2) 2025 Buildout Current Total Future Capacity (3) 

Area Estimate 
Code (1) SF MF SF MF SF MF (2) 2025 Buildout 
WWB-1 103 45 197 88 233 103 219 96 107 
WWB-2 433 206 641 278 718 315 210 323 364 
WWB-3 550 366 1,572 926 1,688 1,003 ~5,831~ ~' 14. 299 
WWB-4 366 420 438 527 461 553 3,067 3,52212,9133,935 
WWB-5 14 9 17 11 17 11 57 46 57 
WWB-6 98 31 133 32 147 36 -- 16 20 
WWB-7 189 121 270 189 304 211 703 819 877 
WWB-8 209 313 181 370 189 383 3,749 3,954 4,958 
WWB-9 184 83 223 103 245 113 -- 30 38 
WWB-10 154 145 175 156 183 163 207 309 339 
WWB-11 143 12 227 17 258 19 138 312 358 
WWB-12 67 2 771 28 824 30 2,427 7,256 7,724 
WWB-13 124 34 217 56 252 66 2,509 3,920 4,520 
WWB-14 52 33 114 55 126 63 976 1,664 1,985 
WWB-15 43 92 73 168 91 205 -- 48 60 
WWB-16 -- 94 -- 65 -- 65 -- -- --
WWB-17 -- -- -- -- -- -- 4-H:, 327 ~ 4,179 4,93Q; 4,84 6 
WWB-18 137 13 309 22 356 26 -- 52 64 
WWB-19 45 9 88 15 101 18 -- 13 16 
WWB-20 59 1 97 2 107 2 -- 9 11 
WWB-21 115 42 260 75 298 89 308 731 836 
WWB-

Canterwood 548 -- 784 -- 941 -- -- 138 173 
WWB-Rush -- -- 71 -- 71 -- -- -- --

SF= Smgle Family; MF =Multifamily 
Minor PSA ID: i=inside city limits; o=outside city limits 
I. PSA refers to the geographic areas that the Gig Harbor UGA was divided into for the purposes of this analysis. The "o" in 

the minor ID refers to outside the city limits, while "i" refers to inside city limits. 
2. Current refers to the current estimated number of households or employees, irrespective of the ELI classification parcels are 

assigned to. 
3. Total Fut!Ire Capacity refers to the total estimated number of households or employees that is potentially available by 2025 

or buildout. This is the sum of developed and fut11re additional capacity. 

Wastewater Comprehensive Plan Update 
City of Gig Harbor 

Demographic & Growth Projections 
2-15 
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Table 2-4 - ------ - Is bv Basin for the Gia Harbor UGA 5 dE tB d c tand D dP - - -- - - - -- - -- - - - --- - --- - --- - -- - -- - - - - - --- ---- -- - - - - - - - - -- - --- - - -- -- - --- --- - - - ---- - - - ---- -- -- - --

Current Em r~loyment (2) Developed Parcel Employment (3) 
Total 

Area Active Sewer No Sewer Current Percent Active Sewer No Sewer Total Developed Percent 
Code (1) Connection Connection Employment Sewered Connection Connection Employment Sewered 
WWB-1 219 -- 219 100.0% 51 -- 51 100.0% 

WWB-2 71 139 210 33.7% 45 118 163 27.7% 

WWB-3 4,828 9-lQ. 1,003 ~ 5,831 84.0%82.8%3,831 454 4,285 89.4% 

WWB-4 2,716 351 3,067 88.5% 2,163 133 2,296 94.2% 

WWB-5 56 1 57 98.9% 3 1 4 83.7% 

WWB-6 -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-7 587 117 703 83.4% 552 85 637 86.7% 

WWB-8 2,781 968 3,749 74.2% 1,735 224 1,959 88.6% 

WWB-9 -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-10 79 127 207 38.4% 79 108 187 42.4% 

WWB-11 16 122 138 11.7% -- 122 122 0.0% 

WWB-12 1,379 1,048 2,427 56.8% 620 1,035 1,655 37.5% 

WWB-13 1,527 982 2,509 60.9% 1,493 587 2,080 71.8% 

WWB-14 271 705 976 27.7% 217 497 714 30.4% 

WWB-15 -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-16 -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-17 -- 4-H:. 327 4Ht 327 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-18 -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-19 -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-20 -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-21 -- 308 308 0.0% -- 308 308 0.0% 

WWB-Canterwood -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 

WWB-Rush -- -- -- 0.0% -- -- -- 0.0% 
Minor PSA ill: i=inside city limits; o=outside city limits 
I. PSA refers to the geographic areas that the Gig Harbor UGA was divided into for the purposes of this analysis. The "o" in the minor ill refers to outside the city limits, 

while "i" refers to inside city limits. 
2. Current refers to the current estimated number of employees, irrespective of the BLI classification parcels are assigned to. 
3. Developed employees are those employees that are currently in place, classified as developed, and are anticipated to remain unchanged. 

Wastewater Comprehensive Plan Update 
City of Gig Harbor 

Demographic & Growth Projections 
2-17 
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October 21, 2010 

Geoffrey Sherwin, P.E. 
Apex Engineering 
2601 S. 35th Street, Suite 200 
Tacoma, WA 98409 

.THE MARITIME CITY' 

PUBLIC WORKS DEPARTMENY 

Re: Evergreen Business Center (PL-SPR-10-0002) 
--Alternative Sewer Usage Calculation Approval 

Dear Mr. Sherwin: 

The City of Gig Harbor has reviewed the revised ERU value and requested table information utilized to 
determine the approximate sewer use for the Evergreen Business Center as provided in your letter 
dated September 27, 2010. 

In accordance with the Gig Harbor Municipal Code (GHMC), Section 13.32.060, the City may use actual 
or projected flow calculations approved by the City Engineer. If projected flow calculations are used, the 
general facilities charge shall be adjusted after the first year of operation of the establishment to reflect 
actual flow usage in the event the flows were underestimated. 

Based on the information contained in the September 27, 2010 letter and the City's evaluation of the 
projected water consumption, the City finds the following: 

Findings: 

Based on the documentation that you have provided and my analysis, it is estimated that eighty-four 
(84) sewer Equivalent Residential Units (ERU's) will be needed for the project at this time. In accordance 
with GHMC 13.32, the City will re-evaluate the actual water flow after one year of continuous operation 
to determine if the actual usage is consistent with the flows you projected in your documentation. If the 
actual calculated usage is found to be greater than eighty-four (84) ERU's, the owner shall pay the 
general facilities charge related the actual calculated usage. 

Thank you for your work in the City of Gig Harbor. 

Stephen Misiurak, P.E. 
City Engineer 

End. September 27, 2010 Letter 

c: Amy Landgren, Engineering Technician 
Cliff Johnson, Associate Planner 

3510 GRANDVJEW STREET • GIG HARBOR, WASHINGTON 98335 • (253) 851-6170 • \VW\V.CITYOFGIGHARBOR.NET 
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APPEND/XC 

CAPITAL IMPROVEMENT PROGRAM 
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City of Gig Harbor 
Wastewater Comprehensive Plan Update 

Capital Improvement Program 
Project Details 

Project ID: I WWLSFM-17A I Project Title: Future LS 17A & Forcemain Staff Preferred Priorities 
(by project grouping): 

Identified Need or Deficiency Project will Address: !Future Growth 

L-----------------------------~ 

Project Description: A new lift station will be 
constructed 

Project Justification: The lift station will be constructed to 
provide service for future growth 

167 gpm 

Lift Station Pump Design Flow: I 178 §J:lFR Lift Station Pump Design Head: 65 feet I Forcemain Diameter:! 4 

Estimated Total Project Cost (2008 dollars): I $1,581,000.00 I Annual Inflation Factor: 

Year Scheduled for Implementation: I Unscheduled 

Cost Estimate Basis: least estimate prepared 

Cost Allocation: 

Existing Customers: C:=J Future Customers: 

Estimated Total Project Cost at 
Year of Implementation: 

Developer: 1100% I 

$0.00 
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Mobilization/Demobilization LS $ 72,300 $72,300 

Site/Civil 
Clearing and Grubbing LS 1 $ 10,000 $10,000 
Site Grading LS 1 $ 5,000 $5,000 
Sawcut ex. ACP LS 1 $ 3,000 $3,000 
Removal of Existing Pump Station LS 1 $ 30,000 $30,000 
Site Haul LS 1 $ 10,000 $10,000 
Construction Surveying LS 1 $ 5,000 $5,000 
Traffic Control LS 1 $ 5,000 $5,000 
Dewatering LS 1 $ 10,000 $10,000 

Estimated Cost $78,000 

Electrical/Instrumentation 
Electrical LS $ 103,000 $103,000 
Instrumentation LS $ 51,500 $51,500 

Estimated Cost $154,500 

Structural 
Wetwell (20-foot deep precast) LS $ 60,000 $60,000 
PreCast Lid/Riser LS $ 10,000 $10,000 
Footing LS 1 $ 30,000 $30,000 
Waterproofing LS 1 $ 15,000 $15,000 
Paint and Protective Coatings LS 1 $ 20,000 $20,000 
Ladder-up Safety Extension LS 1 $ 5,000 $5,000 

Estimated Cost $140,000 

Mechanical 
Submersible Pumps and Appurtenances EA 2 $ 20,000 $40,000 

Pump Design Flow GPM ~ 167 
Pump Design Head FT 65 

Dry Primed Pump EA 1 $ 15,000 $15,000 
Ductile Iron Pipe LS 1 $ 5,000 $5,000 
HVAC LS 1 $ 20,000 $20,000 
Odor Control LS 1 $ 30,000 $30,000 

Estimated Cost $110,000 

Estimated Construction Subtotal $554,800 
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City of Gig Harbor Lift Station Planning (L.S. No.17 A) 
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Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

Subject; Street Name - North Spring Way 

Proposed Council Action: Approve the 
naming of the street within the Harbor Hill 
residential plat as "North Spring Way". 

t:xpend1ture 
Required 0 

Amount 
Budgeted 0 

INFORMATION I BACKGROUND 

Dept. Origin: Building/Fire Safety 

Prepared by: D. Bower 

For Agenda of: January 9, 2012 

Exhibits: Map and request letter 

Initial & Date 

Concurred by Mayor: <:.I.JI.. 12/r:l/tt 
Approved by City Administrator: P A 
Approved as to form by City Atty: (Ali e .,"\.Ail ... ly;JjJ( 
Approved by Finance Director: ~ I~ {l.3 
Aooroved bv Deoartment Head: 1./0o/1( 

Appropnat1on 
Required 0 

The first residential phase of the Harbor Hill Plat is located off on the North side of Borgen 
Blvd. between The Ridge (Borgen Loop) and the back of the Woodridge Subdivision . The 
developer has requested to name the public street serving the development North Spring 
Way. As an alternative they have also suggested North Brook Way. The development is not 
within the "historic name area". 

GHMC 12.12.030 (I) states that "Ways are rights-of-way running at oblique angles to the four 
points of the compass". The use of North Spring Way is cons'istent with this requirement. 

GHMC 12.12.030 (K) states that "Al l proposed names for new or existing ways-of-travel and 
private roads must be reviewed and approved by the Gig Harbor city council". 

Staff has reviewed the applicable codes and finds the naming of the road is consistent with the 
street naming conventions included in GHMC Chapter 12.12. 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 

There is no fiscal impact to the City. 

1 



New Business - 3 
Page 2 of 5

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 

No boards or committees have been consulted. 

RECOMMENDATION I MOTION 

Move to: Approve the naming of the street within the Harbor Hill residential plat "North 
Spring Way". 
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--~'Y 
HARBoR HILL 

December 5, 2011 

City of Gig Harbor 
Attn: Dick Bower 
3510 Grandview Street 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 

Re: Harbor Hill Residential Phase I 

Dear Dick: 

19245 Tenth Ave NE 4l?J Peii't Fs5ehelt Dri oe. 14\ll.' ctl If 3Q2 
Poulsbo, W A 983 70 GJti llelll3er WtJSIHA~ier~ QI)<Jdt> 

P 253 851-/009 
r ?so ns1 71 o~ 
www. lrarbor hrll corn 

111•ww.orr n com 

As part of our ongoing efforts to develop the first residential phase of the Harbor Hill project, 
Olympic Property Group would like to request approval of a street name for the road that is 
planned lor in Phase 1. Please see the attached exhibit which graphically identifies the proposed 
road. While only a smaU portion of the depicted road would be constructed in phase 1, the entire 
road is identified for clarity. 

We are requesting approval ofNorth Spring Way as the street name. We have checked the 
City's street name list, and did not fmd this street name on the list, and it did not appear to us that 
this name would be confused with any other existing street name in the City of Gig Harbor. As 
an alternate we would be happy with Nol'th Brook Way. 

As approval ofthis street name is necessary prior to final plat approval, and as the City Council 
does not typically hold the ir 4111 Monday meeting during December, we would are requesting that 
this be on the Council agenda for the December 121

h meeting ifal all possible. lfyou have any 
questions, or need any additional information, please contact me. 

Sincerely, 

d±d~~ 
General Manager- Harbor Hill 

Cc: Tom Dolan, City of Gjg Harbor 
Rob Karlinsey, City of Gig Harbor 

A sub~itl iary of Olympk Pwpet•l y G1oup, <I Pnpe RcsOIIl'4:C~ company. 

bxcelte~ i cc iu Nu1 rhwest Ma~ter Pl(ltHJC'cl Conmumities; 
l\•tl Ci. tltthl~; l'ut l I lldlow, 11r.r.tdti1Poll' "'toil k·, WL· ... t l lill ... , 1\rntlrl llll, 
t\tl •c llll'•lltd, Krtt ~"'''ll i I ltttl•ot I I til, (Ill' I 1.,, 1,,,, 

Olymptic nopcrty 
Group 
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M1 
Multi-Family 
Residential 

9A81criS 

LOT IS 
PCP-BP 
(111SOAP) 

M2 
Multi-Family 
Residential 

9.77 ICrt l 
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Bower, Dick 

From: 
Sent: 
To: 

Angela S. Belbeck [abelbeck@omwlaw.com] 
Tuesday, December 13, 2011 1:16 PM 
Bower, Dick 

Subject: RE: Street naming 

Hi Dick. Looks great. Let me know if you need anything else. 
--Angela 

From: Bower, Dick [l:rlailto:BowerD@cityQfgJgharbqr.n~ 
Sent: Tuesday, December 13, 2011 12:46 PM 
To: Angela S. Belbeck 
Subject: Street naming 

Angela-

The attached street naming request will be going to the Council at their Jan. gth meeting if you have no objections. 
Please let me know what you think. Thanks. 

Dick J. Bower, MS, CEM, ACO 
Building/Fire Safety/Emerg. Mgmt. Dir. 
City of Gig Harbor 
3510 Grandview St. 
Gig Harbor, WA 98335 
(253) 851.6170 
bowerd @cityofgigha rbor. n~~ 

"Dedicated to public service through teamwork and respect for our community." 

Fire Sprinklers Are Green! 
Sovt '/0111 bwldmg Savt our cnv•IOilrllL'nt. 
ll to't\11 \-.ll•t'rUt• l I MllbilH·pi"ul jllutefUt 
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New Business - 4 
Page 1 of 2

Business of the City Council 
City of Gig Harbor, WA 

•1' 11 1 M ARl l UI ( C ll Y ' 

Subject: Arts Commission recommendation 
for a small-scale model (maquette) of the 
proposed life-like bronze statue of a man 
holding a salmon as public art at the Maritime 
Pier location. 

Proposed Council Action: Approve and 
authorize the request for a small-scale model 
(maquette) of the proposed life-like bronze 
statue of a man holding a salmon as public 
art at the Maritime Pier location. 

Expenditure 
Required n/a 

INFORMATION I BACKGROUND 

Amount 
Budgeted n/a 

Dept. Origin: Administration 

Prepared by: Lita Dawn Stanton 
Special Projects 

For Agenda of: January 9, 2012 

Exhibits: Letter of Request from 
Arts Commission 

Concurred by Mayor: 
Approved by City Administrator: 

Approved as to form by City Atty: 
Approved by Finance Director: 

Appropriation 
Required n/a 

Initial & Date 
CL ~ •{;/Jv 
Ml<:-

b&j.L~ ~ f· o.f- 1( 

c:>g 

On September 12, 2011, AI and Virgina Abbott presented information on behalf of David Senner who has 
proposed creating a realistic bronze statue of a man holding a salmon. The work is based on a 1909 
photograph taken by Ashael Curtis. Mr. Abbott shared Mr. Senner's vision to honor the history of our 
local fishing heritage, both commercial and recreational, by raising funds to fabricate the work and then 
donate it to the City. The proposal is to locate the statue near the shoreline next to the Tides Tavern 
where the new Maritime Pier will be constructed. Council voiced appreciation and support of the project. 

On December 13, 2011, the Arts Commission discussed their responsibility to ensure that public work is 
executed in a manner that is consistent with what has been represented to the community. GHMC 
Chapter 2.49.020 authorizes the Arts Commission to: "provide recommendations to the mayor and city 
council in connection with cultural and artistic endeavors and projects in which the city becomes involved 
and to act as a representative of the community in such matter. " 

FISCAL CONSIDERATION 
n/a 

BOARD OR COMMITTEE RECOMMENDATION 
The Parks Commission is in favor of the proposal for public art at the Maritime Pier location. The 
Operations and Public Projects Committee also approved of the proposed public art at this location. 

RECOMMENDATION I MOTION 
Move to: Forward a request to David Senner and the Greater Gig Harbor Foundation for a small-scale 
model (maquette) of the proposed life-like bronze statue of a man holding a salmon as public art at the 
Maritime Pier location. 
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To: 
From: 
Re: 
Date: 

· rrr E MA Rrr rME c r rv · 

A DMlNISTRATJON 

Gig Harbor City Council 
Gig Harbor Arts Commission 
Potential donation of artwork for Marine Pier 
January 2, 2012 

At our June 2011 meeting, Arts Commissioners were shown an historic photograph (taken in 
1909 by Ashael Curtis) of a man holding a large salmon. We were advised that a local 
citizen planned to commission a sculptural reproduction of the photo, with the intent of 
gifting the sculpture to the City for placement at the Marine Pier location. 

The photo is very dramatic and it was easy to visualize the man and his fish cast in bronze. 
We Commissioners agreed that it would be a fitting tribute to Gig Harbor's fishing legacy, 
and we were enthusiastic in our initial support of the project. 

By the time the Commission met again in September, we had learned that the benefactor 
had hired a sculptor to create the artwork, and that Council would be asked to support the 
project (which would provide an endorsement of the artwork in tundra ising efforts). 

In researching work previously done by the selected sculptor, we found that, while he is 
well-known for abstract work (especially in stone and fabricated metals), nothing in his 
portfolio indicates an ability or background in realistic sculpture. 

It is standard practice among sculptors to provide a 'maquette' (a small scale model) of any 
proposed work. We believe that a maquette is especially important in this project. 

Because the Commission is given authority to "provide recommendations to the mayor and 
city council in connection with cultural and artistic endeavors and projects in which the city 
becomes involved and to act as a representative of the community in such matters" (GHMC 
2.49.030.8), the Arts Commission recommends that Council should require that a maquette 
be created of the proposed work and presented for review to insure that it will be a realistic, 
life-like representation of the man-and-fish in the Curtis photograph. The maquette will not 
only demonstrate to Council that the intended sculpture will be what Council (and the Arts 
Commission) expect; it will also assure citizens who are prospective donors to the project 
that the statue will be an authentic recreation in bronze of what they see in the photograph. 

Sincerely, 

Tracy von Trotha 
Chair, Gig Harbor Arts Commission 

35 I 0 GRANllVIEW STREET • GJO llAROOR, WASHINOTC)N 98.335 • (253) 85 1-8136 • WW\V.Cin'OFG IOHARBOR.NET 
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