AGENDA
GIG HARBOR CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION
Thursday, January 18, 2024 - 3:00 PM
Virtual Meeting

This meeting may be accessed through Zoom at https://zoom.us/j/93216056382 or by
calling (253) 215-8782 and entering Meeting ID 932 1605 6382. This meeting may also
be viewed live in the Executive Conference Room at the Civic Center. All participants
will be engaging in the meeting via Zoom.

CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL

DISCUSSION ITEMS

1. Sports Complex Phase 2 & 3 Feasibility Study Update
Parks Manager Jennifer Haro

2. Proposed UGA Retraction by Pierce County
Principal Planner Robin Bolster-Grant

3. Legislative Update
City Administrator Katrina Knutson

ADJOURN

PUBLIC COMMENT & DECORUM

Public comment will be not be accepted at this study session.

AMERICANS WITH DISABILITIES (ADA) ACCOMMODATIONS

ADA accommodations can be provided upon request. Those requiring special
accommodations should contact the city clerk at cityclerk@gjgharborwa.gov or (253)
853-7613 at least 24 hours prior to the meeting.
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d# City of Gig Harbor
: City Council Agenda Bill
16 HarBOF

“THE MARITIME CITY"

Meeting Date: January 18, 2024

SUBJECT: Sports Complex Phase 2 & 3 Feasibility Study Update

SUBMITTED BY:
DEPARTMENT: Public Works PHONE: (253) 853-8253

SUGGESTED MOTION: None.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: Since the last study session about this project in
August 2023, BCRA created in October 2023 a more detailed set of site plans and the
first cost estimates for both Phases 2 & 3. With the October cost estimates coming in at
around $28 million, city staff did not feel comfortable bringing those to council. Instead,
city staff, BCRA and stakeholders looked at the plans and found ways to reduce the
project costs by changing wall construction type, reducing a field size, and some other
minor changes from the October proposal.

City staff has met with the stakeholders group and hosted an open house in late
October to show the refined designs for Alternatives D & E.Staff also met with
stakeholders from sports groups in October to determine if they were willing to make
concessions due to the high costs. While they weren’t willing to cut down on the
number of fields, they did determine that a smaller baseball field in Phase 2 would work
for their needs. Open house attendees and stakeholders generally support Alternative
D.

As proposed, the current total cost of the project, in 2023 dollars, would be
approximately $20.3 million if Alternative D is selected, and approximately $20.4 if
Alternative E is selected, a difference of about $90,000. The original proposal is
reduced from the $28 million range due to the changes in design. The estimates
assume that the phases would be constructed as separate projects but could be
constructed together for an economy of scale.

At the January 18 study session, staff and consultants from BCRA will review the two
site plan alternatives and associated cost estimates. Prior to concluding this discussion
on January 18, staff will ask council for input on a preferred alternative. This
information will be used to develop a final feasibility report to bring to a regular council
meeting for public comment and consideration to adopt.

FISCAL CONSIDERATION: N/A

ATTACHMENTS:
1. GH Sports Complex PH 2 3 Alt D E-1
2. Gig Harbor Sports Complex, Phases 2 and 3 cost estimates
3. Field income & expenses at other jurisdictions
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STRATEGIC PLAN PRIORITY: Ensure sustainable future for public services and
facilities
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January 1, 2024 / Gig Harbor Sports Complex - Phase 2 and 3 Feasibility Study
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January 1, 2024 / Gig Harbor Sports Complex - Phase 2 and 3 Feasibility Study

Alternative D

CONCEPTUAL GRADING AND STORMWATER DESIGN

L ~:'—. I ! - |1 PR A ow .

T T PHASE 2 APPROXIMATE b~ o
1 EXTENTS e
F T T PHASE 3 APPROXMATE [ i

] Dl oy

' =

i'-= L =il __]_
- el
I, \

s ] *
= i {
"|'l v . ..\I-

.|||'_ _\

i)

St
-
[y

x,

g ()

10 |

P
A L
E ! |
LR

[
KB 5 1 : .
i - |
’ )
== ikl L—":_'.—'-_. = T 1 " 0
— Pl S F R~ e | ‘
L - Y A Ivn 7 i | T
] =i % Lo, e ! i gLl : I
B b \ " \ \ -

=y
=

i
‘-':,—__:,L:' = —nw—
1 i_:______.._-—-l"-—

EXISTING
RESTROOM
SEWER SERIVCE

APPROX.

FIELD

ELEVATION

=206

i 1 II ! .'l..
& L'r Wy U
o R e v e - l' \

'. _'.-"'H‘ “ A 11- I.|| 1; 1 ' i|
4‘? 7 e AR
s —r  Leh

) ;

Y 7

NEW SEWER . -
| SERVICE Saih
= CONNECTION SSbas

GRADING CONCEPT:

GENERALLY, THE GRADING CONCEPT REQUIRES SEVERAL RETAINNG WALLS TO MANAGE THE
GRADE CHANGE ACROSS THE SITE. A RETAINING WALL WOULD WRAP THE ENTIRE NORTH EDGE
AND EAST EDGE OF THE PHASE 2 FIELDS, AND WOULD MAX OUT AT 16 HIGH AT THE NORTHEAST
CORNER. ANOTHER RETAINING WALL SEPARATING THE NORTHERN PORTION OF PHASES 2 AND
THREE WOULD BE AT ITS HIGHEST AT THE NORTHEAST CORNER OF THE PROPOSED PHASE 2
MULTIPURPOSE FIELD, MAXING OUT AT 2I' HIGH. THE LARGE BASEBALL FIELD IN PHASE 2 WOULD
REMAIN WITHIN IT'S EXISTING FOOTPRINT, ELIMINATING THE NEED FOR ADDITIONAL RETAINNG WALLS
AT THE OURFIELD. ALL THE SYNTHETIC TURF FIELDS ARE ASSUMED TO BE FLAT. THE PHASE

TWO FIELDS ARE AT APPROXMATELY 206 ELEVATION, WHILE THE PHASE 3 FIELDS ARE AT
APPROXMATELY 228 ELEVATION (DIFFERENCE OF 22 FEET)TWO ACCESSIBLE RAMPS AT A SLOPE
OF APPROXMATELY 1.86% PROVIDE AN ACCESSIBLE CONNECTION BETWEEN PHASE 2 AND PHASE
THREE, AND AN ACCESSIBLE CONNECTION BETWEEN THE UPPER PARKING ON THE EAST SIDE OF
PHASE 3 AND THE PHASE 3 FIELDS.
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THE ARTIFICAL TURF FIELDS ARE ASSUMED TO BE IMPERVIOUS SURFACES DUE TO THEIR RUNOFF CHARACTERISTICS AND ARE EXPECTED TO INCLUDE AN UNDERDRAIN
SYSTEM. PRELIMNARY GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATIONS INDICATE RELATIVELY LOW PERMEABILITY SOLS AND A RECOMMENDED DESIGN INFILTRATION RATE OF &©.1 INCHES
PER HOUR. WE EXPECT TO APPLY THIS INFILTRATION RATE UNDER ALL ARTIFICIAL TURF SURFACES.

THE PHASE 3 IMPROVEMENTS LIE WITHIN LOT 3 OF THE BUSINESS PARK AT HARBOR HILL THIS PARCEL WAS INCLUDED IN THE DESIGN FOR THE HARBOR HILL WEST
REGIONAL STORMWATER FACILITY. WE INTEND THAT RUNOFF FROM PHASE 3 THAT DOES NOT INFILTRATE WILL BE CONVEYED TO THE REGIONAL FACILITY. IT APPEARS THAT
PHASE 3 IMPROVEMENTS WILL EXCEED THE HARD SURFACE AREA ASSUMPTIONS OF THE REGIONAL FACILITY DESIGN. HOWEVER, DUE TO THE LARGE AREA OF TURF FIELDS

WHICH CAN INFLTRATE STORMWATER BELOW GRADE, WE EXPECT THE FLOW CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROPOSED DESIGN TO MATCH THE ORIGINAL ASSUMPTIONS OF THE
REGIONAL FACILITY.

WE EXPECT PHASE 2 IMPROVYEMENTS WILL BE SUBJECT TO MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS I-1© UNDER THE 2023 GIG HARBOR STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND SITE
DEVELOPMENT MANUAL, AND WILL HAVE AN INFILTRATION RATE OF ©.1 INCHES PER HOUR UNDER THE TURF SURFACES, SIMLAR TO THE PHASE 3 IMPROVEMENTS. FOR
NEW AND REPLACED IMPERVIOUS SURFACES TO MATCH THE FORESTED CONDITION, AN UNDERGROUND DETENTION SYSTEM 1S PROPOSED PRIOR TO DISCHARGING TO
MCCORMCK CREEK.

Page 5 of 170



January 1, 2024 / Gig Harbor Sports Complex - Phase 2 and 3 Feasibility Study

Alternative E d / |
CONCEPTUAL FIELD LAYOUT D ) bcra
1 garsO®

“THE MARITIME CITY"

P 1 PHASE 2 APPROXIMATE b SN | N |
— [ _ﬁ ey il N STORMWAT IR il
r 7 PHASE 3 APPROXIMATE g weisvimse famiiitiiiee  \ 8 s alie praihien s A |

| pepape—p——_
(Y FROM ROW.

..........
Lot LR

CONNECTION TO
PHASE IC PARKING |

e TR e B e o e el B . o B e A e el Bl e B s T e P e el M e B S e R T O

AN Bt Sl ft . EASEMENT, TYP.

° 2 2
||
! ol
E y
L Y
"-. «1F |
I- "'-'.. |
o e
T ’
] 3 \
e T T, ]
A\
[l !
| o \
f b =
II (! =
| ' -
\ : =
. =
[ ] -
. :
| B
']
|
F
I p
1 1

2 3ze X 190" SOCCER, gl e T o

evietie Y R 360" X 180" UNIFIED LACROSSE,

gﬂgéﬁe R 8 8 360’ X 160 FOOTBALL

ALONG | I'-,II “ .Illlll,h'l..l' :' n.l { -t II : a i ;,"

MCCORMICK ¥ iUf .1| 1"-l "1‘\\‘}1 IHII; 34 = aat as WLUEH E el e E‘ﬁ. jr I

B L AT |

o == i RELOCATED
EXISTING

oy SPECTATOR

A = BLEACHERS, =—
_‘IA- P

I RETAINNG WALL =

FIELDS (APPROX.)
3 FOOT GRADE
CHANGE BETWEEN

an
FIELDS 4

=== " 7= b =
332" X 195" SOCCER (FIFA),
360 X 182 UNFIED LACROSSE,
360" X 100’ FOOTBALL

“H _ ‘vr,m NANGLED
S A ﬁ PARKING (42 STALLS)

P BLEACHERS, TR
TYP. - ACCESSIBLE RAMP -
[ c ~ PARKING TO FIELDS &

I STEPS BETWEEN
|

STAIR CONNECTION
BETWEEN PHASE 2 AND

PHASE 3 FIELDs i
Ill—-"ﬁ

/ 330’ X 195’ SOCCER (FIFA),
L I 360 X 180 UNFIED LACROSSE,
360’ X 166 FOOTBALL i

IARA ST >|3|uaoééléi &

. ¥
! -‘. 1 - | -
| . II &
- - o
- - A ~ - - i d -
§ . L - e ? y o - ~ el p
§ — e R i d— £ g ™~ £r — - A
g - o A L L - = = AT
= A I e, T Y A T RN r - - ) T
g P —— et e T Pt e -
! = P [ ’ # R
st e S VIO - .
y e ————r—— -
B —.

T EXSTING
RESTROOM/
SNACK &

PRESERVE
EX HSTORIC

T —

BULDING TO
REMAIN

l i

EXISTING
" Bucout
1 TO REMAN

'I

ACCESSIBLE RAMP i i
CONNECTION BETWEEN [filp. |
PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 [/l

| &  CONNECTION FROM

8|
UYL TV L e S | Al | RN oy ll. : Ak Ay . ' _. I* i) RS = = Iii

REleENTIAL | !
SYNTHETIC TURF
FIELD (o8’ RADIUS)

1.\ 1*_ | LY

- _t_-lr-s- -“_}-----hl

. OUTFELD = ey S~ NS

:'i\.'_ ‘ : y . | | = =,
e % PARALLEL PARKING pa 5
* T (9 5TALLS) '

nl”\

’ MAINTENANGE ACCESS : .’ Nl
ROAD AND MAIN e
PEDESTRIAN ACCESS §
BETWEEN LOWER AND & G 1>
UPPER FIELDS § ‘~*~~‘<‘ B T

E><I9TING: BATTING
CAGES TO REMAIN

F’ARG LOT
RESTRIPED TO
ADD 1© STALLS |

FIELD INVENTORY: PROS: o o o e (D

| 208" OUTFIELD FIELD (BASEBALL/SOFTBALL) -FLEXIBLE, PROGRAMMABLE GATHERING SPACE BETWEEN TWO PHASE 3 Scale: 17 = 40’
2 200" OUTFIELD FIELDS (BASEBALL/SOFTBALL) FIELDS WHICH CAN BE ORIENTED TOWARDS WEST OR EAST FIELDS

2 180" OUTEIELD EELDS (BASEBALL/SOETBALL -STEPPED PHASE 3 FIELDS TO CREATE GRADE CHANGE

3 360" BY 210 MULTI-PURPOSE FIELDS (FOOTBALL, SOCCER, AND BETWEEN FIELDS REDUCING OVERALL CUT AND FILL. PARKING SUMMART:
2 360 BY 195’ € 1 360’ BY 190’ MULTI-PURPOSE FIELDS (FOOTBALL, _PHASE 3 PROPOSED PARKING SPACES: bi*

SOCCER, AND LACROSSE) CON53 -PHASE 2 PROPOSED PARKING SPACES: 84 (14 EXISTING - 1© GAINED)

TOTAL BY SPORT: -LESS ADDITIONAL PARKING THAN ALTERANATIVE ‘D' -THE Bl EXISTING PARALLEL PARKING STALLS ALONG MCCORMICK. CREEK DRIVE AND 44 SPACES IN THE
5 BASEBALL/SOFTBALL -PHASE 3 CANNOT ACCOMODATE FULL-SIZED BASEBALL EIELD. PARKING LOT ACROSS MCCORMICK CREEK DRIVE FROM OCEANA STREET ARE NOT INCLUDED IN

3 FOOTBALL -UMPIRE SHACK LOCATION IS NOT OPTIMAL FOR PEDESTRIAN THIS PARKING SUMMARY, BUT ARE REGULARLY UTILIZED FOR FIELD EVENTS /| PRACTICES.
3 SOCCER (2 FIFA SIZED) CIRCULATION BETWEEN PHASE 2 FIELDS. +*PARKING WITHIN PHASE 3 PROPERTY LINE ONLY DOES NOT INCLUDE POTENTIAL PHASE IC PARKING
3 LACROSSE DISCLAIMER: CONCEPT LEVEL PARKING DATA IS SUBJECT TO CHANGE.
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THE ARTIFICAL TURF FIELDS ARE ASSUMED TO BE IMPERVIOUS SURFACES DUE TO THEIR RUNOFF CHARACTERISTICS AND ARE EXPECTED TO INCLUDE AN UNDERDRAIN
SYSTEM. PRELIMNARY GEOTECHNICAL INVESTIGATIONS INDICATE RELATIVELY LOW PERMEABILITY SOLS AND A RECOMMENDED DESIGN INFILTRATION RATE OF &©.1 INCHES
PER HOUR. WE EXPECT TO APPLY THIS INFILTRATION RATE UNDER ALL ARTIFICIAL TURF SURFACES.

THE PHASE 3 IMPROVEMENTS LIE WITHIN LOT 3 OF THE BUSINESS PARK AT HARBOR HILL THIS PARCEL WAS INCLUDED IN THE DESIGN FOR THE HARBOR HILL WEST
REGIONAL STORMWATER FACILITY. WE INTEND THAT RUNOFF FROM PHASE 3 THAT DOES NOT INFILTRATE WILL BE CONVEYED TO THE REGIONAL FACILITY. IT APPEARS THAT
PHASE 3 IMPROVEMENTS WILL EXCEED THE HARD SURFACE AREA ASSUMPTIONS OF THE REGIONAL FACILITY DESIGN. HOWEVER, DUE TO THE LARGE AREA OF TURF FIELDS
WHICH CAN INFLTRATE STORMWATER BELOW GRADE, WE EXPECT THE FLOW CHARACTERISTICS OF THE PROPOSED DESIGN TO MATCH THE ORIGINAL ASSUMPTIONS OF THE
REGIONAL FACILITY.

WE EXPECT PHASE 2 IMPROVYEMENTS WILL BE SUBJECT TO MINIMUM REQUIREMENTS I-1© UNDER THE 2023 GIG HARBOR STORMWATER MANAGEMENT AND SITE
DEVELOPMENT MANUAL, AND WILL HAVE AN INFILTRATION RATE OF ©.1 INCHES PER HOUR UNDER THE TURF SURFACES, SIMLAR TO THE PHASE 3 IMPROVEMENTS. FOR
NEW AND REPLACED IMPERVIOUS SURFACES TO MATCH THE FORESTED CONDITION, AN UNDERGROUND DETENTION SYSTEM IS PROPOSED PRIOR TO DISCHARGING TO
MCCORMICK CREEK.
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Drafled: 1222123 GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX Page 1 of 14
ompieec PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

GENERAL SCOPE:

This is a preliminary estimate that compares the costs of two proposed scopes to construct Phases 2 and 3 of a Gig Harbor Sports Complex
near the Tom Taylor YMCA in Gig Harbor, WA. Specifically excluded are Phases 1A, 1B and 1C, all of which are to be done at different
times and under separate contracts. For estimating purposes, Phase 2 and Phase 3 scopes, whether they be Alternates D or E, are treated
as separate individual projects in their Base Estimates. If both were done at the same time and under the same contract there might be a
$280,000 overall efficiency savings, not taking into account additional savings of avoiding further construction cost escalation premiums.
Regardless of what specific scenario gets played out, it is assumed the existing Phase 2 area ballfields will be closed to the public and out of
commission when new Phase 2 work takes place there.

The estimate includes full construction costs, plus the equivalent of a 4% to 5% design contingency. Sales tax and other soft costs such as
permits, design fees, third party testing, utility connection fees if applicable, owner's administration costs, and a change order construction
contingency are excluded. Also, since there is not yet a targeted date of when either Phase 2 or Phase 3 projects would start, all estimate
costs are in current dollars. It is suggested that a construction cost escalation premium, calculated at about a 5% to 6% annual
compounded rate, be added to the estimate bottom-lines once target dates are decided upon. Current scope information and costs are very
preliminary and should be treated as such.

On this update to the cost report, dated 12/22/2023 BCRA, Inc. has made revisions to the original cost report, produced by Acker
Consulting, dated 11/01/23, to incorporate suggested value engineering strategies.

INCLUDED: EXCLUDED:
320,000 SF of Phase 2 and 300,000 SF of Phase site improvements. Phase 1A, 1B and 1C work--under a separate contracts.
Site removal of strippings, plus extensive net excavation cut haul-offs. Significant overexcavation--excavated subgrade cuts used as suitable fills.

Extensive retaining walls in both phases, with some soldier pile walls in Phase 3.  Site improvements beyond Phase 2 & 3 boundaries shown on proposed plans.
Provisions for new outside utility services, still to be defined and laid out. Any wetlands mitigation work--assumed to be not applicable.
A new water main loop line with fire hydrants in Phase 3. A new access road, expanded parking, and a fire main loop in Phase 2 work.

Removal of a septic system, replaced w/ a new sewer service to street in Ph. 2. New storage containers, or removal & reinstallation of existing--by owner.

A new Contech underground storm detention vault in Phase 2. No storm detention vault in Phase 3-a storm outlet to an existing pond instead.
Sports field lighting in both Phases 2 and 3. Improvements to Phase 2 parking lot that remains aside from restriping.
Synthetic turf with underdrainage at new sports fields. Grandstand type seating--portable type bleachers only. Reuse existing
Fencing at sports fields, plus backstops and scoreboards. bleachers to maximum extent feasible.

Landscaping & irrigation in both phases. Electronic monitoring, cameras, controlled gates, or street or traffic lighting.

A new Restroom & Concessions building in Phase 3. Restriping of existing south Phase 2 parking lot that remains.

Contractor's general requirements, overhead & profit. A new Restroom & Concessions building in Phase 2--existing remains.
Contractor's bond & insurance, and B & O tax. Fire sprinkler protection, or an outside fire sprinkler service in either phases.

A 4% to 5% design contingency. Sales tax, permits, 3rd party testing, design fees, or utility co. fees if applicable.
Material costs for 1:1 offsite tree replacement. Owner's administration costs, or a change order contingency.

Restriping of existing south Phase 2 parking lot that remains. Construction cost escalation or LEED administration & certification premiums.

BUDGETARY COST ESTIMATE

PROJECT COMPONENT Quantity |Unit| Estimate With G.C. REMARKS

Cost Mark-Ups

BASE ESTIMATE PHASING AND COST OPTION SUMMARY::
(Includes Contractor G.R, OH&P, B&l, B&O Tax Mark-Ups, No Sales Tax.)

ALTERNATE D SCOPE:

PHASE 2, Alternate D. 1.25| LS | $6,833,922 $8,542,403|See Page 2 for an Estimate Summary Breakdown.

PHASE 3, Alternate D. 1.25| LS | $9,387,254 $11,734,068|See Page 6 for an Estimate Summary Breakdown.

PHASE 2 & 3 ALTERNATE D TOTAL: $20,276,470|Alternate D, Phase 2 & 3 separate projects in current dollars.
ALTERNATE E SCOPE:

PHASE 2, Alternate E. 1.25| LS | $6,833,922 $8,542,403|See Page 10 for an Estimate Summary Breakdown.

PHASE 3, Alternate E. 1.25| LS | $9,458,674 $11,823,343|See Page 11 for an Estimate Summary Breakdown.

PHASE 2 & 3 ALTERNATE E TOTAL: $20,365,745|Alternate D, Phase 2 & 3 separate projects in current dollars.

All Estimate Costs are in Fourth Quarter 2023 Dollars

For: BCRA A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
Page 8 of 170



Drafted: 12/22/23
Completed: 12/22/23

GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

BUDGETARY COST ESTIMATE

Page 2 of 14

PROJECT COMPONENT Quantity |Unit| Estimate With G.C. REMARKS
Cost Mark-Ups
PHASE 2 D BASE ESTIMATE SUMMARY BREAKDOWN
(Includes Contractor G.R, OH&P, B&l, B&O Tax Mark-Ups, No Sales Tax.)
SITE IMPROVEMENTS: $8,409,903
1.1) Site Preparation to Subgrades. 1.25| LS $574,590 $718,238|See Pages 3 & 4 for estimate details.
1.2) Retaining Walls. 1.25| LS | $1,320,400 $1,650,500f " " " v voomovwowomowow
1.3) Outside Water. 1.25( LS $15,500 $19,375) " " v voovoomoomowowmow
1.4) Outside Sanitary Sewer. 1.25| LS $87,000 $108,750 " " " v voovomoowowomow
1.5) Storm Drainage. 1.25( LS $244,042 $305,053, " " v ovoovomoowowmomom
1.6) Site Electrical & Lighting. 1.25| LS $194,000 $242500 " " " v ovoovomowoowomow
1.7) Field Lighting Premium . 1.25( LS $815,000 $1,018,750f " " " v voovoowomowowow
1.8) Site Fixtures & Specialties. 1.25] LS $286,440 $358,050|See Page 4 for estimate details.
1.9) Synthetic Turf Surfacing. 1.25| LS | $2,549,440 $3,186,800 " " " v vovowoomomowow
1.10) Site Concrete Curbing & Paving. 1.25( LS $142,280 $177850 " " v v oovoovomoowowomw
1.11) Asphalt Striping. 1.25( LS $8,000 $10,000f " " v ovoowomowowmowow
1.12) Landscaping & Irrigation. 1.25| LS $251,030 $313,788, * " v v ovoovoomowowoomow
1.13) Site Fencing & Backstops. 1.25( LS $240,200 $300,250f " " v ovoooomoowowmomom
$6,727,922
BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES: $132,500
2.1) New Dugout Roof Premiums. 1.25| LS $94,000 $117,500|See Page 5 for estimate details.
2.2) Minor Restoration of Existing Buildings. 1.25( LS $12,000 $15,0000 " " " v ovowomowowowow
$106,000

PHASE 2 D BASE ESTIMATE MACC: $8,542,403

BASE ESTIMATE MARK-UP & GENERAL NOTES:

The above Base Estimate costs above and Option costs below include a 25% general contractor's mark-up, intended to cover general
requirements, overhead & profit, bond & insurance, B & O tax and a modest 4% to 5% compounded design contingency. Soft costs, such as
sales tax, permits, 3rd party testing, utility company connection fees if applicable, design fees, owner's administration costs and a change order
contingency are not included. Costs and scope are very preliminary and should be treated as such.

Costs are in current dollars without any projected construction cost escalation figured. Once an approximate anticipated construction start date
is targeted, it is suggested that a construction cost escalation premium be added to the estimate bottom-line at about a 5% to 6% compounded

annual rate.

Phase 2 D is figured as its own independent project. If it were combined with Phase 3 D work, there might be a $280,000 combined savings
between the two projects rather than being done under separate contacts and staggered at different times. These savings would come from
incurring just one site mobilization instead of two, deleting site work overlaps at the boundaries between the two phases, and providing a
nominal overall site work scope efficiency. This does not include possible savings of avoiding additional construction cost escalation if one of
the phases were to be constructed at a later date from the other.

PROJECT COMPONENT Quantity |Unit| Estimate With G.C. REMARKS
Cost Mark-Ups
PHASE 2 OPTIONS:
(Includes Contractor G.R, OH&P, B&I, B&0O Tax Mark-Ups, No Sales Tax.)
0O-1) Reuse Existing Large Ballfield Tower Polg 6.00| Ea | -$20,000.00 -$150,000|Existing light fixtures still figured to be replaced.
For: BCRA A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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Drafted: 12/22/23
Completed: 12/22/23

GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

Page 3 of 14

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Quantity [ Unit] $$$ | Est. Cost

PHASE 2 D SITE IMPROVEMENTS:
Temporary construction fencing. 2,450.00( LF $4.00 $9,800.00|Around the site improvement perimeter.
Mobilization. 1.00] LS | $30,000.00 $30,000.00]Allowance for mass earthwork.
Remove of fencing and fixtures. 1.00{ LS | $20,000.00 $20,000.00]At ballfields, batting cages, dugouts and elsewhere.
Removal of some existing paving. 1,000.00| SF $2.50 $2,500.00|At battings cages, selected paving around ballfields, and misc.
Balance of onsite demolition. 1.00] LS $6,000.00 $6,000.00]A minor allowance for removal of what is not addressed.
Silt fencing. 1,300.00| LF $7.00 $9,100.00|Allowance around about half of site improvement perimeter.
Temporary construction entrance. 2,000.00 SF $3.00 $6,000.00|Allowance, presumably at south side of site.
Temporary sediment pond. 1.00| LS [ $15,000.00 $15,000.00|Allowance, possibly with a control structure and pump.
Erosion control with maintenance & pick-up. 1.00{ LS | $90,000.00 $90,000.00|Allowance, dealing with some steep onsite slopes.
Onsite clearing and strippings. 200,000.00 SF $0.30 $60,000.00|Mostly ballfields, some trees, less existing paving that remains.
Add for tree removal premium. 1.00 LS | $20,000.00 $20,000.00|Around most of site periphery, to be removed & de-stumped.
Remove strippings from site. 4,950.00| CY $13.00 $64,350.00|Assumes an 8" avg. striping layer in improvement areas.
Onsite excavation cuts & rough grading. 10,180.00| CY $5.00 $50,900.00|Based on preliminary BCRA take-offs.
Onsite excavation fills & rough grading. 4,460.00| CY $5.00 $22,300.00f " " " "t v ovowowowow
Add to remove excess cuts from site. 5,720.00 CY $12.00 $68,640.00|Net difference between subgrade cuts & fills after strippings.
Onsite finish grading. 200,000.00| SF $0.15 $30,000.00|Based Phase 2 layout, mostly open, but with some slopes.
Add for phased site prep overlap work. 1.00 LS | $30,000.00 $30,000.00|Allowance between Phase 2 and Phase 3 boundaries.
Earthwork pick-up and coordination. 1.00| LS | $40,000.00 $40,000.00|Allowance, including de-mob & temp. pond removal.

$1.80 1.1) Site Preparation to Subgrades: [$574,590.00

At north and east sides of multipurpose fields, ending at

Cast-in-place ballfield retaining walls. 6,660.00| SF $80.00 $532,800.00|monument stairs.
Cast-in-place stair walls. 6,200.00| SF $85.00 $527,000.00|At east grade transition area, monument stairs
Rockery walls 340.00| LF $10.00 $3,400.00|At east grade transition area, just south of monument stairs
Backfills, footing drains & pick-up. 12,860.00| SF $20.00 $257,200.00|Behind cast-in-place retaining walls.

$4.13 1.2) Retaining Walls: ($1,320,400.00
Waterline connection. 1.00] LS $2,500.00 $2,500.00|Allowance from an existing onsite source.
New domestic water services. 1.00] LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00{Allowance to a new drinking fountain & misc.
Add for domestic & irrigation meters. 1.00] LS $6,000.00 $6,000.00|Allowance, primarily to accommodate irrigation modifications.
Waterline testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00] LS $2,000.00 $2,000.00|Allowance.

$0.05 1.3) Outside Water: ($15,500.00
Remove existing septic tanks & drainfield. 1.00] LS | $20,000.00 $20,000.00|Allowance at north side of large ballfield.
New sanitary main to McCormick Creek Dr. 600.00( LF $75.00 $45,000.00|From existing restroom/concessions building to street.
Add for sanitary manholes. 3.00| Ea $5,000.00 $15,000.00|At new sanitary main.
Sanitary testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00| LS $7,000.00 $7,000.00|Allowance, including a steep hillside premium.

$0.27 1.4) Outside Sanitary Sewer: |$87,000.00
New area drains. 5.00| Ea $1,200.00 $6,000.00|Allowance at extended new pedestrian paving.
Control structure basin fixture. 1.00| Ea $6,000.00 $6,000.00{Upstream of new storm detention vault.
New storm line mains, 8" to 12". 600.00| LF $50.00 $30,000.00|From new area drains & underdrainage to new storm vault.
Roof & underdrainage extension lines. 1,200.00| LF $30.00 $36,000.00|From new dugouts, walls & misc, to main storm system.
Infiltration bed excavation & haul-offs. 1,109.00| CY $23.00 $25,507.00|For Contech storm detention system.
Infiltration bed chambers & accessories. 63.00( Ea $1,500.00 $94,500.00|For Contech storm detention system.
Add for inlet piping. 2.00| LS $2,000.00 $4,000.00(For Contech storm detention system.
Infiltration backfills. 690.00] CY $43.00 $29,670.00|For Contech storm detention system.
Add for filter fabric wraps. Top-btm & perimeter 1892 SF $1.25 $2,365.00 For Contech storm detention system.
Infiltration bed coordination & pick-up. 1.00| LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00[For Contech storm detention system.
Storm testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00] LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00|Onsite allowance.

$0.76 1.5) Storm Drainage: ($244,042.00
Remove field lighting pole fixture clusters. 4.00| Ea $5,000.00 $20,000|Four at small ballfields.
General site electrical demolition. 1.00] LS | $20,000.00 $20,000]Allowance, includes protection of existing services that remain.
Primary power & transformer coordination. 1.00 LS | $15,000.00 $15,000]Allowance, possibly minor with existing in place.
Electrical services to onsite electrical fixtures. 2,000.00| LF $32.00 $64,000]Allowance to lighting, dugouts and other site fixtures.
Pedestrian light fixtures. 10.00| Ea $4,500.00 $45,000|At both new and existing pedestrian paved areas.
Miscellaneous onsite electrical. 1.00] LS | $30,000.00 $30,000]Allowance, including possible handholes & misc.

$0.61 1.6) Site Electrical & Lighting: |$194,000.00
200 Amp services to light towers. 2,000.00( LF $35.00 $70,000.00|A supplemental allowance around reconfigured ballfields.
Lighting controller panel. 1.00] LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00]Allowance in electrical shack.
Sports field lighting towers fixtures, complete. 12.00| LS | $60,000.00 $720,000.00|Around both sports fields, w/ concrete bases, 10 lights on avg.
Site lighting coordination & pick-up. 1.00] LS | $15,000.00 $15,000.00|Allowance, with possible additional handholes and misc.

$2.55 1.7) Field Lighting Premium:|$815,000.00

PHASE 2 D SITE IMPROVEMENTS, continues on the next page:

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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Drafted: 12/22/23
Completed: 12/22/23

GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

Page 4 of 14

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Quantity [ Unit] $$$ | Est. Cost
PHASE 2 D SITE IMPROVEMENTS:
(Continued from the previous page.)
Backhoe trenching. 24.00| Hr $220.00 $5,280.00(For site fixtures & specialties.
Steel fabricated handrails, galvanized. 740.00| LF $150.00 $111,000.00(At new stairs and ramps.
Railings or fencing at tops of walls. 652.00( LF $80.00 $52,160.00|Allowance at the top sides of retaining walls.
Directional & ADA signage. 1.00| LS $3,000.00 $3,000.00|Allowance at existing parking lot and misc..
Waste & recycle receptacles. 10.00| Ea $1,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance at new & existing plaza and around sports fields.
Water fountain and water bottle refiller. 1.00| Ea $6,000.00 $6,000.00|In extended plaza, vandal resistant.
Bicycle racks. 4.00| Ea $1,000.00 $4,000.00|Allowance in new & existing plaza areas.
Pre-fabricated aluminum bleachers (1 at ea. New small
New portable bleachers. 2.00| Ea $5,000.00 $10,000.00|ballfields. - rest to be re-used existing bleachers.
Sports field athletic equipment. 1.00| LS | $15,000.00 $15,000.00|Allowance for bases, portable goals and misc.
Electronic scoreboards. 3.00| Ea | $20,000.00 $60,000.00(Two at north field and one at main baseball field.
Miscellaneous site specialties & pick-up. 1.00| LS [ $10,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance for what is not yet addressed.
$0.90 1.8) Site Fixtures & Specialties: |$286,440.00
Backhoe trenching. 32.00| Hr $220.00 $7,040.00|For playground area surfacing work.
Cast-in-place perimeter curbing. 2,060.00] LF $40.00 $82,400.00|Around synthetic turf perimeters at both sports fields.
Synthetic turf, installed. 135,000.00| SF $13.00 $1,755,000|Over both new sports fields.
Add for crushed base, underdrainage & prep. 135,000.00] SF $5.00 $675,000.00{Under both new sports fields.
Add for fixture premiums & pick-up. 1.00 LS | $30,000.00 $30,000.00|Allowance, including possible vendor unloading.
$7.97 1.9) Synthetic Turf Surfacing: |$2,549,440.00
Backhoe trenching. 64.00( Hr $220.00 $14,080.00|For site concrete work.
Concrete sidewalks & paving. 7,000.00 SF $12.00 $84,000.00]|Around new sport fields and from existing plaza paving.
Add for stair premiums. 1,200.00| SF $10.00 $12,000.00|As laid out on plan, one set of stairs
Add for tie-in & accent premiums. 10.00 MD | $1,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance, with concrete in cut-up quantities.
Add for possible minor concrete repairs. 12.00{ MD | $1,100.00 $13,200.00|Allowance at existing concrete paving that remains.
Site concrete pick-up & coordination. 10.00| MD $900.00 $9,000.00|Allowance, including general site clean-up.
$0.44 1.10) Site Concrete Curbing & Paving: |$142,280.00
Add for striping. 1.00{ LS | $8,000.00 $8,000.00{Over both new and existing paving, including blackouts.
$0.03 1.11) Asphalt Striping: |$8,000.00
Conventional sprinkler head coverage. 15,000.00| SF $1.60 $24,000.00|In designated new planter areas.
Add for irrigation infrastructure. 1.00] LS $6,000.00 $6,000.00|Allowance, connecting to existing in plaza area.
Planter areas with topsoil & muich. 15,000.00| SF $6.00 $90,000.00]In plaza and high profile areas, with 6" topsoil and 2" mulch.
Seeded onsite areas with topsoil. 15,000.00| SF $1.00 $15,000.00|In periphery areas, with a 4" layer of topsoil.
Add for new trees. 120.00| Ea $450.00 $54,000.00|Allowance, assumes mostly native type 2" caliper.
Allowance for offsite tree replacement 45.00| Ea $14.00 $630.00]Allowance, assumes 2 gallon trees - labor not included
Add for a soft surface trail premium. 400.00| LF $16.00 $6,400.00|Assumes a 5' wide path of wood chips at south side of site.
Add for phased landscaping overlap work. 1.00| LS | $20,000.00 $20,000.00|Allowance between Phase 2 and Phase 3 boundaries.
Landscaping maintenance & pick-up work. 1.00 LS | $35,000.00 $35,000.00]Allowance, including warranty call-backs.
$0.78 1.12) Landscaping & Irrigation: |$251,030.00
10" high chainlink fencing. 2,200.00| LF $70.00 $154,000.00|Around new sports fields, dugouts and batting cages.
Add for a large backstop & netting premium. 1.00 LS | $30,000.00 $30,000.00|Up to 30" high at main baseball field.
Add for smaller backstop premiums. 2.00| LS | $20,000.00 $40,000.00|At rectangular sports field.
Movable outfield fencing. 450.00( LF $36.00 $16,200.00|At large baseball field, portable, in sections, 4' high.
$0.75 1.13) Site Fencing & Backstops: |$240,200.00
PHASE 2 D SITE IMPROVEMENTS: 250,000.00| SF $26.91 $6,727,922
Add 25% for Estimate Mark-Ups: 250,000.00 SF $33.64 $8,409,903

About 250,000 SF of site improvements is figured in Phase 2 D. Some factors that make the overall site $/SF seem higher than the norm
are: 1) extensive excavation cuts into a some steep hillsides that entail a large amount excess cut haul-offs and high retaining walls, 2) a

large underground storm detention system, 3) new sports field lighting poles at the small ballfields and new lighting fixtures, and 4) over half

the site is covered with new synthetic sports turf with underdrainage. The existing south parking lot for the most part remains as-is. The
existing onsite septic system and drainfield is figured to be removed and replaced with a new sanitary sewer service that ties into an existing
street side main running along McCormick Creek Drive.

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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Drafted: 12/22/23
Completed: 12/22/23

GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

Page 5 of 14

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

[ Quantity [Unit] $$$ | Est. Cost

PHASE 2 D BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES:

Dugout gate & roof support premiums. 4.00( LS $1,000.00 $4,000.00|Allowance under new dugout roofs.

Dugout roof & shed assemblies. 2,000.00| SF $40.00 $80,000.00|Simple metal roofing & framing, 4 x 500 SF.

Add for dugout lighting & other electrical. 2,000.00 SF $5.00 $10,000.00|Allowance for simple vandal resistant lighting & power outlets.
$0.29 2.1) New Dugout Roof Premiums: |$94,000.00

Restoration of existing tower building. 1.00| LS $200.00 $200.00]Allowance for mainly cosmetic exterior restoration.

Restoration of existing dugout that remains. 1.00| LS $1,800.00 $1,800.00[New roofing and cosmetic finishes.

Restoration of Umpire & electrical sheds. 1.00] LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance for mainly cosmetic exterior restoration.
$0.04 2.2) Minor Restoration of Existing Buildings: |$12,000.00

PHASE 2 D BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES: 320,000.00( SF $0.33 $106,000

Add 25% for Estimate Mark-Ups: 320,000.00| SF $0.41 $132,500

Simple metal roofing and gage framing is figured over the new dugouts, along with some Spartan type but vandal resistant lighting

and power outlets.

An existing dugout and tower building at the large baseball field is figured to remain as-is, with provisions included for some minor
exterior restoration. An existing Umpire's shed and adjoining electrical shack are figured to remain in place with provisions included
for some minor exterior restoration. An existing restroom and concessions stand is figured to remain as-is.

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

BUDGETARY COST ESTIMATE

Page 6 of 14

PROJECT COMPONENT Quantity |Unit| Estimate With G.C. REMARKS
Cost Mark-Ups
PHASE 3 D BASE ESTIMATE SUMMARY BREAKDOWN
(Includes Contractor G.R, OH&P, B&I, B&0 Tax Mark-Ups, No Sales Tax.)
SITE IMPROVEMENTS: $10,764,230
1.1) Site Preparation to Subgrades. 1.25] LS $1,334,850 $1,668,563|See Pages 7 & 8 for estimate details.
1.2) Retaining Walls. 1.25| LS | $1,059,000 $1,323,750f " " " v ovoovowomomowow
1.3) Outside Water. 1.25( LS $216,000 $270,000f " " v ovoovoomowowmomom
1.4) Outside Sanitary Sewer. 1.25( LS $65,000 $81,250) " " v ovoovoomomowowow
1.5) Storm Drainage. 1.25( LS $246,100 $307,625 " " v voovoomowowmomomon
1.6) Site Electrical & Lighting. 1.25( LS $225,000 $281,250, " " v ovoovoomowowmomom
1.7) Field Lighting Premium . 1.25( LS $808,000 $1,010,000f * " " " v ovowowomowow
1.8) Site Fixtures & Specialties. 1.25| LS $329,540 $411,925|See Page 8 for estimate details.
1.9) Synthetic Turf Surfacing. 1.25| LS | $3,255,040 $4,068,800( " " " v ovoovowomomowow
1.10) Site Concrete Curbing & Paving. 1.25( LS $447,100 $558,875 " o voovoomoomoowoowmomom
1.11) Asphalt Paving & Striping. 1.25( LS $240,500 $300,625, " " v voovoomoowowomoomon
1.12) Landscaping & Irrigation. 1.25[ LS $258,254 $322,818/ " " v ovoovoomowowomomo
1.13) Site Fencing & Backstops. 1.25( LS $127,000 $158,750| " " v v oovoomoowowmomoomon
$8,611,384
BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES: $969,838
2.1) New Dugout Roof Premiums. 1.25| LS $94,000 $117,500|See Page 9 for estimate details.
2.2) New Comfort Station. 1.25( LS $681,870 $852,338 " " v ovoovoomoowowomomo
$775,870
PHASE 3 D BASE ESTIMATE MACC: $11,734,068

BASE ESTIMATE MARK-UP & GENERAL NOTES:

The above Base Estimate costs above include a 25% general contractor's mark-up, intended to cover general requirements, overhead & profit,
bond & insurance, B & O tax and a modest 4% to 5% compounded design contingency. Soft costs, such as sales tax, permits, 3rd party
testing, utility company connection fees if applicable, design fees, owner's administration costs and a change order contingency are not
included. Costs and scope are very preliminary and should be treated as such.

Costs are in current dollars without any projected construction cost escalation figured. Once an approximate anticipated construction start date
is targeted, it is suggested that a construction cost escalation premium be added to the estimate bottom-line at about a 5% to 6% compounded

annual rate.

Phase 3 D is figured as its own independent project. If it were combined with Phase 2 D work, there might be a $280,000 combined savings
between the two projects rather than being done under separate contacts and staggered at different times. These savings would come from
incurring one just site mobilization instead of two, deleting site work overlaps at the boundaries between the two phases, and providing a
nominal overall site work scope efficiency. This does not include possible savings of avoiding additional construction cost escalation if one of
the phases were to be constructed at a later date from the other.

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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Drafted: 12/22/23
Completed: 12/22/23

GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

Page 7 of 14

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Quantity | Unit] $$$ | Est. Cost

PHASE 3 D SITE IMPROVEMENTS:
Temporary construction fencing. 2,300.00( LF $4.00 $9,200.00|Around the site improvement perimeter.
Mobilization. 1.00] LS | $30,000.00 $30,000.00]Allowance for mass earthwork.
Minor site demolition. 1.00{ LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00(At new site entries and misc.
Silt fencing. 2,200.00| LF $7.00 $15,400.00|Allowance around most of site improvement perimeter.
Temporary construction entrance. 3,000.00 SF $3.00 $9,000.00|Allowance, presumably at east or south side of site.
Temporary sediment pond. 1.00| LS | $20,000.00 $20,000.00|Allowance, possibly with a control structure and pump.
Erosion control with maintenance & pick-up. 1.00{ LS | $120,000.00 $120,000.00|Allowance, dealing with some steep onsite slopes.
Onsite clearing and strippings. 300,000.00| SF $0.40 $120,000.00|Mostly heavily treed with some site slopes.
Add for tree removal premium. 1.00{ LS | $50,000.00 $50,000.00|To be removed & de-stumped.
Remove strippings from site. 7,500.00 CY $13.00 $97,500.00|Assumes an 8" avg. stripping layer in improvement areas.
Onsite excavation cuts & rough grading. 47,370.00] CY $5.00 $236,850.00|Based on preliminary BCRA take-offs.
Onsite excavation fills & rough grading. 10,220.00| CY $5.00 $51,100.00f " " " "t v vowowowow
Add to remove excess cuts from site. 37,150.00] CY $12.00 $445,800.00|Net difference between subgrade cuts & fills after strippings.
Onsite finish grading. 300,000.00{ SF $0.15 $45,000.00|Based on Phase 3D layout, mostly open, but with some slopes.
Add for phased site prep overlap work. 1.00 LS | $30,000.00 $30,000.00|Allowance between Phase 3 and Phase 2 boundaries.
Earthwork pick-up and coordination. 1.00| LS | $45,000.00 $45,000.00|Allowance, including de-mob & temp. pond removal.

$4.45 1.1) Site Preparation to Subgrades: |$1,334,850.00
Cast-in-place ballfield retaining walls. 5,270.00 SF $80.00 $421,600.00|From 2' to 13" high.
Cast-in-place ramp walls. 1,300.00| SF $85.00 $110,500.00|At east grade transition area, 260 LF x 5' average with steps.
Soldier piles, soil pins & lagging. 2,260.00 SF $150.00 $339,000|Along north edge of phase 3 fields - no fascia panels.
Prep, excavation, backfills & drainage. 2,260.00| SF $25.00 $56,500.00| Into existing hillsides, with top and base drains.
Backfills, footing drains & pick-up. 6,570.00( SF $20.00 $131,400.00|Behind cast-in-place retaining walls.

$3.53 1.2) Retaining Walls: ($1,059,000.00
Waterline connection. 1.00] LS $7,000.00 $7,000.00|Allowance at an existing Harbor Hill Drive main.
New water mains, with fittings. 1,500.00| LF $100.00 $150,000.00|Assumes 8" Class 52 ductile iron along new loop road.
New fire hydrant assemblies & branch lines. 4.00| Ea $8,000.00 $32,000.00|Allowance along new onsite loop road.
New domestic water services. 1.00{ LS | $12,000.00 $12,000.00|Allowance to a new Comfort Station, drinking fountain & misc.
Add for domestic & irrigation meters. 1.00] LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance to accommodate domestic & irrigation services.
Waterline testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00] LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00|Allowance.

$0.72 1.3) Outside Water: ($216,000.00
Sanitary line connection. 1.00] LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00|Allowance at an existing Harbor Hill Drive main.
New onsite sanitary mains. 600.00| LF $75.00 $45,000.00{To new Comfort Station from Harbor Hill Drive.
Add for sanitary manholes. 2.00| Ea $5,000.00 $10,000.00|At new sanitary main.
Sanitary testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00| LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00|Allowance, including possible cleanouts.

$0.22 1.4) Outside Sanitary Sewer: |$65,000.00
New Type #1 catch basins. 10.00| Ea $2,200.00 $22,000.00|At new onsite loop road and parking asphalt paving.
New area drains. 10.00| Ea $1,200.00 $12,000.00|Allowance at extended new pedestrian paving.
Control structure basin fixture. 1.00| Ea $6,000.00 $6,000.00|Allowance at east side of site.
New storm line mains, mostly 12". 2,500.00| LF $65.00 $162,500.00|From new basins & underdrainage to offsite storm outlet.
Roof & underdrainage extension lines. 800.00| LF $32.00 $25,600.00|From new dugouts, walls & misc, to main storm system.
New offsite storm outlet. 1.00{ LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance to an existing storm main that drains into a pond.
Storm testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00] LS $8,000.00 $8,000.00|Onsite allowance.

$0.82 1.5) Storm Drainage: ($246,100.00
Primary power & transformer coordination. 1.00 LS | $20,000.00 $20,000]Allowance, transformer & primary wire by power company.
Electrical services to onsite electrical fixtures. 2,600.00| LF $25.00 $65,000]Allowance to lighting, dugouts and other site fixtures.
Parking lot pole light fixtures. 10.00| Ea $5,000.00 $50,000]Along new onsite loop road.
Pedestrian light fixtures. 10.00| Ea $4,500.00 $45,000|Primarily at new pedestrian paved areas.
Miscellaneous onsite electrical. 1.00{ LS | $45,000.00 $45,000|Allowance, including possible handholes & misc.

$0.75 1.6) Site Electrical & Lighting: |$225,000.00
200 Amp services to light towers. 1,800.00] LF $35.00 $63,000.00|A supplemental allowance around new sports fields.
Lighting controller panel. 1.00{ LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance in electrical shack.
Sports field lighting towers fixtures, complete. 12.00| LS | $60,000.00 $720,000.00|Around both sports fields, w/ concrete bases, 10 lights on avg.
Site lighting coordination & pick-up. 1.00 LS | $15,000.00 $15,000.00|Allowance, with possible additional handholes and misc.

$2.69 1.7) Field Lighting Premium:|$808,000.00

PHASE 3 D SITE IMPROVEMENTS, continues on the next page:

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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Drafted: 12/22/23
Completed: 12/22/23

GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

Page 8 of 14

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Quantity [ Unit] $$$ | Est. Cost
PHASE 3 D SITE IMPROVEMENTS:
(Continued from the previous page.)

Backhoe trenching. 32.00| Hr $220.00 $7,040.00(For site fixtures & specialties.
Steel fabricated swing access gate. 4.00| Ea $8,000.00 $32,000.00|Allowance at all new onsite road loop access areas.
New monument sign. 1.00] LS $7,500.00 $7,500.00|Allowance to be addressed.
Steel fabricated handrails, galvanized. 490.00| LF $150.00 $73,500.00|At new east ramps.
Railings or fencing at tops of walls. 1,000.00| LF $80.00 $80,000.00|Allowance at the tops of most cast-in-place retaining walls.
Directional & ADA signage. 1.00| LS $4,500.00 $4,500.00|Allowance at new parking lots and misc..
Waste & recycle receptacles. 10.00| Ea $1,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance at new plazas and around sports fields.
Water fountain and water bottle refiller. 1.00| Ea $6,000.00 $6,000.00|In extended plaza, vandal resistant.
Bicycle racks. 4.00| Ea $1,000.00 $4,000.00|Allowance in new plaza areas.
New portable bleachers. 8.00| Ea $5,000.00 $40,000.00|Pre-fabricated aluminum bleachers where indicated on plan.
Sports field athletic equipment. 1.00( LS | $15,000.00 $15,000.00|Allowance for bases, portable goals and misc.
Electronic scoreboards. 2.00|] Ea | $20,000.00 $40,000.00|One at north and south sides of field.
Miscellaneous site specialties & pick-up. 1.00( LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance for what is not yet addressed.

$1.10 1.8) Site Fixtures & Specialties: |$329,540.00
Backhoe trenching. 32.00( Hr $220.00 $7,040.00(For surfacing work.
Cast-in-place perimeter curbing. 1,700.00| LF $40.00 $68,000.00|Around synthetic turf perimeters at both sports fields.
Synthetic turf, installed. 175,000.00| SF $13.00 $2,275,000|Over both new sports fields.
Add for crushed base, underdrainage & prep. 175,000.00| SF $5.00 $875,000.00|Under both new sports fields.
Add for fixture premiums & pick-up. 1.00| LS [ $30,000.00 $30,000.00|Allowance, including possible vendor unloading.

$10.85 1.9) Synthetic Turf Surfacing: |$3,255,040.00
Backhoe trenching. 80.00| Hr $220.00 $17,600.00|For site concrete work.
Cast-in-place curbs & gutters & curbing. 3,250.00( LF $42.00 $136,500.00|At the edges of most new asphalt paving.
Concrete sidewalks & paving. 21,000.00| SF $12.00 $252,000.00|Around new sport fields and misc.
Add for cast-in-place ramp premium. 2,000.00| SF $10.00 $20,000.00]As laid out on plan, a long "U" ramp.
Add for tie-in & accent premiums. 12.00 MD | $1,000.00 $12,000.00|Allowance, including minor street patches.
Site concrete pick-up & coordination. 10.00| MD $900.00 $9,000.00|Allowance, including general site clean-up.

$1.49 1.10) Site Concrete Curbing & Paving: |$447,100.00
New asphalt paving. 50,000.00| SF $4.50 $225,000.00|As laid out on plan, assumes a 3" mix over 6" base.
Add for asphalt paving tie-in premiums. 1.00| LS $7,500.00 $7,500.00|Allowance, including minor street patches.
Add for striping. 1.00| LS $8,000.00 $8,000.00{Over new onsite paving.

$0.80 1.11) Asphalt Paving & Striping: |$240,500.00
Conventional sprinkler head coverage. 12,500.00| SF $1.60 $20,000.00|In designated new planter areas.
Add for irrigation infrastructure. 1.00] LS $6,000.00 $6,000.00|Allowance, including a point-of-connection to new meter.
Planter areas with topsoil & muich. 12,500.00| SF $6.00 $75,000.00]In plaza and high profile areas, with 6" topsoil and 2" mulch.
Seeded onsite areas with topsoil. 14,000.00| SF $1.00 $14,000.00|In periphery areas, with a 4" layer of topsoil.
Add for new trees. 140.00| Ea $450.00 $63,000.00|Allowance, assumes mostly native type 2" caliper.
Allowance for offsite tree replacement 761.00| Ea $14.00 $10,654.00|Allowance, assumes 2 gallon trees, labor not included
Add for a soft surface trail premium. 600.00( LF $16.00 $9,600.00|Assumes a 5' wide path of wood chips at south side of site.
Add for phased landscaping overlap work. 1.00 LS | $20,000.00 $20,000.00|Allowance between Phase 3 and Phase 2 boundaries.
Landscaping maintenance & pick-up work. 1.00] LS | $40,000.00 $40,000.00|Allowance, including warranty call-backs.

$0.86 1.12) Landscaping & Irrigation: ($258,254.00

Around new sports fields and dugouts - except where retaining

10" high chainlink fencing. 1,100.00| LF $70.00 $77,000.00|walls serve as ball protection
Add for backstop premiums. 2.00| LS | $25,000.00 $50,000.00|At rectangular sports field.

$0.42 1.13) Site Fencing & Backstops: |$127,000.00
PHASE 3 D SITE IMPROVEMENTS: 300,000.00( SF $28.70 $8,611,384
Add 25% for Estimate Mark-Ups: 300,000.00| SF $35.88 $10,764,230

About 300,000 SF of is figured in Phase 3 D. Like Phase 2 D, extensive earthwork cuts, fills and haul-offs are figured, along with retaining
walls, but not as much. The primary reason why the Phase 3 D cost is more than Phase 2 D is the latter has more synthetic turf and more
retaining walls. Also, no new underground storm detention vault is figured in Phase 3 D. Instead, excess storm run-off is figured to tie into
an existing near-by onsite storm main that drains into an existing large detention pond that has enough capacity to handle the additional
loads. Unlike Phase 2 D, Phase 3 D includes an onsite loop road with a new water main loop and fire hydrants.

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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Drafted: 12/22/23
Completed: 12/22/23

GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

Page 9 of 14

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

[ Quantity [Unit] $$$ | Est. Cost
PHASE 3 D BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES:
Dugout gate & roof support premiums. 4.00( LS | $1,000.00 $4,000.00|Allowance under new dugout roofs.
Dugout roof & shed assembilies. 2,000.00 SF $40.00 $80,000.00|Simple metal roofing & framing, 4 x 500 SF.
Add for dugout lighting & other electrical. 2,000.00| SF $5.00 $10,000.00|Allowance for simple vandal resistant lighting & power outlets.
$0.29 2.1) New Dugout Roof Premiums: ($94,000.00
Building foundation, complete. 960.00( SF $50.00 $48,000.00|Based on Sports Complex Phase 1B comfort station design.
Architectural CMU exterior walls. 2,200.00{ SF $40.00 $88,000.00f " " " v v omowowmomowmowmomow
Building framing & sheathing. 960.00( SF $90.00 $86,400.00( " " " ovoovoovowomowmowowm
Roofing & sheet metal. 1,500.00{ SF $35.00 $52,500.00f " " " v ovoomowowmomowmowmomw
Exterior wall & soffit finishes. 1,800.00 SF $20.00 $36,000.00f " " v ovoovoovomomowowmown
Exterior doors & windows. 960.00( SF $32.00 $30,720.00f " " " v ovomowowmomowmoowmomow
Interior finishes. 960.00( SF $50.00 $48,000.00f " " v ovoovoovomomomowow
Building specialties & equipment. 960.00( SF $55.00 $52,800.00f " " " v ovoomowowmomowmowomow
Building plumbing, vandal resistant. 960.00 SF $160.00 $153,600.00( " " " v ovoowowomowmowmowomw
Building heat & mechanical ventilation. 960.00( SF $35.00 $33,600.00f " " " v ovomowowmomowmowmomow
Building electrical, vandal resistant. 950.00| SF $55.00 $52,250.00 " " " voovovomomomowow
$2.27 2.2) Comfort Station Building, Complete: [$681,870.00
PHASE 3 D BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES: 300,000.00| SF $2.59 $775,870
Add 25% for General Contractor Mark-Ups: 300,000.00| SF $3.23 $969,838

As with Phase 2 D, simple metal roofing and gage framing is figured over the new Phase 3 D dugouts, along with some Spartan type

but vandal resistant lighting and power outlets.

A field constructed Comfort Station building is included, for now figured to follow the same design and scope layout of a new
Restroom and Concession building figured in the Gig Harbor Sports Complex Phase 1B project.

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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ompete PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

BUDGETARY COST ESTIMATE
PROJECT COMPONENT Quantity |Unit| Estimate With G.C. REMARKS
Cost Mark-Ups
PHASE 2 E BASE ESTIMATE SUMMARY BREAKDOWN
(Includes Contractor G.R, OH&P, B&I, B&0O Tax Mark-Ups, No Sales Tax.)
SITE IMPROVEMENTS: $8,409,903
1.1) Site Preparation to Subgrades. 1.25| LS $574,590 $718,238|Same as Phase 2 D scope, see Pages 3 & 4 for details.
1.2) Retaining Walls. 1.25| LS | $1,320,400 $1,650,500( " " voovoovoomomomomowwn
1.3) Outside Water. 1.25( LS $15,500 $19,375) " " v voovwoomomowowommww
1.4) Outside Sanitary Sewer. 1.25( LS $87,000 $108,750f " " v v ovoomoowowomomowmowww
1.5) Storm Drainage. 1.25( LS $244,042 $305,053) * * v ovovomowowomomoww e
1.6) Site Electrical & Lighting. 1.25( LS $194,000 $242,500, " oo
1.7) Field Lighting Premium . 1.25( LS $815,000 $1,018,750f * " v voovoovowomowmowowm
1.8) Site Fixtures & Specialties. 1.25| LS $286,440 $358,050|Same as Phase 2 D scope, see Page 4 for details.
1.9) Synthetic Turf Play Surfacing. 1.25| LS | $2,549,440 $3,186,800 " " v v ovovowomomowowww
1.10) Site Concrete Curbing & Paving. 1.25[ LS $142,280 $177,850, " * v voovoomowowmowomoww
1.11) Asphalt Paving & Striping. 1.25( LS $8,000 $10,000f " " " v ovoomowowowomowowow
1.12) Landscaping & Irrigation. 1.25( LS $251,030 $313,788 " * v v ovoomowowowomowoww
1.13) Site Fencing & Backstops. 1.25( LS $240,200 $300,250f " 0 v ovoovoomowowmowmomoww
$6,727,922
BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES: $132,500
2.1) New Dugout Roof Premiums. 1.25| LS $94,000 $117,500|Same as Phase 2 D scope, see Page 5 for details.
2.2) Minor Restoration of Existing Buildings. 1.25( LS $12,000 $15,0000 " " v voovoomowowowomoww
2.3) Premium to Relocate Existing Sheds. 1.25| LS N/A N/A Not part of Phase 2 E scope.
$106,000
PHASE 2 E BASE ESTIMATE MACC: $8,542,403

BASE ESTIMATE MARK-UP & GENERAL NOTES:

The above Base Estimate costs above and Option costs below include a 25% general contractor's mark-up, intended to cover general
requirements, overhead & profit, bond & insurance, B & O tax and a modest 4% to 5% compounded design contingency. Soft costs, such as
sales tax, permits, 3rd party testing, utility company connection fees if applicable, design fees, owner's administration costs and a change order
contingency are not included. Costs and scope are very preliminary and should be treated as such.

Costs are in current dollars without any projected construction cost escalation figured. Once an approximate anticipated construction start date
is targeted, it is suggested that a construction cost escalation premium be added to the estimate bottom-line at about a 5% to 6% compounded
annual rate.

Phase 2 E is figured as its own independent project. If it were combined with Phase 3 E work, there might be a $280,000 combined savings
between the two projects rather than being done under separate contacts and staggered at different times. These savings would come from
incurring just one site mobilization instead of two, deleting site work overlaps at the boundaries between the two phases, and providing a
nominal overall site work scope efficiency. This does not include possible savings of avoiding additional construction cost escalation if one of
the phases were to be constructed at a later date from the other.

PROJECT COMPONENT Quantity |Unit| Estimate With G.C. REMARKS

Cost Mark-Ups

PHASE 2 OPTIONS:

(Includes Contractor G.R, OH&P, B&I, B&0O Tax Mark-Ups, No Sales Tax.)

0O-1) Reuse Existing Large Field Tower Poles 6.00| Ea | -$20,000.00 -$150,000|Existing light fixtures still figured to be replaced.

For: BCRA A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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GIG HARBOR SPORTS COMPLEX

PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

BUDGETARY COST ESTIMATE

Page 11 of 14

PROJECT COMPONENT Quantity |Unit| Estimate With G.C. REMARKS
Cost Mark-Ups
PHASE 3 E BASE ESTIMATE SUMMARY BREAKDOWN
(Includes Contractor G.R, OH&P, B&I, B&0O Tax Mark-Ups, No Sales Tax.)
SITE IMPROVEMENTS: $10,853,505
1.1) Site Preparation to Subgrades. 1.25] LS $1,067,520 $1,334,400|See Pages 12 & 13 for estimate details.
1.2) Retaining Walls. 1.25| LS | $1,132,250 $1,415313f * » " v ovovowomomow
1.3) Outside Water. 1.25( LS $219,000 $273,750| " " v ovoovoomoowowmomom
1.4) Outside Sanitary Sewer. 1.25( LS $65,000 $81,250) " " v ovovoomoomowowow
1.5) Storm Drainage. 1.25( LS $265,500 $331,875 " v ovoovoomowowmoomom
1.6) Site Electrical & Lighting. 1.25( LS $216,000 $270,000f " " v voovoomowowomom
1.7) Field Lighting Premium . 1.25( LS $688,000 $860,0004 " " " v oovoomoowowomomon
1.8) Site Fixtures & Specialties. 1.25| LS $324,790 $405,988|See Page 13 for estimate details.
1.9) Synthetic Turf Surfacing. 1.25| LS | $3,320,040 $4,150,050f " " " v ovoovowomomowow
1.10) Site Concrete, Pads & Paving. 1.25( LS $511,700 $639,625 " " v v oovoomoowowowmomow
1.11) Asphalt Paving & Striping. 1.25( LS $213,500 $266,875 " " v voovoomoowowowmomon
1.12) Landscaping & Irrigation. 1.25[ LS $401,754 $502,193 " " v voovoomoowowowmomo
1.13) Site Fencing & Backstops. 1.25( LS $257,750 $322,188 " v v ovoomoomowowmomom
$8,682,804
BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES: $969,838
2.1) New Dugout Roof Premiums. 1.25| LS $94,000 $117,500|See Page 14 for estimate details.
2.2) New Comfort Station. 1.25( LS $681,870 $852,338 " " v ovoovoomoowowomomo
$775,870
PHASE 3 E BASE ESTIMATE MACC: $11,823,343

BASE ESTIMATE MARK-UP & GENERAL NOTES:

The above Base Estimate costs above include a 25% general contractor's mark-up, intended to cover general requirements, overhead & profit,
bond & insurance, B & O tax and a modest 4% to 5% compounded design contingency. Soft costs, such as sales tax, permits, 3rd party
testing, utility company connection fees if applicable, design fees, owner's administration costs and a change order contingency are not
included. Costs and scope are very preliminary and should be treated as such.

Costs are in current dollars without any projected construction cost escalation figured. Once an approximate anticipated construction start date
is targeted, it is suggested that a construction cost escalation premium be added to the estimate bottom-line at about a 5% to 6% compounded

annual rate.

Phase 3 E is figured as its own independent project. If it were combined with Phase 2 E work, there might be a $280,000 combined savings
between the two projects rather than being done under separate contacts and staggered at different times. These savings would come from
incurring one just site mobilization instead of two, deleting site work overlaps at the boundaries between the two phases, and providing a
nominal overall site work scope efficiency. This does not include possible savings of avoiding additional construction cost escalation if one of
the phases were to be constructed at a later date from the other.

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Quantity [ Unit] $$$ | Est. Cost

PHASE 3 E SITE IMPROVEMENTS:
Temporary construction fencing. 2,300.00( LF $4.00 $9,200.00|Around the site improvement perimeter.
Mobilization. 1.00] LS | $30,000.00 $30,000.00]Allowance for mass earthwork.
Minor site demolition. 1.00{ LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00(|At new site entries and misc.
Silt fencing. 2,200.00| LF $7.00 $15,400.00|Allowance around most of site improvement perimeter.
Temporary construction entrance. 3,000.00 SF $3.00 $9,000.00|Allowance, presumably at east or south side of site.
Temporary sediment pond. 1.00| LS | $20,000.00 $20,000.00|Allowance, possibly with a control structure and pump.
Erosion control with maintenance & pick-up. 1.00{ LS | $120,000.00 $120,000.00|Allowance, dealing with some steep onsite slopes.
Onsite clearing and strippings. 300,000.00| SF $0.40 $120,000.00|Mostly heavily treed with some site slopes.
Add for tree removal premium. 1.00{ LS | $50,000.00 $50,000.00|To be removed & de-stumped.
Remove strippings from site. 7,500.00 CY $13.00 $97,500.00|Assumes an 8" avg. stripping layer in improvement areas.
Onsite excavation cuts & rough grading. 31,690.00] CY $5.00 $158,450.00|Based on preliminary BCRA take-offs.
Onsite excavation fills & rough grading. 10,330.00| CY $5.00 $51,650.00|Based on preliminary BCRA take-offs.
Add to remove excess cuts from site. 21,360.00| CY $12.00 $256,320.00|Net difference between subgrade cuts & fills after strippings.
Onsite finish grading. 300,000.00| SF $0.15 $45,000.00|Based on Phase 3E layout,mostly open but with some slopes.
Add for phased site prep overlap work. 1.00 LS | $30,000.00 $30,000.00|Allowance between Phase 3 and Phase 2 boundaries.
Earthwork pick-up and coordination. 1.00| LS | $45,000.00 $45,000.00|Allowance, including de-mob & temp. pond removal.

$3.56 1.1) Site Preparation to Subgrades: |$1,067,520.00
Cast-in-place ballfield retaining walls. 4,190.00| SF $80.00 $335,200.00|From 2' to 12' high
Cast-in-place ramp and stair walls. 1,100.00| SF $85.00 $93,500.00|At east grade transition area, 220 LF x 5' average with steps.
Soldier piles, soil pins & lagging. 3,050.00 SF $150.00 $457,500|Along north edge of Phase 3 fields
Prep, excavation, backfills & drainage. 3,050.00| SF $25.00 $76,250.00| Into existing hillsides, with top and base drains.
Short cast-in-place ramp & stair walls. 800.00 SF $80.00 $64,000.00|At 3' grade step between sports fields, 200 LF x 4' average.
Backfills, footing drains & pick-up. 5,290.00| SF $20.00 $105,800.00|Behind cast-in-place retaining walls.

$3.77 1.2) Retaining Walls: ($1,132,250.00
Waterline connection. 1.00] LS $7,000.00 $7,000.00|Allowance at an existing Harbor Hill Drive main.
New water mains, with fittings. 1,500.00| LF $100.00 $150,000.00|Assumes 8" Class 52 ductile iron along new loop road.
New fire hydrant assemblies & branch lines. 4.00| Ea $8,000.00 $32,000.00|Allowance along new onsite loop road.
New domestic water services. 1.00] LS | $15,000.00 $15,000.00|Allowance to a new Comfort Station, drinking fountain & misc.
Add for domestic & irrigation meters. 1.00{ LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00]Allowance to accommodate domestic & irrigation services.
Waterline testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00] LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00|Allowance.

$0.73 1.3) Outside Water: ($219,000.00
Sanitary line connection. 1.00] LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00|Allowance at an existing Harbor Hill Drive main.
New onsite sanitary mains. 600.00| LF $75.00 $45,000.00| To new Comfort Station from Harbor Hill Drive.
Add for sanitary manholes. 2.00| Ea $5,000.00 $10,000.00|At new sanitary main.
Sanitary testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00] LS $5,000.00 $5,000.00|Allowance, including possible cleanouts.

$0.22 1.4) Outside Sanitary Sewer: |$65,000.00
New Type #1 catch basins. 10.00| Ea $2,200.00 $22,000.00|At new onsite loop road and parking asphalt paving.
New area drains. 10.00| Ea $1,200.00 $12,000.00|Allowance at extended new pedestrian paving.
Control structure basin fixture. 1.00| Ea $6,000.00 $6,000.00|Allowance at east side of site.
New storm line mains, mostly 12". 2,700.00| LF $65.00 $175,500.00|From new basins & underdrainage to offsite storm outlet.
Roof & underdrainage extension lines. 1,000.00| LF $32.00 $32,000.00|From new dugouts, walls & misc, to main storm system.
New offsite storm outlet. 1.00] LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance to an existing storm main that drains into a pond.
Storm testing, coordination & pick-up. 1.00] LS $8,000.00 $8,000.00|Onsite allowance.

$0.89 1.5) Storm Drainage: |$265,500.00
Primary power & transformer coordination. 1.00 LS | $20,000.00 $20,000]Allowance, transformer & primary wire by power company.
Electrical services to onsite electrical fixtures. 2,600.00| LF $25.00 $65,000]Allowance to lighting, dugouts and other site fixtures.
Parking lot pole light fixtures. 10.00| Ea [ $5,000.00 $50,000]Along new onsite loop road.
Pedestrian light fixtures. 8.00| Ea $4,500.00 $36,000|Primarily at new pedestrian paved areas.
Miscellaneous onsite electrical. 1.00] LS | $45,000.00 $45,000|Allowance, including possible handholes & misc.

$0.72 1.6) Site Electrical & Lighting: |$216,000.00
200 Amp services to light towers. 1,800.00| LF $35.00 $63,000.00|A supplemental allowance around new sports fields.
Lighting controller panel. 1.00] LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00]Allowance in electrical shack.
Field lighting towers, facing a single side. 6.00] LS | $60,000.00 $360,000.00|Around both sports fields, w/ concrete bases, 10 lights on avg.
Field lighting towers, facing two sides. 3.00] LS | $80,000.00 $240,000.00|Between sports fields, with concrete bases, 20 lights on avg.
Site lighting coordination & pick-up. 1.00 LS | $15,000.00 $15,000.00|Allowance, with possible additional handholes and misc.

$2.29

1.7) Field Lighting Premium:

$688,000.00

PHASE 3 E SITE IMPROVEMENTS, continues on the next page:

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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PHASE 2 AND PHASE 3 ALTERNATES FOR THE CITY OF GIG HARBOR

Quantity [ Unit] $$$ | Est. Cost
PHASE 3 E SITE IMPROVEMENTS:
(Continued from the previous page.)

Backhoe trenching. 32.00| Hr $220.00 $7,040.00(For site fixtures & specialties.
Steel fabricated swing access gate. 4.00| Ea $8,000.00 $32,000.00|Allowance at all new onsite road loop access areas.
New monument sign. 1.00] LS $7,500.00 $7,500.00|Allowance to be addressed.
Steel fabricated handrails, galvanized. 505.00| LF $150.00 $75,750.00|At new east ramps, and ramp & steps between fields.
Railings or fencing at tops of walls. 900.00( LF $80.00 $72,000.00|Allowance at the tops of most cast-in-place retaining walls.
Directional & ADA signage. 1.00| LS $4,500.00 $4,500.00|Allowance at new parking lots and misc..
Waste & recycle receptacles. 10.00| Ea $1,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance at new plazas and around sports fields.
Water fountain and water bottle refiller. 1.00| Ea $6,000.00 $6,000.00|In extended plaza, vandal resistant.
Bicycle racks. 4.00| Ea $1,000.00 $4,000.00|Allowance in new plaza areas.
New portable bleachers. 8.00| Ea $5,000.00 $40,000.00|Pre-fabricated aluminum bleachers where indicated on plan.
Sports field athletic equipment. 1.00 LS | $16,000.00 $16,000.00|Allowance for bases, portable goals and misc.
Electronic scoreboards. 2.00] Ea | $20,000.00 $40,000.00|Assumes one at each sports field though not noted on plan.
Miscellaneous site specialties & pick-up. 1.00( LS | $10,000.00 $10,000.00|Allowance for what is not yet addressed.

$1.08 1.8) Site Fixtures & Specialties: |$324,790.00
Backhoe trenching. 32.00( Hr $220.00 $7,040.00(For surfacing work.
Cast-in-place perimeter curbing. 2,375.00( LF $40.00 $95,000.00|Around synthetic turf perimeters at both sports fields.
Synthetic turf, installed. 177,000.00| SF $13.00 $2,301,000|Over both new sports fields.
Add for crushed base, underdrainage & prep. 177,000.00| SF $5.00 $885,000.00|Under both new sports fields.
Add for fixture premiums & pick-up. 1.00| LS [ $32,000.00 $32,000.00|Allowance, including possible vendor unloading.

$11.07 1.9) Synthetic Turf Surfacing: |$3,320,040.00
Backhoe trenching. 80.00| Hr $220.00 $17,600.00|For site concrete work.
Cast-in-place curbs & gutters & curbing. 3,250.00( LF $42.00 $136,500.00|At the edges of most new asphalt paving.
Concrete sidewalks & paving. 21,000.00| SF $12.00 $252,000.00|Around and between new sport fields and misc.
Add for cast-in-place ramp premium. 2,400.00| SF $10.00 $24,000.00|As laid out on plan, a long "U" ramp, plus one between fields.
Add for steps between sports fields. 320.00( LF $180.00 $57,600.00|A 3' high stepped elevation change between an ADA ramp.
Add for tie-in & accent premiums. 15.00{ MD $1,000.00 $15,000.00|Allowance, including minor street patches.
Site concrete pick-up & coordination. 10.00| MD $900.00 $9,000.00|Allowance, including general site clean-up.

$1.71 1.10) Site Concrete Curbing & Paving: ($511,700.00
New asphalt paving. 44,000.00| SF $4.50 $198,000.00(As laid out on plan, assumes a 3" mix over 6" base.
Add for asphalt paving tie-in premiums. 1.00| LS $7,500.00 $7,500.00|Allowance, including minor street patches.
Add for striping. 1.00| LS $8,000.00 $8,000.00{Over new onsite paving.

$0.71 1.11) Asphalt Paving & Striping: |$213,500.00
Conventional sprinkler head coverage. 30,000.00] SF $1.60 $48,000.00|In designated new planter areas.
Add for irrigation infrastructure. 1.00] LS $6,500.00 $6,500.00|Allowance, including a point-of-connection to new meter.
Planter areas with topsoil & muich. 30,000.00| SF $6.00 $180,000.00|In plaza and high profile areas, with 6" topsoil and 2" muich.
Seeded onsite areas with topsoil. 10,000.00| SF $1.00 $10,000.00|In periphery areas, with a 4" layer of topsoil.
Add for new trees. 160.00| Ea $450.00 $72,000.00|Allowance, assumes mostly native type 2" caliper.
Allowance for offsite tree replacement 761.00| Ea $14.00 $10,654.00|Allowance, assumes 2 gallon trees, labor not included
Add for a soft surface trail premium. 600.00( LF $16.00 $9,600.00|Assumes a 5' wide path of wood chips at south side of site.
Add for phased landscaping overlap work. 1.00| LS | $20,000.00 $20,000.00|Allowance between Phase 3 and Phase 2 boundaries.
Landscaping maintenance & pick-up work. 1.00 LS | $45,000.00 $45,000.00|Allowance, including warranty call-backs.

$1.34 1.12) Landscaping & Site Clean-Up: |$401,754.00
10" high chainlink fencing. 2,450.00| LF $70.00 $171,500.00|Around new sports fields and dugouts.
Add for backstop premiums. 2.00| LS | $25,000.00 $50,000.00|One at each sports field.
Add for PVC coating. 29,000.00| SF $1.25 $36,250.00|At all new chainlink fencing.

$0.86 1.13) Site Fencing & Backstops: [$257,750.00
PHASE 3 E SITE IMPROVEMENTS: 300,000.00| SF $28.94 $8,682,804
Add 25% for Estimate Mark-Ups: 300,000.00( SF $36.18 $10,853,505

About 300,000 SF of site improvements is included. Most of the Phase 3 E scope assumptions follow those in Phase 3 D. A big difference
is that in Phase 3 E, one large sports field figured in Phase 3 D is instead broken up into two smaller sports fields. Also, in Phase 3 E, the
east sports field finish grade is raised 3', which reduces excess subgrade excavation and haul-offs, plus overall retaining wall surface areas
quantities. Added to the Phase 3 E scope is a set of concrete steps and an ADA ramp in the plaza paving between the two sports fields.

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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[ Quantity [Unit] $5$ | Est. Cost
PHASE 3 E BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES:
Dugout gate & roof support premiums. 4.00[ LS | $1,000.00 $4,000.00|Allowance under new dugout roofs.
Dugout roof & shed assembilies. 2,000.00 SF $40.00 $80,000.00|Simple metal roofing & framing, 4 x 500 SF.
Add for dugout lighting & other electrical. 2,000.00| SF $5.00 $10,000.00|Allowance for simple vandal resistant lighting & power outlets.
$0.29 2.1) New Dugout Roof Premiums: ($94,000.00
Building foundation, complete. 960.00( SF $50.00 $48,000.00|Based on Sports Complex Phase 1B comfort station design.
Architectural CMU exterior walls. 2,200.00{ SF $40.00 $88,000.00f " " " v vomowowmomowmowmomow
Building framing & sheathing. 960.00 SF $90.00 $86,400.00( " " " voovovowomowmowowm
Roofing & sheet metal. 1,500.00{ SF $35.00 $52,500.00f " " " v ovomowowmomowmowmomw
Exterior wall & soffit finishes. 1,800.00 SF $20.00 $36,000.00f " " " voovovowomowowowmw
Exterior doors & windows. 960.00( SF $32.00 $30,720.00f " " " v ovoomomowmomowmowmomow
Interior finishes. 960.00 SF $50.00 $48,000.00f " " v ovoovovowomowowowm
Building specialties & equipment. 960.00( SF $55.00 $52,800.00f " " " v vomowowmomowmowmomow
Building plumbing, vandal resistant. 960.00( SF $160.00 $153,600.00( " " " v ovoowowomowmowmowomw
Building heat & mechanical ventilation. 960.00( SF $35.00 $33,600.00f " " " v ovomowowmomowmowmomow
Building electrical, vandal resistant. 950.00| SF $55.00 $52,250.00f " " o ovovovomomomowow
$2.27 2.2) Comfort Station Building, Complete: ($681,870.00
PHASE 3 E BUILDINGS & STRUCTURES: 300,000.00| SF $2.59 $775,870
Add 25% for General Contractor Mark-Ups: 300,000.00| SF $3.23 $969,838

For estimating purposes, the Phase 3 E and 3 D Buildings and Structures scope is figured to be identical to each other.

For: BCRA

A CONCEPTUAL COST STUDY

From: Bill Acker Consulting Services
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Sports Complex Phase 2 & 3
Feasibility Study Update Exhibit

Field Income and Expense Comparisons

from Other Jurisdictions

A detailed analysis of possible income and expenses for the city’s Sports Complex
Phase 2 & 3 was not included in the budget for this feasibility study. City staff did reach
out to a few jurisdictions that have publicly owned sports facilities to inquire about
expenses and revenues associated with their sports fields. The city most similar in size
to Gig Harbor is Woodinville, with a population of 13,830. They own and operate a
sports complex with two lighted, artificial turf fields adjacent to their city hall. The fields
are lined for little league baseball, soccer and lacrosse.

Questions about how much revenue future phases of the sports complex will cost to
run, as well as how much revenue it will bring in are complicated to answer.
Jurisdictions charge anywhere from $20 to $270 an hour for artificial turf field use. Most
charge an extra fee for lights. Some jurisdictions have a flat fee, other vary their prices
depending on who is using the fields.

Other revenue considerations Gig Harbor may have include possible concessions and
the joint management of the concessions with other entities such as the YMCA and Gig
Harbor Little League.

See the table below with four examples of fee structures from similar fields in our
region.

Page 1 of 2

Page 22 of 170



Turf Field Rental Revenue Information

Reported
Fields Available annual
Jurisdiction for rent Rates / field Lights / hour revenues* Notes
3 grass baseball w/turf
infields H20/hr el L PenMet has recently adopted changes to their
PenMet Parks pricing structure, but it hasn’t been implemented
et.
1 turf soccer/football $45/hr $30 $95,000 y
City of Woodinville 2 turf soccer/baseball $40-75/hr $25 $227,000 | Extra charge for non-residents.
Extra charge for non-residents. Sports
City of SeaTac W SEBEEL /4 SO il $30 $450,000 | organizations allowed to rent facilities for entire
baseball ($2,400-2,800/day) .
day or multiple day tournaments.
Peninsula School District 2 turf multi-use $78-270/hr $50 n/a Four clgssmcanons of US€rs, ranging from youth
nonprofit to adult for-profit groups
Metro Parks Tacoma 1 turf soccer/ football $30-35/hr $25 n/a 5;(3& Er;a;rrge o IV SRR WTEm CRmpPEEE (9

*n/a = data not available

The cities of SeaTac and Woodinville charge extra for non-residents, based on where over 50 percent of the people
on the roster live. SeaTac charges $10/hour more for non-residents. Woodinville charges $35/hour more.

Page 2 of 2

Page 23 of 170



Ai City of Gig Harbor

City Council Agenda Bill

I arBOF _
“THE MARITIME CITY" Meeting Date: January 18, 2024

SUBJECT: Proposed UGA Retraction by Pierce County

SUBMITTED BY: Principal Planner Robin Bolster-Grant
DEPARTMENT: Community Development PHONE: (253) 853-7615

SUGGESTED MOTION: None.

BACKGROUND INFORMATION: At the January 18 city council study session, Erika
Rhett Hunt, Long Range Planning Supervisor for Pierce County, will present an
overview of the proposed retraction of a portion of the Gig Harbor Urban Growth Area
(UGA). The retraction is part of a larger UGA amendment proposed by Pierce County
included in their Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the county’s
Comprehensive Plan Update. More information can be found at the county’s website
here: https://www.piercecountywa.gov/8263/UGA-Retraction.

The UGAs are areas designated by the county, which contain adequate urban services
and public facilities, as well as adjacent areas where future growth and higher density
are expected.

The city hired BERK Consulting, Inc to perform an analysis of the city’s UGA and to
develop a report based on their findings. The report was completed in March 2023 and
the City Council adopted the report on April 24, 2023. The BERK report included
recommended strategies to inform the city’s decisions regarding annexation, long-term
management and potential changes to the UGA.

More recently Pierce County prepared their own UGA Analysis, which reflects revisions
to policy criteria set forth in Vision 2050 and Countywide Planning Policies. The
County’s analysis identifies areas that may be suitable for reducing growth as well as
areas proposed for rezoning. These areas are being studied by Pierce County in an
environmental impact statement (EIS) as part of their Comprehensive Plan Periodic
Update and include the retraction of portions of UGAs associated with several cities,
including Gig Harbor.

The recommended retraction is based on the following criteria:

e Consistency with growth targets

e The presence/absence of urban utilities

e The presence/absence of critical areas

e The presence /absence of urban development
¢ Impacts of expansion of the rural separator

e Potential for high-speed transit
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https://www.piercecountywa.gov/8263/UGA-Retraction

The areas under consideration for retraction in the Gig Harbor UGA include Purdy, a
portion of Peacock Hill and the southern end of Point Fosdick southeast of Madrona
Links. The stated justification for removal of these portions of the Gig Harbor UGA are
the presence of environmental constraints, limited infrastructure and/or the ability to
provide urban services.

The city’s urban growth areas are considered potential annexation areas. Meaning that
these areas should be considered for annexation if and when the city needs the
additional growth capacity. Per the county’s Buildable Lands Analysis, the city’s growth
targets for the 2044 planning horizon can be accommodated within the current city
boundary. Therefore, removal of these areas would have no overall impact on the city’s
long-range plans.

The city’s own analysis of the UGA directs us to treat two of the areas — Point Fosdick
and Peacock Hill — as medium-term priorities. Meaning, they should be considered for
annexation over the next 20 years. The analysis treats the Purdy area as a long-term
priority. Meaning that it should not be pursued for annexation over that same period.
Further, the analysis tells us that all of these areas, if annexed, would result in negative
fiscal impacts to the city. Finally, the analysis designates only one area for removal
from the city’s UGA — Madrona Links. Overall, there does not appear to be much
benefit to the city in considering future annexation of these areas.

In looking further into the Purdy area, the only apparent benefits of annexation might be
critical fish and wildlife habitat protection through septic to sewer conversions and
additional commercial development opportunities should the city find itself in need of
more commercial capacity.

The Pierce County Growth Management Coordination Committee (GMCC) has
recommended moving forward with the proposed retraction to the Pierce County
Regional Council (PCRC). The PCRC will take up the discussion at their January 18,
2024, meeting.

While a final decision on the proposed retraction is not imminent, it is important that the
City Council have an opportunity to discuss the proposed amendment and provide
comment regarding potential impacts to the future growth of Gig Harbor and/or consider
requesting additional criteria be considered before such a decision is made. Comments
on the draft EIS are due to the county by February 26, 2024.

FISCAL CONSIDERATION: N/A

ATTACHMENTS:
1. Proposed UGA Retractions Presentation
2. UGA Retraction Map
3. Pierce County UGA Analysis
4. City of Gig Harbor UGA Analysis
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STRATEGIC PLAN PRIORITY: Maintain small town character and historic preservation
while growing responsibly

Page 26 of 170



. PLANNING »>>»>

OUR TOMORROW

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

Proposed UGA Retractions

Erika Rhett Hunt

Pierce County Long Range Planning Supervisor

Erika.Rhett@piercecountywa.gov W) 253798759 January 18, 2024




Growth Target Alighment

Adopted Countywide Growth Targets

<o PLANNING >
OUR TOMORROW

COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE

Vision 2050 Regional Geography Vision 2050 Estimated Pierce County Adopted
Growth Allocation Growth Allocation

Metropolltan Cities 38%

38%

23% 20%
21% 22%
Cities & Towns 7% 7%
8% 10%
Rural R 3%
100% 100%
- Consistent with Countywide Unincorporated County Growth Targets

Plann'i’ng Policies to “bend the Vision 2050 Regional 2020-2044 Housing
trend Geography Target
» Released the County UGA

analysis in March 2023, revised in
September 2023

e Studied in EIS Alternative 3

High Capacity Transit Area 17,833

Urban Unmcorporate Area

Rural ____[EEZC

10,870
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COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE
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Next Steps OUR TOMORROW

) 'ﬁ’l @—MEC! %TW@ Next Steps
) P8 = e Briefing and Action at PCRC — January 18
* Public Review — through February 26
* Planning Commission Recommendation — April 2024
* County Council Review — May 2024
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Thank You!

Erika Rhett Hunt

Pierce County Long Range Planning Supervisor

Erika.Rhett@piercecountywa.gov W) 253798759 January 18, 2024
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Figure 6. Identified UGA Review Areas Map - Gig Harbor Peninsula
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UGA Analysis®

Erika Rhett Hunt and Ansley Silva

Executive Summary

Urban growth areas (UGA) are an essential feature of growth management in Washington
State. They are intended to draw a line that protects rural and resource lands from
inappropriate conversion and sprawl. They also provide for efficient, focused growth within
their boundaries to concentrate public investment, housing, jobs, and community
resources to support sustainability, equity, and health.

The sizing of the UGA is governed by the Growth Management Act (GMA), Vision 2050, and
the Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). Although several foundational
elements have stayed the same over the years, recent changes in the multi-county policies
of Vision 2050 emphasize action to alter growth to align with the Regional Growth Strategy.
Based on the recommendation of the Pierce County Regional Council, the Pierce County
Council adopted growth targets for the unincorporated area that are significantly lower
than suggested by past growth trends. Included in this ordinance was direction to study the
sizing and composition of the UGA to better align with the adopted growth targets.

Staff conducted an analysis of the UGA to identify areas that may be suitable for reducing
growth using policy criteria from the GMA, Vision 2050, and the CPPs. This analysis identified
the potential for the removal of 2,531.19 acres from the UGA and rezoning of 524.35 acres
to reduce capacity. These areas are being studied in an environmental impact statement
(EIS) as part of the Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review and Update.
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' This document was originally presented in March 2023. It was revised in September 2023 to reflect
the update to housing growth targets in Ordinance 2023-22s and refinements to hazard-based
downzoning within the UGA.
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Introduction
Designation of a UGA to provide a focused _
area for future growth is an essential part of
planning under the Growth Management Act
(GMA). The designated UGA must have enough
capacity to serve 20 years of future growth, it
must be capable of being served by urban
services and facilities, and it should also be
outside of the 100-year floodplain in most

Acronyms

CPPs - Countywide Planning
Policies

DEIS - Draft environmental impact

. . . . statement
circumstances. Pierce County designated its
UGA with its first GMA-compliant EIS - Environmental impact
Comprehensive Plan in 1994. However, every statement
ten years the County must review its UGA FEIS - Final environmental impact
boundaries as part of a periodic review and statement
update of its Comprehensive Plan. GMA - Growth Management Act
Regional planning requirements have evolved HCT - High-capacity transit area

over the past three decades. The Puget Sound
Regional Council's (PSRC) Vision 2050 promotes
a regional strategy that concentrates growth UUA - Urban unincorporated area
according to a hierarchy of urban places based
on the availability and potential for transit service. Vision 2050 wants more growth to
happen in certain parts of the urban area, which adds specificity to GMA’s basic
requirement that most growth should be urban. It also wants to slow growth in areas not
served by transit.

UGA - Urban growth area

Pierce County’s adopted growth targets in Ordinance 2022-46s and as revised in Ordinance
2023-22s are based on Vision 2050. Most of the County’s growth goes to its incorporated
cities and towns. Within unincorporated Pierce County growth is prioritized in the high-
capacity transit communities (HCT) area, where it will be served by transit and should be
slowed in urban unincorporated areas (UUA). In the UUA, growth was limited to the
estimated sum of vested development in the permitting pipeline as of 2020.

GMA and Vision 2050 policies direct land use to be consistent with countywide growth
targets and the regional growth strategy. Pierce County’s primary issue in this periodic
review is that the estimated capacity of the unincorporated UGA significantly exceeds its
adopted growth targets. By limiting growth in the UUA to projects vested in 2020, the
County is already exceeding its target in that geography. Projects have vested over the past
two years, and, absent a development moratorium? new developments will continue to
vest each year.

2 RCW 36.70A.390
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Past periodic reviews relied on the UGA boundary validated as part of Pierce County’s first
GMA-compliant Comprehensive Plan or adjusted boundaries consistent with the policies in
place at the time of consideration. Excess capacity in the UGA was not an issue during past
reviews. While policies and growth targets at that time were aimed at aligning new
development with transit, they did not specifically aim to slow growth in certain areas of
the UGA.

Newer policies and Pierce County’s adopted growth targets aim to halt growth outside of
transit-served areas. The multi-county planning policies in Vision 2050 specifically
encourage infill development only where consistent with the regional growth strategy and
to avoid capacity in areas not served by high-capacity transit.

Given the excess capacity in the UGA when compared to its growth target, it is important
that Pierce County evaluates potential opportunities to adjust its UGA to slow growth,

particularly in the UUA. This is being done as part of the periodic review process and the
County will study alternatives for slowing growth in its environmental impact statement.

Requirements
Although jurisdictions may weigh and balance policy priorities at the local level, planning
decisions must be consistent with state law and regional policies.

Growth Management Act

Under GMA, each county, in consultation with its jurisdictions, is responsible for planning
for the next 20 years. GMA directs counties to plan for growth in alignment with thirteen
goals, the first of which is to encourage development in urban areas where it can be
efficiently served by public facilities and services. Part of this work is establishing a UGA
consistent with the standards in RCW 36.70A.110. Under these terms the UGA should
include all cities and towns and may include areas already characterized by growth and
areas adjacent to urban growth. The UGA should also include sufficient space to
accommodate 20 years of future growth and the areas sufficient to support a broad range
of uses that are needed to accompany those uses such as commercial, institutional,
medical, governmental, and other uses that are essential to the development of a
community. GMA allows counties to “have discretion in their comprehensive plans to make
many choices about accommodating growth.”

Pierce County began planning for its first UGA in the early 1990s in accordance with GMA:

¢ UGAs should be in areas characterized by urban growth with adequate capacity for
public facilities and services to meet the needs of that growth. It may include
potential annexation areas (PAAs) designated for specific cities and towns.*

e Urban growth is characterized by an intensive use of land for the location of
structures and impermeable surfaces so that it is not useable for resource or rural

3 RCW 36.70A.110 (2)
4 RCW 36.70A.110 (4) and (7)
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uses. It also requires urban utilities for water, sewer, and stormwater and other
urban levels of service.”

e Rural Areas should not include urban services, but should provide more limited
utilities, facilities, and services, characteristic of a rural lifestyle. Rural areas are
characterized by areas of open space, natural landscapes, and resource lands.
Development is limited and more compatible with the use of lands for wildlife
habitat and natural surface and groundwater flows.°

Pierce County's UGA was validated with the establishment of Pierce County’s UGA in the
first GMA compliant Comprehensive Plan and in subsequent update cycles. With each
periodic update cycle the County is required to review its UGA and its ability to
accommodate future growth based on patterns of development and density.” This can be
part of the County’s buildable lands analysis process.

Vision 2050

Vision 2050 was adopted by the Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) in October 2020. It is
a long-term plan for growth in the Puget Sound region, within a forecasted population of
5.8 million people by the year 2050. The plan provides a framework for how and where
development will occur and how the region supports efforts to manage this growth. Vision
2050's Regional Growth Strategy (RGS), supported by the multi-county planning policies,
provides regional guidance for the allocation of the projected population and employment
growth among each of the four counties in the Puget Sound region.

Pierce County must accommodate 21% of the region’s population growth and 17% of the
employment growth in the RGS. The RGS further directs accommodation of this growth
into six distinct regional geographies. Those geographies are defined by the presence of, or
plans in place for, high-capacity transit.

Applicable multi-county planning policies for the RGS include:

e MPP-RGS-1 Implement the Regional Growth Strategy through regional policies and
programs, countywide planning policies and growth targets, local plans, and
development regulations.

e MPP-RGS-3 Provide flexibility in establishing and modifying growth targets within
countywide planning policies, provided growth targets support the Regional Growth
Strategy.

e MPP-RGS-6 Encourage efficient use of urban land by optimizing the development
potential of existing urban lands and increasing density in the urban growth area in
locations consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy.

e MPP-RGS-8 Attract 65% of the region’s residential growth and 75% of the region’s
employment growth to the regional growth centers and high-capacity transit station
areas to realize the multiple public benefits of compact growth around high-capacity

> RCW 36.70A.030 (27) and (28)
® RCW 36.70A.110 (5) and RCW 36.70A.030 (23), (24), and (25)
7RCW 36.70A.130 (3)
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transit investments. As jurisdictions plan for growth targets, focus development near
high-capacity transit to achieve the regional goal.

e MPP-RGS-12 Avoid increasing development capacity inconsistent with the Regional
Growth Strategy in regional geographies not served by high-capacity transit.

e MPP-RGS-14 Manage and reduce rural growth rates over time, consistent with the
Regional Growth Strategy, to maintain rural landscapes and lifestyles and protect
resource lands and the environment.

All of these policies are new to Vision 2050,% with the exception of MPP-RGS-6, which was
rewritten to emphasize consistency with the RGS. While Vision 2040 required policy
alignment with the RGS through the designation of centers, the policies of Vision 2050 go
farther in defining policy controls that both direct growth into centers and high-capacity
transit areas, but also limit growth outside of those areas.

Countywide Planning Policies

The Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) are a tool for implementing the multi-
county planning policies at the local level. As such, they reflect the updated direction of
Vision 2050, requiring new growth in centers and high-capacity transit areas and limiting
growth outside of those areas. In the Growth Targets section, the CPPs acknowledge that
despite the challenge that it presents due to factors outside of their control, communities
need to “..’bend the trend’ of future growth to more closely conform to the Regional Growth
Strategy.” This includes modifying comprehensive plans as necessary but may not require
changes to the urban growth boundary.

GT-5 If local projections are different than the adopted targets based on VISION 2050, potential
modifications to comprehensive plans may be necessary to align with the adopted targets and
Regional Growth Strategy.

e UGA 1.2 The Urban Growth Area and Potential Annexation Area designations shall only
be changed in accordance with Countywide Planning Policy UGA-3.

o UGA 1.2.1 Ajurisdiction shall not be required to modify existing Urban Growth Area
boundaries or Potential Annexation Areas in order to reduce the residential or
employment capacity to conform to adopted growth targets reflecting VISION 2050’s
Regional Growth Strategy. Jurisdictions shall, however, consider the adopted growth
targets when updating their local comprehensive plans.

However, the CPPs outline the criteria for determining the size and boundaries of the UGA,
which should be considered in any UGA review and analysis:

e UGA-2 The following specific factors and criteria shall dictate the size and boundaries of
urban growth areas:

o UGA 2.1 Size

8 See PSRC's matrix of how Vision 2050 differs from Vision 2040 at the policy level.
9 Pierce County Countywide Planning Policies, 2022, p. 66.
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=  UGA 2.1.1 Urban growth areas must be of sufficient size to accommodate the
urban growth projected to occur over the succeeding 20-year planning period
taking into account the following:

e UGA 2.1.1.1 Land with natural constraints, such as critical areas
(environmentally sensitive land);

e UGA 2.1.1.2 Greenbelts and open space;

e UGA 2.1.1.3 Maintaining a supply of developable land sufficient to allow
market forces to operate and precluding the possibility of a land monopoly
but no more than is absolutely essential to achieve the above purpose;

o UGA 2.1.1.4 Existing projects with development potential at various stages of
the approval or permitting process (i.e., the "pipeline”);

e UGA 2.1.1.5 Land use patterns created by subdivisions, short plats or large
lot divisions;

e UGA 2.1.1.6 Build-out of existing development and areas which are currently
only partially built out; and

e UGA 2.1.1.7 Follow existing parcel boundary lines.

o UGA 2.2 Boundaries
» UGA 2.2.1 Any of the following shall be considered in determining the location of
urban growth area boundaries:

e UGA 2.2.1.1 Geographic, topographic, and manmade features;

e UGA 2.2.1.2 Public facility and service availability, limits and extensions;

e UGA 2.2.1.3 Jurisdictional boundaries including special improvement
districts;

e UGA 2.2.1.4 Location of designated natural resource lands and critical
areas;

e UGA 2.2.1.5 Avoidance of unserviceable islands of County land surrounded
by other jurisdictional entities; and

e UGA 2.2.1.6 Destination 2030 urban/rural line and PSCAA burn ban line.

Growth Targets

The formulation of the preliminary 20-year population, housing, and employment growth
targets is generated through countywide collaborations between Pierce County and each of
its jurisdictions through the Pierce County Growth Management Coordinating Committee
(GMCQ). These targets are then reviewed by the Pierce County Regional Council (PCRC) and
then forwarded in a recommendation to the Pierce County Council for adoption. Pierce
County Council adopted the growth targets for population and employment in Ordinance
2022-46s and for housing in Ordinance 2023-22s.

Once the growth projections are adopted the County and cities and towns are required to
use them in their comprehensive planning process. The adopted growth targets are used
by the jurisdictions to inform land use, transportation, and capital facilities in their
comprehensive plans. Each jurisdiction must ensure there is sufficient capacity of land
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suitable for development within their jurisdiction to accommodate the allocated housing
and employment growth.®

In addition, the County was specifically directed to consider urban growth area sizing and
composition to promote alignment with Vision 2050. Although the CPPs identify that such a
review is not required, PCRC's recommendation included conditions of approval that were
incorporated into Section 3 of Ordinance 2022-46s:

Identify and analyze growth alternatives to further promote alignment of the unincorporated
urban growth area with VISION 2050 as part of the environmental review conducted for the
2024 Periodic Update of the Pierce County Comprehensive Plan. These alternatives should
vary in urban growth area sizing and composition.

Capacity and Growth

Countywide Growth Allocation

Pierce County and its cities and towns have allocated 20-year population, housing, and
employment growth targets on four previous planning cycles. Pierce County has historically
adopted a mid-range growth figure, and this cycle was no exception. The adopted
countywide population target of 1,196,798 sits between the Office of Financial
Management's low estimate of 944,339 and its high estimate of 1,263,409 for 2044.

PSRC provided an estimated growth allocation for Pierce County based on Vision 2050 and
the RGS. These estimates were modified on the recommendation of the Pierce County
GMCC to reflect local development trends and factors, and ultimately adopted in
Ordinance 2022-46s and Ordinance 2023-22s."" As shown in Figure 1, while the adopted
growth allocation departs somewhat from the RGS allocation, it honors the intention and
policies of Vision 2050 by producing a substantially similar breakdown between regional
geographies.’ A map of the PSRC regional geographies is shown in Figure 2.

'O RCW 36.70A.115

" For additional information and details supporting the recommendation and adoption of Pierce
County’s growth targets please see Pierce County 2044 Population, Housing, and Employment Growth
Targets Documentation included in the initial submittal documents of Ordinance 2022-46s.

12 Vision 2050 MPP-RGS-3 allows flexibility in establishing and modifying growth targets as long as
they support the RGS.
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Figure 1. 2044 Growth Allocation by PSRC Regional Geography

Vision 2050 Regional Geography Vision 2050 Estimated Pierce County Adopted

Growth Allocation Housing Growth
Allocation

Metropolitan Cities 38% 38%

Core Cities 23% 20%

High-Capacity Transit Communities (HCT) 21% 22%

Cities & Towns 7% 7%

Urban Unincorporated Areas (UUA) 8% 10%

Rural 3% 3%

Total 100% 100%

Figure 2. PSRC Regional Geographies in Pierce County
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Growth Targets and Capacity in Unincorporated Pierce County
Unincorporated Pierce County consists of three PSRC geographies: rural areas, HCTC, and
UUA. Their adopted growth targets are shown in Figure 2.

Figure 3. Adopted Unincorporated Growth Targets'®

Vision 2050 Regional Geography 2020-2044 Housing

Target
HCT 17,833
UUA 10,870
Rural 3,345

Source: Ordinance 2023-22s.

High-Capacity Transit Communities (HCT)

The HCT allocation for Pierce County is split between the cities of DuPont, Fife, Fircrest, and
Sumner, as well as a portion of the unincorporated area within the Mid-County, South Hill,
and Parkland-Spanaway-Midland community plan areas. Much of this unincorporated area
was represented in the Centers & Corridors planning effort, which concentrated the
potential for new growth around future bus rapid transit service. Undertaking the Centers
and Corridors updates to support transit-oriented land use was a condition of PSRC
certification as part of the last periodic review and update in 2015.

When the housing unit growth targets were updated in Ordinance 2023-22s, an additional
4,431 units were assigned to the HCT as compared to Ordinance 2022-46s. Housing unit
growth targets in Ordinance 2023-22s were based on the output of the Washington State
Department of Commerce’s HAPT (Housing in all Planning Tool). The HAPT assigned
different totals for housing needs to local jurisdictions based on a different methodology
than was used by Pierce County in Ordinance 2022-46s. This had the overall effect of
shifting more growth to unincorporated Pierce County. To balance this growth consistent
with Vision 2050, this additional growth was placed in the unincorporated HCT, resulting in
a target of 17,833 new housing units in the unincorporated HCT.

According to the 2022 update of the County's buildable lands report, there is capacity for
16,621 housing units in the unincorporated HCT. Since the target exceeds capacity in this
area, the County is exploring alternatives to increase capacity in the HCT as part of its
periodic review and update.

13 These figures were established in Ordinance 2023-22s, which readopted housing targets in
compliance with the housing unit target provided by the Washington State Department of
Commerce and HB 1220, which updated the Growth Management Act related to planning for
housing in 2021.
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Unincorporated Urban Areas (UUA)

Unincorporated urban areas are those parts of the County that are within the UGA, but not
considered part of the HCT area. According to PSRC's allocation, the UUA should only
represent 8% of the County’s total growth target, or approximately 8,625 housing units.
However, the County identified that it already had 10,870 vested housing units in the
pipeline as of 2020, exceeding Vision 2050’ allocated share. This number became the
adopted target for the UUA.

Holding growth to vested units is not possible. Additional units have vested in the last two
years. Between 2011 and 2019 annual housing production in the UUA averaged 594 units.
A continuation of this trend over the planning horizon would result in 14, 256 units by
2044.

Estimated capacity of the UUA in the buildable lands analysis is 20,772 housing units,
exceeding the target by about 91%. In the growth targets adopting ordinance, the Pierce
County Council asked for consideration of changes to UGA sizing and composition to better
align the UUA with Vision 2050. This includes looking at opportunities to reduce the size of
the UGA where appropriate and consideration of downzoning in the UUA.

Rural

Rural areas encompass all the unincorporated areas outside of the UGA. The adopted
target of 3,345 households aligns with Vision 2050s allocation. New development in rural
areas is subject to land use policies and zones that only allow very low-density residential
uses and becomes legally established under Washington State’s vested rights doctrine. The
periodic review will consider options for policy and regulatory changes to help slow rural
area growth.

Bending the Trend

“Bending the trend” refers to encouraging growth in areas supported by the RGS and
curbing growth in areas where growth targets are likely to be exceeded. The goal is
improved consistency with Vision 2050 through the implementation of plans, policies, and
regulations that better support the RGS.

In the 2011 growth targets ordinance findings of fact, Pierce County documented its
strategies to bend the trend in alignment with the RGS associated with Vision 2040."> The
strategies included zoning reforms, establishing an urban reserve, redirecting growth to
mixed-use centers, considering UGA reduction, updating its comprehensive plan
amendment procedures, updating its capital facilities policies, and changing its fee
structure. Based on these changes, and a commitment to initiate Centers and Corridors
planning, PSRC certified the 2015 Comprehensive Plan.

'4 Joint Base Lewis-McChord growth is not included in this area or the related growth or
capacity information.

> Ordinance 2011-36s.
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With the updated policies and approach in Vision 2050, Pierce County will need to develop
additional strategies to bend the trend.

UGA Sizing
Based on statutory and policy requirements, Pierce County's UGA should be sized and
zoned in accordance with the following criteria:

e Accommodates 20 year of future growth.

¢ Includes areas already characterized by urban growth due to the presence of urban
utilities and services on land that is not useable for rural, or resource uses.

e (Considers existing patterns of development and natural features.

e Optimizes the efficient use of urban lands consistent with the Regional Growth
Strategy.

e Focuses new development near high-capacity transit and avoid increasing capacity
elsewhere.

Pierce County’s buildable lands report demonstrates adequate capacity for 20 years of
future growth within in the unincorporated UGA, as shown in Figure 3. However, the large
excess capacity within the urban unincorporated area provides significant opportunity for
growth outside of high-capacity transit areas that may not be consistent with the Regional
Growth Strategy.

Figure 4. Capacity Estimates
Housing 2020- Difference Employment 2020-2044  Difference

Capacity 2044 Capacity Employment
Housing Need
Need
High-Capacity 16,621 17,833 -1,212 15,842 10,445 5,397
Transit
Communities
Urban 20,772 10,870 9,902 16,298 8,850 7,448

Unincorporated

Source: Pierce County Buildable Lands Report, November 2022 and Ordinance 2023-22s.
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To reduce opportunities for growth in the urban
unincorporated area, the UGA analysis takes a
closer look at the application of the other criteria to
identify areas where capacity could be reduced.
This includes areas on the fringe of the UGA that
are unlikely to develop due to natural constraints
and other limitations, including areas within the
potential annexation areas (PAAs) of some cities
and towns. It also includes areas that should be
downzoned within the UGA due to natural
constraints and hazards.

Methods and Analysis

Staff applied the following methodology to identify
areas for consideration of potential rezoning or
removal from the UGA.

Areas for UGA Removal

GIS Analysis

Utilizing available data layers, staff identified areas
for further study using GIS analysis. Areas that met
the following criteria were initially flagged as areas
that might be suitable for removal from the UGA:

e Areas that are within one mile of the UGA
boundary to prevent the creation of rural
islands.

e Areas more than 600 feet away from a
sewer line or dry line. 600 feet was chosen
because it is consistent with the current
assumptions used in Pierce County's
buildable lands assessment.

e Areas more than a quarter mile of existing
or planned transit. The quarter mile

Reviewers

Pierce County departments and
divisions that participated in study
area review:

Land Use and
Environmental Review

Long Range Planning

Office of the County
Engineer

Parks
Sewer

Surface Water
Management

Sustainable Resources

Cities and Towns consulted for
input on areas within their PAA:

Auburn
Eatonville
Gig Harbor
Milton
Puyallup
Roy
Sumner

Both Pacific and South Prairie were
invited to consult, but ultimately
declined to meet with County staff. South
Prairie provided some response in
writing.

standard was used in community planning efforts as part of Centers and Corridors
planning. However, areas that met this condition but were already served by paved

sidewalks were excluded.

This resulted in larger areas of analysis that needed additional contextual review.

Context Review

Upon completion of the GIS analysis, staff met to review results and identify areas for study
using additional information to better understand area context. Additional criteria applied

in the context review included:

09/30/2023
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e Exclude from consideration areas with vested projects or development agreements.

e Review planimetric information such as average parcel sizes, site coverage,
stormwater systems, or other observable traits to exclude areas already
characterized by urban development.

e Review critical areas to identify constrained lands that may be more consistent with
rural character.

e Review the land use and zoning of the site and surrounding areas.

e Consider buildable lands data to identify lands that may not be suitable for
redevelopment or development and to identify the potential for capacity change.
After conducting contextual review, County staff identified specific study areas, assigning
an identifier to each study area for review.
Study Area Review
Study area review was the final pass in determining which areas should be considered for
removal from the UGA. In this review, staff reached out to subject matter experts within

the County and planning staff in potentially affected cities and towns to discuss the
following:

e Ability and likelihood to serve with water and sewer utility.

e Pipeline projects and vested development applications that may have been missed
in GIS data.

e Planned capital facilities or transportation improvements.
e Planned areas for conservation or hazard mitigation.

e Plans for future growth including annexation and whether the area is suitable or
necessary for residential or employment growth.

The review areas and analysis are shown in Figure 5 through Figure 17. Figure 4 shows the
areas to be considered for removal from the UGA as a result of this analysis.
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Figure 5. Map of Areas for Potential UGA Removal
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Figure 6. Identified UGA Review Areas Map - Gig Harbor Peninsula
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Figure 7. UGA Review Areas - Gig Harbor Peninsula

ID Recommend- Analysis

No. ation

GH-01 Consider This area has a commercial short plat with a golf driving range that was
removing from developed under County regulations. The rest is likely not developable
the UGA due to constraints. It is surrounded on three sides by rural

development.

GH-02 Keepinthe UGA This area includes a golf course with a housing development in the
southeast corner.

GH-03 Consider This is part of Peacock Hill and is not served by sewer. The land is
removing from identified as potential for open space with some environmental
the UGA constraints.

GH-04 Keepinthe UGA This area has single-family zoning and a portion of it is Canterwood, a
master-planned community. Gig Harbor will likely annex this in phases
over time and it may be a future location to accommodate housing

targets.
GH-05 Consider This area has some development including schools and some
removing from businesses along the arterial that have been developed under County
the UGA regulations. Sewer serves the schools through a tightline, but service to

rural schools is allowed by the Growth Management Act. However, lack
of fire flow limits the ability to add or expand development in this area.
Annexation is unlikely because of the costs of providing urban services
to this area. The area has potential for habitat conservation.

GH-06 Consider There is a gas station here that sits over Purdy Creek and is a priority to
removing from remove as a restoration project. There are constraints that limit
the UGA development as well as lack of fire flow, which is similar to GH-5.
Annexation is unlikely because of the costs of providing urban services
to this area.
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Figure 8. Identified UGA Review Areas Map - North Central Pierce County
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Figure 9. UGA Review Areas - North Central Pierce County

ID Recommend- Analysis

No. ation

AU-01 Consider This area is comprised of large, individual property averaging about
removing from two acres in size. North and south of this area are urban, but east is
UGA rural. If annexed this area could connect to sewer from the north.

Auburn’s Comprehensive Plan shows this area for residential
development, but staff note that most residents here are not
interested in development and unlikely to support annexation. The
City would not annex this area in a piecemeal fashion. The City is not
relying on this area to meet its future (Pierce County) growth targets
because most current residents here do not want to be part of the
City.

FI-01 Keepinthe UGA This area is surrounded by urban development and partially sewered.
Although there are some constraints, it should remain urban.

FM-01 Keepinthe UGA This area is a shared potential annexation area between Milton and
Fife. The cities jointly approached the County about clarifying this to
support annexation. Although there are some constraints it is
surrounded by urban development and should remain urban.

MI-01 Keep in the UGA, This site is surrounded by urban area but is not developable. Part of it
consider for is an environmental clean-up site, part of it has been purchased by
downzoning the Washington State Department of Transportation for wetland

mitigation. Part of it is designated for open space and most of the site
is in a flood hazard area.

MI-02 Keepinthe UGA This area is mostly served by sewer and surrounded by urban
development. There are minimal constraints.

PA-01 Keepinthe UGA This area is surrounded by urban development and is mostly a flood
PC-06 hazard area. However, the developable portion of the site has already
been developed to its maximum potential.

Figure 9 is continued on the next page...
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...Continued from the previous page.

[»] Recommend-
No. ation

PU-01 Consider for
removal from
the UGA

Analysis

This area is characterized by farmland and flood hazard areas. There
are salmon-bearing streams to the south. City utility infrastructure has
not been extended into this area and there are challenges to providing
both sewer service or septic systems. Puyallup has identified this area
as a rural buffer in their future land use map.

PU-02 Consider for
removal from
the UGA

This area includes significant constraints including flood hazards,
wetlands, and potential conservation areas. Clark Creek frequently
floods, making development unlikely to develop at urban levels of
intensity. Beyond the first layer of parcels on River Road that are zoned
for mixed use development (MUD), the character is more rural and
there are no sewers.

PU-03 Keep in the UGA,
but update the
zoning to reflect
Puyallup's future
land use map

This area is the site of a major warehousing project that is currently
proposing 2.6 million square feet of building. Puyallup is reviewing and
EIS on this proposal. This area does contain flood hazards and other
constraints that will be addressed in the development proposal. There
are also development proposals for the residential portions of this
area.

PU-04 Consider for
removal from
the UGA

This area is a rural buffer area in Puyallup’s future land use map. There
are flood hazards. Parcels range from suburban lots to five acres in
size. There is limited infrastructure, but the city has a long-term plan to
extend sewer south from Pioneer Ave up Fruitland Ave, which could
provide sewer access eventually. Property owners in this area are
opposed to annexation and don't want to be part of the City.

SU-01 Consider for
removal from
the UGA

Sumner asked for the UGA to be expanded in this area in 2012. The
area is adjacent to some commercial development to the north and
could potentially be served by sewer. Adjacent land is agricultural. This
area is characterized by large lot residential development and there
are constraints. Sumner may want this land to meet affordable
housing targets, but the area is separated from other residential areas
in the city, auto oriented, and unlikely to provide a high-quality
residential area.

TA-01 Keepinthe UGA

09/30/2023

The Fife Heights area is surrounded by urban area and should remain
in the UGA. There are constraints in some of the area, but a portion of
it is already developed at urban intensity.

Page 19 of 30
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Figure 10. Identified UGA Review Areas Map - Central Pierce County
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Figure 11. UGA Review Areas - Central Pierce County

ID Recommend- Analysis

No. ation

PC-01 Consider for Development is occurring near this area, but the area proposed to be
removal from removed is not able to be sewered.
the UGA

PC-02 Consider for Development is possible in some of the properties near this area, but
removal from this portion will be difficult to sewer. Properties here are mostly open
the UGA space or characterized by low intensity development and may contain

wetlands.

PC-05 Keepinthe UGA This area has an available sewer line and there is potential for this to
be incorporated into Fredrickson.

PC-07 Keepinthe UGA This area contains scattered urban development, including
employment areas along Canyon Rd. and is within the High-Capacity
Transit area. Existing zoning helps to promote lower intensity zoning
near potential critical areas.

PC-08 Consider for This is a large open space area known as the 100-acre woods, that is
removal from owned by the County. It will not be developed at urban intensity.
the UGA

PC-09 Consider for This area is considered open space and has some priority habitat
removal from areas. The development here is low intensity, consisting of half acre
the UGA lots and is currently zoned Residential Resource, the lowest intensity

urban zoning, developable at a maximum of three units per acre. This
is on the edge of the UGA and will never be developed at higher

intensities.
PC-10 Consider for The development here is low intensity and is currently zoned
removal from Residential Resource, the lowest intensity urban zoning, developable
the UGA at a maximum of three units per acre. This is on the edge of the UGA

and will never be developed at higher intensities.

PC-11 Consider for This area is on the edge of the urban area and not served by sewer
removal from and is unlikely to be served. During community planning, this parcel
the UGA requested removal from the UGA, but a UGA amendment was not

able to be processed at that time.

PC-12 Keepinthe UGA This area is on the urban-rural boundary. It is served by sewer and
there are not many constraints. It is adjacent to the Bus Rapid Transit
terminus.

Figure is continued on the next page...
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...Continued from the previous page.

ID Recommend- Analysis
No. ation

TA-02 Keepinthe UGA This areaincludes constrained lands and flood hazards and is
currently zoned Residential Resource, the lowest intensity urban
zoning. There is already an area under development here with 200
units in the pipeline of urban development. The area has sewer or the
possibility for sewer extension.

TA-03 Keepinthe UGA This areais surrounded by urban areas, so it would become a rural
island if removed from the UGA. Most of the area could be served by
sewer, which would help with water quality issues at Spanaway Lake,
but only if it is left as an urban area. The area has critical areas but is
already zoned Residential Resource, which is the lowest intensity
urban zoning.

TA-04 Keepinthe UGA This areais surrounded by urban areas, so it would become a rural
island if removed from the UGA. The area has significant critical areas
but is already zoned Residential Resource, which is the lowest
intensity urban zoning.

Figure 12. Identified UGA Review Areas Map - Plateau
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Figure 13. UGA Review Areas - Plateau

ID Recommend- Analysis

No. ation

PC-03 Keepinthe UGA This area is surround by urban area and portions of it are already
platted with plans for sewers. The Cascadia Wastewater Treatment
Plant is being planned with the assumption that this area would be
developed at urban densities.

PC-04 Keepinthe UGA This area has been considered for development (an approved plat is
now expired) and is within Bonney Lake's service area for sewer. The
area is less likely to be a hazard area and is suitable for urban
development. There have already been urban road improvements

along 98™.
SP-01 Consider for This area is characterized by potential wetlands and priority habitat
removal from areas with potential for open space. There is no sewer and there is no
the UGA capacity to extend water service. As a result, development here is rural

in character. Although this area is the only potential annexation area
South Prairie has, they are unlikely to serve it within the planning
horizon.

Figure 14. Identified UGA Review Areas Map - South Central Pierce County
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Figure 15. Identified UGA Review Areas - South Central Pierce County

ID Recommend- Analysis

No. ation

PC-01 Consider for Development is occurring near this area, but the area proposed to be
removal from removed is not able to be sewered.
the UGA

PC-12 Keepinthe UGA This area is on the urban-rural boundary. It is served by sewer and
there are not many constraints. It is adjacent to the Bus Rapid Transit
terminus.

RO-01 Keepinthe UGA Thisis Roy's rodeo grounds and is surrounded by the city. This area
should be urban.

RO-02 Keepinthe UGA This area is not currently served by sewer but is the only area Roy has
for additional capacity. There is a major development project just
south of this area.

09/30/2023 Page 24 of 30
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Figure 16. Identified UGA Review Areas Map - Eatonville
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Figure 17. UGA Review Areas - Eatonville

ID
No.

Recommend-
ation

Analysis

EA-01 Keepin UGA This area forms a natural boundary and is the easiest part of Eatonville’s
Potential Annexation Area (PAA) for the extension of water and sewer.
Eatonville will need to get additional water rights for any expansion, but
if successful, this area would be a focal spot for future growth.

EA-02 Consider This area contains land sold to the Nisqually Land Trust and is flagged

removing from as a significant open space corridor. There is no sewer service and it

UGA would be difficult to develop.

EA-03 Consider The area is considered a significant open space corridor with salmon-

removing from bearing streams. A portion of this area has been subdivided and is built

UGA out with smaller lots, but they are on septic systems. The area is difficult
and expensive to develop because of soil types and the location of
Lynch Creek. Eatonville is unlikely to annex this area because of the
costs to serve it.

EA-04 Keepinthe UGA Although this area has some critical area constraints and no sewer
service, it's one of the few areas that Eatonville could develop for
employment growth. There is a gravel mine that will be available for
reclamation and development in the future.

EA-05 Consider This area is a significant open space corridor with salmon-bearing

removing from streams. The area is difficult and expensive to develop and does not
UGA have sewer service. The existing character is rural and residential, and
several parcels are constrained by flood hazards.

EA-06 Consider The area is a significant open space corridor with salmon-bearing

removing from
UGA

streams. The area is difficult and expensive to develop and does not
have sewer service. The existing character is rural and residential, and
several parcels are constrained by flood hazards.

Areas of Potential Downzone
GIS Analysis
Utilizing available data layers, staff identified areas for further study using GIS analysis.

Areas that met the following criteria were initially flagged as areas that might be suitable
for downzoning:

Located within the UGA and within Pierce County’s jurisdiction.
Areas shown as hazards for flooding or lahar.

Areas already zoned Residential Resource (RR) were excluded because they are
already within the least intensive urban zone.

This resulted in highlighting parcels scattered throughout the County that might be
considered candidates for rezone. Figure 18 shows the results of the initial GIS analysis.

09/30/2023
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Figure 18. First Pass GIS Analysis - Areas of Rezone
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Additional Review
To attempt to define areas for consideration, staff applied the following criteria to identify
areas of potential downzone as shown in Figure 18:

e Look at overlap with study areas identified in the UGA analysis. These are already
under consideration and may be recommended for UGA removal or downzone
based on that process.

e Select parcels for consideration that have low development potential due to critical
area encumbrances that are likely to restrict development. These are more likely to
be suitable for RR zoning.

o Parcels one acre or smaller with 50% constraint or more.
o Parcels over an acre with 85% constraint or more.

e Select parcels for consideration that are adjacent to existing RR areas.

e |dentify parcels in areas of concern or conservation as identified by Surface Water
Management.
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Figure 19. Flood Hazard Areas to Consider for Rezone
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Figure 20. Potential Areas of Rezone Table

ID Recommendation Analysis

No.

PC- Rezone Residential These parcels are located in a frequently flooded area and
X1  Resource current zoning implies there is more capacity for

development than is possible under flood hazard regulations.
Rezoning to Residential Resource is more in line with actual
development potential.

PC- Rezone Residential These parcels are located in a frequently flooded area and

X2  Resource current zoning implies there is more capacity for
development than is possible under flood hazard regulations.
Rezoning to Residential Resource is more in line with actual
development potential.

PC- Rezone Residential These parcels are located in a frequently flooded area and

X3  Resource current zoning implies there is more capacity for
development than is possible under flood hazard regulations.
Rezoning to Residential Resource is more in line with actual
development potential.

PC- Rezone Residential These parcels are located in a frequently flooded area and

X4  Resource current zoning implies there is more capacity for
development than is possible under flood hazard regulations.
Rezoning to Residential Resource is more in line with actual
development potential.

MI- Keep in the UGA, consider  This site is surrounded by urban area but is not developable.
01  for downzoning Part of it is an environmental clean-up site, part of it has
been purchased by the Washington State Department of
Transportation for wetland mitigation. Part of it is designated
for open space and most of the site is in a flood hazard area.

Shown in Figure 8

PU- Keep inthe UGA, but This area is the site of a major warehousing project that is
03  update the zoning to reflect currently proposing 2.6 million square feet of building.
Puyallup’s future land use Puyallup is reviewing an Environmental Impact Statement
map (EIS) on this proposal. This area does contain flood hazards
and other constraints that will be addressed in the
development proposal. There are also development
proposals for the residential portions of this area.

Shown in Figure 8
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Next Steps

The objective of this analysis was to identify areas where it may be appropriate to reduce
capacity within the UGA so these areas may be reviewed through an environmental impact
statement (EIS) process. It was updated with the adoption of new housing growth targets
and to incorporate refinements to the proposed downzone areas within the UGA. These
changes were included in the Draft EIS alternatives studied for the Comprehensive Plan
Periodic Review and Update.

However, the route from study to implementation takes time, provides many opportunities
for public input, and will go through review by a variety of appointed and elected officials.
Throughout the process the proposal may be withdrawn, altered, or otherwise updated.

Rezones within Pierce County’s planning jurisdiction would be implemented with the
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan Periodic Review and Update, which must be
completed by December 31, 2024. The process for adoption will include several
opportunities for public comment and testimony, which would include opportunities for
cities and towns, special purpose districts, state agencies and other stakeholder
organizations to comment as well. The process for review and comment will begin with the
Draft EIS in winter 2023-24.

Figure 21. Remaining Comment Opportunities - Periodic Review and Update
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In addition to going through this review process, changes to Pierce County's UGA must be
reviewed by the Pierce County Regional Council, a process which includes additional public
hearings and opportunities to comment.

16 As part of the FEIS process, a preferred alternative will be selected and analyzed. The preferred
alternative may combine features of any of the alternatives studied in the DEIS and should provide
clarity on the policy and land use options that the County intends to pursue in its updated
Comprehensive Plan. The FEIS must be prepared and finalized prior to final action by the
Council.
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Summary

The City of Gig Harbor is surrounded by approximately 2,800 acres of unincorporated Pierce County
that are designated as 13 Urban Growth Areas (or UGAs). These UGAs are identified by the city for
long-term coordination of urban growth to reduce urban sprawl, plan for urban-level services, and
encourage coordination with the county on long-term planning for areas close to the city.

The city may wish to include these areas within its boundaries in the future. Annexing areas into the city
may result in greater tax revenues as well as providing more government representation to the residents
in the annexed areas. There may be other benefits to annexation as well, including improving the
efficiency of service delivery, managing opportunities for new growth through the city’s development
regulations and zoning requirements, and addressing local environmental issues in a more consistent way.
However, the costs of providing additional services and the necessary investments in infrastructure can
also have a fiscal impact on city finances. Coordinating future annexation should consider all these
impacts when finding long-term solutions.

This report provides the City of Gig Harbor with high-level strategic guidance for considering future
annexations of the city’s Urban Growth Areas. This guidance is informed by a survey of the existing
UGAs and analysis of potential annexation impacts, including impacts on the city’s budget.

Maijor findings from the analysis include the following:

=  There are a wide range of impacts associated with annexing certain UGAs, with most providing
a net negative effect on operating budgets. Exhibit A provides a summary of the yearly change to
budgets associated with both the costs of supplying services to these areas and the increases in city
revenues from areas upon annexation. Overall, these impacts range from positive fiscal impacts
associated with residential neighborhoods with high property values, to negative impacts in areas
dominated by institutional uses which do not provide city revenue.

= Certain areas may also require infrastructure investments that would increase costs. Many of the
UGAs surrounding Gig Harbor would require more investment in infrastructure. Further development
in the Purdy UGA, for example, would require investment in stormwater infrastructure, while linking
the neighborhoods in the Reid Road UGA to the city sewer system would need significant funding for
new facilities. While an engineering costing study for these elements was outside of the scope of this
study, further work may need to be coordinated to ensure the city can appropriately support this
new infrastructure.

=  Coordinating annexation will require different solutions in different areas. Given the differences
between each UGA, there is no “one-size-fits-all” solution. While the consent of residents and
landowners is important, some areas like the Burnham Drive UGA are so small that a more
administrative process may be appropriate, while other areas like the Canterwood and Reid Road
UGAs are large enough such that community planning and outreach may be necessary. Additionally,
certain areas like the Purdy and Bujacich UGAs may be dominated by institutional uses that may be
less ideal for the city to incorporate. As such, each area should be considered differently.

=11l
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Guidelines

The report provides ten evaluation guidelines to assess the costs and benefits of individual annexation
proposals in a consistent way. These are:

1. Is the annexation proposal consistent with the city’s Comprehensive Plan and other existing
policies? Under statute, an annexation proposal (including a proposed zoning ordinance) must
comply with the Comprehensive Plan, and potentially other policies.

2. Is the annexation proposal supported by those that could be impacted? Proposals should have the
support of residents, businesses, landowners, neighbors, and Pierce County. If there are concerns,
applicants should work to resolve outstanding issues.

3. Does the proposal provide a net positive fiscal impact to the city? Consideration of the proposed
annexation should include an assessment of the fiscal impacts to the city. Expected net costs should be
weighed against other benefits in this list.

4. Would the proposed annexation result in a significant increase of land, development, and/or
population to the city? There may be a need to phase larger annexations that would significantly
expand the population, employment, or area of the city to provide Gig Harbor with the opportunity
to plan for capacity expansion.

5. Is the proposed annexation area defined to reduce the number of annexations by the city?
Conversely, given the overhead required to administer the annexation process, annexation areas
should be as large as possible and avoid annexing UGAs piecemeal if possible.

6. Does the proposal keep or create logical boundaries for the city? Annexations should be favored if
they will result in more regular city boundaries, minimize islands or pockets of development, and give
clarity about city and county jurisdiction.

7. s the proposed annexation area currently or likely to be developed to urban densities?
Annexations should prioritize areas that are currently built out, or with significant supplies of vacant
land that would allow the area to accommodate urban densities.

8. Could city planning and zoning increase the density or otherwise improve the quality of future
development in the proposed annexation area? In cases where the city may be reviewing locations
with development (or even redevelopment /infill) opportunities, the potential for city zoning to
improve or benefit new development projects should be recognized, especially if it would lead to
more compact and efficient development patterns.

9. Would city policy and planning result in better environmental protection and management for the
proposed annexation areas? In addition to supporting improved development, annexations may
give opportunities to manage certain areas more effectively under city programs, plans, and statutes.
This may include management of shoreline, riparian and wetland areas, other critical areas, and tree
canopy.

10. Are there any other public benefits or concerns that would be associated with annexation? No
guidelines can completely define all the questions that may arise. Other significant public benefits
such as opportunities for parks and other public facilities may be considered as part of an annexation
review. In these cases, the value of these benefits to the public (both within the city and the
annexation area) should be weighed against the other criteria as needed.

:{Il Gig Harbor UGA Assessment and Guidelines | March 2023 JL ii
age 66 of 170



Proposed Strategic Approach and Recommendations

This section provides strategic approaches to managing the consideration and process of annexing new
lands info the city within a 20-year planning horizon. Note that this is to guide long-term approaches to
annexation, as no current annexation petitions have been reviewed as a part of this report. The
categorization of specific UGAs into the strategic approaches is based on the consideration of each of
the evaluation guidelines described above.

1. City-led potential annexation areas. In specific cases, there may be a city interest in leading
annexation, primarily to maintain logical city boundaries and reducing boundaries that complicate
service delivery. This should rely on the abbreviated methods for either direct petitions or interlocal
agreements to streamline this process.

2. Local-led potential annexation areas. It would be desirable to annex certain smaller UGAs or
portions of larger UGAs. In addition, given the size of these areas, annexation would not require
extensive planning and coordination. The city should encourage property owners, residents,
businesses (if applicable), and local organizations to follow one of the direct petition methods
(preferably the alternative direct petition method for residential areas) to begin annexation.

3. Phased potential annexation areas. Annexations of the larger UGAs would require more planning
and potentially the phasing of annexations over time. These include the Canterwood and Reid Road
UGAs as well as most of the Peacock Hill UGA. Relying on an interlocal agreement with Pierce
County, which would involve consultation with these areas, proposed zoning regulations, and
potential Comprehensive Plan Amendments, may present a more consistent and forward-thinking
approach to managing annexation.

4. Long-term management areas. There may be no strong rationale for annexing part or all of certain
UGA:s in the short- or long-term. However, urban sewer servicing would still be required. These areas
may be retained as UGAs, but the city would not pursue or encourage annexation.

Aside from these considerations of the UGA, other recommendations include the following:

=  Certain areas should be removed from the UGAs. There is no clear rationale for including the
Madrona Links area as a UGA in the City. Unless the long-term planning for the golf course on the
site changes, this area would not present growth opportunities for the community.

= The guidelines should be considered as part of the Comprehensive Plan 2024 updates and
incorporated where they have the support of the community and city leadership. Doing so would
give clarity to potentially impacted residents, businesses, and landowners.

®=  The city should work to integrate private water providers operating in the UGAs where possible.
While this has been included as a goal in the Comprehensive Plan, a plan to integrate potable
water services should be prioritized if annexation policies are changed.

= A regular review of the impacts of annexation to the city should be conducted to confirm the
results of this report and inform updates as necessary. This includes infrastructure studies on the
development of sewer infrastructure for these areas. Additionally, updates from other studies, such
as the upcoming police services study, should be integrated with these recommendations.
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Exhibit A. Projected Yearly City Operating Surplus/Deficit after Annexation, by Subarea.
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Exhibit B. Projected Changes to City Yearly Operating Revenue and Costs after Annexation, by Subarea.

Subarea Surplus/Deficit Per Year

(2021 dollars)

Projected Revenue Projected Costs

(2021 dollars)

(2021 dollars)

38th Avenue $116,183 $160,531 ($44,348)
Bujacich $67,124 $270,107 ($202,983)
Burnham Drive $6,543 $104 $6,439
Canterwood $1,140,423 $946,092 $194,330
Madrona Links $48,762 $30,603 $18,159
Peacock Hill $510,966 $726,121 ($215,155)
Point Fosdick $47,452 $48,700 ($1,248)
Purdy $297,771 $571,643 ($273,872)
Reid Road $576,710 $779,658 ($202,948)
Rosedale $131,441 $274,615 ($143,174)
Skansie Avenue $81,334 $108,482 ($27,148)
TOTAL $3,024,709 $3,916,657 ($891,948)

Sources: City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 2021
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Exhibit C: Recommended Strategic Areas by Priority for Urban Growth Area Management.
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Overview

Introduction

The City of Gig Harbor is surrounded by approximately 2,800 acres of unincorporated Pierce County in
13 Urban Growth Areas (or UGAs). These UGAs are designated by the city as part of the long-term
management of urban growth to reduce urban sprawl, plan for urban-level services, and encourage
coordination with the county on long-term planning for areas close to the city.

The city may wish to include these areas within city boundaries in the future. For the residents of these
areas, annexation into the city may provide the following:

=  More government representation. Residents in UGAs may want a greater say in local government

about local infrastructure and services.

= Greater local application of tax revenue. Landowners, businesses, and residents may want more of

the taxes they pay to support local services and infrastructure.

=  City planning and development standards. There may be areas of UGAs that are appropriate for
more intensive uses and city servicing, zoning, and development standards would be more
appropriate to support these activities.

= Higher levels of urban services. Areas in the city may have levels of service for government
facilities such as police protection, parks, and infrastructure that are higher than in the county, and

may require new investment in these areas.

For the city, including new areas within its corporate boundaries can also have benefits, such as:

®= |ncrease in the local tax base and potential net tax revenue. In some cases, annexed areas can
provide a net increase in tax revenues once the costs of supporting new areas are considered. This
may improve the city’s financial position and the increase in the tax base can also improve its
bonding capacity.

= Reduction in redundancies and other inefficiencies. As the city and county are both responsible for
providing services such as police protection or building inspection, there may be inefficiencies,
duplication, and general confusion in jurisdiction and service delivery. Consolidating some areas
under the city can help to improve efficiency and certainty and provide higher levels of service at

lower cost.

= |mproved long-range planning and growth management. Providing more direct regulation and
management of annexed areas can give the city greater latitude to coordinate long-range planning.
This could be important, for example, if an annexed area includes developable lands that could
accommodate more growth than would currently be permitted under county land use regulations.

=  Effective management of other systems and services. There may be other aspects of incorporated
areas that the city may wish to manage as well. This can include, for example, controlling
development at the “gateways” to the city, providing consistent protection of shorelines and creeks,

=11l
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and maintaining urban forest cover. This may be related to a range of different city policies, and the

priorities as they would apply to annexed areas would be determined by local government.

®= Logical boundaries. There may be cases where city boundaries are not regular and do not
necessarily represent the actual boundaries of the community. Annexation can reduce fragmentation

and allow the boundaries to be orderly and more regular in certain locations.

With respect to both residents and the city, there can also be drawbacks and costs to annexation. For
residents, greater regulation may not be desirable, and there might be real or perceived increases in
certain taxes and fees associated with the city. For the city, limitations often involve balancing the net cost
of servicing annexed areas with policy objectives that can be achieved through annexation.

Although there are city-led approaches to annexation, the process under Washington State law often
starts through a petition by residents or landowners within a certain area for incorporation. In this type of
process, the city has a specific role in deciding whether to accept or deny a petition, and if changes to a
petition would be required. Typically, this process is coordinated on an as-needed basis when petitions
are submitted to City Council for review.

As opposed to deciding whether individual petitions should go forward with a case-by-case approach,
this report presents a strategy and series of guidelines to give direction to the city and Council on how to
manage future annexation of the UGAs. Overall, this framework recognizes that the city has three
general options about current UGAs:

®= Removing properties from UGAs altogether. In cases where there is no development that requires
sewer servicing from the city and future growth potential in a location is minimal, the city may decide
to coordinate with Pierce County to remove certain sites from the UGA. This allows the UGA
boundaries to reflect long-term expectations of development.

®*  Maintaining the status quo. The city may not actively pursue annexation in certain areas but will still
review petitions for annexation from landowners and residents. Providing clear guidance on what
Council would accept for a petition should be a priority in these areas, to ensure that these
applications are treated in a consistent and fair way, and that petitioners understand Council’s

expectations for annexation.

®= Encouraging annexation. Finally, the city could actively encourage annexation in some locations, or
even pursue the process itself by available means under the statute. In some cases, these annexations
may be minor adjustments to address small irregularities in incorporated boundaries. For larger
areas, however, annexations may require additional study, coordination, and even phasing to
complete, which would need a process different than a standard petition method.

The city will still require flexibility to address certain annexations on a case-by-case basis. However,
providing an overall framework for thinking about future annexations can help to guide the city in long-
term decision-making and give clarity to landowners and residents in areas that may be annexed in the
future.
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Obijectives

This report provides high-level strategic guidance to the City of Gig Harbor for future consideration of
potential annexation areas. This guidance is based on a survey of the existing UGAs, and an analysis of
the potential impacts associated with integrating areas into the city’s corporate boundaries.

Exhibit 1 provides a map of Gig Harbor’s UGAs, including the designations provided. These designations
are consistent with those provided in the current Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan.

The guidelines and report recommendations will work to address the following:

"  What are the criteria that the city should use to decide whether an annexation petition should move
forward?

®=  What are the planning considerations to integrating new areas into the city?
®=  What adjustments should the city require to accept an annexation petition?

®=  How should annexation guidelines be integrated into other planning and policy development?

This report does not provide a timeline for city-led annexation of the UGAs, only to highlight potential
opportunities for proactive actions that the city can take with future annexation. This report also does not
replace studies of individual annexation petitions, and specific assessments of petitions submitted to the
City Council should be examined to determine their expected effects on the community.

Ouitline

This report includes the following elements:

= A summary of the annexation process and current policies of the City of Gig Harbor regarding
proposed annexations.

= Areview of Gig Harbor and the UGAs, including information on current population and land use in
each of these locations.

®=  An assessment of the potential impacts of annexation, focusing on the effects to city operations.

®= Recommendations based on the assessment, including guidelines the City Council can use to
evaluate annexation petitions and other actions to guide annexation policy in Gig Harbor. An
appendix provides an evaluation of the individual UGAs as defined in the Comprehensive Plan.
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Exhibit 1. Gig Harbor Urban Growth Areas.
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Summary of the Annexation Process

Overview

UGAs are places designated by cities and counties where urban growth can occur outside of a city’s
corporate boundaries.! A city’s UGAs often fall into two distinct categories:

= areas which are banked as a source of developable land for future expansion, and

®  |ocations close to cities where growth is managed to urban densities by the county but will eventually
be developed out to urban densities and incorporated within the city.

Under regional and county planning efforts, UGAs and incorporated cities are typically the focus of
growth planning, with growth in rural areas outside of UGAs discouraged to reduce sprawl. Regional and
county planning, including the PSRC VISION 2050 Regional Growth Strategy and Pierce County’s
Countywide Planning Policies explicitly direct new growth into these areas.?

Enabling Statutes

In the State of Washington, the details of annexation of UGAs are provided in statute.® As a code city,
Gig Harbor is largely covered under Chapter 35A.14 RCW (Annexation by Code Cities). However, the
Growth Management Act (Chapter 36.70A RCW) also provides specific requirements for the designation
and planning of UGAs (RCW 36.70A.110). Annexations may only occur in locations that are contiguous
to the current city boundary (RCW 35A.14.010) and within a UGA (RCW 35A.14.005). As a result,
annexation areas are usually managed as part of a city’s long-range land use planning through the

Comprehensive Plan.

Other aspects of annexation specified through state law include:

®= The management of special districts, primarily related to whether annexation will add or remove
areas from these districts and the transfer of assets, personnel, and debt related to a fire protection
district. Annexation of areas into Gig Harbor will not directly affect Gig Harbor Fire & Medic One,
the Pierce County Library System, the Port of Tacoma, or the Peninsula School District as the city is
included in their service areas. However, annexation would remove properties from the Peninsula
Metropolitan Park District and McCormick Forest Park is in one of the city’s UGAs.

=  The disposition of franchises, such as the provision of water services in annexed areas by private
companies. Note that under RCW 35A.14.900 existing franchises and permits are canceled, but the

city must grant a seven-year franchise except under certain conditions.

! See RCW 36.70A110(1).

2 See Countywide Planning Policies for Pierce County, Washington (pg. 74—94) for specific policies employed by Pierce
County regarding management of UGAs and annexation processes.

3 Washington Municipal Research and Services Center (MRSC) provides a more comprehensive handbook that describes all
elements of the annexation process. This section draws from this source, as well as other related documentation. MRSC, 2020.
Annexation by Washington Cities and Towns. (June 2020 version)
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= The transfer of county roads to city management, including the allocation of county road district
taxes levied against annexed properties.

=  Determining the population of the annexed areas for the allocation of state funding in coordination
with the state Office of Financial Management (OFM).#

=  Coordination of new revenue, including provisions related to property tax receipts, sales and use
tax revenue, and state-shared revenues. Note that changes in state-shared tax revenues will be
dependent on changes in the official state population estimates as noted above.

=  Assumption of city debt by annexed properties, which may change the requirements for

annexation under certain conditions, depending on the method used.

=  Comprehensive planning and zoning for the annexed areas, which can be specified before
annexation is complete. For code cities, RCW 35A.14.330 allows for zoning regulations to be

developed for UGAs which would be put in force upon annexation. (Note that Gig Harbor has
implemented these regulations for its UGAs, as described below.) Zoning regulations may also be
provided as part of a direct petition for annexation.”

Approaches to Annexation

State law provides several approaches by which annexation can occur. However, many of them are
either not relevant for Gig Harbor’s UGAs or are not typically used given limitations of the approach.

Direct Petition

Most annexations, and the likely format of the annexations to be managed through these guidelines, use
a “direct petition method.” Under the statute, a direct petition requires the written consent of the:

= Owners of at least 60 percent of the property value in the area, based on assessed value.®

= Owners of a majority of the acreage and a majority of voters in the area to be annexed
(considered the “alternative direct petition method”).”

Under both methods, the general process is:

= [|nitial written notice. For the process to begin, an initial written notice must be provided by
representation from the areas to be annexed. This includes a proposal for the area to be annexed
by a representation that includes owners of at least 10% of the assessed value (under a direct
petition) or at least 10% of the acreage (alternative direct petition) of the area. Notification would
also need to be provided to the Boundary Review Board within 180 days of the proposal.®

4 See RCW 35A.14.700 for more details about this process.
5 See RCW 35A.14.120 and RCW 35A.14.420.
6 The direct petition method is managed under RCW 35A.14.120 to 150.

7 The alternative direct petition method is managed under RCW 35A.14.420 to 450.

8 See Pierce County BRB Notice of Intention Format.
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= Meeting with Council. An initial meeting between the Council and the initiating parties is set to
determine if the Council will approve or modify the proposed annexation, whether a proposed
zoning regulation should be included, and if the annexed area should assume city debt.

=  Circulation and filing of petition. Upon approval by the Council, a petition would be circulated
describing the annexation, including a map of the proposed annexation and details of related
conditions. This petition must be signed by property owners representing at least 60% of property
value, or property owners representing at least 50% of acreage and at least 50% of resident
voters.

= Public hearing. Upon receipt and certification of the petition, the City Council is required to hold a
public hearing. The city would then pass an ordinance that would enact the annexation, which would

include other elements of the annexation petition such as proposed zoning regulations.

= Review by Boundary Review Board. Note that the Pierce County Boundary Review Board may
assume jurisdiction upon request of the county or other impacted government unit, a petition of 5% of
registered voters or property owners representing 5% of property value, or potentially a petition
by affected registered voters within /4 mile of the annexation. This must be initiated within 45 days
of receiving the notice of intention, and may result in the Board approving, disapproving, or
modifying the proposal.

= Notice of annexation. After the ordinance is passed, certification must be provided to the OFM
within 30 days, and notice provided to other agencies, including county departments and agencies,

local franchises and permit-holders, the Department of Revenue, and city departments.

Election

An alternate approach is the election method, which relies on a special election of residents within an
annexation area.? This can be initiated either by Council resolution or a petition of 10% of the qualified
voters that cast a vote in the last general election. Typically, this is less common since it requires the
additional costs of administering a special election for the targeted area.

Interlocal Agreements

Under statute, a code city such as Gig Harbor may also annex areas from Pierce County through an
interlocal agreement negotiated between the two governments.'? This requires notification of all other
impacted government districts and adjacent cities, which must consent and be a party to the agreement
for it to proceed. The annexation process requires public hearings conducted by the city and county,
either separate or joint, regarding the proposed interlocal agreement, as well as publication of the
proposed interlocal agreement. A city ordinance would be needed to complete the annexation once the
interlocal agreement is complete.

? The election method is managed under RCW 35A.14.015 to 100.
10 This method is effective as of June 11, 2020; see SL 2020 c. 142.
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A comparable approach has also been used for annexing unincorporated islands of territory (RCW
35A.14.460). In these cases, at least 60% of the boundary of the annexed area needed to be
contiguous with a city.

One notable advantage to the use of an interlocal agreement is that it can allow for the phased
annexation of certain areas over time. In such a case, new annexation ordinances would be required over
time to complete each phase of annexation. This may be useful for larger areas where consultation and
review could examine a broader areaq, with clear statements about the order of annexation over time.

Although this does provide a stronger city-led alternative for annexation, the lack of fixed statutory
requirements as with a petition or election may not provide the same clarity as other methods. This should
be accompanied by a robust public engagement process, and annexation ordinances may still face
review from the Boundary Review Board.

Additional Approaches

The statute provides additional annexation approaches in specific cases:

=  Annexation of an unincorporated island of territory (RCW 35A.14.295) can occur for islands or

pockets of land surrounded by the city. This process is more abbreviated given the nature of the
annexation, but a petition signed by voters representing at least 10% of the votes cast in the last
general state election can require a referendum on the issue. This may be applicable in certain areas
of Gig Harbor, but the risk of an election from a petition may make this less desirable as an option.

=  Annexation of areas for municipal purposes (RCW 35A.14.300) may occur for locations within the
county that would be necessary for city uses, such as water or wastewater facilities. These
annexations do not have to be contiguous and are not subject to review, but the territory must be
city-owned. This is not currently under consideration by the city.

=  Annexation of federally owned lands (RCW 35A.14.310) can occur with the agreement of the

federal government or an acceptance of a gift, grant, or lease. This land must be within 4 miles of
the city. This is also not a type of annexation that the city is looking to pursue.

®= Boundary line adjustments (RCW 35.13.300) include cases where a portion of a parcel of land
included within a city can be wholly included or excluded from the city. This has limited applications
with minor effects and is largely not relevant to this discussion.

Gig Harbor and Annexation

Comprehensive Plan

The City of Gig Harbor’s Comprehensive Plan has policies to guide annexations.!! The Plan will be
updated by 2024, which may result in updates to what is identified here.

Maijor elements from the Comprehensive Plan include the following:

11 See the Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan webpage for more information, including the most recent version of the Plan.
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= Delineation of UGAs. According to 2.1.4(a), the city’s UGAs are defined specifically as areas
where “efficient urban level services” can be provided over the next 20 years, versus locations which
should be rural or are difficult to service. These definitions are expected to be reviewed every five

years to account for changes in development.

= Timing of annexations. Although priorities for service extensions and timing of acceptable
development are noted as important under 2.1.6, it also indicates that annexations are only to be
considered when a private party petitions for inclusion in the city.

= Wastewater infrastructure capacity and management. Goal 9.5t specifies that the city’s
wastewater treatment plant should provide services to the UGAs as well as the city, and 13.1.4
defines its sanitary sewer service areas in the county to be coterminous with the UGAs. Development
within 200 feet of the city sewer line in the UGAs is required to have a sewer connection (9.5.1(c)).

=  Management of water systems. 2.4.2(c) prioritizes planning for small water systems to be merged

into the municipal water system.

= |nterlocal coordination of planning. Under Pierce County Resolution 95-96, the city and county

engage in joint planning and oversight for the UGAs to achieve consistency with certain development

standards. This also allows the city to review the impacts of development in the UGAs.

®= Land use designations. The Comprehensive Plan’s Land Use Map provides high-level land use
categories for the UGAs in addition to the city proper, which is provided in Exhibit 2. This largely
designates the UGAs under “Residential Low” (RL) zoning, which is generally consistent with the form
of development in these locations. The Peacock Hill and Burnham Drive UGAs also include the
“Residential Medium” (RM) designation. “Public/Institutional” (P1) and “Employment Centers” (EC)
designations are found in the Purdy and Bujacich UGAs, and there are areas under
“Commercial /Business” (CB) in the Purdy UGA as well. Note that a portion of the Point Fosdick UGA
does not have any designation under the Land Use Map.

Municipal Code

Additional elements of city policies and regulations with respect to UGAs can be found in the Gig Harbor
Municipal Code, some of which extend the policies of the Comprehensive Plan. Major considerations
include the following:

=  Annexation requirements. Chapter 17.88 GHMC highlights the process of deciding the zoning

designation for annexed properties, which defaults to an R-1 zone or whichever would be compliant
with the Land Use Map from the Comprehensive Plan. A comprehensive use plan may be developed
by the Planning Commission at the request of the petitioner or Council to provide alternative zoning

designations or the Planning Commission may convene a public hearing after annexation to

determine an appropriate designation.

=  Servicing outside the city. Chapter 13.34 GHMC supplies details about the extension of services

outside the boundaries of the city. This regulation highlights that sewer extensions further than the
boundaries of the UGAs can only be carried out if necessary to protect the environment and public
health and can be supported at rural densities. Utility extension agreements also need to provide
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conditions to the provision of service. This includes payments of fees, as well as an agreement not to
protest annexation as per GHMC 13.34.040(A)(8).

=  Shooting sports facility permitting. GHMC 5.12.040 requires that shooting sports facilities annexed

into the city reapply for an operating license within six months of annexation.

History of Annexation

Previous annexations demonstrate how the city has grown over the past 75 years. A color-coded map is
presented in Exhibit 3 highlighting the history of annexations since incorporation and Exhibits 4 and 5
provide total increases in the city’s boundary area'? and population, respectively, by year from
annexations since 1980.

For Gig Harbor, there have been only minor expansions of city boundaries on land since 2009, when the
city completed the Burnham/Sehmel annexation in the north and the 96™ Street annexation in the central
part of the city to add a total of 626 acres to Gig Harbor. Despite the size of these areas, OFM
estimated that only 345 more residents were added at that fime given the low amount of development
found in these areas.

12 Note that the 2014 annexation implemented by City Ordinance 1293 annexes 190 acres in Gig Harbor Bay to the
extreme low tide line. In this case, the area of annexation noted does not represent land area.
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Exhibit 2. Land Use Designations, City of Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan.
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Exhibit 3. Annexation History, City of Gig Harbor.
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Exhibit 4. Total Size of Annexations by Year, Acres, City of Gig Harbor.
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Review of Urban Growth Areas

Overview

Exhibit 6 provides a high-level summary of the size of the current UGAs and the total assessed value of
land in 2021 (including comparisons to the City of Gig Harbor). Overall, the areas within the UGA
include2,574 gross acres (not including water bodies), with 2,249 acres of land outside of current rights-
of-way. According to the Pierce County Assessor-Treasurer, this amounts to $1.85 billion in assessed
property value.

Altogether, the UGAs represent a considerable portion of the combined growth area, comprising about
41% of the total area and 35% of the combined value.

Exhibit 6. Summary of UGA Subareas.

Gross Acres

UGA Subarea (land) Net Acres 2021 Assessed Value
38th Avenue 78.1 69.4 $71,069,200
Bujacich 175.4 150.0 $44,013,300
Burnham Drive 18.3 17.6 $244,900
Canterwood 753.2 679.4 $812,245,700
Madrona Links 119.3 105.2 $29,971,200
Peacock Hill 483.3 435.4 $270,756,500
Point Fosdick 39.0 36.0 $31,191,800
Purdy 3377 241.8 $95,668,000
Reid Road 339.3 303.1 $371,267,300
Rosedale 152.5 136.5 $78,145,200
Skansie Avenue 78.4 74.5 $46,246,000
Total 2,574 2,249 $1,850,819,100
City of Gig Harbor 3,764 3,119 $3,478,997,723!

' This includes real and personal property, as well as state-assessed utilities.

Sources: Pierce County GIS, 2021; Pierce County Assessor-Treasurer, 2021; City of Gig Harbor, 2021; Office of Financial
Management, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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Highlights of Urban Growth Areas

Summaries of the individual UGAs are given below, based in part on their descriptions provided in the
Comprehensive Plan.'® The Appendix provides detailed summaries for each individual UGA.

38th Avenue

The 38th Avenue UGA is located to the southwest of the city and is about 78 total acres. The area is
largely developed with single-family homes and a church. There may be stormwater and septic concerns
in this area that would need to be addressed for future development.

Bujacich

This area is about 176 acres, with most of the UGA incorporating the Washington Corrections Center for
Women (operated by the state) and McCormick Forest Park (managed by PenMet). The primary reason
for including this area in the UGA is to allow for servicing of the Corrections Center, although there are
some minor commercial uses close to Bujacich Rd and 54" Ave. The area is largely built out, however, with
few opportunities to accommodate additional growth.

Burnham Drive

The Burnham Drive UGA is the smallest of the UGAs surrounding Gig Harbor. It includes about 18 acres
across five parcels and includes an auto repair garage and some single-family housing. Note that this
unincorporated area is largely surrounded by the city and has no access points managed by the county,
which challenges service delivery on these sites.

Canterwood

The Canterwood UGA includes about 753 total acres, with most of the area consisting of a master-
planned community anchored by the Canterwood Golf & Country Club. This area represents the largest
UGA, both in terms of area and number of housing units. The master-planned community is largely built
out, although there is a small amount of vacant land located just outside of the planned community.

Madrona Links

The Madrona Links UGA includes a total of about 119 acres, with 95 acres consisting of the Madrona
Links public golf course run by PenMet. The southeast corner of the UGA includes 55 townhomes adjacent
to the golf course. This area is completely built out, with no developable sites in the UGA.

Peacock Hill

The Peacock Hill UGA is located to the northeast of the city, and includes two smaller disconnected
portions to the south close to Vernhardson St. This area is about 483 acres and includes two churches, the
Canterwood Homeowners Association facilities, and largely residential development in other locations.
This area also includes a considerable amount of vacant and underutilized land that could be used for
future development.

13 See the Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 2, pages 2-4 to 2-5.
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Point Fosdick

The Point Fosdick UGA contains approximately 41 acres and is located south of the city along Point
Fosdick Drive. This area is split between two non-adjacent portions, with the northwest area consisting of
a built-out low-density residential area of around 23 acres, and about 13 acres to the southeast
consisting of vacant land currently zoned as “Neighborhood Center” by Pierce County. Note that this
vacant land is not provided with a land use designation under the Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan.

Purdy

The Purdy UGA is approximately 338 acres, and it includes Peninsula High School and Purdy Elementary,
managed by the Peninsula School District. The city’s primary interest in this area is providing sewer
services. There is a utility facility found here (Peninsula Light Co.), as well as a mix of commercial and
residential uses. While there are some vacant lands that could be developed, challenges with stormwater
drainage and fire flows would make it difficult to use these areas.

Reid Road

The Reid Road UGA is approximately 339 acres, with a neighborhood that consists mostly of single-
family housing, with a small amount of multi-family housing. While there are some remaining parcels, the
area is largely built out. This area is not currently serviced by sewer and lift stations would be required
to extend services out to the neighborhood.

Rosedale

The Rosedale UGA is found on the western boundary of the city. It includes about 153 acres of largely
single-family housing development. There are some sites for infill and development within this UGA,
although wetlands and critical areas may complicate further development in many locations.

Skansie Avenue

The Skansie Avenue UGA is located on the southwestern edge of the city, and separates the
administration of Skansie Ave. It is about 78 acres and includes mostly single-family homes. There may be
opportunities for infill development, but the potential for new construction in this area is low due to the
current lot layout. Additionally, portions of this area may not currently be serviced by city sewer.
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Current Zoning and Planning

To assess the roles that the subareas would play in the city if annexed, the first step is to evaluate current
planning within these areas. County zoning designations in the UGAs are summarized in the following
exhibits:

= Exhibit 7 provides an overall summary of the amount of zoning applied to all UGAs based on net
acres. Exhibit 8 presents a breakdown of these amounts by individual subarea.

= Exhibit 9 provides a current zoning map for both Gig Harbor and the UGAs, highlighting the
designations for both the city and the county.

= Exhibit 10 includes the land use map from the Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan, which includes

designations that would apply to the UGAs upon annexation.

These elements demonstrate the following:

®=  There is a high proportion of single-family development across all subareas. Most of the land is
devoted to single-family residential areas or a master-planned community (Canterwood), with about
81% or 1,815 acres designated accordingly. The master-planned community in Canterwood includes
about 588 acres, or about one-third of this total.

=  Significant public uses are in the UGAs, especially in non-residential areas. Public institutional
uses, parks, and recreation amount to an additional 292 acres, or 13% of the total net area. This is
dominated by Peninsula High School and Purdy Elementary School (Purdy subarea), the Madrona
Links Golf Course, and the Washington Corrections Center for Women in Bujacich.

®=  There is a relatively small proportion of commercial uses which are largely concentrated.
Employment uses are reflected in only about 6% of the total area, which includes mixed-use zoning.
Almost all of this, about 125 acres, is located in the Purdy subarea. There is a limited amount of land

zoned as “Neighborhood Center” located in the southern portion of Point Fosdick.

Exhibit 7. City of Gig Harbor UGAs, Total Net Acres by Current Zoning Designation, All Areas.

County Zoning Net Acres

Activity Center 5.4
Community Center 9.5
Community Employment 60.2
Master Planned Community 587.5
Mixed Use Districts 51.1
Moderate Density Single Family 29.0
Neighborhood Center 15.3
Park & Recreation 159.1
Public Institutional 132.6
Single Family 1,198
TOTAL 2,248

Source: City of Gig Harbor, 2021; Pierce County GIS, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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Exhibit 8. City of Gig Harbor UGAs, Total Net Acres by Current Zoning and Area.

UGA Subarea and County Zoning Net Acres

38th Avenue

Single Family 69.4
Total 69.4
Bujacich
Community Employment 3.4
Park & Recreation 79.1
Public Institutional 67.4
Total 150.0
Burnham Drive
Moderate Density Single Family 17.6
Total 17.6
Canterwood
Master Planned Community 570.2
Single Family 109.2
Total 679.4
Madrona Links
Park & Recreation 77.6
Single Family 27.6
Total 105.2
Peacock Hill
Master Planned Community 173
Moderate Density Single Family 11.0
Park & Recreation 2.3
Single Family 404.7
Total 435.4
Point Fosdick
Neighborhood Center 13.0
Single Family 23.0
Total 36.0
Purdy
Activity Center 5.4
Community Center 9.5
Community Employment 56.8
Mixed Use Districts 51.1
Moderate Density Single Family 0.4
Neighborhood Center 2.3
Public Institutional 65.2
Single Family 51.2
Total 241.8
Reid Road
Single Family 303.1
Total 303.1
Rosedale
Single Family 135.7
Total 135.7
Skansie Avenue
Single Family 74.5
Total 74.5
GRAND TOTAL 2,248

Sources: City of Gig Harbor, 2021, Pierce County GIS, 2021, BERK, 2021.
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Exhibit 9. City of Gig Harbor and UGAs, Current Zoning.
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Exhibit 10. Land Use Designations, City of Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan.
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Current Land Use and Development

A map of the current land uses located in Gig Harbor and the surrounding UGAs is provided in Exhibit
11. This information highlights the current uses as determined through preliminary data from the 2020
Buildable Lands Report obtained from Pierce County. In addition to a general classification of land uses,
this also highlights areas which are currently vacant but may be developable under current zoning in the
County.

This is supplemented by the following tables:

=  Exhibit 12 provides a summary of the total number of housing units and the square footage of non-
residential development found in the individual subareas.

=  Exhibit 13 provides statistics on the total amount of vacant, developable land located in the
individual subareas based on the data from the Buildable Lands Report. This includes parcels noted
in the UGAs as being vacant (including single-unit lots in plats), as well as properties which may be
underutilized and able to accommodate additional development in the future.

= Exhibit 14 provides estimates of the additional housing and employment capacity within each of the
UGAs, drawn from the information used to develop the 2021 Pierce County Buildable Lands Report.

This information highlights the following:

®=  There is a significant amount of non-residential development in institutional uses. As noted
previously, the Peninsula High School and Purdy Elementary in the Purdy subarea, and the
Washington Corrections Center for Women in Bujacich comprise the largest proportion of non-
residential development in the UGAs. While there may be reasons to annex these areas, these sites

are exempt from property taxes.

®=  Most non-residential development and opportunities for employment expansion in the UGAs is
clustered in the Purdy subarea. While there may be nominal non-residential /employment uses in
other areas, including community and institutional uses such as churches, the bulk of development for
employment uses is sited in the Purdy subarea. This highlights that these subareas will likely bring
minimal employment and sales tax revenue into the city as compared to the current land base.

®=  The most significant opportunities for new commercial development are available in Purdy and
Point Fosdick. The information from the Buildable Lands Report suggests that while there are still
some opportunities for residential development in most neighborhoods, locations for commercial
development are likely to be limited to the Purdy and Point Fosdick subareas, with a nominal amount

potentially available for development in the Bujacich subarea.
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Exhibit 11. City of Gig Harbor and UGAs, Current Land Use.
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Exhibit 12. Existing Development in UGA Subareas.

Non-Residential Development (in SF)

Housing Community/ Other
UGA Subarea Units Institutional Office Restaurant Retail Services Utilities = Warehousing
38th Avenue 129 21,749 - - - - - -
Bujacich 18 325,494 - - - - - 2,400
Burnham Drive 7 - - - - 3,600 - -
Canterwood 822 14,039 24,354 - - - - -
Madrona Links 52 - - - - = - -
Peacock Hill 605 40,472 - - - - - 32,847
Point Fosdick 47 - - - = = = -
Purdy 156 284,932 22,565 2,318 21,302 6,173 39,184 -
Reid Road 590 - - = - = 5 -
Rosedale 157 - - - - - - -
Skansie Avenue 104 - - - = = - -
Total 2,687 686,686 46,919 2,318 21,302 9,773 39,184 35,247

Sources: Pierce County GIS, 2021; Pierce County Assessor-Treasurer, 2021, City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 20217.
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Exhibit 13. Vacant Land in UGA Subareas, by County Zoning.

Developable Land (acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

38th Avenue

Single Family 3.0 0.1 14.5
Bujacich

Community Employment 0.4 - 0.8
Burnham Drive

Moderate Density Single Family - - 13.0
Canterwood

Master Planned Community - 0.9 -

Single Family 14.8 5.4 7.5
Madrona Links

(none) - - -
Peacock Hill

Single Family 22.5 6.6 107.2
Point Fosdick

Neighborhood Center 13.0 - -
Purdy

Activity Center - - 0.1

Community Center 1.7 2.1 3.5

Community Employment 7.4 - 3.6

Mixed Use Districts 23.8 0.4 26.3

Moderate Density Single Family - - 0.4

Neighborhood Center - - 1.9

Public Institutional 0.6 - -

Single Family 6.5 5.7 2.2
Reid Road

Single Family 2.0 15.3 29.9
Rosedale

Single Family 0.5 1.0 75.4
Skansie Avenue

Single Family 2.0 2.9 38.5
TOTAL 98.2 40.4 324.6

Sources: Pierce County GIS, 2021; Pierce County Assessor-Treasurer, 2021, City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 20217.
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Exhibit 14. Estimated Remaining Employment and Housing Capacity, by UGA Subarea.

Employment

UGA Subarea Housing Capacity Capacity
38th Avenue 60 0]
Bujacich 0 9
Burnham Drive 25 0
Canterwood 86 0
Madrona Links 0] 0]
Peacock Hill 390 0
Point Fosdick 13 123
Purdy 267 706
Reid Road 147 0
Rosedale 290 0
Skansie Avenue 133 0]
Total 1,411 838
City of Gig Harbor 2,046 3,943

Sources: Pierce County Buildable Lands Report and Inventory, 2021.
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Assessment of Annexation Impacts

Overview

This analysis provides an overview of the impacts of annexation beyond the land uses and housing that
would be incorporated into the city. This includes estimates of the fiscal impacts of incorporating these
areas into the city, both current and future, as well as other possible effects to be considered in an
evaluation of an annexation application.

Fiscal Impacts to Operating Budgets
Method

For this assessment, the fiscal analysis prioritizes costs likely to be incurred by Gig Harbor upon
annexation. It is important to note that this is a financial policy study intended to provide a reasonable
estimate of potential costs and revenues and not a budget development exercise. This analysis informs
the development and evaluation of guidelines for future annexations.

The analysis is limited to the city's General Fund and road funds. Although there are other accounts, these
make up nearly all the changes projected from increased population, employment, and land area.
Therefore, this excludes expenses and revenues from utility enterprise funds such as stormwater
management, which is funded by user fees, and the development services fund, which is funded by license
and permit fees and other service charges. As these funds are funded on a cost-recovery basis, it is
believed that any other annexation costs will be met from additional revenue as needed.

With respect to revenue, the analysis includes the following budget components:

=  Property taxes based on assessed value in the UGAs.

= Sales taxes based on taxable retail sales estimates for the city and an estimate of taxes per square
foot for retail and restaurant uses.

= Utility taxes based on per capita/per job estimates and current population and employment.
=  Other taxes assumed to be proportional to population and employment.

= Licenses and permits assumed to be proportional to population and employment.

= Intergovernmental transfers assumed to be proportional to population and employment.

=  Charges for services, assumed to be proportional to population and employment.

=  Fines and forfeits assumed to be proportional to population and employment.

The following components for expenditures are included:

=  Maintenance and operation costs for city streets are assumed to be proportional to the centerline
miles of roadway in a UGA.

=  Police protection coverage based on discussions with the Chief of Police about increases in costs to
maintain existing levels of police protection.
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= Other municipal expenditures such as community development, the Municipal Court, etc. are

assumed to be proportional to estimated population and employment.

In cases where both population and employment are expected to influence a budget item, these values
are combined. Because workers and residents are likely to have different demands on city services and
revenues, a weighting factor to account for their different contributions. With parks, for example, it is
assumed that workers will have about 10% of the demand for city parks and green space as residents,
which is used when combining workers and residents together to find out the final impacts per person.

Other considerations for estimating net costs and revenues include:

=  Estimates of costs and revenues relied on pre-COVID budget figures to reflect “business as usual”

projections. Values from the projections are assumed to be in 2021 dollars.

=  Property taxes are highly constrained by the 1% restriction on levy increases under RCW

84.55.010. Future projections of property taxes will be strongly dependent on this cap on levy

amounts.

=  The potential for future special levies authorized by the voters is not included. The expected revenue
that could be received would increase if additional assessed value were included in the city.

= Sales taxes for new construction of housing are not presented in this assessment. This would provide a
significant one-time source of revenue for the city but would require annexation prior to
development.

=  The timing of an annexation may impact tax receipts, meaning that the initial period of annexation
might have challenges with respect to covering early costs of newly annexed areas depending on

when an annexation takes place.

In addition to estimates of annexations if development were to happen today, this assessment also relies
on two additional assessments based on city data regarding available buildable lands:

=  Estimates of the net costs/revenue from annexation based on a proportional share of the Pierce

County employment and housing targets for the UGAs.

*  Estimates of the net costs/revenue from annexation if all vacant/underutilized land was built out.

The analysis gives estimates of likely costs and benefits of future annexations along a probable range
where additional development may have occurred. These figures are not intended to supply estimates of
how development may occur in these areas, or projections about future increases in housing and
employment uses.
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Results: Current Annexation

The following exhibits give estimates of the impact of annexing the current UGAs on the city’s operating
budget:

= Exhibit 15 provides a summary of the overall impacts of annexing each individual UGA into the city

under current conditions.
= Exhibit 16 provides a breakdown to projected total revenues and costs for each UGA.

= Exhibit 17 presents a breakdown of the expected changes to individual categories of city revenue
from annexation, by UGA.

=  Exhibit 18 includes a comparable breakdown of expected changes to costs in the city budget from

annexation, summed by UGA.

These calculations highlight the following:

=  From an operating budget perspective, some of the larger annexed areas will represent
increases in net costs to the city. The Canterwood and Madrona Links UGAs represent a net
increase in city revenue as compared to other UGAs, owing to the much higher assessed value of
residential property. Other areas, particularly larger ones like the Peacock Hill UGA, may on the

other hand represent various net costs to the city over time.

= Areas with large institutional uses may be more challenging for annexation from a fiscal
perspective. Regarding fiscal impacts, the Bujacich and Purdy areas have significant challenges. Part
of the reason for this is that the assessed value of property is low, and the institutional uses sited in
these areas are exempt from paying property taxes. Additionally, if these areas are annexed,
police staffing may need to be increased. These factors will severely limit the city's ability to
generate net positive revenue from the annexation of these areas.

=  Annexing some larger residential neighborhoods may also pose some costs. Although there may
be more opportunities for the city to potentially reduce the costs of annexing other residential
neighborhoods, these annexations will present added net obligations to the city. Planning for future
annexations should consider coordination or phasing given these additional financial outlays over

time.

= Several large annexations will require increases in staffing and other costs. Aside from the net
impacts of annexation, the scale of cost increases for certain larger areas highlight that the city will
need to plan for increased staffing levels if these areas are brought into the city. Canterwood
represents the most significant rise in costs, with an increase of over $946,000 per year, and notable
increases for the Purdy, Reid Road, and Peacock Hill UGAs. While this should not exclude
consideration of these areas, it may require more planning and coordination for additional capacity
than other areas that could be annexed.

=  The high dependence on property taxes may present challenges. As most of the residential areas
in this assessment are identified as having positive impacts today, there are concerns that the 1%
cap on property tax levies will likely reduce revenues related to costs over time. This may be a
challenge over the long term with integrating these areas, but special levies and other potential

sources of revenue could make up this gap.
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Exhibit 15. Projected Yearly City Operating Surplus/Deficit after Annexation, by Subarea.
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Exhibit 16. Projected Changes to City Yearly Operating Revenue and Costs after Annexation, by Subarea.

Subarea Surplus/Deficit Per Year

(2021 dollars)

Projected Revenue Projected Costs

(2021 dollars)

(2021 dollars)

38th Avenue $116,183 $160,531 ($44,348)
Bujacich $67,124 $270,107 ($202,983)
Burnham Drive $6,543 $104 $6,439
Canterwood $1,140,423 $946,092 $194,330
Madrona Links $48,762 $30,603 $18,159
Peacock Hill $510,966 $726,121 ($215,155)
Point Fosdick $47,452 $48,700 ($1,248)
Purdy $297,771 $571,643 ($273,872)
Reid Road $576,710 $779,658 ($202,948)
Rosedale $131,441 $274,615 ($143,174)
Skansie Avenue $81,334 $108,482 ($27,148)
TOTAL $3,024,709 $3,916,657 ($891,948)

Sources: City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 2021
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Exhibit 17. Breakdown of Projected Changes to City Revenue by Type and Subarea, Gig Harbor UGAs, 2021 dollars.

Revenue Type 38th Bujacich Burnham Canterwood Madrona Point Purdy Reid Road Rosedale Skansie

Avenue Drive Links Fosdick Avenue

Property Tax $73,855 $45,739 $255 $844,086 $31,146 $281,370 $32,415 $99,418 $385,821 $81,208 $48,059
Sales Tax $0 $2,348 $3,522 $29,489 $978 $32,652 $0 $136,691 $2,117 $0 $0
Utility Tax $15,532 $15,298 $1,313 $96,105 $5,836 $71,275 $5,275 $29,259 $66,220 $17,621 $11,673
Other Taxes $4,985 $696 $271 $31,768 $2,010 $23,382 $1,816 $6,029 $22,802 $6,068 $4,019
Intergovernmental $10,128 $1,413 $550 $64,536 $4,083 $47,499 $3,690 $12,248 $46,322 $12,326 $8,165
Charges for Services $9,574 $1,336 $520 $61,005 $3,859 $44,900 $3,488 $11,578 $43,787 $11,652 $7,718
Fines and Forfeits $2,108 $294 $114 $13,433 $850 $9,887 $768 $2,549 $9,642 $2,566 $1,700
TOTAL $116,183 $67,124 $6,543 $1,140,423 $48,762 $510,966 $47,452 $297,771 $576,710  $131,441 $81,334

Sources: City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 2021

Exhibit 18. Breakdown of Projected Changes to City Expenditures by Type and Subarea, Gig Harbor UGAs, 2021 dollars.

Expenditure Type Bujacich Burnham Canterwood Madrona Peacock Point Reid Road Rosedale Skansie

Drive Links Hill Fosdick Avenve
Non-Departmental $5,746 $9,029 $0 $43,504 $1,642 $25,446 $1,642 $15,596 $25,446 $7,388 $4,925
Legislative $1,803 $414 $104 $11,451 $721 $8,435 $652 $2,309 $8,185 $2,178 $1,443
Municipal Court $11,998 $0 $0 $47,990 $0 $35,993 $0 $11,998 $35,993 $11,998 $11,998
Administration/Buildings $25,517 $0 $0 $141,131 $0 $96,082 $0 $25,517 $96,082 $25,517 $25,517
Police $0 $177,405 $0 $177,405 $0 $0 $0 $177,405 $0 $0 $0
Community Development $45,060 $15,020 $0 $285,382 $15,020 $210,282 $15,020 $60,080 $210,282 $60,080 $30,040
Parks and Recreation $26,440 $0 $0 $185,078 $13,220 $132,199 $13,220 $39,660 $132,199 $39,660 $26,440
Streets $43,968 $68,239 $0 $54,151 $0 $217,686 $18,167 $239,078 $271,473  $127,795 $8,120
TOTAL $160,531 $270,107 $104 $946,092 $30,603 $726,121 $48,700 $571,643 $779,658 $274,615 $108,482

Sources: City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 2021
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Results: Buildout

This section considers how future development may affect the fiscal impacts of annexation of the UGAs on
operating budgets. While different land use and development projections are plausible, the Pierce
County Buildable Lands Report gives more extensive information regarding the total potential
development capacity in the UGAs under current policy.

The following assessment provides an evaluation of the additional net fiscal impacts if these areas were
built out to their full development capacity according to this available information. This analysis assumes
the following:

= The evaluation is based on the results from the final Buildable Lands Inventory developed by Pierce
County and relies on the calculations for resulting increases to housing and employment.

=  Increases in assessment values per housing unit are generally estimated based on the improvement
value per unit for housing within the UGA and the improvement value per square foot for
employment uses.

=  Calculations of sales taxes assume that 60% of new development in Point Fosdick consists of retail
uses and 40% of new development in Bujacich and Purdy consist of retail uses where sales taxes
would apply.

= |t is assumed that no additional police coverage would be required for these areas at buildout.
Increases in staffing would reduce these net effects.

Results are provided below, with Exhibit 19 providing overall estimates of financial impacts to the city,
broken down by total estimated revenues and costs (Exhibit 20), detailed revenues (Exhibit 21), and
detailed costs (Exhibit 22).

This information highlights the following:

=  Annexation of areas in Bujacich and Purdy are unlikely to result in positive fiscal impacts in the
future. Given the land uses and needs for these areas, these two UGAs will not bring in sufficient
revenue to cover estimated costs. For Bujacich, this is primarily due to the need for additional police
coverage as well as the low taxable property value in this area. With Purdy, this is because of the
potential mix of jobs in this location, lower taxable value of property, and low sales taxes from
employment uses in this area.

= Residential areas will have greater net impacts at buildout, although most of these differences
appear to be minor. For many of the residential UGAs, incorporating additional development would
have largely positive effects, primarily based on the estimated increases in property tax revenue
from new development. In these cases, annexation decisions would not likely be significantly
impacted by the current potential for these areas to accommodate growth, which highlights that the
fiscal impacts in these areas are expected to be stable over time.

= These results can be adjusted by changes from city development regulations. For this assessment,
development capacity is based on estimates from the Buildable Lands Inventory, which relies on
current county zoning regulations. If the city were to change zoning to accommodate greater
population density or more development these calculations would change.
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Exhibit 19. Buildout Estimate of Yearly City Operating Surplus/Deficit after Annexation, by Subarea.
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Exhibit 20. Projected Changes to City Yearly Operating Revenue and Costs after Annexation, by Subarea.

Subarea Projected Revenue Projected Costs Surplus/Deficit Per Year
(2021 dollars) (2021 dollars) (2021 dollars)
38th Avenue $143,901 $190,803 ($46,903)
Bujacich $69,748 $270,113 ($200,365)
Burnham Drive $18,092 $266 $17,826
Canterwood $1,217,240 $988,831 $228,409
Madrona Links $48,762 $30,603 $18,159
Peacock Hill $715,449 $893,656 ($178,207)
Point Fosdick $97,064 $48,865 $48,199
Purdy $588,368 $894,568 ($306,201)
Reid Road $676,699 $857,188 ($180,489)
Rosedale $277,465 $398,798 ($121,333)
Skansie Drive $142,775 $155,071 ($12,296)
TOTAL $3,995,561 $4,728,763 ($733,201)

Sources: City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 2021
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Exhibit 21. Breakdown of Buildout Estimate for Changes to City Revenue by Type and Subarea, Gig Harbor UGAs.

Burnham
Drive

Revenue Type 38th
Avenue

Bujacich

Canterwood

Madrona

Links

Point
Fosdick

Purdy

Reid Road

Rosedale

Skansie
Avenue

Property Tax $92,561 $45,881 $8,049 $907,986 $31,146 $427,274 $46,156 $207,723 $463,730 $183,674 $89,523
Sales Tax $0 $4,356 $3,522 $29,489 $978 $32,652 $27,437 $241,679 $2,117 $0 $0
Utility Tax $18,694 $15,772 $2,630 $100,636 $5,836 $91,824 $12,441 $80,526 $73,965 $32,901 $18,680
Other Taxes $6,074 $696 $724 $33,328 $2,010 $30,457 $2,052 $10,873 $25,469 $11,329 $6,432
Intergovernmental $12,339 $1,413 $1,471 $67,706 $4,083 $61,874 $4,169 $22,089 $51,740 $23,015 $13,067
Charges for Services $11,664 $1,336 $1,391 $64,001 $3,859 $58,488 $3,941 $20,880 $48,909 $21,756 $12,352
Fines and Forfeits $2,568 $294 $306 $14,093 $850 $12,879 $868 $4,598 $10,770 $4,791 $2,720
TOTAL $143,901 $69,748 $18,092  $1,217,240 $48,762 $715,449  $97,064  $588,368 $676,699  $277,465  $142,775

Sources: City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 2021

Exhibit 22. Breakdown of Buildout Estimate for Changes to City Expenditures by Type and Subarea, Gig Harbor UGAss.

Burnham
Drive

Expenditure Type

Bujacich

Canterwood

Madrona

Links

Peacock
Hill

Point
Fosdick

Purdy

Reid Road

Rosedale

Skansie
Avenue

Non-Departmental $7,388 $9,029 $0 $45,146 $1,642 $33,654 $1,642 $30,371 $28,729 $13,133 $7,388
Legislative $2,193 $420 $266 $12,011 $721 $10,974 $817 $4,508 $9,142 $4,067 $2,309
Municipal Court $11,998 $0 $0 $47,990 $0 $47,990 $0 $23,995 $35,993 $11,998 $11,998
Administration/Buildings $25,517 $0 $0 $166,648 $0 $141,131 $0 $70,566 $141,131 $70,566 $25,517
Police $0 $177,405 $0 $177,405 $0 $0 $0 $354,810 $0 $0 $0
Community Development $60,080 $15,020 $0 $300,402 $15,020 $270,362 $15,020 $105,141 $225,302 $105,141 $60,080
Parks and Recreation $39,660 $0 $0 $185,078 $13,220 $171,858 $13,220 $66,099 $145,418 $66,099 $39,660
Streets $43,968 $68,239 $0 $54,151 $0 $217,686 $18,167 $239,078 $271,473 $127,795 $8,120
TOTAL $190,803 $270,113 $266 $988,831 $30,603 $893,656 $48,865 $894,568 $857,188 $398,798 $155,071

Sources: City of Gig Harbor, 2021; BERK, 2021
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Sewer Fees

Aside from the impact annexation would have on overall operating costs, the city budgets would be
affected by changes in sewer service fees. Customers in the UGA pay higher rates than those in the
incorporated area. In concept, this supports system maintenance and operations that would otherwise be
funded by general city funds.

Sewer service fees in annexed areas are not subject to the same limitations as property and sales taxes,
making their impacts more volatile. Additionally, if the city wants to reduce the impact of annexation on
these fees, they may be adjusted to raise additional revenue. A high-level analysis is provided below,
but a more detailed assessment would be necessary for individual areas to be annexed.

From a current survey of the UGAs coordinated by the Public Works Department, the current revenue
collected from all UGAs amounts to $630,630 annually. Under current rates, this would be reduced by
one-third if these areas were included in the city, resulting in a net loss of $210,210 per year if all UGAs
were incorporated. This varies by UGA and may change based on future updates to rates.

For potential future development under current zoning, the effects of incorporating the UGAs into city
limits under the current rate structure are provided in Exhibit 23. Including all UGAs into the city would
result in an additional reduction of about $348,620 at buildout from possible future sewer accounts
based on current rates. This would be highest for Peacock Hill (a potential loss of $105,040 per year at
full buildout) and Purdy (a loss of $86,700). Note that areas that are currently built out, like Madrona
Links, will not have any additional costs.

Exhibit 23. Reductions in Potential Sewer Fees from Incorporation at Current Rates, by Subarea.
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Capital and Infrastructure Investment

This section provides a high-level inventory of capital and infrastructure investments necessary for the
UGAs. Although operating costs are possible to project based on estimates from current budgets, the
capital expenditures needed for these areas, both in the short and long term, are harder to evaluate. The
city should pursue follow-up studies prior to annexation to provide more information about the nature of
these costs.

Based on available sources, the following capital investments may be required for the individual UGAs:

38th Avenue

=  This area may require more investment in sewer and stormwater infrastructure to address drain
fields and on-site septic concerns.

Canterwood

=  Surface water may need to be managed with education and outreach, given the presence of the
golf course.

= Additional capital investment in stormwater management and sewer servicing may be required but
the costs of these improvements are not currently known. Further engineering studies will be required
to understand these costs.

®=  The 2016 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PROS) Plan recommends that land be purchased for

a city park in this UGA. Note that there are existing private open space and recreational uses in this
area.

Madrona Links

=  Surface water may need to be managed with education and outreach, given the presence of the
golf course.

= Additional capital investment in stormwater management may be required but is not currently known.

Peacock Hill

= Although there is a force main located along Peacock Hill Drive, many of the properties currently
rely on on-site septic for wastewater. This may require more investment, and further servicing studies
will be required to understand the full nature of these costs.

Purdy
= Significant drainage issues in this area would require new stormwater infrastructure.

=  Existing sewer servicing and fire flow issues would limit additional development in this area and
would need to be addressed if future growth were coordinated for this area. This may involve
substantial new infrastructure investment.

=  Management and cleanup of sites in this area, especially those with potential discharges into

Henderson Bay, would be needed for new development to proceed in many locations.

=  The Pierce County Transportation Improvement Program does note the need for road improvements
on 38th Ave NW from 36™ St NW to the city limits.
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Reid Road

= Although there is a force main servicing part of this area, extensions to sewer infrastructure will be
required, potentially including additional sewer lift and pump stations.

Rosedale

=  This area may require more investment in sewer and stormwater infrastructure to address drain
fields and on-site septic concerns.

Skansie Avenue

= More investment may be needed to extend sewer services to these areas, especially if more dense
infill development over the long term would be desirable.

Other needs include the following:

®=  Management of riparian areas and surface water quality. The UGAs include more of the
McCormick Creek, Goodnough Creek, Purdy Creek, and Soundview basins, which will require
management of riparian habitat for water quality and storm water management.

®=  Fish passage barriers. As McCormick Creek is fish-bearing, there may be concerns about fish
passage barriers along its run. The required timeframe for these replacements is not known.

= Parks. Aside from larger facilities such as designated golf courses (public and private) and
McCormick Forest Park, there are no local parks found in the UGAs. While an update to the PROS
plan is expected, the desired 2030 levels of service under the 2016 PROS would suggest that an
additional 81.6 acres would be required for the UGAs at present, with up to 102 acres required at
build-out. This would include about 36 acres of new neighborhood parks, as well as 37 acres of
natural areas and 21 acres of open space. This would likely require some investment in most UGAs
to try to secure land for parks and open space. However, final costs will be dependent on the
updated PROS plan and the corresponding levels of service included.

Other Considerations

Aside from these elements of revenue and cost, other considerations with annexation include the
following:

=  Shoreline protection. While the Reid Road UGA is covered under the city’s Shoreline Master
Program (SMP), the Purdy UGA is not included. Annexation of this area would allow the city to
incorporate this area into water and shoreline protection efforts.

= Tree canopy protections and landscaping. Incorporating the UGAs into the city will allow future
development in these areas to be managed under Chapter 17.78 GHMC for protection of
significant trees and existing native vegetation, and requirements for planting and landscaping. This
may provide additional protection beyond what is required by the County under PCC 18J.15.030.

®=  Police response times. For residents of UGAs that are dependent on the Pierce County Sheriff for
emergency response, response times may be significantly higher. Annexation can provide these
areas with better coverage and faster response times from the Gig Harbor Police Department.
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Recommendations

Maijor Considerations

There are three broad considerations for future actions by the city with respect to annexation:

=  There should be consensus about annexation among UGA residents, landowners, and businesses.
Additionally, other governments affected like Pierce County and Special Districts (e.g., PenMet)
should also largely approve. While methods like direct petitions and interlocal agreements outline
how the public and impacted members of the community can participate in the process, the city
should ensure that all involved parties are properly considered. These considerations can help the
process reflect the intent of the stakeholders involved and can reduce the chance that an annexation

would be challenged through BRB review.

=  Annexations should benefit citizens, businesses, and landowners in both the city and the UGAs in
the long term. While the direct financial expenses incurred by the city and other parties are
important, other policy considerations and advantages should be examined as well. While annexing
certain areas may result in a net cost to the city, other areas may provide a net benefit to the
community when annexed, such as the ability to encourage new construction aligned with Gig Harbor
zoning and development regulations. However, the city should not be forced to engage with a
process that would have a net negative impact on stakeholders while giving no evident benefit.

=  Annexations should be appropriately designed to allow an area to be integrated effectively with
the city. Locations which have strong existing connections to the city should be preferred for
annexation. For areas that would require significant planning or would bring in a dramatic increase
in population, annexations may need be phased to allow the city to evaluate the effects over time
and coordinate the ability to meet the needs of new areas.

Note that other considerations often applied to Urban Growth Areas, such as identifying future
developable lands to meet long-term growth targets or long-term phasing of extensions to infrastructure,
are largely not applicable to Gig Harbor given the local context.

Guidelines for Annexations

Based on these high-level considerations, the criteria below should be used to evaluate annexation
proposals and comparable actions in Gig Harbor. Note that these guidelines do not provide hard
thresholds for the individual parameters outlined, as many of these elements are qualitative and may
require tradeoffs between different elements. Instead, these questions provide an overall framework for
evaluating individual applications.

The guidelines include the following:

1. Is the annexation proposal consistent with the city’s Comprehensive Plan and other existing
policy? Any annexation proposal to be approved by Council must be compliant with the
Comprehensive Plan and cannot be adopted if it does not align with existing policies. While the
annexation of areas themselves would be allowed under the Comprehensive Plan, note that this may
be relevant for reviewing a proposed zoning ordinance submitted as part of a petition, as it would
need to be compliant with the Land Use Map in the Plan.
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2. Is the annexation proposal generally supported by those that could be impacted? Although many
methods require the consent of landowners in the annexed areq, proposed annexations should
generally be supported by residents and local businesses and should not unduly impact surrounding
neighbors. Additionally, proposals should not generally receive strong objections from Pierce County.
If there may be significant opposition to an annexation in any way, even if the method may not
require public engagement or resident approval, the proposed annexation may require reasonable
adjustments, mitigation, or other conditions to address any potential concerns expressed.

3. Does the proposal provide a net positive fiscal impact to the city? An assessment of the fiscal
impacts of an annexation proposal should include estimates of changes to the following:

o Revenue (including taxes and state-shared revenues)
o Yearly operating costs
o Preservation and rehabilitation of existing infrastructure needed

o Expected new capital facilities and infrastructure needed

Generally, an annexation should result in minimal negative impacts to the city’s budget. If there are
cases where an annexation may result in a sizable net cost, especially over the short term, this may
be balanced with other criteria related to public benefits. Significant required infrastructure
investments may also be addressed through joint coordination and planning with Pierce County.

4. Would the proposal result in a significant increase of land, development, and population? Aside
from major annexations in the mid- to late-1990s, individual annexations in Gig Harbor have
generally been no larger than 300-400 acres and accommodated no more than around 100-150
existing housing units. While areas smaller than this could likely be annexed without significant
impacts to capacity, larger annexations should be phased over time to ensure that local service
capacity can be scaled up appropriately.

5. Is the annexed area defined to reduce the number of annexations by the city? While guideline 4
recommends that larger parcels be divided for the purposes of a phased annexation, several smaller
annexations may also be challenging due to the increased staff time required for processing. Where
possible, annexations should be large enough to minimize these costs by taking up a significant
portion of a UGA.

6. Does this proposal keep or create logical boundaries for the city? Annexations should be favored if
they will result in more regular city boundaries. As the statute requires almost all annexations to share
a boundary with the city, this would include:

o eliminating islands or pockets of unincorporated territory.

o minimizing spurs and notches into unincorporated Pierce County, especially those that would

create islands or pockets.
o keeping tax parcels completely within an annexation area.
o reducing street segments that would be divided between city and county management
o minimizing conditions where city lands can only be accessed via county roads.

o acknowledging perceived neighborhood boundaries and streets, landscape features, and other

elements that would form expected local boundaries.
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@ extending current neighborhoods or linking new neighborhoods that are adjacent to existing

areas of the city.
@ reducing confusion with identifying city versus county territory.

7. ls this area currently or likely to be developed to urban densities? Annexations should prioritize
areas that are currently built out, or with significant supplies of vacant land that would allow for the
area to accommodate urban densities. Areas that do not include significant urban development and
are unlikely to be developed further are not desirable for annexation.

8. Could city planning and zoning increase the density or otherwise improve the quality of future
development? In cases where the city may be reviewing locations with development (or even
redevelopment /infill) opportunities, the potential for new development projects to benefit from city
zoning should be recognized, especially if it would lead to more compact and efficient development
patterns.

9. Would city policy and planning result in better environmental protection and management for
annexed areas? In addition to supporting improved development, annexations may provide an
opportunity to manage certain areas more effectively under city programs, plans, and statutes. This
may include management of shoreline, riparian and wetland areas, other critical areas, and tree
canopy.

10. Are there any other public benefits or concerns that would be associated with annexation? There
are no standards that can completely define all the questions that may arise during a review. Other
major public benefits (e.g., opportunities for parks and other public amenities), as well as additional
expenses or obstacles to future development and servicing, may arise as part of an annexation
review. The levels and importance of these prospective benefits and costs should be assessed on a
case-by-case basis.
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Proposed Strategic Approach
Classifying UGAs

Considering the current and future characteristics of the Gig Harbor UGAs outlined in this report,
managing these areas over the long term (around a 20-year planning horizon) may be categorized in
one of five ways based on the expected approach to be used. A map defining the boundaries of these
areas is included in Exhibit 24.

These categories of areas include the following:

1. City-led potential annexation areas. In specific cases, there may be a city interest in leading
annexation, primarily to keep logical city boundaries that do not complicate service delivery. This
should rely on the abbreviated methods for either direct petitions or interlocal agreements to
streamline this process. '

2. Local-led potential annexation areas. It would be desirable to annex some smaller UGAs or
portions of larger UGAs. In addition, given the size of these areas, annexation would not require
extensive planning and coordination. The city should encourage property owners, residents,
businesses (if applicable), and local organizations to follow one of the direct petition methods

(preferably the alternative direct petition method for residential areas) to begin annexation.

3. Phased potential annexation areas. Annexations of larger UGAs would require more planning and
potentially the phasing of annexations over time. These include the Canterwood and Reid Road
UGAs as well as most of the Peacock Hill UGA. Relying on an interlocal agreement with Pierce
County, which would involve consultation with these areas, proposed zoning regulations, and
potential Comprehensive Plan Amendments, may present a more consistent and forward-thinking

approach to managing annexation.

4. Long-term management areas. There may be no strong rationale for annexing part or all of certain
UGAs in the short- or long-term. However, urban sewer servicing would still be required. These areas

may be retained as UGAs, but the city would not pursue or encourage annexation.

In addition, the Madrona Links UGA, included as a long-term management areaq, should be removed from
the City’s UGAs.

14 Please refer to RCW 35A.14.295 for the streamlined petition method, and RCW 35A.14.460 for the streamlined interlocal
agreement approach.
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Exhibit 24. Recommended Strategic Areas by Priority for Urban Growth Area Management.
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Short-Term Direction

Although the consent of residents and owners should be required as part of this process, the city should
generally commit to promoting annexation of these areas (excluding the long-term management areas)
over a 20-year timeframe. This would include:

=  Directed engagement and outreach with residents and landowners as well as potential negotiation

for an interlocal agreement with Pierce County for city-led potential annexation areas.

=  Establishment of ongoing outreach and information distribution to residents and landowners in local-
led potential annexation areas to encourage local petitions for annexation to be submitted to the

Council.

=  Coordination with local neighborhood associations and Pierce County on developing interlocal
agreements for phased potential annexations areas using a staged approach. This should involve
the Reid Road and the Canterwood /Peacock Hill UGAs in sequence, based on Council priorities and

expectations about required infrastructure planning.

=  Ongoing sewer infrastructure management and servicing in the long-term management areas, as

discussed in current policy approaches.

=  Additionally, the City should plan to remove the Madrona Links UGA designation. While trends in
demand could change the operations of the Madrona Links Golf Course and potentially even open
up the site for redevelopment, the Peninsula Metropolitan Parks District currents runs this site and has
not given an indication that this site would be sold for new development. Given the challenges
associated with servicing the residential development on the other site of the UGA, there would be
no reason for the City to take over management of the area.

These considerations should be clearly defined as part of the updated Comprehensive Plan scheduled for
2024, incorporated as part of the city’s Land Use Element policies.

Long-Term Strategic Considerations

Over time, new situations may change the conditions in the UGAs and require a realignment of the city’s
approaches with respect to future annexations. These would have to be evaluated through regular
reviews over time.

Potential future adjustments to this strategy may include the following:

=  Long-term investment in stormwater infrastructure in the Purdy UGA. Existing drainage and
stormwater infrastructure in the Purdy region would not be sufficient to support additional growth,
and the city would be forced to make considerable investments to address these needs for new
development to occur in these areas. However, if new infrastructure were to be developed in these
places through other sources of funding, the area's long-term development potential might be
reconsidered.

=  Annexation of areas remaining over the long term. Owners and residents may not petition for
annexation, possibly due to a lack of interest. If community-led annexation areas are remaining in

the UGAs after a 10- to 15-year period, the city should look to examine whether a city-led solution
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in these areas is desirable or if these areas should be maintained as long-term management areas

with no future intention for annexation.

Other Recommendations

Aside from recommendations about how areas should be annexed into Gig Harbor, there are other
actions that should be considered in long-range management for these areas. These steps would not be
required for annexation, but they may improve overall coordination of future policies, plans, and
services.

These recommendations include the following:

= Further engineering studies will be necessary to provide an understanding of servicing costs.
Although this study presents a picture of the costs involved with annexation, detailed costing of long-
term infrastructure investments is not explored in this work. Detailed engineering design studies would
be necessary to identify more specific costs and provide clear estimates of the capital investments

needed in these areas if annexations were to move forward.

= Any phasing should consider boundaries of existing communities. Under the proposed approach
for using interlocal agreements for the Reid Road and the Canterwood/Peacock Hill UGAs, any
phasing should respect the boundaries of existing communities wherever possible. For example,
phased annexations in Canterwood should annex the entire planned community at once and
integrate other areas separately if necessary. This can reduce friction and improve clarity on
jurisdiction within these neighborhoods.

®  Include updated UGA policies in the Comprehensive Plan. Policies regarding the integration of
UGA:s into the city should be included in the 2024 updates to the Comprehensive Plan. While the
guidelines are provided to the Council as a framework to evaluate individual proposals, clarifying
the city’s intentions for these areas can reduce confusion and concern among potentially impacted

residents, businesses, and landowners.

= Coordinate integration of private water providers into the city system. Under Goal 2.4.2(c) of the
Comprehensive Plan, the city is expected to coordinate with other agencies and water purveyors to
consolidate small water systems into the overall municipal system to ensure efficient and high-quality
service delivery. Although smaller water systems may continue to be licensed in the short term, this

annexation strategy should provide a plan to integrate potable water services.

®=  Maintain a process to provide a regular review of impacts of annexations on the city. City
officials should produce a regular update one year after an annexation has occurred to identify
actual impacts to the city and any concerns with variances from the anticipated impacts to ensure the
city's annexation strategy is delivering the expected outcomes. This evaluation will assist the city in
improving its annexation management strategy so that the final processes are appropriate for the
community and do not create capacity issues or other challenges.
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Appendix: Area Summaries

This Appendix provides a detailed assessment by individual UGA, which includes:

= A summary of the individual UGA, including key statistics on size, assessed value, and existing

development, as well as the recommended strategic designation.
= Current Pierce County zoning active for the area.

= Statistics on buildable lands in the individual UGA, including summations of vacant and underutilized

land, as well as estimates of the additional housing and employment that could be accommodated in
this area.

=  Fiscal impacts, both under current development and at buildout.

= A high-level assessment of capital costs that would be required for this area.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 78.1 acres
Land area (net) 69.4 acres
2021 assessed value $71,069,200
Housing units 129

Non-residential
Community /Institutional 21,749 sf

The 38th Avenue UGA located to the southwest of the city and is about 78 total acres. The area is
largely developed with single-family homes and a church. There may be stormwater and septic concerns
in this area related to current development.

Recommended Designation

2. Local-led potential annexation area. Annexation of this area would likely be straightforward,
potentially providing minimal impacts to the city but not requiring significant planning to complete. A local
petition should provide evidence of local support.

Current Zoning

Zone Net Acres

Single Family 69.4
Total 69.4

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 60
housing units could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

Single Family 3.0 0.1 14.5
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $73,855 $92,561
Sales Tax $0 $0
Utility Tax $15,532 $18,694
Other Taxes $4,985 $6,074
Intergovernmental $10,128 $12,339
Charges for Services $9,574 $11,664
Fines and Forfeits $2,108 $2,568
TOTAL $116,183 $143,901
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $5,746 $7,388
Legislative $1,803 $2,193
Municipal Court $11,998 $11,998
Administration/Buildings $25,517 $25,517
Police $0 $0
Community Development $45,060 $60,080
Parks and Recreation $26,440 $39,660
Streets $43,968 $43,968
TOTAL $160,531 $190,803
TOTAL IMPACT ($44,348) ($46,903)

Expected Capital Costs

=  This area may require additional investment in sewer and stormwater infrastructure to address drain

fields and on-site septic concerns. Further servicing studies will be required to understand the full

nature of these costs.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 175.4 acres
Land area (net) 150.0 acres
2021 assessed value $44,013,300
Housing units 18

Non-residential
Community /Institutional 325,494 sf

Warehousing 2,400 sf

This area is about 176 acres, with most of the UGA incorporating the Washington Corrections Center for
Women (operated by the state), and McCormick Forest Park (managed by PenMet). The primary reason
for including this area in the UGA is to allow for servicing of the Corrections Center, although there are
some minor commercial uses close to Bujacich Rd and 54™ Ave. The area is largely built out, however, with
few opportunities to accommodate additional growth.

Recommended Designation

4. Long-term management area. There are minimal benefits to annexation of this area by the city, and
higher costs of annexation are associated with the need for increased coverage from the police
department associated with the prison. As a result, the area should largely be maintained in the UGA to
continue to provide sewer servicing.

Current Zoning

Zone Net Acres

Single Family 69.4

Total 69.4

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 9 jobs
could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

Community Employment 0.4 - 0.8
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $45,739 $45,881
Sales Tax $2,348 $4,356
Utility Tax $15,298 $15,772
Other Taxes $696 $696
Intergovernmental $1,413 $1,413
Charges for Services $1,336 $1,336
Fines and Forfeits $294 $294
TOTAL $67,124 $69,748
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $9,029 $9,029
Legislative $414 $420
Municipal Court $0 $0
Administration/Buildings $0 $0
Police $177,405 $177,405
Community Development $15,020 $15,020
Parks and Recreation $0 $0
Streets $68,239 $68,239
TOTAL $270,107 $270,113
TOTAL IMPACT ($202,983) ($200,365)

Expected Capital Costs

No additional capital costs are expected.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 18.3 acres
Land area (net) 17.6 acres
2021 assessed value $244,900
Housing units 7

Non-residential
Other Services 3,600 sf

The Burnham Drive UGA is the smallest of the UGAs surrounding Gig Harbor. It includes about 18 acres
across five parcels and includes an auto repair garage and some single-family housing. Note that this
unincorporated area is largely surrounded by the city and has no access points managed by the county.

Recommended Strategic Designation

1. City-led potential annexation area. The small area of this UGA and the configuration of its
boundaries suggests that a streamlined process could be faster and more efficient, especially if led by
the city. Incorporating this area will also reduce the need for the County to manage an area effectively
surrounded by the city.

Current Zoning

Zone Net Acres

Community Employment 3.4
Park & Recreation 79.1
Public Institutional 67.4
Total 150.0

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 25
housing units could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

Moderate Density Single Family - - 13.0
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $255 $8,049
Sales Tax $3,522 $3,522
Utility Tax $1,313 $2,630
Other Taxes $271 $724
Infergovernmental $550 $1,471
Charges for Services $520 $1,391
Fines and Forfeits $114 $306
TOTAL $6,543 $18,092
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $0 $0
Legislative $104 $266
Municipal Court $0 $0
Administration/Buildings $0 $0
Police $0 $0
Community Development $0 $0
Parks and Recreation $0 $0
Streets $0 $0
TOTAL $104 $266
TOTAL IMPACT $6,439 $17,826

Expected Capital Costs

No additional capital costs are expected.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 753.2 acres
Land area (net) 679.4 acres
2021 assessed value $812,245,700
Housing units 822

Non-residential
Community /Institutional 14,039 sf

Office 24,354 sf

The Canterwood UGA includes about 753 total acres, with most of the area consisting of a master-
planned community anchored by the Canterwood Golf & Country Club. This area represents the largest
UGA, both in terms of area and number of housing units. The master-planned community is built out,
although is a small amount of vacant land in the areas outside of the community. There is an existing
security service for the planned community, but additional police coverage would still be required for
responses to calls, coordination with local security, and coverage for other areas in the UGA.

Recommended Strategic Designation

3. Phased potential annexation area. Given the potential need for a phased annexation, as well as
additional planning, outreach, and coordination, an interlocal agreement with Pierce County may provide
the best framework for managing the annexation of this UGA. This should be coordinated with planning
for the annexation of the Peacock Hill UGA, given the connections between the two areas.

Current Zoning

Master Planned Community 570.2
Single Family 109.2
Total 679.4
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Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 86

housing units could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized
Master Planned Community - 0.9 -
14.8 5.4 7.5

Single Family

:{Il Gig Harbor UGA Assessment and Guidelines | March 2023

L 63
Page 127 of 170



Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $844,086 $907,986
Sales Tax $29,489 $29,489
Utility Tax $96,105 $100,636
Other Taxes $31,768 $33,328
Intergovernmental $64,536 $67,706
Charges for Services $61,005 $64,001
Fines and Forfeits $13,433 $14,093
TOTAL $1,140,423 $1,217,240
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $43,504 $45,146
Legislative $11,451 $12,011
Municipal Court $47,990 $47,990
Administration/Buildings $141,131 $166,648
Police $177,405 $177,405
Community Development $285,382 $300,402
Parks and Recreation $185,078 $185,078
Streets $54,151 $54,151
TOTAL $946,092 $988,831
TOTAL IMPACT $194,330 $228,409

Expected Capital Costs

=  There may be requirements to manage surface water quality issues with education and outreach,

given the presence of the golf course.

=  Additional capital investment in stormwater management and sewer servicing may be required but is

not currently known. Additional studies will be required to understand the full nature of these costs.

®=  The 2016 Parks, Recreation, and Open Space (PROS) Plan recommends that land be purchased for

a city park in this UGA.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 119.3 acres
Land area (net) 105.2 acres
2021 assessed value $29,971,200
Housing units 52

Non-residential
(none)

The Madrona Links UGA includes a total of about 119 acres, with 95 acres consisting of the Madrona
Links public golf course run by PenMet. The southeast corner of the UGA includes 55 townhomes adjacent
to the golf course. This area is completely built out, with no developable sites in the UGA.

Recommended Strategic Designation

4. Long-term management area (remove from UGA). While the area does present a net positive fiscal
impact, the residential community in Madrona Links is buffered from the rest of the city, and management
of Madrona Links would need to be negotiated with PenMet. As such, there may be no other compelling
reasons to encourage annexation. Note that this may change based on future conditions, such as if the
Madrona Links golf course would be redeveloped for other uses, but there is no indication that this is
included in long-term planning for the site by PenMet.

Current Zoning

Park & Recreation 77.6
Single Family 27.6
Total 105.2

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning no additional
development could be accommodated in the UGA.
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $31,146 $31,146
Sales Tax $978 $978
Utility Tax $5,836 $5,836
Other Taxes $2,010 $2,010
Intergovernmental $4,083 $4,083
Charges for Services $3,859 $3,859
Fines and Forfeits $850 $850
TOTAL $48,762 $48,762
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $1,642 $1,642
Legislative $721 $721
Municipal Court $0 $0
Administration/Buildings $0 $0
Police $0 $0
Community Development $15,020 $15,020
Parks and Recreation $13,220 $13,220
Streets $0 $0
TOTAL $30,603 $30,603
TOTAL IMPACT $18,159 $18,159

Expected Capital Costs

=  There may be requirements to manage surface water quality issues with education and outreach,

given the presence of the golf course.

=  Additional capital investment in stormwater management may be required but is not currently known;

further studies will be required to understand the full nature of these costs.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 483.3 acres
Land area (net) 435.4 acres
2021 assessed value $270,756,500
Housing units 605

Non-residential
Community /Institutional 40,472 sf

Warehousing 32,847 sf

The Peacock Hill UGA is located to the northeast of the city, and includes two smaller disconnected
portions to the south close the Vernhardson St. This area is about 483 acres and includes two churches, the
Canterwood Homeowners Association facilities, and largely residential development in other locations.
This area also includes a considerable amount of vacant and underutilized land that could be used for
future development.

Recommended Strategic Designation

4. Long-term management area / 2. Local-led potential annexation area / 1. City-led annexation
ared. Given the potential need for a phased annexation, as well as additional planning, outreach, and
coordination, an interlocal agreement with Pierce County may provide the best framework for managing
the annexation of this UGA. This should be done in conjunction with the Canterwood UGA as well, given
the integration between these two areas.

Note that there are some portions of the Peacock Hill UGA in the south that are small and better to
integrate through a city-led action, potentially with a streamlined process. The small number or owners
and amount of land would suggest that this may not need a more involved process.

Current Zoning

Master Planned Community 17.3
Moderate Density Single Family 11.0
Park & Recreation 2.3

Single Family 404.7
Total 435.4
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Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 390

housing units could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

Single Family 22.5 6.6 107.2
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $281,370 $427,27 4
Sales Tax $32,652 $32,652
Utility Tax $71,275 $91,824
Other Taxes $23,382 $30,457
Intergovernmental $47,499 $61,874
Charges for Services $44,900 $58,488
Fines and Forfeits $9,887 $12,879
TOTAL $510,966 $715,449
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $25,446 $33,654
Legislative $8,435 $10,974
Municipal Court $35,993 $47,990
Administration/Buildings $96,082 $141,131
Police $0 $0
Community Development $210,282 $270,362
Parks and Recreation $132,199 $171,858
Streets $217,686 $217,686
TOTAL $726,121 $893,656
TOTAL IMPACT ($215,155) ($178,207)

Expected Capital Costs

= Although there is a force main located along Peacock Hill Drive, many of the properties currently

rely on on-site septic for wastewater. This may require additional investment, which should be

determined through additional engineering studies.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 39.0 acres
Land area (net) 36.0 acres
2021 assessed value $31,191,800
Housing units 47

Non-residential
(none)

The Point Fosdick UGA contains approximately 41 acres and is located south of the city along Point
Fosdick Drive. This area is split between two non-adjacent portions, with the northwest area consisting of
a built-out low-density residential area of around 23 acres, and about 13 acres to the southeast
consisting of vacant land currently zoned as “Neighborhood Center” by Pierce County. Note that this
vacant land is not provided with a land use designation under the Gig Harbor Comprehensive Plan.

Recommended Strategic Designation

2. Local-led potential annexation area. Annexation of this area would likely be straightforward, likely
providing minimal impacts to the city and not requiring significant planning to complete. A local petition
should provide evidence of local support.

Current Zoning

Zone Net Acres

Neighborhood Center 13.0
Single Family 23.0
Total 36.0

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 13
housing units and 123 jobs could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

Neighborhood Center 13.0 - -
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $32,415 $46,156
Sales Tax $0 $27,437
Utility Tax $5,275 $12,441
Other Taxes $1,816 $2,052
Intergovernmental $3,690 $4,169
Charges for Services $3,488 $3,941
Fines and Forfeits $768 $868
TOTAL $47,452 $97,064
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $1,642 $1,642
Legislative $652 $817
Municipal Court $0 $0
Administration/Buildings $0 $0
Police $0 $0
Community Development $15,020 $15,020
Parks and Recreation $13,220 $13,220
Streets $18,167 $18,167
TOTAL $48,700 $48,865
TOTAL IMPACT ($1,248) $48,199

Expected Capital Costs

No additional capital costs are expected.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 337.7 acres
Land area (net) 241.8 acres
2021 assessed value $95,668,000
Housing units 156

Non-residential

Community /Institutional 284,932 sf
Office 22,565 sf
Restaurant 2,318 sf
Retail 21,302 sf
Other Services 6,173 sf
Utilities 39,184 sf

The Purdy UGA is approximately 338 acres, and it includes Peninsula High School and Purdy Elementary,
managed by the Peninsula School District. The city’s primary interest in this area is with sewer servicing of
these uses. There is a utility facility located here (Peninsula Light Co.), as well as a mix of commercial and
residential uses. While there are some vacant lands that could be developed, stormwater drainage
challenges and issues with sufficient fire flows would make it difficult to utilize these areas.

Recommended Designation

4. Long-term management area. There are minimal benefits to annexation of this area by the city, given
the presence of institutional uses, high expected capital expenditures, and significant yearly operating
costs required to support the area. Overall, the area should be maintained as a UGA to continue to
provide sewer servicing to the schools located there, but long-term annexation may require ongoing
discussions with Pierce County about how best to address stormwater infrastructure deficiencies and the
need for contaminated site cleanup in this area.
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Current Zoning

Zone Net Acres

Activity Center 5.4
Community Center 9.5
Community Employment 56.8
Mixed Use Districts 51.1
Moderate Density Single Family 0.4
Neighborhood Center 2.3
Public Institutional 65.2
Single Family 51.2
Total 241.8

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 267
housing units and 706 jobs could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant

UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized
Activity Center - - 0.1
Community Center 1.7 2.1 3.5
Community Employment 7.4 - 3.6
Mixed Use Districts 23.8 0.4 26.3
Moderate Density Single Family - - 0.4
Neighborhood Center - - 1.9
Public Institutional 0.6 - -
Single Family 6.5 5.7 2.2
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property tax $99,418 $207,723
Sales tax $136,691 $241,679
Utility Tax $29,259 $80,526
Other Taxes $6,029 $10,873
Intergovernmental $12,248 $22,089
Charges for Services $11,578 $20,880
Fines and forfeits $2,549 $4,598
TOTAL $297,771 $588,368
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $15,596 $30,371
Legislative $2,309 $4,508
Municipal Court $11,998 $23,995
Administration/Buildings $25,517 $70,566
Police $177,405 $354,810
Community Development $60,080 $105,141
Parks and Recreation $39,660 $66,099
Streets $239,078 $239,078
TOTAL $571,643 $894,568
TOTAL IMPACT ($273,872) ($306,201)

Expected Capital Costs

= Significant drainage issues in this area would require new infrastructure; current costs of these

improvements are not known.

= Existing sewer servicing and fire flow issues would limit additional development in this area and

would need to be addressed if future growth were coordinated for this area.

=  Management and cleanup of sites in this area, especially those with potential discharges into

Henderson Bay, would be required for new development to proceed in many locations. No estimates

of costs are available but are likely considerable.

=  The Pierce County Transportation Improvement Program does note the need for road improvements
on 38th Ave NW from 36™ St NW to the city limits.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 339.3 acres
Land area (net) 303.1 acres
2021 assessed value $371,267,300
Housing units 590

Non-residential
(none)

The Reid Road UGA is approximately 339 acres, with a neighborhood that consists almost completely of
single-family housing, with a small amount of multi-family housing. While there are some remaining
parcels, the area is largely built out. This area is not currently serviced by sewer and lift stations would
be required to extend services out to the neighborhood.

Recommended Designation

3. Phased potential annexation area. As there may be a need for a phased annexation of the Reid
Road UGA, as well as additional planning, outreach, and coordination with the neighborhood, an
interlocal agreement with Pierce County may provide the best framework for managing the annexation
of this UGA. This may also include potential negotiations with Pierce County to determine effective ways
of financing sewer upgrades in this area.

Current Zoning

Zone Net Acres

Single Family 303.1
Total 303.1

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 147
housing units could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

Single Family 2.0 15.3 29.9
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $385,821 $463,730
Sales Tax $2,117 $2,117
Utility Tax $66,220 $73,965
Other Taxes $22,802 $25,469
Intergovernmental $46,322 $51,740
Charges for Services $43,787 $48,909
Fines and Forfeits $9,642 $10,770
TOTAL $576,710 $676,699
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $25,446 $28,729
Legislative $8,185 $9,142
Municipal Court $35,993 $35,993
Administration/Buildings $96,082 $141,131
Police $0 $0
Community Development $210,282 $225,302
Parks and Recreation $132,199 $145,418
Streets $271,473 $271,473
TOTAL $779,658 $857,188
TOTAL IMPACT ($202,948) ($180,489)

Expected Capital Costs

= Although there is a force main servicing part of this area, extensions to sewer infrastructure will be

required, potentially including additional sewer lift and pump stations.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 152.5 acres
Land area (net) 136.5 acres
2021 assessed value $78,145,200
Housing units 157

Non-residential
(none)

The Rosedale UGA is located on the western boundary of the city. It includes about 153 acres, and
largely incorporates single-family housing development. There are some additional sites for infill and
development within the UGA, although wetlands and critical areas may complicate further development
in many locations.

Recommended Strategic Designation

2. Local-led potential annexation area. Annexation of this area would likely be straightforward.
Although there would likely be some concern with increased costs to the city, annexation of part or all of
this UGA would not likely require significant planning to complete. If these costs would be reasonable for
the city to bear, a local petition by landowners and/or residents. should provide evidence of local
support to move this process forward.

Current Zoning

Zone Net Acres

Single Family 135.7

Total 135.7

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 290
housing units could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

Single Family 0.5 1.0 75.4
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property tax $81,208 $183,674
Sales tax $0 $0
Utility Tax $17,621 $32,901
Other Taxes $6,068 $11,329
Intergovernmental $12,326 $23,015
Charges for Services $11,652 $21,756
Fines and forfeits $2,566 $4,791
TOTAL $131,441 $277,465
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $7,388 $13,133
Legislative $2,178 $4,067
Municipal Court $11,998 $11,998
Administration/Buildings $25,517 $70,566
Police $0 $0
Community Development $60,080 $105,141
Parks and Recreation $39,660 $66,099
Streets $127,795 $127,795
TOTAL $274,615 $398,798
TOTAL IMPACT ($143,174) ($121,333)

Expected Capital Costs

=  This area may require additional investment in sewer and stormwater infrastructure to address drain

fields and on-site septic concerns. Further studies will be required to understand the full nature of

these costs.
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Summary

Land area (gross) 78.4 acres
Land area (net) 74.5 acres
2021 assessed value $46,246,000
Housing units 104

Non-residential
(none)

The Skansie Avenue UGA is located on the southwestern edge of the city, and separates the
administration of Skansie Ave. It is about 78 acres in size and includes mostly single-family homes. There
may be opportunities for infill development, but the potential for new construction in this area is low due
to the current lot layout. Additionally, portions of this area may not currently be serviced by city sewer.

Recommended Strategic Designation

2. Local-led potential annexation area. Annexation of this area would likely be straightforward, likely
providing minimal impacts to the city and not requiring significant planning to complete. A local petition
by landowners and /or residents. should provide evidence of local support to move this process forward.

Current Zoning

Zone Net Acres

Single Family 74.5

Total 74.5

Buildable Land

Current estimates of available buildable lands suggest that under current zoning an additional 133
housing units could be accommodated in the UGA.

Buildable Land (in acres)

Vacant
UGA Subarea and Zone Vacant (single unit)  Underutilized

Single Family 2.0 2.9 38.5
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Fiscal Impacts

ltem Current Buildout
Revenue (General Fund/Streets)

Property Tax $48,059 $89,523
Sales Tax $0 $0
Utility Tax $11,673 $18,680
Other Taxes $4,019 $6,432
Intergovernmental $8,165 $13,067
Charges for Services $7,718 $12,352
Fines and Forfeits $1,700 $2,720
TOTAL $81,334 $142,775
Operating Costs

Non-Departmental $4,925 $7,388
Legislative $1,443 $2,309
Municipal Court $11,998 $11,998
Administration/Buildings $25,517 $25,517
Police $0 $0
Community Development $30,040 $60,080
Parks and Recreation $26,440 $39,660
Streets $8,120 $8,120
TOTAL $108,482 $155,071
TOTAL IMPACT ($27,148) ($12,296)

Expected Capital Costs

=  Additional investment may be required to extend sewer services to these areas, especially if more

dense infill development over the long term would be desirable. Further servicing studies will be

required to understand the full nature of these costs.
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Appendix: Example Annexation Evaluation

Overview

This appendix is highlighted to show how the checklist and guidelines provided in this report can be
applied to individual annexation applications. To this end, this section will include a high-level summary of
relevant elements of this example, as well as a step-by-step guide showing how individual points from
the guidelines can be stepped through to help with the decision-making process.

Summary of the Example

The area for this example proposed annexation is shown in Exhibit 25. This represents a petition
presented by a selected group of residents representing over 10% of property value, as per the direct
petition method under RCW 35A.14.120. Certain areas were not included in the proposed annexation

area due to some concerns about the willingness of these property owners to be included as part of the
process.

Information that may be relevant to evaluating decisions regarding annexation include the following:

®=  Location. The area for this example proposed annexation (shown in Exhibit 25) is located on the
edge of the city, in an area that has already been developed as a single-family neighborhood with
sewer servicing. The site is close to local arterials managed by both the city and the county overall,
and there is an existing street grid in this area.

=  Extent of the annexation. The proposed annexation covers almost 80 acres, and currently includes
about 105 tax parcels and 91 single-family homes. Under current zoning designations from the
county, this site could accommodate an additional 25 homes. There are no commercial uses in this
areaq, although there is a church located on the southern side of the site.

®  Planning. This area is currently included in the city’s Comprehensive Plan as an Urban Growth Area,
and the Land Use Map designates it as a single-family neighborhood. No additional planning is
expected to be required.

=  Expected impacts to operating revenue. Under current conditions, most of the expected revenue
from this area would be in the form of property taxes. The area accommodates approximately $90
million in assessed value and would generate about $94,000 per year under current conditions, or
$120,000 per year at full buildout. Utility taxes would generate an additional $21,000 per year
(or $27,000 at buildout).

=  Expected impacts to operating expenses. As annexation wouldn’t require additional police staffing,
costs would be expected to be limited to increasing general capacity with city staff. This would
amount to around $140,000 per year, or about $175,000 per year at buildout.

= Overall operating fiscal impacts. The impacts to city finances would include net costs of about $20—
25,000 per year, depending on buildout.
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Exhibit 25. Map of an Example Annexation Proposal.
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Infrastructure impacts. This annexation would involve incorporating all or part of several streets into
the city, and potentially upgrading these streets over time to city standards. This area is already
serviced with sewer, but drainage issues suggest that this area may require additional infrastructure,
including potential upgrades to local culverts and additional drainage ponds.

= Other considerations. There are several sites in this area that have older trees that may be a
priority to protect for aesthetics and habitat. Additionally, this area traditionally views itself as part
of the city.
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Guideline Analysis

1. Is the annexation proposal consistent with the city’s Comprehensive Plan and other existing
policy?

Yes. The annexation is located within a UGA in the Comprehensive Plan, and land uses for the UGA
are detailed in the Land Use Map. No other inconsistencies have been noted with existing policies.

2. Is this annexation proposal generally supported by those that could be impacted?

Yes. The process is currently being led by resident landowners who submitted a petition, and the
direct petition process will require the approval of owners representing over 60% of the assessed
value in the identified area. Council should encourage a greater number of owners to sign the final
petition and should provide opportunities at public hearings for impacted landowner that may be
affected to express their concerns.

3. Does this proposed annexation represent a net positive fiscal impact to the city?

No. The annexation would pose a general increase in net operating costs to the city and may include
additional capital expenditures for stormwater management and street upgrades. However, these
costs may be acceptable to the city as part of long-term management of UGAs.

4. Would this proposal result in a significant increase of land, development, and population?

No. Incorporating this area of 80 acres would be significant but would not represent a significant
increase in city population, and no increase in commercial space or employment is expected.

5. Is the annexed area defined to reduce the number of annexations by the city?

No. The annexation area does not include entire blocks, suggesting that additional annexations would
be required in this area to accommodate adjacent properties. The small size of the annexation may
also suggest that there are other areas in the UGA that could be included in the annexation process.

6. Does this proposal maintain or create logical boundaries for the city?

No. The proposed boundaries do not encompass entire blocks, and certain streets may be split
between county and city ownership.

7. lIs this area currently or likely to be developed to urban densities?

Yes. This area is currently developed as a single-family neighborhood with lower densities generally
comparable to existing neighborhoods within the city.

8. Could city planning and zoning increase the density or otherwise improve the quality of future
development?

Yes. Long-range planning in this area could be coordinated to provide additional density over time,
including provisions for infill and redevelopment. This should be explored as part of long-term
strategic planning but may be accommodated in the interim through existing city zoning.
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9. Would city policy and planning result in better environmental protection and management for
annexed areas?

Yes. There are concerns in this area related to stormwater management and tree canopy protection
which could be addressed through current city policies and future initiatives. The ability for the city to
address these issues should be weighed by Council in making the final decision.

10. Are there any other public benefits or concerns that would be associated with annexation?

While no other direct issues are clear from the description of this example, Council should consider the
potential concerns of owners that are not included in the proposed annexation area, especially if
these concerns may impact the process.

Decisions

In this example, Council would be weighing several key issues for their decision as identified in the
analysis:
=  Would annexation be worth the expected nominal costs to the city? Note that while the magnitude

of the costs are relatively low, multiple annexation processes may result in larger cumulative impacts.

= |s this the most effective configuration for the area to be annexed? This is true both in terms of the
geometry of the site, which could be made more regular to conform to existing blocks, and in terms
of size, which could encompass a broader area of the UGA.

= What are the other concerns by landowners and residents with respect to this annexation? If
certain areas are excluded, could these areas be incorporated into the annexation petition by
addressing these issues? Would these issues also result in challenges to the petition even if some
residents are excluded?

= Can the city address long-term needs for infrastructure and environmental protection in this
area? With respect to needs for road and stormwater improvements, is the city positioned to deal
with these issues within a reasonable length of time?

For this scenario, it is reasonable that Council may accept the petition, conditional on several elements:

=  More regular boundaries. Council may decide whether the area could encompass entire blocks and
increase the regularity of the proposed boundary, which may depend on engaging excluded
landowners to determine potential concerns. This could result in expanding the boundaries of the
petition.

®=  Minimize the number of petitions. Staff should evaluate whether this would increase the number of
likely annexation petitions for this UGA, and whether larger amounts of the UGA should be included
in this petition fo minimize the number of applications.

=  Determine necessary infrastructure costs. A general assessment by staff or a consultant may be
necessary to understand the expected infrastructure costs needed to support this area, potential
sources of funding, and projected timeframes for improvements. While this may not halt the petition,
this may require additional effort by the city to coordinate.
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City of Gig Harbor
Legislative Report

January 14, 2024

SESSION CUTOFF CALENDAR

January 31, 2024 Policy Committee Deadline

February 5, 2024 Fiscal Committee Deadline

February 13, 2024 Chamber-of-Origin Deadline

February 21, 2024 Opposite Chamber Policy Committee Deadline
February 26, 2024 Opposite Chamber Fiscal Committee Deadline
March 1, 2024 Opposite Chamber Deadline

March 7, 2024 Session adjourns - Sine Die

Weekly Overview

The Washington State Legislature convened on Monday January 8t to begin the 2024
legislative session. This is a short 60-day session and is the second half of the two-year
biennium. The Legislature held public hearings on the supplemental Operating, Capital,
and Transportation budgets this week.

In his final State of the State address, Governor Inslee highlighted legislation passed
last year, as well as his supplemental budget and legislative goals for this session.
These goals include pay raises for para-educators, a proposed $200 utility bill credit for
a third of Washington households, gas price transparency, more funds for law
enforcement retention and recruiting, ferry staffing, a State Constitutional amendment to
affirm a woman’s right to choose, and continued efforts to increase housing
accessibility.

Some additional items of note for this session. Per a federal judge ruling in August, the
Yakima Valley legislative district (15t LD) will need to be redrawn. Judge Lasnik ruled

that the 15t LD violated federal law by limiting Latino voters’ ability to participate equally
in elections. There are 5 options for redrawing the district being considered. The Judge
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has brought in a redistricting expert to assist the court in reviewing and possibly
amending one of the 5 options. A decision on redistricting is expected in early March of
this year.

There are also six initiatives being sent to the Legislature that if certified the Legislature
can adopt, reject, or propose an alternate policy. The six initiatives would: eliminate the
Washington’s capital gains tax; allow for people to opt out of Washington’s long term
care program; loosen restrictions on vehicle pursuits by law enforcement; allow parents
to review public school textbooks, demand notification for medical services and opt their
kids out of sex education; repeal the carbon-pricing system for greenhouse gas
emissions; and bar cities or counties from adopting an income tax. As of December 29,
424,896 signatures have been collected for all the initiatives combined. If the Secretary
of State certifies sufficient signatures, the initiatives will appear on the general ballot in
November. The Legislature may develop alternatives to the initiatives that would appear
as an option for voters on the ballot.

The Senate held a work session on January 11, with updates from various groups
regarding the Move Ahead Washington Transportation Funding Package. Of note, the
Washington State Department of Transportation (WSDOT) provided several updates
regarding the interstate bridge between Washington and Oregon. WSDOT received a
$600 million-dollar mega grant from the federal government, and Oregon has matched
Washington’s $1 billion dollar investment to the bridge. Of concern to members of the
committee was how WSDOT planned to keep cost overruns to a minimum and how they
estimate costs for the project. A 60-day public comment period on the interstate bridge
begins in the spring of this year.

The work session also included an update on public transit and other active
transportation investments across the state. Many of the grants for public transportation
are still being developed. At the meeting, the Washington State Transit Association
indicated they have seen the most significant increases in youth ridership, due to the
youth-ride free program, and the greatest increase in ridership occurred in small and
rural communities in the state.

WSDOT also provided an update about their DC-Fast Charging grant program, which
currently has 14 grant applications in the queue. Thirty-two sites across the state have
been awarded dollars through this program, including in portions of SR-20, SR-99 and
SR-169, with over 60% of these stations adjacent to disadvantaged communities.
Finally, Move Ahead Washington’s Bike Safety Program remains in the pilot phase.

Legislative Agenda Items
Gig Harbor Sports Complex

At the request of members of our delegation, we are putting advocacy for this request
on hold until the City and the YMCA determine whether local match dollars are sufficient
to ensure the total state funding commitment would be no more than $2 million.

HVAC Upgrades at Civic Center
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The City is requesting $2 million in Climate Commitment Act dollars to replace the
HVAC system in the Gig Harbor Civic Center. Request forms for this project have been
sent to the delegation for review. GTH plans to follow up with the delegation next week
to ensure the request is submitted by the due date on January 26.

Public Safety

Emergency Management Infrastructure Assistance Program: HB 2020, sponsored
by Representative Timmons (D-42" LD), is agency request legislation from the Military
Department creating a state administered public infrastructure assistance program. The
program will provide assistance to counties and tribal governments for costs associated
with disaster related response if public infrastructure is damaged during a Governor’s
emergency proclamation. A public hearing was heard in the House Committee on
Innovation, Community & Economic Development & Veterans on January 12.
Stakeholders are supportive of the bill but would like to include an amendment that
allows cities and other special purpose districts to participate in the program. The
Committee has scheduled an executive session for the bill for January 16.

Public Safety Sales Tax Bill: HB 2211, sponsored by Representative Stearns (D-47t
LD) grants local taxing authority to fund criminal justice. Until January 1, 2027, a county
legislative authority may councilmanically impose a sales and use tax of up to 0.3%. If a
county does not impose all or part of the 0.3% sales and use tax by July 1, 2024, the
city’s legislative authority may impose the tax. All money authorized under the sales and
use tax ordinance must be used for criminal justice purposes, which must be more than
previously allocated for criminal justice purposes. A public hearing on the bill is
scheduled for January 19. Gig Harbor could benefit from this bill as Pierce County has
not enacted the full .03% tax.

State Route 16 Congestion Relief — Wollochet

The City received $1.68 million in the 2023 Transportation budget to complete the City’s
Wollochet Improvements project. However, the funding was provided to WSDOT, rather
than the City, and cannot be passed through in its current budget program. We are
working with our delegation to request that this funding is moved into “Z,” Local
Projects, in the 2024 Transportation budget. This week, we sent our House members
the updated Transportation request form that would make this change, in addition to
WSDOT's letter of support for the change. We plan to connect with Sen. Randall next
week on what is needed in the Senate.

Additional Legislative Issues

Elections

Even Year Elections: HB 1932 sponsored by Representative Gregerson (D-33 LD)
allows general elections for local governments to hold elections in even-numbered
years. Much of the bill and its goal is similar to HB 1882 with two main differences. First
it includes special purpose districts to the list of local governments that can amend their
election dates to even-numbered years. The other key difference is that this bill turns
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into a mandate for cities and special purpose districts if a voter turnout is below 40% in
four consecutive odd-numbered year elections. A public hearing on the bill was heard
on January 9 in the House Committee on State Government & Tribal Relations, and the
testifiers were mixed in their opinion of the bill. Supporters highlighted research that the
bill will increase voter turnout and create greater participation in elections. The District &
Municipal Court Judges Association would support the bill with an amendment that
exempts municipal court judge elections from this bill, due to it conflicting with existing
law for municipal judge elections. AWC signed in opposed, expressing concerns about
the mandate required by this bill. They believe that the choice to hold elections should
be decided locally, and not through a mandate. The bill passed out of the committee on
January 12 with two amendments. The first amendment removes the provision requiring
jurisdictions with consecutive turnout below 40% to switch to even-year elections, and
the second amendment clarifies that term lengths for municipal court judges may be
modified to align with the bill regarding even-year elections.

Environment

Solid Waste: HB 2049 is sponsored by Representative Liz Berry (D-36t" LD) requires
producers of certain paper products and packaging to participate in and fund the
operations of a Producer Responsibility Organization (PRO) to collect and manage
covered products from consumers. The bill also requires products to meet minimum
postconsumer recycled content (PCRC) requirements. This bill is similar to HB 1131
from the 2023 session, which passed out of the House Committee on Environment and
Energy and the Appropriations Committee with a second substitute but stalled in Rules.

The House Environment & Energy Committee held a hearing on the bill on January 9.
Many stakeholders testified in support, including the Washington Department of
Ecology, the Office of the Governor, the King County Director of Solid Waste, the Public
Works Director for the City of Spokane, the Association of Washington Cities, and
others. They expressed support for the bill because it would bring curbside recycling
services to thousands of Washingtonians that do not currently have access, it would
increase recycling rates, and reduce plastic pollution. The Washington Refuse and
Recycling Association, Waste Management, and others testified in opposition to the bill.
They stated that they believe producers of packaging and products will embed the cost
of any Extended Producer Responsibility (EPR) program into the price of the products
and consumers will pay the price. Many testifiers also cited the desire to conduct a full
needs assessment before moving ahead with the bill and potentially overhauling a
system that is currently functioning above national averages. The bill is scheduled for an
executive session on January 18.

Recycling: HB 1900 sponsored by Representative Jake Fey (D-27" LD) is an
alternative to HB 2049 (above) to help achieve the State’s 50% recycling rate goal. The
bill establishes new goals and new recycling target rates and directs a comprehensive
needs assessment to meet that goal. The House Environment & Energy Committee
held a hearing on the bill on January 11. The Committee heard from Waste
Management, the Washington Refuse and Recycling Association, Sunshine Disposal
and Recycling, and others testifying in support of the bill. They support the bill because
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there has never been a robust needs assessment, which they feel is necessary to
achieve higher recycling rates. Many stakeholders testified opposed, including
Environment Washington, the Flexible Packaging Association, the Washington
Consumer Brands Association, the Association of Washington Cities, and others. They
expressed opposition to the bill because they feel it is not a comprehensive solution to
the problem and will only increase recycling rates a small percentage. The Department
of Ecology testified “Other,” stating that the bill is not sufficient and does not provide
tools for needs assessment.

Clean Buildings: HB 1976 is sponsored by Representative Mary Fosse (D-38" LD)
relates to changing the incentive structure for tier 1 and tier 2 buildings. The Department
of Commerce may provide incentives greater than the base incentive payment for
upgrading tier 1 and tier 2 buildings under the Early Adoption Incentive Program. The
House Environment & Energy Committee held a hearing on January 8. During
testimony it was clarified that more money was not being given to the incentive
program, and that the bill was just making it easier for people and companies to apply
for the incentive program. The bill is scheduled for executive session on January 15.

Small Engines: HB 2051, sponsored by Representative Amy Walen (D-48t" LD),
relates to reducing emissions from small off-road engines, and gas powered outdoor
power equipment. Pursuant to the federal Clean Air Act, the legislation is modeled after
the California small off-road engine and equipment standards. The Department of
Ecology must also administer a grant program to help local governments replace their
outdoor power equipment. The proposed standards only apply to small off-road engines
and equipment that is produced after January 1, 2027, and engines and equipment
produced prior to that date are exempt from the requirement. The House Environment &
Energy Committee held a hearing on the bill on January 11. Many testified in support,
including Quiet Clean Seattle, Quiet Clean Kirkland, Climate Solutions, Environment
Washington, and others. They expressed support for the bill because of the health risks
from emissions of small off-road engines and expressed support for a shift to electric
tools. The Washington State Farm Bureau, the Washington Forest Protection
Association, and others in opposition of the bill, citing that battery powered technology
for small off-road engines is not sufficient to replace current equipment and would
negatively impact efficiency. It was noted that some equipment covered in the bill would
also impact emergency responders working to combat fires. The Department of Ecology
testified “Other,” stating concerns over the adoption of California standards and the
added cost that is not available in the Governor’s budget.

General Government

1% Property Tax Cap: SB 5770, sponsored by Senator Jamie Pederson (D-43 LD),
lifts the 1% cap on property tax growth for local governments. The bill ties the cap to
inflation and population growth, capped at 3%. It also creates a 25% state property tax
exemption for low-income seniors and disabled veterans. The bill will be heard in the
Senate Ways and Means Committee on January 18.
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Public Comment Notice: SHB 1105, sponsored by Representative Shelley Kloba (D-
1st LD), requires that whenever a public agency is mandated by law to provide notice
that it is soliciting written public comment, the notice must specify the last date by which
such public comment must be submitted. A public agency that violates the public
comment notice requirements is subject to a civil penalty of $500 for the first violation
and $1,000 for any subsequent violation, but no member of the agency is personally
liable for a violation. During the 2023 session the bill was passed by the House and
approved by the Senate State Government and Elections Committee, but it did not
receive a vote in the Senate. The bill was reintroduced for the 2024 session and was
unanimously voted out of the House on January 10, with a vote of 98 votes in favor and
none opposed.

Match Act: HB 1870 sponsored by Representative Stephanie Barnard (R-8"" LD)
promotes economic develop for local communities by increasing the capacity of the
Department of Commerce (Department) to assist local communities in securing federal
funding. The purpose is to increase opportunities for local communities to compete for
federal grants by providing a pool of matching funds that eligible entities can access.
The House Innovation, Community & Economic Development, & Veterans Committee
held a hearing on the bill on January 9. The Department of Commerce (DOC) testified
“other,” stating that, while Commerce agrees the availability of state funds to provide a
match to competitive federal funds is desperately needed, without state matching funds,
Washington will lose out on federal funding to states that do provide matching funds.
Commerce and the Governor’s Office put forward a funding request of $136.5 million in
the Supplemental Capital Budget to address these needs. Other testifiers expressed
support for the bill because of the benefits, both in the short and long term, it provides to
smaller, underserved communities. The technical assistance for grant writing the bill
supplies was also noted to be a major boon. There was no testimony in opposition. The
bill is scheduled for an executive session for January 16.

Transparency in Rule Making: SB 5835, sponsored by Lynda Wilson (R-17t LD),
requires a summary of 100 words or less, in plain language, for all proposed rules,
emergency rules and adopted rules within the last 12 months by state agencies. A
public hearing for the bill was scheduled for the Senate Committee on State
Government & Elections on January 9 and all testifiers expressed approval for this
legislation, including the Washington Retail Association, who believed it will benefit
small business as well as individuals. The bill passed out of the committee on January
12 with an amendment clarifying that each proposed rule, emergency rule or permanent
rule receives its own summary.

Access to Personnel Records: SB 5924 sponsored by Senator Patty Kuderer (D-48"
LD) concerns access to personal records. The bill requires an employer to furnish an
employee, former employee, or their designee with the employee's personnel file at no
cost within 21 calendar days of a request. It mandates an employer to furnish a former
employee with a signed written statement with the effective date of discharge, whether
the employer had a reason for the discharge and, if so, the reasons, within 21 calendar
days of the written request. It allows an employee or former employee to bring a private
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action, after five days’ notice, for violations of certain rights regarding personnel files,
and discharge information, for equitable relief, graduated statutory damages up to
$1,000, and reasonable attorneys' fees and costs of each violation. A public hearing on
the bill was heard in the Senate Committee on Labor & Commerce on January 12, with
the primary point of contention being what will be the size and scope of a personnel
record for an employee and what an employer should keep in it. Stakeholders that
supported a broad definition of an employee personal record stated that anything placed
in a personal record should be available to the employee. Opponents of the broad
definition stated that the bill should be amended to have a more tailored and targeted
definition of what should go in an employee’s record.

Housing

Co-living: HB 1998 is sponsored by Representative Mia Gregerson (D-33™ LD) and its
companion bill SB 5901 sponsored by Senator Salomon (D-32" LD) requires cities to
allow co-living. Co-living is housing where sleeping units are rented independently,
lockable, and provide living and sleeping space, and residents share kitchen facilities.
Co-living housing can include rented rooms in a home, as well as other congregate
living facilities. Under the proposed bill draft, cities must allow co-living in all residential
zones, and would not be allowed to require minimum dwelling size, require off-street
parking if located near major transit stops, and limits fees that can be charged for
permitting or utility connections for co-living units.

AWC is concerned with provisions limiting the fees that can be charged for permitting
and utility connections because the those of connections end up being transitioned to
other ratepayers. AWC voiced their concerns during the public hearing in the House
Housing Committee on January 8, specifically, section 2(4), where building codes could
be stricter if housing gets bigger and potentially could be subject to a commercial
building code. Another concern was about the 0.25 density issue regarding parking,
where the building of such housing would trigger a larger parking demand. During the
Senate public hearing, the issue of available street parking was brought up again,
noting that a majority of Washington families have at least one car. Stakeholders who
have built these types of buildings stated that a parking requirement for the bill would
make building these units totally infeasible.

The bill passed out of the committee unanimously on January 11 with two amendments.
One amendment would allow a city or county to vary from the limits of the off-street
parking requirements, if they submit a study to the Department of Commerce and it is
approved to show that the parking limits would be significantly less safe than if
jurisdiction parking requirements were to apply. The second amendment clarified that
the city or county cannot require more restrictive standards for co-living housing than
multi-family residential uses in the same zone, and it would exempt action by the city or
county to implement co-living requirements from a legal challenge under the Growth
Management Act or the State Environmental Policy Act.

Residential Lot Splitting: ESHB 1245 sponsored by Representative Andrew Barkis (R-
27 | D) requires cities planning under the Growth Management Act to allow the splitting
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of a single residential lot into two residential lots. During the 2023 session the House
passed the bill, and it was next heard in the Senate Local Government, Land Use, and
Tribal Affairs Committee, where it stalled. The bill was reintroduced on the first day of
the 2024 session and passed out of the House with 94 voting in favor, and 4 members
voting against the bill. The bill has been referred to the Senate Committee on Local
Government, Land Use & Tribal Affairs.

Community and Transit-oriented Housing Development: SB 6024, sponsored by
Senator Yasmin Trudeau (D-27% LD) and its companion bill HB 2160, sponsored by
Representative Julia Reed (D-36t" LD), is Governor request legislation that mandates
that cities allow transit-oriented development densities for residential and mixed use
development around light rail and bus rapid transit stops. For light rail stops, a floor area
ratio of 3.5 must be allowed within 72 walking distance, and a floor area ratio of 2.5 must
be allowed within %2 mile of bus rapid transit stops. The bill also includes an affordability
requirement, requiring 10% of units to be dedicated to 60% of the area median income
for at least 50 years if the development is utilizing increased density that results from
the implementation of the bill. Additionally, cities are unable to require off-street parking
as a condition of permitting development near light rail and bus rapid transit stations,
with some exceptions. The bill also categorically exempts all project actions that
propose to develop residential or mixed-use development within any station area up to
the transit-oriented development density requirements from the State Environmental
Policy Act.

The public hearing was held in the House Housing Committee on January 9 and the
Senate Local Government, Land Use & Tribal Affairs on January 11. At the hearing,
proponents, including the Washington Low Income Housing Association, Futurewise,
and Habitat for Humanity, highlighted that increasing housing density zones and
transportation access will help low-income communities, and meet the State’s climate
change goals. Stakeholders testifying against the bill, including the Association of
Washington Business, the Association of Washington Cities, and Washington Realtors,
support the goals of the bill but believe the zone density levels are too low to balance
the affordability and housing supply. An executive session for HB 2160 is scheduled in
the House Committee on Housing on January 15.

Residential Housing Regulations: HB 2071, sponsored by Representative Davina
Duerr (D-1st LD), directs the State Building Code Council to convene two technical
advisory groups that will provide recommendations to rules or codes necessary to apply
to the International Residential Code (IRC), and the International Building Code IBC),
and recommendations for amendments to the IBC that would allow for a minimum
dwelling unit size between 190-70 square feet. Both groups must provide
recommendations to the Council in time for implementation in the 2024 IBC and any
other additions or amendments by July 1, 2026. The Office of Regulatory Innovation
and Assistance (ORIA) must contract with a consultant to develop a standard plan that
meets or exceeds all energy code regulations for residential housing, which may be
used by local governments and building industries. The ORIA is required to seek
feedback from cities, counties, building industries and building officials, and complete
the plan by June 20, 2025. The bill requires cities and counties to modify setback,
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height limit, and gross floor area requirements for retrofits of existing buildings to be
used for residential housing and for new residential construction meeting passive house
requirements. It also prohibits cities and counties from requiring off-street parking for
residential projects meeting passive house requirements or for other residential projects
if compliance with tree retention or protection requirements that otherwise make a
proposed residential development infeasible. A public hearing is scheduled for January
15 at 1:30pm in the House Housing Committee. AWC has concerns with this bill that will
be expressed at the hearing.

MFTE: SB 5118 is sponsored by Senator Patty Kuderer (D-48th LD) changes the
multifamily property tax exemption program to a 99-year, rather than 12-year property
tax exemption and makes a requirement that 35% of the overall square-footage of the
building be dedicated to affordability, rather than 20% of the units. Additionally, the
property tax exemption is extended to the underlying land value, as opposed to the
current practice of only applying the exemption to the improvements on the land. The
bill also extends the exemption to units that are converted to affordability if current
program participant’s desire. The bill was heard in the Senate Housing Committee on
January 10. During the meeting stakeholders offered mixed support for the bill.
Proponents believe that it will help housing costs and that every option needs to be on
the table to address the housing crisis. Opponents of the bill had concerns that it would
create homogenous housing and that there was ambiguity in the definition about the
square footage for multifamily housing. It was also noted that the conversion elements
of the bill are similar to SB 6175, and that the provisions in the two bills need to be
reconciled.
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Gig Harbor Bill Status & Upcoming Events Report

Upcoming Events

Housing (House) - HHR B and Virtual JLOB-1/15 @ 1:30pm

e HB 2113 - Public Hearing - Concerning compliance with the housing element requirements of the
growth management act. (Remote Testimony Available).

Transportation (Senate) - SHR 1 and Virtual J.A. Cherberg - 1/15 @ 4:00pm

¢ SB 6115 - Public Hearing - Concerning speed safety camera systems. (Remote Testimony Available).

¢ SB 5959 - Public Hearing - Concerning automated traffic safety cameras. (Remote Testimony Available).

Ways & Means (Senate) - SHR 4 and Virtual JACB-1/15 @ 4:00pm

¢ SB 5059 - Public Hearing - Concerning prejudgment interest. (Hearing is on the Proposed Substitute.)
(Remote Testimony Available). (Oppose)

Law & Justice (Senate) - SHR 4 and Virtual JACB-1/16 @ 10:30am

¢ SB 5780 - Public Hearing - Expanding training opportunities for public defense. (Remote Testimony
Available).

Local Government (House) - HHR E and Virtual JLOB-1/16 @ 10:30am

e HB 2211 - Public Hearing - Granting local taxing authority to fund criminal justice. (Remote Testimony
Available). Gig Harbor could benefit from this, if enacted.

Environment, Energy & Technology (Senate) - SHR 1 and Virtual J.A. Cherberg-1/16 @ 1:30pm
¢ SB 5844 - Public Hearing - Creating a dilapidated recreational vehicle disposal program. (Remote
Testimony Available).

Regulated Substances & Gaming (House) - HHR E and Virtual JLOB-1/16 @ 4:00pm

e HB 1650 - Exec Session - Requiring voter approval for local government prohibitions on cannabis
businesses. (Oppose)

Bill Status & Upcoming Events Report
January 13, 2024
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Local Government, Land Use & Tribal Affairs (Senate) - SHR 3 and Virtual JACB-1/18 @ 10:30am

¢ SB 6167 - Public Hearing - Concerning local government procurement rules. (Remote Testimony

Available).

Ways & Means (Senate) - SHR 4 and Virtual JACB-1/18 @ 4:00pm

¢ SB 5770 - Public Hearing - Providing state and local property tax reform. (Remote Testimony Available).

City Priority Bills
Bill # Abbrev. Title Short Description Status Sponsor | Position | Priority
Creating a private right of action for
Police/private harm from violations of the state H Civil R .
25IB 1025 actions Constitution or state law by peace & Judi Thai Oppose
officers.
ESHB 1245 . Increasing housing options through S Loc Gov, .
(SSB 5364) Lot splitting lot splitting. Land U Barkis Oppose
SHB 1351 Mlnlmum Pr.o}'nbltlng thenlmp051t%on of H Local
P parking minimum parking requirements Reed Oppose
(SB 5456) . L Govt
requirements except under certain circumstances.
Cannabis Requiring voter approval for local H Reg
HB 1650 rohibitions government prohibitions on cannabis | Subst & Wylie Oppose
P businesses. Gam
Prejudgment . . . S Ways &
SB 5059 interest Concerning prejudgment interest. Means Kuderer | Oppose
Concerning modifying the
SB5118 Multifamily multifamily property tax exemption S Housing | Kuderer | Support
D property tax ex. to promote development of long- & PP
term affordable housing.
Concerning photographs,
Traffic cameras, | microphotographs, and electronic
2SBL122 photo tolls images from traffic safety cameras SRules 2 | Kuderer | Support
and toll systems.
Monitoring
Bill # Abbrev. Title Short Description Status Sponsor | Position | Priority
Local eov. desien Concerning local
SHB 1026 reviev§ ) & government design H Workroom Walen Neutral
review.
Lol Residential housing Conc.ernlng re51.d ential H Workroom Duerr Neutral
1167 housing regulations.
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HB 1252 Impact fee deferrals Concerning impact fee H Workroom Bateman
deferrals.
SHB 1381 Salmon-s.a.fe Concernlpg salmon-safe HEnv & Energy | Dye
- communities communities.
Requiring the criminal
justice training
commission to establish
. a program to recruit and .
ESHB 1387 Law enf. applicant train a pool of applicants H Community Ramos
pool Safet
who may be employed
by certain law
enforcement agencies in
the state.
Allowing cities and
counties to create a
Housine permit simple, standardized
HB 1401 §P housing permit process H Workroom Jacobsen
process .
for affordable housing
units in areas designated
for housing.
Local infra. project Addressing local
HB 1585 areas -Pro) infrastructure project H Finance Cortes
areas.
Providing local
. governments with
SHB 1596 Affordgble housing options to increase H Finance Kloba
incentive o
affordable housing in
their communities.
Promoting economic
Local comm. federal fievelopment by . H Innov, Comm
HB 1870 . increasing opportunities Barnard
funding o &
for local communities to
secure federal funding.
Shifting general elections
Even-numbered vear for local governments to
HB 1932 . y even-numbered years to | H Exec Action Gregerson
elections .
increase voter
participation.
Incentives/ener Changing the incentive
HB 1976 &y structure for tier 1 and HEnv & Energy | Fosse
upgrades . g1
tier 2 buildings.
SHB 1998 o . Concerning co-living
(SB 5901) Co-living housing housing, H HOUSDPS Gregerson
Requiring counties and
HB 2034 Court reorganization cities to provide the
PR . & administrative office of H Exec Action Cheney
(SB 5833) notices . .
the courts with notice of
court reorganizations.
HB 2051 Sma}ll off-road Reducing emissions from H Env & Energy | Walen
- engines small off-road engines.
HB 2113 GMA housing C(?ncernlng cqmpllance H Housing Bateman
- element with the housing
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element requirements of
the growth management
act.

Concerning technical
changes to allowable

program

defense program.

HB 2137 Tourlsm promotion exemptions for tourism | H Local Govt Berg
(SB 6202) exemptions .
promotion area
assessments.
Expanding urban growth
HB 2158 Urban gr.owth area area boundaries for H Housing Connors
boundaries . .
residential development.
. Promoting community
HB 2160 Housing and transit-oriented H Housing Reed
(SB 6024) development .
housing development.
e Granting local taxing
HB 2211 Criminal justice local authority to fund H Local Govt Stearns
(SB 6076) tax R
criminal justice.
Increasing
HB 2250 . representation and voter
(SB 6156) Local elections participation in local H State Govt & T | Gregerson
elections.
Allowing main street
. programs to use
HB 2306 Ma”? street tax remaining main street H Finance Steele
credits : .
tax credits after a certain
date.
Limiting vexatious
claims by modifying
HB2307 | Publicrecords administrative and H State Govt & T | Schmick
reviews judicial review processes
for public records
requests and responses.
Concerning
Proper reimbursement by
HB 2343 owrf)erst;, roiects property owners for H Local Govt Donaghy
proj street, road, and water
or sewer projects.
Vehicle Concerning impounds of
2SSB 5730 . . vehicles used as S Housing Fortunato
residences/impound )
residences.
SB 5770 Property tax Providing state and local S Ways & Means | Pedersen
property tax reform.
SB 5773 Publ'lc defense Concerning pubhc S Law & Justice Torres
= services defense services.
. Expanding training
SB 5780 Pul.)ll.c defense opportunities for public | S Law & Justice Torres
training
defense.
Establishing a law
SB 5781 Law student rural PD student rural public S Law & Justice Torres
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Right to counsel Evaluating the provision
SB 5782 s of right to counsel S Law & Justice Torres
services :
services.
Requiring counties and
SB 5833 Court reorganization cities to provide the
) 5 administrative office of S Law & Justice Torres
(HB 2034) | notices . .
the courts with notice of
court reorganizations.
SB 5834 Urban growth areas Concerning urban S Loc Gov, Land Short
growth areas. U
o Creating a dilapidated )
SB 5844 D.l lapidated RV recreational vehicle S Environment, Muzzall
disposal . E
disposal program.
SB 5901 Co-livine housin Concerning co-living S Loc Gov, Land Salomon
(SHB 1998) & & housing, U
SB 5959 Traffic safety Congernlng automated S Transportation | Liias
0 cameras traffic safety cameras.
SB6024 | Housing Promoting community | ¢\ o0 1and
and transit-oriented Trudeau
(HB 2160) | development . U
housing development.
o Granting local taxing
SB 6076 Criminal justice local . .
(HB 2211) | tax au.thf)rlty. to fund S Ways & Means | Keiser
criminal justice.
SB 6115 Speed safety cameras Concerning speed safety S Transportation | King
camera systems.
Wildland urban Concerning the Wildland Van De
SB6120 interface Urban Interface Code. S State Govt & B Wege
. Concerning local salmon
SB 6143 Salmqn habitat habitat recovery S Salomon
planning L Ag/Water/Natur
planning in critical areas.
Requiring certain
counties to measure the
. gap between estimated
SB 6152 Housing needs gap - ) . S Loc Gov, Land | Cleveland
existing housing units
and existing housing
needs.
SB 6153 Peace officer hiring & C.or.lcermng peace of.flcer S Law & Justice Kuderer
= cert. hiring and certification.
Increasing
SB 6156 . representation and voter
(HB 2250) Local elections participation in local S State Govt & E | Nobles
elections.
Concerning local
SB 6167 Local government government S Loc Gov, Land Hasegawa
= procurement U
procurement rules.
Concerning
transparency, public
safety, and independent S Human
SB 6189 Jail system oversight of the city, . Saldana
. . Services
county, and regional jail
system in Washington
state.
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SB 6200

Eluding & resisting
arrest

Concerning penalties
related to eluding police
vehicles and resisting
arrest.

S Law & Justice

Lovick
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