
Planning Commission 

Special Meeting 

Wednesday, October 5, 2016 

6:30 – 9:00 PM 

Council Chamber 

280 Madison Ave N 

Bainbridge Island, WA  98110 
 

 

**TIMES ARE ESTIMATES** 

 

 
 

For special accommodations, please contact Jane Rasely, Planning & Community 
Development 206‐780‐3758 or at jrasely@bainbridgewa.gov 

 

 

Public comment time at meeting may be limited to allow time for Commissioners to deliberate. To provide additional 
comment to the City outside of this meeting, e-mail us at pcd@bainbridgewa.gov or write us at Planning and 
Community Development, 280 Madison Avenue, Bainbridge Island, WA 98110 

 

AGENDA 

 

6:30 PM   CALL TO ORDER 
                  Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure  
 
6:35 PM REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
 May 12, 2016 July 14, 2016  September 8, 2016 

May 26, 2016 July 28, 2016  September 17, 2016 
June 9, 2016  August 4, 2016 September 22, 2016 
June 16, 2016 August 11, 2016 
June 23, 2016  August 18, 2016  

 
6:45 PM  **PUBLIC COMMENT** 
                 Accept public comment on off agenda items 

  
6:50 PM **2016 DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE** 
 Deliberations and Recommendations 

 
8:55 PM NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
 
9:00 PM     ADJOURN  
 
 
 
 
**   The 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update public comment period ended at 4 PM on 
September 26, 2016. The Planning Commission will not accept any additional public 
comment on the 2016 DRAFT Comprehensive Plan. 
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2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE:  UTILITIES AND CAPITAL FACILITIES 
ELEMENTS WORKSHOP – Public Comment 
BREAK 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Draft Housing Element and Draft Introduction 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE:  UTILITIES AND CAPITAL FACILITIES 
ELEMENTS WORKSHOP – Public Comment  
Recording of workshop available.   
 
BREAK 
Post workshop break began at 7:20 PM. 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 7:33 PM.  Other Commissioners in attendance 
were Maradel Gale, Jon Quitslund, William Chester, Michael Killion and Lisa Macchio.  
Michael Lewars was absent and excused.  City Staff present were Planning Director Gary 
Christensen, Senior City Planner Jennifer Sutton and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely who 
monitored recording and prepared minutes.  City Consultant Joe Tovar also attended.  The 
agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts disclosed. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
Dick Haugan, Citizen – Read a Citizen Request he had written (see attached).  Commissioner 
Quitslund asked Mr. Haugan about the meaning of triggering language which would require 
shoreline property owners to “incorporate the law.”  Mr. Haugan replied he meant that the SMP 
was now law and it was very difficult to read and interpret and that they wanted to ferret out the 
meaning.  Commissioner Macchio suggested assembling a “Frequently Asked Questions” for the 
public in regard to the SMP to help give citizens more clarity.     
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
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2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Draft Housing Element and Draft 
Introduction 
City Consultant Joe Tovar began the discussion by showing the Commissioners (via the Housing 
Element Table of Contents) the information that was struck and added to that Element as well as 
the movement of the Vision from the end of the Element to the beginning.  He spent some time 
speaking about the Vision Statement and the horizon year of 2036, stating it was significant in 
that the State mandated a 20-year horizon.  There was conversation about whether it was a good 
idea to put a number to an increase of developed land for housing.  The Commissioners agreed to 
remove proposed Policy HO 1.1.  Commissioner Macchio questioned the basis for the 
percentages used as increases to the housing (i.e., an increase in multifamily homes to 18% up 
from 16%).  Commissioner Chester led a discussion on the jobs-housing balance and what that 
actually meant.  Senior City Planner Jennifer Sutton suggested that while the discussion was 
great, this would be a good discussion to continue when the Commission revisited the Economic 
and Land Use Elements in a couple of weeks.  Commissioner Killion suggested that affordable 
housing would help take care of this problem by providing housing for those already working on 
the Island but who could not afford to live on the Island.  The question was raised about 
regulating the size of a dwelling specifically:  If the smallness of a house was defined by code, 
why was the largeness of a house not defined by code?  Chair Pearl wanted to be sure that 
conservation villages would imply conserving land beyond that already marked as a conservation 
or critical area. 
 
The Guiding Principles of the Introduction were discussed due to the memorandum received 
from City Councilmember Ron Peltier.  Commissioner Gale though a lot of his changes made 
them stronger but she did not feel the need to continually re-state “protecting the environment” 
as that was stated elsewhere and did not need to be repeated so frequently.  Mr. Peltier spoke 
with the Commissioners about the changes he had suggested answering their questions and 
explaining his word choices.  Commissioner Macchio especially engaged in dialogue about the 
use of the word “respect” in terms of the environment and suggested “protect and preserve” 
instead.  Mr. Peltier offered to collaborate with Commissioner Macchio on the wording of the 
vision. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
Jonathan Davis, Citizen – Wanted to say the idea of “balance” in everything that was going on 
was most important.  He thought they valued their personal housing more than the environment 
because if they didn’t (unless they lived in a tent), he wondered if they shouldn’t be careful 
putting value on housing because they had all spent a lot of money on housing and they wanted 
other people to be able to live here and have housing that was affordable.  Mr. Davis felt in all of 
the Comprehensive Plan, the respect and understanding of their conditions and the resources they 
had were absolutely essential to creating the balance they wanted in this community so the 
values across the spectrum from economic to housing to environmental to everything would not 
be lopsided to one side but would be balanced to make all those things work together.  Just 
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focusing on the environment would not work when you try to make housing, jobs and 
transportation.  Each one needs to be respectful of the other pieces in the puzzle working 
together to create the whole.  Mr. Davis wanted the Commissioners to remember balance and 
ALL the values they had as they moved forward.   
 
Chris Van Dyke, Citizen – Stated he had testified earlier in the evening on the Utilities Element 
and had referenced the 35A.63.060 RCW.  It was pointed out to him that they were actually 
operating under 36.70A.070 RCW (the Growth Management Act) which he found to have 
virtually identical language and there was no statutory authority for section policy E–16:  The 
City should periodically undertake comparative evaluations of electric service reliability, cost, 
etc., and evaluate opportunities to provide improved, less costly electrical service.  Mr. Van 
Dyke said that did not fit under the Growth Management Act where it referenced a Utilities 
Element consisting of the general/proposed location in capacity of all existing and proposed 
utilities.  He went on to say the Plan before the Commission was outside the scope of the legal 
authority of a Comprehensive Plan.  Commissioner Gale stated it was not required, but that she 
did not know that it was outside the scope of the Comprehensive Plan.  Mr. Van Dyke thought 
this Element was new and was only added because of the ongoing controversy to take over Puget 
Sound Energy and he did not want to see that overreach taint the Comprehensive Plan.   
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:11 PM. 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 10 and 17, 2016 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
BAINBRIDGE HIGH SCHOOL MAYOR’S YOUTH ADVISORY COUNCIL – Presentations 
on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update 
WYATT COTTAGES SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT (PLN50165SPR) – Public 
Meeting and Recommendation 
AQUACULTURE LIMITED SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM AMENDMENT – Study 
Session and Recommendation 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:00 PM.  Commissioners in attendance were 
Jon Quitslund, Maradel Gale, Michael Lewars, William Chester, Michael Killion and Lisa 
Macchio.  City Staff present were Planning Director Gary Christensen, Planning Manager Joshua 
Machen, Senior Planners Jennifer Sutton and Christy Carr.  Administrative Specialist Jane 
Rasely monitored recording and prepared minutes.   
 
The agenda was reviewed.  Commissioner Gale stated she would step down during the 
Aquaculture portion of the meeting. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 10 and 17, 2016 

 
Motion:  I move to approve both minutes as presented. 
Killion/Chester:  Passed Unanimously 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
None. 
 
BAINBRIDGE HIGH SCHOOL MAYOR’S YOUTH ADVISORY COUNCIL – 
Presentations on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update 
Mayor Val Tollefson introduced the Mayor’s Youth Advisory Council (MYAC), a group begun 
by former Mayor Anne Blair.  He mentioned that Senior Planner Sutton had worked with the 
MYAC.  He introduced Mr. Brian Messing who began the presentation by thanking the City as a 
5th generation Islander for having the opportunity to serve on the MYAC with some of his peers 
and also meeting so many great people in our excellent government and seeing how the process 
functioned and pertained to this Plan in particular.  The MYAC’s presentation focused on zoning 
and economic development including an emphasis on e-commerce.  Mr. Nate Marks spoke about 
the environmental opportunities the Island contained and maintaining a healthy balance between 
population growth and preserving the Island’s natural character.  He also stated he was proud of 



Planning Commission 
Regularly Scheduled Meeting Minutes 

Thursday, May 12, 2016 
 
 

Planning Commission Minutes 
May 12, 2016    Page 2 of 4 

 

the previous Comprehensive Plan.  Utilities with a special mention of internet and cell phone 
service improvements were discussed.  In the Human Services area, Ms. Eckford-Prossor 
requested funding/increased funding of Helpline House, child care centers and the Housing 
Resources Board.  (Full presentation attached to minutes.)  
 
Commissioner Gale asked the MYAC to collectively think about “Conservation Villages” saying 
some people do not like to live in downtown Winslow, but would like to develop communities in 
a dense cluster with a large amount of open space.  She also wanted their opinion on how to 
encourage more e-commerce on the Island.  Ms. Gale asked how the reluctance and resistance to 
new cell phone towers could be overcome.  She stated nearby property owners are often reluctant 
to having towers placed on or within view of their properties.   
 
Chair Pearl thanked the MYAC for their hard work and requested a copy of their presentation. 
 
WYATT COTTAGES SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW PERMIT (PLN50165SPR) – 
Public Meeting and Recommendation 
Planning Manager Joshua Machen introduced the Wyatt Cottages project describing the location 
of the project on the northeast corner of Madison Ave N and Wyatt Way NE and mentioning the 
“Tot Lot” park that would be preserved and incorporated into the project.  Concern was 
expressed for the pedestrian pathway still being available.  Mr. Machen explained the roadway 
was designed to be both a woonerf type driveway AND a pedestrian walkway with a pervious 
surface with grass or other greenery growing in it.  He described the whole parking and driving 
areas as designed to infiltrate water within an LID construction.  Overflow stormwater would 
drain after filtration, into the City’s stormwater system.  Mr. Steding stated the whole idea was 
an outgrowth of the Madison Cottages development from 20 years ago.  There was discussion of 
a willow tree located on the property that Public Works was asking be removed.  Commissioner 
Lewars asked Mr. Steding whether he had considered affordable housing in his development.  
Mr. Steding responded that there were constraints in the space available for this type of project 
unless they had decided to build apartments to fill up the space.   
 
Chair Pearl asked about trenching work within the dripline of trees and questioned why it would 
be allowed at all.  Mr. Machen explained that the Condition (12.i.) was in case they found they 
had to trench through a dripline.  Chair Pearl asked to amend the condition to say that the 
certified arborist was onsite during any digging around the tree.  Mr. Bruce Anderson asked the 
Commission to amend the requirement for the project to remove the willow tree so the onus for 
that would be placed on the City instead.  Mr. Anderson also brought up the egress on Wyatt and 
asked for the condition of a “right turn only” Condition 12.e) be removed.   
 
Commissioner Quitslund asked about the future use of the Oliver House which would be moved 
to a different location on its current parcel.  Mr. Anderson felt it would continue to be small 
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office space.  Commissioner Killion felt the project was well done and provided a great amount 
of variety in the space.   
 

Motion:  I move we recommend approval with the condition changes. 
Lewars/Killion:  Passed Unanimously 
 

Commissioner Gale recused herself before the Aquaculture Limited Shoreline Master Program 
Amendment. 
  
AQUACULTURE LIMITED SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM AMENDMENT – 
Study Session and Recommendation 
Senior Planner Christy Carr gave a brief update on activities with the limited amendment since 
the Commissioners last met on the subject speaking about both public comment and comments 
received by Department of Ecology.  Commissioner Quitslund asked if the submittal 
requirements could be changed without changing municipal code.  Ms. Carr stated yes, they 
could be changed within the administrative code as that was where they resided. 
 
Dave Bricklin, Citizen – I know you’re not taking public comment but I just wanted to mention 
there’re some very substantial revisions being proposed and whether you take public comment 
tonight or some other time, it seems to me before you pass judgement on these very substantial 
revisions, you have an opportunity to hear from the public regarding these because there are 10-
12 pages of fine print changes that are substantive changes and we would like an opportunity to 
be heard at some point.  He stated he was well aware that the public comment period was closed 
but called the changes “major rewrites” that came in after the public comment period and were 
rewrites of core sections by Staff because Ecology told them to do it.  Mr. Bricklin also 
encouraged them to stick to what had been commented on and not the changes that had been 
made since then.   
 
Discussion of the definition of 500 square feet occurred with the Commissioners wanting the 500 
square feet to refer to “disturbed area” as opposed to a measurement of bags.  Commissioner 
Quitslund wondered if 200 square feet would be a good thing.  Commissioner Lewars reminded 
the Commission this was an activity to be encouraged, not discouraged. 
 

Motion:  I move our overall policy and direction is to the extent possible, limit 
commercial aquaculture farming while encouraging individual aquaculture farming 
subject to conditions regarding aesthetics that Ms. Carr will put in the amendment 
before it goes to Council. 
Lewars/Chester:  Passed Unanimously 
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Dave Bricklin, Citizen – Asked that the Planning Commission make clear to City Council that 
the recommendation they were forwarding to them did not have opportunity for the public to 
comment. 
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:10 PM. 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
HELM OPEN SPACE CLASSIFICATION TRANSFER APPLICATION 
Public Hearing:  Review and Recommendation 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – DRAFT Housing and Land Use Elements; 
BIMPRD Comprehensive Plan Amendment for new “Park” zone 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW AMENDMENT FILE NO. PLN50231SPRA 
WINTERGREEN WALK CLINIC – Public Meeting:  Review and Recommendation 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair J. Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:05 PM.  Planning Commissioners in 
attendance were Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Jon Quitslund, William Chester, Michael 
Killion and Lisa Macchio.  City Staff present were Planning Director Gary Christensen, Planning 
Manager Josh Machen, Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely 
who monitored recording and prepared minutes.  City Consultant Joseph Tovar was also present.  
 
The agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts disclosed. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
Ellen Lockert, Citizen – Represented a property owner and spoke about their concerns and 
possible ramifications to property owners of the proposed Historic Preservation Commission 
(HPC) Ordinance.  She stated they were deeply concerned about the proposed ordinance as it 
was currently written especially regarding register eligible properties saying the proposed 
ordinance lacks clarity and would have a negative impact on property owners.  Ms. Lockert also 
felt there was potential for harming some long-time Bainbridge residents and went on to list the 
following as some of their concerns:   
 

 Lack of clarity – In discussing this with members of both the Planning and Historic 
Preservation Commissions, we understood this to be an innocuous and benign form of 
guidance that would be offered by the Historic Preservation Commission if a property 
owner wanted to make changes to their historically registered building or if they decided 
to demolish the building in order to build something with greater density.   

 Real estate market impacts – Real estate market has expressed concerns about the new 
regulations and had impacted the 219 Madison Ave property that was currently on the 
market.  Ms. Lockert stated these concerns were already impacting the owner in a very 
real way.   
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 Wording of Ordinance - Not at all clear about the role of the Historic Preservation 
Commission suggestions.  She wondered if the HPC stated they had objections to work 
being done on the building/property, how would the Planning Commission act on those 
suggestions?   Ms. Lockert stated they would like to see better specificity about how the 
HPC recommendation was weighted:  guidance only or support/enforcement for HPC?   
She continued by saying since the wording was unclear, it had a chilling effect upon 
owners or potential buyers.  She asked for the ordinance to have more specific language 
detailing what would happen after the HPC gave their recommendation. 

 
Ms. Lockert expressed concern for those older Bainbridge Island residents who had been saving 
their homes as a retirement “nest egg” would be impacted in the greatest way.  She hoped the 
Planning Commission would look thoughtfully at that and be careful creating new restrictions 
that could potentially impact hard-working residents’ right to enjoy the best return on their 
investments.  (Also see attached written statement.) 
 
Senior Planner Sutton confirmed that the public hearing for the HPC ordinance would be June 23, 
2016. 
 
Nina Jackson, Citizen – Had lived on the Island since 1984 and stated she was fortunate enough 
to have a father who purchased the building at 219 Madison to support her business that was 
housed completely there.  She shared that her father always watched out for her and it was time 
to sell because she was retired and would be 70 years old next year and now they were having 
difficulty selling the building.  She stated there have been different prospective buyers who were 
unable to risk purchasing the property with the multi-use and historic property restrictions placed 
upon it.  Ms. Jackson felt as though she was caught between a rock and a hard spot.  She knew 
there must be other folks her age or older that may have their nest egg their relying on that they 
have spent 20, 30, 40 years investing in.  She stated she spoke for herself and other men and 
women on the Island who were not wealthy but were planning to supplement their Social 
Security with their properties.  She stated she did not want them to lose the right to do with their 
properties as they needed.   
 
HELM OPEN SPACE CLASSIFICATION TRANSFER APPLICATION - Public Hearing:  
Review and Recommendation 
The Public Hearing was opened at 6:23 PM.  Ms. Sutton began the public meeting with an 
overview of the Open Space Amendment application giving a brief history and location of the 
property located at 11058 North Madison Avenue stating the applicant was seeking to move from 
commercial farm land status to traditional farm classification.  She mentioned the property did not 
currently have any residences on it but only accessory farm buildings.   
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The applicant Mr. Richard Helm spoke about his reasons for wanting to change the classification 
of the farm stating it was driven by Kitsap County’s requirements for a land continuing in the 
commercial farmland classification. 
 
Commissioner Lewars recused himself as his daughter owned the land next door to the property. 
 
Chair Pearl closed the public hearing at 6:30 PM.  There was not any public comment. 
 
Commissioner Macchio stated she was very appreciative of people like Mr. Helm who sought to 
retain farmland on the Island. 
 

Motion:  I move that we recommend to the City Council and the County 
Commissioners that the Helm Open Space Classification Transfer application to the 
traditional farmland be approved. 
Gale/Chester – Passed unanimously 6-0 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – DRAFT Housing and Land Use Elements;  
BIMPRD Comprehensive Plan Amendment for new “Park” zone 
Ms. Sutton laid out the scope of work for the meeting giving a brief review of each of the four 
tasks under discussion for the night. 
 
Chair Pearl felt it would be good to have the Drafting Committee take a look at some of the 
changes recommended by Councilman Peltier and wanted them to specifically look at where 
“Open Space” was used and whether it made sense.  The Commissioners also agreed there 
should be clarification of what would be allowed within “Open Space.” 
 
Commissioner Lewars asked about density bonuses in conjunction with affordable housing 
stating he wanted to make density bonuses work with affordable housing saying they had not 
worked in the past because there was not enough incentive to use them.  Commissioner Chester 
agreed.  Commissioner Macchio was worried that there were a lot of tradeoffs they should think 
seriously about before incentivizing affordable housing with density.  She was afraid there would 
not be enough affordable housing gained to make it worth the density.  Commissioner Chester 
mentioned there needed to be enough density provided to offset the affordable housing so more 
developers would take advantage of it and provide affordable housing.  Chair Pearl mentioned 
that Seattle made developers pay into an Affordable Housing Fund when they built and that 
eventually Bainbridge would have to do something similar in order to get the affordable housing 
desired.   
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Consultant Tovar presented information showing that over 90% of the Island consisted of low 
density single family homes.  Discussion moved into conservation villages such as that presented 
by architect Jonathan Davis. 
 
Commissioner Killion began review of the Guiding Principles bringing up potential limitations 
of the Island’s water supply and how that was referenced.   
 
Bainbridge Island Metro Parks and Recreation District (BIMPRD) Senior Planner Perry Barrett 
presented the BIMPRD’s application to create a new “park” zone and the encumbrances that 
come with the parks they currently have.  He stated the proposed “park” zone would also have 
benefits for City Staff in permit review clarity.  Chair Pearl asked if the proposed zone would 
then have City Code to regulate it or be autonomous.  Mr. Barrett stated the City would still have 
primary regulation of the land use.  Commissioner Gale wondered if there could be a different 
way to accomplish the BIMPRD’s goals than creating a new zone.  The Commission asked Mr. 
Barrett to provide information on the benefits of a new “park” zoning designation and to work 
with City Staff on possible different ways to achieve BIMPRD’s goals and they would place 
them on the agenda again when the information was received. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
 
SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW AMENDMENT FILE NO. PLN50231SPRA 
WINTERGREEN WALK CLINIC – Public Meeting:  Review and Recommendation 
Planning Manager Joshua Machen gave an overview of the Wintergreen Walk Clinic describing 
it as a major amendment to the original Visconsi Master Plan with changes to Buildings 5 and 6. 
He stated Building 5 would be increased from a 20,000 square foot building to a 30,000 square 
foot building and Building 6 would be decreased in size to allow for necessary additional 
parking.  Mr. Machen asked the Commissioners to consider only the current project and not refer 
back to the already constructed Key Bank and Walgreen buildings.  He spoke about the changes 
in storm water retention stating they had been reviewed and met the City and State’s 
requirements.  Response to the Design Review Board’s concerns as well as landscaping design 
focusing mostly on tree count were presented.   
 
Jeff Bouma, Landscape Architect for Visconsi, answered Commissioner Macchio’s question of 
the types of trees being planted.  He stated they would be a mix of native species like Douglas 
fir, canopy and deciduous trees appropriate for parking lots.  Chair Pearl asked for a good faith 
effort to plant a few trees in the buffer by the Key Bank building in order to help provide 
screening.  The developer stated he would look into that and speak with both the landscaper and 
the current tenant regarding adding the trees.  Commissioner Killion asked about low impact 
development features.  Mr. Machen replied there were not any current regulations requiring low 
impact development.  Parking was also discussed with concern expressed about pedestrians 
crossing Wintergreen Lane when visiting the clinic.  Accommodations for emergency vehicles 
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was discussed with architect Charles Wenzlau stating they were meeting all of Assistant Fire 
Chief Luke Carpenter’s requirements.  Commissioner Gale stated vehemently that she was 
distressed to the max about the clinic moving from the downtown area.  Ms. Summer  from 
Virginia Mason Clinic stated they were unable to achieve the amount of space they needed to 
provide the services they felt the site could sustain.   
 
Chair Pearl opened the public meeting for comment at 8:58 PM.  There were not any comments 
so he closed the public meeting at 8:58 PM.  Ms. Gale added that on Condition 32 they were 
required to add all trees as shown on L400 to the Planning Commission June 9, 2016.   
 

Motion:  I move that we recommend approval of this application subject to the 
conditions including several conditions added or amended in their discussion this 
evening. 
Lewars/Killion – Passed 5-1 with 1 abstaining 

 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None.   
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:00 PM 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CITY OF BAINBRIDGE ISLAND 
PLANNING COMMISSION SPECIAL MEETING 

THURSDAY, JUNE 16, 2016 
6:00 p.m.-8:30 p.m. 

CITY COUNCIL CHAMBER 
280 MADISON AVE N 

BAINBRIDGE ISLAND, WASHINGTON 
 

CALL TO ORDER - Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure  
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 24, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting 
PUBLIC COMMENT - Accept public comment on off agenda items 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN  
 
 
CALL TO ORDER - Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure  
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:05 PM.  Commissioners also in attendance were 
Michael Lewars, Jon Quitslund, William Chester, Michael Killion and Lisa Macchio.  Maradel 
Gale was absent and excused.  City Staff present were Planning Director Gary Christensen, Senior 
City Planner Jennifer Sutton and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely who monitored recording 
and prepared minutes.  City Consultant Joseph Tovar was also present. 
 
The agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts disclosed. 
 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – March 24, 2016 Planning Commission Meeting 

 
Motion:  I move the approval of the minutes for March 24, 2016. 
Quitslund/Lewars:  Passed unanimously 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT - Accept public comment on off agenda items 
None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
City Consultant Joseph Tovar started the discussion by reviewing some of the changes to the 
Housing Element including incorporated input from citizens as well as the Vision Statement.  Mr. 
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Tovar called attention to an article Commissioner Gale had sent referencing the City of Portland’s 
control of the footprint of single family homes and that it correlated with new Policy HO 6.6 
“Consider the merits of programs and regulations pioneered by other communities to discourage the 
land, energy and natural resource consumptive pattern of large single-family homes.”  Chair Pearl 
asked whether it would be possible to regulate the size of single-family homes by requiring new 
houses to be built with low impact development (LID) standards.  Commissioner Killion asked to 
have the words, “and adopt as appropriate” inserted after the word “Consider.”  He stated he was 
looking for action and not just thought in the Policy.  Mr. Tovar reviewed the Actions associated 
with the Housing Element Implementation section reminding the Commissioners these were not 
new, they had seen them before.  Commissioner Lewars spoke about the proposed biennial 
assessment of affordable housing.  He went on to suggest adding “If insufficient progress is made 
toward meeting the goals, determine what actions are working and which are not, make appropriate 
adjustments.”  He stated it should be added to the end of Policy HO 2.1 and as a High Priority 
Action item.  Mr. Tovar also listed suggested terms in the Glossary that should be removed since 
they were not actually used in the Housing Element.  The Conservation Villages definition was 
discussed in detail, especially as related to the techniques used to concentrate building.  A 
conversation about “dwelling units” and what constitutes one was had.   
 
Charles Wenzlau, Citizen:  Stated he had reviewed the whole Element and thought it was really 
great and really strong.  He had a couple of minor comments about the concept of permanent 
affordability in HO-4 only showed up once under one of the specific policy elements and he felt it 
was important to put permanent affordability as early on in the document as they could because he 
thought affordability was permanent for everyone.  Mr. Wenzlau suggested HO-4 should read, 
“Increase the supply of permanently affordable housing.”  He wanted to get that upfront and center 
so everyone would be aware those terms were coupled.  He asked the Commissioners if they ever 
had affordable housing that wasn’t permanent by definition as new housing was created.   
 
Affordable housing and how to keep it affordable was discussed in depth including the issue of tax 
breaks for 12 to 50 years in order to facilitate keeping affordability.   
 

Motion:  I move that we provisionally accept the Housing Element as written and 
include the six or so revisions that Joe just outlined for us. 
Lewars/Killion:  Passed Unanimously 
 

Ron Peltier, City Council – Told the Planning Commission they had basically decided they had 
the Housing Element they were going to send to the City Council.  Chair Pearl reiterated it was 
provisionally accepted unless something else came up.  Councilmember Peltier thought the 
possibility of density bonuses for conservation villages was interesting.  He felt it was ironic that 
the entire Housing Element was advocating for more density.  He thought the Commissioners had 
read his proposed revisions and thought there should be discussion of gentrification and the impact 
it had on affordability over the years and that it would continue to have an impact.  He wasn’t sure 
what could be done about it, but thought acknowledging the underlying reality that all housing, 
unless it was part of a community land trust or was guaranteed to be affordable, was twice as 
expensive on Bainbridge Island as the rest of Kitsap County.  He stated that every time a house was 
sold, the trend was for more affluent people to purchase it and he had seen it over the years since 
1965 when the Island went from a workforce that lived on the Island to a more and more affluent 
society that hired others to do the work around their homes.  He asserted that none of the housing 
that would be created would be available to anyone who cleaned houses, was a waitress, etc., unless 
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they had a partner who had a better income.  Councilmember Peltier went on to say one of the 
things lacking in the Housing Element was a realistic discussion about jobs and workforce housing.  
He said this Element was really out of touch with the rest of the Comprehensive Plan and predicted 
that over the next 20 years Bainbridge Island would get less and less affordable with the residual 
affordability remaining would be reduced as long-time residents moved or passed away.  He 
thought there would be more and more enclaves of affordability; small houses with a lot of 
unaffordability and gentrification around those.  He felt very few of all the lofty goals would be 
realized and thought it would be better to have a realistic picture of what was happening on 
Bainbridge Island because it created more possibilities then pretending they would accomplish a lot 
of goals they could not.  He thanked the Commissioners for their work and stated he appreciated 
what they did.   
 
Land Use Element discussion began with Mr. Tovar’s introduction to the changes that had been 
made by the Drafting Committee and including the High and Medium Priority Actions.  
Commissioner Macchio led discussion of Neighborhood Service Centers (NSC) and whether it was 
really possible to project where those might naturally occur.  Chair Pearl asked to have the Transfer 
of Development Rights area broadened to include conservation areas.  Placement of all maps 
together in one section and having them be 11”x17” so they would be more readable was decided.  
Light Industrial/Business Industrial (LI/BI) zoning was brought up and whether the Sportsman Club 
triangle ought not to be re-zoned since there were businesses that did not fall into that category 
(e.g., day care, yoga studio, etc.) and because of its proximity to schools.  Ms. Sutton reminded the 
Commissioners of their past discussions on the Sportsman Club triangle uses and how to limit those 
conditional uses.  She outlined two paths they could follow:  

1. Change the zoning or 
2. Modify Business/Industrial policies and then review and modify the Permitted Uses Table 

in the Bainbridge Island Municipal Code. 
 

The Commissioners all agreed that something needed to be done to prevent so many Conditional 
Use Permits in the LI/BI zone.  Commissioner Macchio argued that LI/BI should not be that close 
to schools, but the ballet studios, daycares, coffee shops, etc., were more of a fit for the 
neighborhood/school area.  Commissioner Killion led the discussion of the Land Use Element 
Vision Statement.  Density patterns and where future growth would/should grow were canvassed.   
 
The Economic Element was introduced by Chair Pearl with a question about Policy EC 10.2.  It 
was decided to carry the Element over to the next meeting on June 23, 2016.   
 
Public comment from the May 26, 2016 Utilities and Capital Facilities Workshop was reviewed.  
Ms. Sutton mentioned that the Utilities Advisory Committee (UAC) worked on this Element for a 
year as the Planning Commission deliberated on other Elements and that this Element would be 
coming back to them in July.  Chair Pearl stated they would use the UAC’s Draft Element as a 
starting point.  Commissioner Lewars asked Ms. Sutton to review and edit the Utilities and Capital 
Facilities Elements and send it out to the Commissioners to start on.  She mentioned there would be 
only two Planning Commission meetings in July but that each would start with an Element 
workshop and that Public Hearings were planned for September.   
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PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
Ron Peltier, City Council – Stated he would be making a comment about the Economic Element 
at the beginning of the next meeting. 
 
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
 
 
ADJOURN 
Meeting was adjourned at 8:29 PM. 
 
 
Accepted by: 
 
 
 
____________________________________  ____________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
ORDINANCE 2016-15 HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAM – Public Hearing 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Study Session on Water Resources Element 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
GENERAL LTD. SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM AMENDMENT – Study Session 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:03 PM.  Commissioners in attendance were 
Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Jon Quitslund, William Chester and Michael Killion.  Lisa 
Macchio was absent and excused.  City Staff present were Planning Director Gary Christensen, 
Senior City Planners Heather Wright and Christy Carr, Water Resource Specialist Cami 
Apfelbeck and City Consultant Joseph Tovar. 
 
The agenda was reviewed and there were not any conflicts disclosed. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – Requested that it be easier to find the present Comprehensive Plan on 
the website saying there were too many steps to go through to actually find the current plan, NOT 
the drafts being worked on now. 
 
ORDINANCE 2016-15 HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAM – Public Hearing 
Senior City Planner Heather Wright gave an overview of the process the Historic Preservation 
Ordinance had gone through to arrive at this public hearing including response to Planning 
Commission and citizen comments.  Ms. Wright also mentioned the Commissioners had received 
three different pieces of public comment today, which all the Commissioners had received copies 
of before the start of the meeting. 
 
Chair Pearl asked Ms. Wright to outline the differences between the previous historic register 
process and the proposed process.  Commissioner Lewars asked about the difference between 
“register eligible” (house is on this due to its age) and actually being “on” the historic register 
(the owner must apply for and agree to be on the historic register).  She stated the main 
difference is that owners of register eligible homes would have to engage in a discussion with the 
Historic Preservation Commission before making changes whereas the owner of a home on the 
historic register would be obligated to meet certain requirements before making changes to the 
home.   
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Ms. Wright mentioned the City had received a State grant to create a list of register eligible 
properties.   Commissioner Lewars asked for more clarity of the impositions for a property on 
the register eligible list.  Commissioners Pearl and Gale felt they should go with Option A which 
was inclusive of all buildings.  Commissioner Pearl asked that buildings in the core district 
would be eligible to become a home again even though City Code did not currently allow that.   
 
The Public Hearing was opened at 6:29 PM.  Public comment has been transcribed verbatim. 
 
Ellen Lockert, Citizen and Representative for Nina Jackson – See attached written testimony 
which Ms. Lockert read.  
 
Nancy Sheldon, Citizen – “On the registry, I am opposed to automatically having the right to 
classify my house as a heritage home without my consent.” 
 
Bruce Brunton, Citizen – “Good evening.  My wife, Peggy, and I live at 9675 Battle Point 
Drive.  We own some mixed-use property in lower Ericksen.  My last comment tonight, I’ll give 
you first:  I think, after the hearing you have tonight, I hope you leave the record open because 
there is a lot more discussion to be had and a lot of your own really right points that need to be 
filled out and discussed further.  This Ordinance comes nose to nose with private property rights 
and preservation ambitions exceed legal authority, in my opinion.  This Ordinance is very 
complicated and I’m impressed with the number of you that have apparently read the Ordinance 
back and forth because it is complicated.  There are a lot of hidden problems in there and the 
affected public has very little understanding or knowledge of its impact.  We don’t even know 
how many people in the public can be or will be affected by it until the lists start going together.  
I think your obligation is to publicize and explain this Ordinance and again, it is really 
complicated.  The scheme in this Ordinance is to create property lists.  Categories put on lists 
without knowledge or consent of the owner.  That’s the problem I have as a property owner.  
There’s what they call the basic list and that switches the theory notebook in the Planning 
Department starting to build up over a number of years and they’re going to grandfather that and 
then they add on these other lists.  I don’t want as a property owner, to be put on any list without 
knowledge or my consent.  I don’t want to find out about it later and then have a problem with 
administration of bureaucracy that I didn’t know was there.  Because once on the list, you’re in 
the mix.  When I read the Ordinance, it doesn’t matter even if you’re just on the Eligible List, 
you’re in the mix and you have to deal with the City and that’s not right.  It’s up to this time, I 
think the Historic Preservation Program has been voluntary.  Now apparently the Historic 
Preservation Commission business hasn’t been good enough so they have to look for other ways 
to get more properties on the list.  I don’t blame them, but I don’t want to be one of them unless I 
have knowledge ahead of time and consent.  There’s one thing in the Ordinance that really 
bothers me and that is in a lot of these categories, the owner has to endure (Chair Pearl let Mr. 
Brunton know his time was just about up).  You guys have been working on this Ordinance for a 
couple of years and it’s been undercover, hard to find, hard to participate in until now. And so, I 
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think I deserve more than three minutes to talk about this if you’ll bear with me.  If not, then 
we’ll take the next step.”   Mr. Brunton then asked for and received someone else’s three 
minutes.  “The other problem as a property owner is that if I am put on the list, I’m involved 
then.  I have to defend my own property to avoid or defer review and that’s the wrong burden of 
proof and that’s backwards.  You need to start the other way and convince property owners of 
the benefit of this and provide some incentives or approach it that way.  If my property is put on 
a list of any kind downtown, people who are interested in financing, buying or remodeling my 
property, are going to go down to City Hall, check as they should and they’re a lot of things 
already, when you’re on the list, that will affect your ability to sell or borrow or improve or use 
your property.  Basically, entry of this program should be voluntary by the property owner and 
that’s the first thing I think you need to do.  This again, is a very complicated Ordinance.  
Somebody in this process referred to this Ordinance as being innocuous.  Further from the truth.  
It is really complicated and has some hidden things in it.  So I’m asking you to hold the record 
open, apply some resources to go out to the public so they know specifics and understand what’s 
in here and not just a public meeting without having any Ordinance to look at without having 
someone to explain to the guy on the street what’s in it.  Thank you very much.  Incidentally, I 
have a letter I squeezed out of Dennis Reynolds today too.  I’d like to leave copies of it for you.”  
(See attached.)  Chair Pearl stated they already had it in front of them.    
 
Piper Thornburgh, Citizen – “Good evening, my name is Piper Thornburgh.  We own two of 
the historic properties, three buildings, over on lower Ericksen.  I wanted to first mirror some of 
the comments about the process that I’m concerned about.  This is an issue that my husband and 
I became aware of, went to the open house in February.  That was the first we gained knowledge 
that this was in action.  We went to the open house, we received very limited information from 
the City that were handouts that night.  It wasn’t until closer to the April 28th meeting, I believe 
the study session that you had, that we actually saw a draft of the Ordinance.  I’ve gone through 
that draft and I’ve made notes on it and looked at it with green sticky notes and then apparently, 
there were some revisions and then I received THIS draft which is the latest draft and I made that 
with yellow sticky notes trying to compare the two and see where there were changes.  And I did 
listen very carefully at the April meeting trying to discern what some of the concerns were of the 
Commission.  I don’t feel that specifically the criteria were addressed sufficiently by the City in 
making the changes.  The criteria are still very vague and open as to what would apply for 
heritage properties.  Let me shift back, I wanted to address something about this conversation 
that’s been going on here about this being a dialogue and just a conversation that’s triggered by 
being on the Register Eligible.  It is NOT just a dialogue, it’s under 18.24.060.a.1.  It states very 
plainly ‘the applicant shall prepare a report for the Commission analyzing the following 
alternates.’  And it gives a list A-H of things that will require of the applicant to spend money to 
in fact create this report that then is given to the HPC so we can engage in this conversation.  
These are not inexpensive items and I just will talk about cost shifting there.  Also, I do like the 
idea of having the HPC be the one who takes the photographs to record this.  That’s something 
I’ve recommended to the Historic Preservation Commission members I’ve had an opportunity to 
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meet with.  I do have a letter that I would like to submit to the Commission tonight for review 
and I also would ask that the record be left open.  I do go through Register Eligible.  I am 
concerned about the 45 day limit.  It is unclear to me.  It also triggers a 21 day limit after the 45 
day limit for the public process that is triggered under this.  Furthermore, there are rules for 
review that are referring to the Federal register and the Federal record, outside of anything in 
Bainbridge Island, and I will cite you to that, in terms of Heritage Properties and also Register 
Eligible, this goes to owner’s consent.  That is the biggest problem.  This is not a voluntary 
process for either of those and you moved the goalpost for those who are already on the Local 
Register.  There are many new provisions here that change the rules for the people who are 
already on the Local Register.  I’ll submit my written comments and if those could be given to 
the Commission and made part of the record and I am asking for the record to be left open.”  
(See attached written comments.) 
 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – “I don’t know if citizens can have a conflict of interest, but I have a 
house that’s 100 years old this year.  I agree that we should look through Section A.  There’s a 
whole bunch of things here that I’m going to skip most of them to get within my three minutes.  
On page 3, The director may waive and modify standards including lot coverage, buffers and so 
on.  I think this should also go to the Historic Preservation Commission to at least comment on 
these changes to make sure they fall within what their goals are to preserve the historical nature 
of things.  Page 8, skip that; page 11, that’s just a clarification.  The review process:  there are 
Item 5 and Item 6.  One has Commission AND Director’s decision and the other is Commission 
OR the Director’s determination.  So it’s just a question of why those aren’t in parallel.  Most of 
these are questions to go over.  I think it won’t be hard to do.  Item 14: “The Commission shall 
submit to the Planning Director,” I would like to add “comments on the rank and substance of 
Items 1A through 1H to say what they are supposed to submit just like the Design Review Board 
goes through a whole bunch of steps now to make sure that’s quantified.  My personal opinion is 
you should not list all these mitigation measures.  I think that’s just going to make the decision 
process jump to the mitigation measures and you should actually just say there are mitigation 
measures and you really don’t have to say what they all are because the HPC is smart enough 
they don’t have to see a list.  I think it channels thoughts in both the decision process and also the 
other things.  I think the other things are minor.  I’d like to thank the members of the Historic 
Preservation Committee for their work to improve the ability of the Island to save special history 
we all enjoy.  When we think of this Island it has a lot of historical facts that make it different 
than other communities.  Also, I’d like to see incentives because there is this problem of what 
these requirements you are putting on property owners and they should be getting some 
incentive, something back for their participation in this project.  Thank you.” 
 
Eric Fredericks, Citizen – “I just had a question as a property owner of the Ambrose Grow 
House along with a couple of other people that are co-owners with me.  I would like to know if 
that is on the current register of historical (that’s why I called you earlier, Heather, and you were 
kind enough to call me back but I missed the answer to that question) and the second question to 
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go along with that is what are the incentives.”  Ms. Wright confirmed the Ambrose Grow House 
was not on the register.   She also outlined tax incentives and a discount card from certain local 
vendors if your property was currently on the register. 
 
Kelly Muldrow, Citizen – “I’ll try to be quick because I think I gave some of my time to Bruce.  
I am a commercial broker with Windermere here on Bainbridge.  Thanks for the opportunity to 
speak.  I’m here specifically to speak on the effect of historic nature or any sort of being on a 
register and its effect on the value of the property.  I appreciate protecting the Island’s special 
character, I really do.  I’d much rather see a seven-unit apartment project downtown than seven 
new septic fields on a strawberry farm somewhere.  But the problem I see is that saving historic 
properties in Winslow might preserve old buildings for a while but it definitely has a monstrous 
negative financial impact on property owners.  I’ve worked with at least three property owners in 
the past few years that have been unable to sell their properties in large part due to the 
restrictions of having to deal with the uncertain future of a historic property.  These owners’ 
financial future depends on their ability to sell but they can’t and adding restrictions practically 
decimates the pool of willing buyers for these properties.  We talk a lot about smart growth in 
this community and sometimes, smart growth means replacing something old with something 
new.  I love my 83 Volkswagen Westfalia but there came a time when it cost too much to operate 
and maintain.  It stopped working the right way it was supposed to, it wasn’t a fit for me and my 
family and it just wasn’t safe.  Restrictions on historic properties zoned for commercial use 
impedes smart growth where we need it most, in Winslow.  And maybe it is nice to see that 100 
year old home on Ericksen or Madison when we drive by, but the owners can’t sell it for what 
the HPC wants it to be because the demand for inefficient, expensive to maintain and in some 
cases, barely tenable historic properties, is practically non-existent.  The law of supply and 
demand which is a law, it’s not suggestions about supply and demand, it’s not good ideas about 
supply and demand, say that it’s very simple:  when you reduce the demand for a thing, you 
reduce its value.  And for the owner of a historic property in a commercial zone, you are 
significantly reducing the value of their financial future.  Thank you.” 
 
John Eisenhower, Citizen – “I’m managing partner of Madison Avenue Real Estate.  We own 
the Pavilion, the former Four Swallows property and the car wash above it.  Specifically 
speaking to the potential nightmare represented by the former Four Swallows building that has 
ill-conceived additions that are more than 50 years old.  For two years we have tried desperately 
to find a financially viable restaurant to occupy a space but to bring that back up to a reasonable 
code, we’d need the words “financially reasonable and feasible” somewhere in this because even 
though one of the reasons we haven’t made any efforts to do anything with that building is that 
we value its historic charm.  That doesn’t mean we can afford to keep it there forever.  This is the 
next point, a 50-year old building now is going to be 60 years old in 10 years and without having 
financially reasonable and feasible language in here someplace, there comes a point when we 
have to take the Westfalia and tow it away.  So I do agree with that.  Other issues of concern 
you’ve talked about but I want to reiterate:  The notion of being register eligible and local 
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register is kind of moot throughout this document because as soon as you get to the part where I 
want to demolish it or modify it, it refers to both equally so it wouldn’t matter if I’d consented if 
you decided that it’s eligible, I’m subject to exactly the same conditions so please reconsider 
that.  Second, along with that heritage language and local register language is not consistent with 
each other in that heritage does not require my consent.  I would encourage you to be 
homogenous throughout the document and involve the property owner in the conversation.  
Again, there is subjective not objective language in here that comes down to an opinion; do you 
think it’s significant, do you think it’s contributing and you’re not asking the owners opinion of 
that, you are forming an opinion and then the appeals process goes back to the same people who 
made that opinion in the first place.  So if there isn’t an external appeal process that has a third 
party that says that wasn’t an objective answer, then that’s very difficult for me to figure out 
what I’m supposed to do about that other than simply be saddled with a building I can’t sell or 
maintain.  Thanks for your time.  I’d be delighted to have a longer conversation with anybody 
who wants one.  Thanks.” 
 
Nina Jackson, Citizen – “Good Evening.  I own a property that’s an old building.  It’s older 
than I am, so you know it’s old.  It’s down on Madison and I’m here this evening to put a face to 
a lot of property owners that are my age and older that have been on this island as long as I have, 
maybe even been born here.  I’ve only been here 33 years.  They’re people living in homes that 
they’ve paid for, they’ve paid taxes on, they’ve raised families but now it’s time.  They need the 
money for a retirement home and if these folks live in a building that is 50 years or over and 
they’re having trouble selling it because of restrictions and without their consent, these folks 
aren’t going to have enough money to go into retirement or assisted living.  I’ve done a lot of 
work with the elderly.  I’m an advocate of the elderly and the disabled and I hate to see any older 
person that might be older than I am that’s having mentation problems being forced into 
something that is not going to be feasible for them going forward.  So please think of the faces 
and the people that are living in homes that they’ve paid for, lived in, paid taxes on that can 
really be the losers here.  Thank you.”  
 
Chair Pearl felt they should leave the public hearing open and Commissioner Quitslund stated 
they needed another study session.  Commissioner Lewars agreed to leave the public hearing 
open but was concerned that the process would get bogged down so he felt it should be left open 
to their next meeting and then closed out.  Commissioner Killion thought there needed to be 
some more study and that it would be good to find out whether other cities had problems with 
property value for properties on historic registers.  Commissioner Quitslund asked to meet with 
the Historic Preservation Commission to talk through some of the ways to bring more clarity into 
the wording of the ordinance.  Commissioner Chester asked how a building that started as a 
residence but was now a commercial building would be affected. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
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2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
Discussion of the revised History Section of the Introduction was begun with Commissioners 
questioning the length and flow of the proposed history.  Mr. Tovar suggested the document be 
sent back to the HPC who would work with Mr. Christensen and Ms. Wright to tighten up and 
organize the document. 
 
Mr. Tovar presented the focus of the night’s review of Comprehensive Plan Elements stating 
they would be looking at editing changes.  Commissioner Gale felt the Land Use Element was 
ready for moving forward other than one small editorial change.  Commissioner Quitslund 
thought the Transfer of Development Rights should be a priority.   
 
Minor editorial changes in the Housing Element were made with Chair Pearl asking for square 
footage limits but Commissioner Gale feeling that was to be determined in the regulations and 
should not be included in the policy.  Commissioner Chester agreed it should not be included. 
 
Commissioner Quitslund’s edits of the Economic Element were reviewed with conversation 
around the need for business opportunities and vitality and removing redundant phrases. Review 
of Commissioner Killion’s rewrite of the Economic Element Vision occurred.  The Vision 
Statement was referred over to the Drafting Committee for further review and revision.   
 
Commissioners provided editing comments for the Water Resources Element with 
Commissioner Quitslund asking Ms. Apfelbeck to consider Robert Dashiell’s public comment 
received that afternoon.  Commissioner Killion felt it was important to continue the salt water 
intrusion modeling.  Ms. Apfelbeck confirmed there were follow-up actions to any well that had 
salt water intrusion. 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – Spoke about the law of marketing and how you could look at the 
newspaper and see exactly one of the driving forces on this island and that’s all the ads for 
houses.  Mr. Schmid had heard that a small house in Winslow was $100,000 just for the land.  
He said that certainly the number of real estate buildings was probably larger than any other 
business in town.   He mentioned he saw construction on the Vision and bet that a lot of the 
construction workers lived off-island.   
 
GENERAL LTD. SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM AMENDMENT – Study Session 
Senior City Planner Christy Carr provided an overview of the goal of the limited amendment to 
change language to make the intent of the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) clear and fix errors.  
She also outlined the two criteria the limited amendment must fit in order to be considered.  She 
described the review process as similar to the Comprehensive Plan process in that certain 
changes or areas, would be flagged for another look at a later date.  Ms. Carr gave examples of 
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staff implementation to illustrate the types of changes being made.  Frustration was expressed by 
some of the Commissioners on continued overview of the process as opposed to performing 
actual document review at this time.   
 
Public Comment 
Mike Juneau, Arborist – Stated he did 95% of his work on the Island.  Mr. Juneau also said 
they did a lot of consulting for customers answering questions like, “What’s wrong with my tree” 
as well as risk assessment, hazard trees and a lot of work on the shorelines.  He mentioned he 
had been working along the Bainbridge Island shoreline for 20 years and that he had a pretty 
good sense of what had been done in the past, what worked and what didn’t work.  Mr. Juneau 
stated he made the commitment last Fall to work within the Code and stated 75-90% of work that 
was done in buffers, including the shoreline jurisdiction, was out of compliance and it did not 
seem like a big issue just because it had not been enforced.  Mr. Juneau presented a slide show 
highlighting the type of work his company did (pruning, topping, etc.) everywhere as well as 
along the shoreline to preserve trees while also preserving water views.  He referenced specific 
regulations in the Shoreline Management Program stating that any cut over 2.99” was a problem 
and not taking any more than 25% of a hedge of a period of 3 years was too restrictive.  He also 
brought up the critical areas ordinance that trumped the regulations in the SMP.  He felt they 
should be able to control invasive noxious weeds on slopes and right now they were not able to 
do so.  Mr. Juneau was hopeful some of these issues could be resolved before they became a big 
problem and he felt the main reason people were not upset about this was because of lack of 
enforcement at this time.  People and contractors did not know about at this time. 
 
Commissioner Lewars asked for a specific list of issues from Mr. Juneau.   
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:45 PM.  
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Review and Consistency Checks 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 7:10 PM directly following the Human Services 
Element Workshop.  Commissioners also in attendance were Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Jon 
Quitslund, William Chester, Michael Killion and Lisa Macchio.  City staff present were Planning 
Director Gary Christensen, Public Works Director Barry Loveless, Engineering Manager Chris 
Hammer, Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely who 
monitored recording and prepared minutes.  City Consultant Joseph Tovar was also in 
attendance.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – Mentioned at a previous meeting that he was a little shocked at the 
Vision, Goals and Policies for Winslow taken out of the Comprehensive Plan.  He felt it was an 
important thing to have these visions, these goals, these policies in the Plan.  The rationale given 
was that these were taken out and put into the Winslow Master Plan but he felt that was one step 
down citing the example that the Lynwood Master Plan relied on the Comprehensive Plan and all 
of sudden crucial elements were being taken out.  He wanted to see them reinstated to the 
Comprehensive Plan itself.  Chair Pearl replied that the idea was to not have things stated in 
multiple places.  Mr. Schmid said he understood the reason they wanted to do that but went on to 
say a master plan did not state all the things contained in the Comprehensive Plan and the 
Comprehensive Plan was where people looked.  He felt it was really wrong to take the important 
issues out of the Comprehensive Plan and bury them in the Master Plans.  Mr. Schmid brought 
up subdivisions and wondered why there was not anything about them in the Land Use Element.  
Chair Pearl agreed it might be a little more vague than it needed to be but that subdivisions were 
covered in the Low Impact Development program.  
 
Andy Maron, Citizen – Was available if they had questions about the Utilities Element but 
couldn’t help but be concerned about the lack of clarity in the Transportation Element regarding 
the question of connecting roads when building occurs.  He stated when he looked at the 
Element, it was not clear citing a section about connectivity that said you should try to connect 
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roads in order not to have dead ends and in “Neighborhoods” it said to protect the 
neighborhoods.  He mentioned his real life experience of living in a neighborhood where that 
became an issue and stated there was not an answer to that question in the Comprehensive Plan 
today.  Mr. Maron gave the example of Shepard Way as a public right of way you could walk on 
but not drive on.  He continued by saying that if Shepard Way went through, less traffic would 
be funneled up Weaver to Wyatt including all the new traffic from the Grow development and 
the newer development which would add residents from 10 new houses.  He reiterated that the 
Comprehensive Plan today does not answer that question and it should clearly state whether the 
policy was to disperse or funnel traffic.  He asked the Planning Commission to answer that 
question.  Commissioner Macchio responded saying it was a balancing act between what the 
nearby community wanted and the greater good.   
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Review and Consistency Check 
Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton gave an overview of the work to be accomplished and introducing 
Public Works Director Barry Loveless and Engineering Manager Chris Hammer as resources for 
any questions the Commissioners might have. 
 
The Commissioners decided to strike the word “feasible” wherever it was used in the Utilities 
Element.  Commissioner Gale felt it was a vast deal better than what the City had before but 
encouraged the Commission to send the Element to the Drafting Committee for clean-up work.  
Commissioner Quitslund felt there should be more emphasis given to all forms of composting.  
Commissioner Macchio agreed that the solid waste section of the Element was thin and there 
were a lot more visionary policies they could come up with to broaden the section.  
Commissioner Killion agreed adding there should be an emphasis on education as well.  The 
Drafting Committee was also going to review the Utilities Element Vision Statement written by 
Commissioner Killion. 
 
Ms. Sutton provided a brief review of the Transportation Element presented in the agenda packet 
highlighting the new Relationship of the Transportation Element to the Island Wide 
Transportation Plan section at the end of the Element.  Discussion began with establishing the 
priority of the “High Priority Actions.”  Definition of “complete streets” was confirmed as being 
within a context sensitive design which Commissioner Lewars felt broadened the meaning of 
“complete streets.”  Discussion about access into subdivisions from the quietest road as opposed 
to the busiest street which seemed backward to some of the Commissioners.  Engineering 
Manager Chris Hammer agreed it did not always work well that way and stated it would be nice 
if the standards allowed for more flexibility.  Questions about lighting were answered and it was 
stated that the City had changed to LED light bulbs to save energy.  Mr. Hammer said that 
though the bulbs seemed brighter, they were not; they dispersed light better.   
 
 There were questions about the order of Actions in the Environmental Element.  “Open space” 
versus “wildlife corridors” and their differences were discussed.  Transfer of Development 
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Rights (TDRs) from farmland was mentioned as a way to preserve certain open space areas.  Ms. 
Sutton pointed out that TDRs were worth triple the value when taken from farmland and perhaps 
increasing the TDR value of certain critical areas would be a way to encourage preservation of 
them.  Commissioner Lewars felt the word “shall” would be better used only in the High Priority 
Actions.  Planning Director Gary Christensen felt to the extent possible it would be better if the 
words “should” or “shall” were not used except very sparingly. 
 
City Consultant Joseph Tovar spoke about the recent Comprehensive Plan update presentation to 
City Council stating they were very appreciative of the work the Planning Commission had 
completed thus far.  Commissioner Gale said she was impressed with the Council’s 
understanding of the documents that had been presented to them.  Discussion of the possibility of 
re-zoning the Coppertop area occurred with the Commission split on whether that should happen.  
The Commissioners agreed to work on the zoning for the Day Road Business Industrial area to 
prevent it from becoming more commercial like the Coppertop development.  Commissioner 
Gale suggested the Day Road area be named “Industrial.”  Ms. Sutton stated she felt that the 
business owners in that area needed to be given notice of the suggested change and the soonest 
that could happen would be the August 11, 2016 meeting.   
 
A quorum was established for a meeting the following week.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
 
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:01 PM. 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – April 7, 2016 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Discuss and Review 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
ORDINANCE 2016-15 HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAM – Public Hearing Continued 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 7:13 PM.  Planning Commissioners in 
attendance were Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Jon Quitslund, William Chester and Lisa 
Macchio.  Michael Killion was absent and excused.  City Staff present were Planning Director 
Gary Christensen, Senior Planners Jennifer Sutton and Heather Wright and Administrative 
Specialist Jane Rasely who monitored recording and prepared minutes.  City Consultant Joseph 
Tovar also attended. 
 
The agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts disclosed. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – April 7, 2016 
 

Motion:  I recommend approval of the minutes as distributed. 
Quitslund/Chester:  Passed Unanimously 4-0 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
Andy Maron, Citizen – Spoke on behalf of the Bainbridge Island Parks Foundation which he 
stated had reinvigorated itself over the last couple of years focusing its work on a number of 
things including trail connections.  Mr. Maron presented the question “How do we get 
connections for trails during the development process?”  He said the reason the Parks Foundation 
was focused on this was because of the new developments being seen west of Rotary Park.  He 
also stated the Parks Foundation was working on the Open Space Committee’s goal of having a 
connection from Winslow all the way to Gazzam Lake.  He continued by saying the current 
development has caused the Parks Foundation to look at the Comprehensive Plan and see what 
allows or compels the connections be built.  Mr. Maron completed the thought by saying they 
would be returning to the Planning Commission with some suggested language on this for the 
Land Use and Transportation Elements to achieve the desired connections while development 
occurs.  Mr. Maron then showed a map of the area he was describing and did state that the 
developer on Weaver was cooperating with the Parks Foundation.  He stated they wanted to 
make sure the Comprehensive Plan had the best language to encourage that to occur. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
Andy Maron, Citizen - Commented on the Utilities Element saying that there was now a 
Utilities Element Vision that did not exist before.  He stated a desire to work on the Vision 
himself with the Utilities Advisory Committee and that they would be presenting their version to 
them at the Planning Commission meeting on August 11, 2016. 
 
Ryan Vancil, Attorney for BIMPRD – Wanted to touch base with the Planning Commission 
about their process proposal for addressing some needs BIMPRD saw in the City’s 
Comprehensive Plan and Code in regard to the Park District.  Mr. Vancil stated he knew there 
was some place holder language for now but proposed to prepare a comparative analysis in the 
next couple of weeks for how other jurisdictions treat permitting for park districts through their 
zoning and code processes so the Planning Commission could see whether it was useful to 
approach this issue through the Comprehensive Plan or not.  He asked the Commissioners to 
please wait for them a couple of weeks to provide the comparative analysis before they discussed 
LU 4.3.   
 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – Submitted a Comprehensive Plan amendment two years ago on 
changing the zone of Pritchard Park stating its current zoning was Waterfront Industrial.  He felt 
it should not be Waterfront Industrial saying it could hurt the property.  Mr. Schmid said when 
he presented his Comprehensive Plan amendment, he was told by the Planning Commission not 
to worry about it because they were going to change Pritchard Park to a special park zone.  He 
stated if they were going to pull out from that change, he wanted to pull his request out again 
because the Waterfront Industrial zoning had already damaged the park.  He did not want the 
good idea of having a park zone disappear. 
 
Planning Director Gary Christensen reminded the Commissioners of the ambitious schedule 
ahead of the Commissioners in August and September saying they would like to have a 
recommendation to City Council by mid-October.  He stated if the Planning Commission did not 
wrap up their work by mid-August, it would push approval of the Comprehensive Plan into 2017 
which would preclude any further amendments until 2018 as only one amendment was allowed 
per year. 
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Discuss and Review 
City Consultant Joe Tovar gave an overview of the concerns and suggestions City Council asked 
the Planning Commission to look at.  The Citywide Vision Statement was discussed with a 
recommendation made by Mr. Tovar to have Staff take a look at revising it based upon the 
content of the individual Element Vision Statements.  Conversation then moved to the Land Use 
Element and whether or not Policy LU 5.2 was inconsistent with Policy LU 9.1.  Transfer of 
Development Rights wording was discussed with Commissioner Quitslund suggesting new 
wording and a reluctance to eliminate the program from the Comprehensive Plan.  Commissioner 
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Lewars agreed they should use wording that did not layout specific guidelines, but which 
included the program in general with details of the program to be decided at a later date.  
Updating the entire Bainbridge Island Municipal Code was brought up and the ability of Staff to 
perform a bottom to top review.  Comparing the priorities of the different Elements was 
mentioned by Mr. Tovar and taking that question to the public during the public hearing.   
 
Commissioner Lewars asked about the Coppertop Development and changing the land use 
designation.  City Council was opposed to the Planning Commission’s suggestion to change the 
zoning designation.  Ms. Sutton presented changed wording of Policy LU 10.1 to:  “The 
Business/Industrial District is for light manufacturing development.  New uses shall be 
compatible with established uses and the character of other development in the neighborhood.”  
Chair Pearl asked how this would keep the Business/Industrial development on Day Road from 
housing businesses like the Coppertop development.  Commissioner Lewars stated he wanted to 
put a stop to non-light industrial uses being approved in the Business/Industrial District.  Interim 
regulations were presented as a way to regulate these areas while changes to the code are made.   
 
The latest version of “A Survey of Bainbridge Island History Relevant to Comprehensive 
Planning” was shared with an introduction by Commissioner Quitslund.  The Commissioners 
agreed they liked the new draft and that it should be included in the Comprehensive Plan 
Introduction.  The Environmental Element Vision Statement was discussed.  Commissioner 
Chester liked that it was shorter while Commissioner Macchio changed the order of the 
sentences somewhat.  The Bainbridge Island Metropolitan Parks and Recreation District 
(BIMPRD) suggestion to delay finalization of the Land Use Element until they can present their 
suggested new park zoning was addressed by a change in the wording of Policy LU 4.3, “Include 
as an early task in the multi-year work program adoption of policies and development regulations 
for Bainbridge Island Metropolitan Park and Recreation District facilities.”  Mr. Barrett from 
BIMPRD explained this would be a place-holder for the agencies involved to come together and 
form a solution within the next year or two.  
 
The new Vision Statement for the Utilities Element was presented.  Commissioner Macchio 
suggested “renewable” power should be added instead of just “reliable electric power.”  Chair 
Pearl suggested striking the phrases “to the extent that this is feasible” and “where appropriate.”  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
Sarah Blossom, Citizen – Spoke about the initial excitement of being part of the 
Comprehensive Plan process and wondered why she was putting all the time into when she heard 
City Staff say our Code is consistent; there aren’t many changes to be made.  Ms. Blossom said 
she came into this thinking they would be making changes, doing something, stopping the kinds 
of development they saw and didn’t like.  She felt very disenchanted and sad by this.  She 
mentioned the Coppertop area stating it had been discussed from the very beginning in the 
Steering Committee meetings and no one had done anything about it.  To get to this point where 
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the entire City Council had asked the Planning Commission to look into the zoning in that area 
and now to find out there wasn’t time to review it.  Ms. Blossom said when she heard City Staff 
say they would take the Planning Commission’s recommendation to Council, she wondered if it 
was their recommendation or was it City Staff’s?  She did not hear from the Planning 
Commission that it was their recommendation, she heard Staff telling the Planning Commission 
what their recommendation should be.  Ms. Blossom guaranteed that if they did not do 
something with the Business/Industrial designation, at the next Comprehensive Plan update they 
would be re-zoning some of that Conservation Zone as Business/Industrial because the City 
would not have an industrial property left.  She felt that Day Road would become like Coppertop 
and she said that needed to not happen and that Commissioner Gale had spoken about this 
before.  She finished by saying she really wondered what the point of all of this had been.  She 
said they had made a lot of nice changes in the language but wondered if they would have any 
real affect or impact on this Island?  She didn’t know where the disconnect was coming from 
between Staff and what she thought they were trying to achieve with this process.  Ms. Blossom 
stated she knew Staff had the best knowledge of the Code but felt that was the best reason to 
have someone come in from the outside to review the Code.  Chair Pearl responded saying he 
would love to take it on but they would need another few weeks and they felt the interim rules 
were best for now.  Ms. Blossom stated she would be asking Council to take it on once the 
Comprehensive Plan came to them if they did not do it.  She did not consider it a dead issue and 
would pushing for it to happen.  She was worried that allowing “compatible” uses was a mistake 
because it would allow more of the same types of uses currently housed on Day Road that they 
didn’t want there. 
 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – Agreed with Ms. Blossom and stated the reason they had been 
saving the land as Business/Industrial up at Day Road was because they knew there wouldn’t be 
any more Business/Industrial land added anywhere else on the Island. 
 
Tom Brobst, PSE – Had been monitoring the Utilities Element and had provided comments 
early on.  He was concerned about taking out the verbiage having to do with the tie between the 
Winslow and Murden Cove substations stating they had been trying to tie them together since the 
early 1990’s and that was one thing that came out of the Reliability Committee back then.  
Commissioner Quitslund thought it might be too much detail for the Comprehensive Plan and 
wondered if the omission of that paragraph kept them from going forward.  He was against 
striking Policy E 1.4 and replacing it with U 14.4.   
 
Piper Thornburgh, Citizen – Stated she and her husband own a building at 9463 Business Park 
Lane adjacent to Coppertop for several years.  She mentioned that they had purchased the 
building from the Mills who had an industrial use there before but had done away with that and 
converted the space into a music facility and cross fit gym.  She stated that the issue of the 
Business/Industrial zoning was a surprise to her and as business owners she would appreciate 
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outreach and allow a full process to consider these issues.  Ms. Thornburgh reiterated she did not 
know anything about it and would appreciate a fuller process surrounding the issue. 
 
ORDINANCE 2016-15 HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAM 
Public Hearing Continued from June 23, 2016 
Senior Planner Heather Wright briefed the Commissioners on the changes made since the first 
Public Hearing on this Ordinance.  She stated that the language had been clarified to address 
public comment and concerns received previously.  Ms. Wright then introduced Historic 
Preservation Commission (HPC) Co-chair Dave Williams who asked the Planning Commission 
to move the Ordinance forward to City Council.  Commissioner Lewars stated the table included 
in the draft Ordinance made it look as though the designation was binding and would condition 
any building permits sought by the property owner.  Mr. Williams explained there were already 
requirements in place by City Code if a building older than 50 years was the subject of a 
demolition permit.  The new Ordinance would not change that.  Commissioner Lewars suggested 
the language should state unequivocally that the HPC comments were advisory only and non-
binding.   
 
Public Comment 
Piper Thornburgh, Citizen – Appreciated all the work that had gone into trying to improve the 
Ordinance.  She stated she had listened carefully at the meeting last June and brought up the 
Commission’s request for clearer language not compelling homeowners to be deemed register 
eligible.  She found that under the Ordinance there still was no way out of it because if your 
building was deemed eligible, suddenly you were on this special list.  She mentioned that while 
Ms. Wright had addressed the .050 portion of the Ordinance, the .070 portion dealing with 
demolition was a lot more onerous than she had seen prior to then citing the report analyzing A-
H for the Historic Preservation Commission (HPC).  She raised the issue about including the 
public process of noticing and meetings, including a public hearing.  Ms. Thornburgh also 
mentioned that even though they had reached out to the HPC, they still did not understand the tax 
benefits to being on the register eligible list.  She felt like this was so important and yet it feeled 
so rush, rush, rush.  She wished the Ordinance could be pushed off into the 2017 Work Plan 
instead of in the flurry of the Comprehensive Plan.   
 

Motion:  I move that we forward this to City Council with the changes discussed. 
Chester/Macchio:  Passed Unanimously 4-0 

 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
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ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 9:29 PM 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – April 14, 2016 and April 28, 2016 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Review draft Capital Facilities and Human 
Services Elements 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:02 PM.  Planning Commissioners in 
attendance were Lisa Macchio, William Chester, Jon Quitslund and Maradel Gale.  Michael 
Lewars and Michael Killion were absent and excused.  City Staff present were Deputy City 
Manager Morgan Smith, Planning Director Gary Christensen, Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton and 
Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely who monitored recording and prepared minutes.   
 
The agenda was reviewed and there not any conflicts reported. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES - April 14, 2016 and April 28, 2016 
Minutes were not reviewed by all Commissioners, so they were put off until the next meeting. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – Asked that a copy of the Draft Comprehensive Plan be held at the 
Planning Counter for the benefit of those citizens who were not able to read it on the computer.  
Ms. Sutton agreed that was a great idea and stated they would do so.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Review draft Capital Facilities and Human 
Services Elements 
Mr. Charles Schmid’s Comprehensive Plan Amendment was moved to the first item instead of 
the last.  Ms. Sutton gave an overview of his request which proposed changing the designation 
for Pritchard Park from WD-1 to OSR-2.  She then displayed a chart (see attached Pritchard Park 
Zone Comparison) showing the zoning differences that occur between the two types.  She 
mentioned the difficulties inherent with a citizen submitting this amendment request for a 
property they did not own and that it could set an unwanted precedence.  Chair Pearl asked if the 
Bainbridge Island Metropolitan Parks and Recreation District (BIMPRD), one of the two owners 
of this land, was okay with this.  Ms. Sutton stated they would be discussing Mr. Schmid’s 
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Comprehensive Plan Amendment at their next Board meeting.  Ms. Smith spoke to the 
ownership of the three parcels that comprise Pritchard Park saying the City was in the process of 
turning over their portion to the BIMPRD withholding that portion that encompasses a public 
utility easement.  Commissioner Macchio asked to hear from Mr. Schmid about why he made 
this amendment application.  After sharing some of the history from the 1970’s and 1980’s, he 
stated it was the logical thing to do and he had hoped the City and BIMPRD would agree and go 
ahead and do it.  He stated he did not understand why you would have a park zoned as 
Waterfront Dependent - Industrial.  Ms. Macchio asked if he was worried the property would 
come under pressure to have something different in there.  Mr. Christensen addressed the 
Commission saying that as a matter of protocol, when there was a request or a change, it had to 
have the agreement of the property owner.  Mr. Schmid stated he had ask City Council in his 
June 30, 2015 memo to initiate the Comprehensive Plan Amendment but there had not been any 
response.   
  

Motion:  I move that the Planning Commission forward the information related to a 
potential change of underlying zoning on Pritchard Park property from WDI to R-2 
with a request that the City Council act to make that happen in this Comp Plan 
update process in as much as this is when we can consider Comp Plan Amendments 
and that’s what this basically would be.  In this case, initiated by City Council.    
Gale/Quitslund – Passed Unanimously 4-0 
 

Chair Pearl reaffirmed that they would forward this information along and that they would not 
act further on the application unless directed by City Council.  It was agreed that Commissioners 
Gale and Macchio would write up the request. 
 
Ms. Sutton introduced the Human Services Element and stated Ms. Smith was here to support 
their discussion as necessary.  Chair Pearl asked if Ms. Smith had any thoughts on the Element.  
Ms. Smith said she felt it was a very strong document that preserved the goals in a very clear 
way and some of the updated wording on how those were expressed seem to resonate with what 
was seen in our service providers’ area focus.  The Commissioners offered up edits to individual 
sentences.  Commissioner Quitslund proposed a new goal HS-5 Public Awareness and 
Acceptance. 
 

Motion:  I move that we indicate some degree of closure with the Human Services 
Element after the discussion on the August 4, 2016  Planning Commission meeting. 
Gale/Macchio:  Passed Unanimously 4-0 
 

The Capital Facilities Element discussion began with a look at the Vision Statement provided by 
Commissioner Killion.  Ms. Sutton presented the Element saying there had been a lot of changes 
and that the new draft showed the City adopting by reference the BIMPRD and Bainbridge 
Island Fire Department (BIFD) updates to their own Comprehensive Plans.  Commissioner 
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Macchio felt that adopting them by reference should require a statement as to how that happens.  
Ms. Sutton explained that the City provided a lot of information to these entities regarding City 
zoning, etc. and went on to explain about the Inter-local Government Working Group (IGWG) 
that meets quarterly to work together where information (data) is shared.  Various edits were 
offered up by the Commissioners with discussion about the Winslow Water System. 
 
Commissioner Quitslund asked for a preview of the agenda for the next meeting which would 
include the Introduction, a re-worked Vision Statement and a draft Comprehensive Plan 
Introduction from Mr. Charles Schmid.   
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
Commissioner Macchio brought up Code having to do with trees and Chair Pearl suggested the 
conversation would be better had after the Tree Ad Hoc Committee meeting the next day.   
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:59 PM. 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – April 14, 2016 and April 28, 2016 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Review 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:03 PM.  Planning Commissioners in 
attendance were Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Jon Quitslund, William Chester, Michael 
Killion and Lisa Macchio.  City Staff present were Planning Director Gary Christensen, Senior 
Planner Jennifer Sutton, City Consultant Joseph Tovar and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely 
who monitored recording and prepared minutes.   
 
The agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – April 14, 2016 and April 28, 2016 
 

Motion:  I move the approval of the two sets of minutes from April 14, 2016 and 
April 28, 2016 as distributed.  
Quitslund/Lewars:  Passed Unanimously 5-0 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
Dominique Cantwell, Directors Forum – Read a brief statement:  “The City arts and 
humanities community was caught by surprise with the scope of the changes made to its 
submitted draft of the Cultural Element that was discussed so enthusiastically on July 28th.  On 
behalf of the Island Arts and Humanities Executive Directors’ Forum and the Public Art 
Committee (PAC), I’d like to reserve the opportunity to offer specific edits in writing to present 
the Planning Commission at a later date.  We would like to have an opportunity to meet, engage 
our boards and constituents and to respond meaningfully.  We were disappointed to have been 
neither notified nor included in the Drafting Committee meeting two weeks ago where our 
proposed draft was discussed.  As such, with just over 24 hours to review the new draft, the 
members of the Directors’ Forum and PAC were unable to meet with quorum to address the 
substantive changes that have been proposed by the City Staff.  Broadly, we will ask that the 
Planning Commission revisit and fortify the verbiage supporting the proposed Goals and their 
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implementation.  We recommend non-specific but direct language to intend an agency for the 
fulfillment of each Goal even if such an agent remains unnamed.  Further, we request that you 
consider the omission of what had been Goal 10 – Services to cultural organizations – from your 
proposal.  It’s our hope the final draft of the Cultural Element will be a functional planning 
document that will represent the interests of this community and we renew our pledge to be 
partners in the effort to achieve such an end.  We request notice of any deadlines, subsequent 
Drafting Committee meetings or discussions that may inform this process as the listserv failed to 
perform that purpose for the many of us who are subscribed.  I may be contacted on behalf of the 
Directors’ Forum via e-mail at dcantwell@bainbridgeperformingarts.org and will gladly 
disseminate information to the Directors’ Forum via the channels already in place at the Arts and 
Humanities Bainbridge.  Thank you for your work on behalf of this community and for the 
anticipated opportunities for collaboration.” 
 
Robert Dashiell, Citizen – Wanted to comment on the Utilities Element saying that in the 
Vision Statement the comment is made that solar panels on public, commercial and private 
buildings now supply much of the Island’s electricity and geo-thermal heating systems have 
proven their effectiveness in reducing demand for electrical power.  Mr. Dashiell thought that 
was just fine in the Vision Statement but he wanted to encourage Policy U-14.7 “This is to 
encourage new taxpayer funded public buildings to be designed and engineered to renewable 
energy for heating, cooling, operational use to the maximum extent practical and site specific and 
existing technology limitations,” to stay in the new Comprehensive Plan.  He went on to say that 
if Bainbridge was going to be a leader in fossil free fuels, one of the things they needed to do 
was make new housing and subdivisions have solar or geo-thermal energy.  He felt this was an 
opportunity missed if the City was really serious about turning Bainbridge Island into a more 
carbon free, electrical jurisdiction.  He asked the Planning Commission to consider putting 
something in the Comprehensive Plan that required either solar panels or geo-thermal energy on 
new development.  He did not think they had to require it on individual houses but could require 
it on new subdivisions.  He wanted to see the Comprehensive Plan stronger not only on taxpayer 
funded buildings, but private development as well.   
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Review 
Discussion began with the Cultural Element in deference to the citizens who were here 
specifically for that.  Commissioner Quitslund stated he felt there needed to be a study around 
the rationale for funding cultural arts and he hoped City Council would do that very soon.  He 
said he felt the language in the Cultural Element was a bit “mealy mouthed” and that he would 
like it to be stronger going on to state he was planning on writing out some language that would 
clarify what the humanities were and why it was good to have a discourse on the humanities and 
contributions from people trained in humanities disciplines contributing to public life.  
Commissioner Lewars agreed with Commissioner Quitslund saying he would like to see a more 
robust Element.  Discussion continued with the timeline of work left to be accomplished and 
whether a Drafting Committee meeting needed to be held before the next meeting.  
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Commissioner Quitslund felt the general public did not have an understanding of what they 
meant by “humanities” which he thought might get confused with humanitarian work.  He 
suggested a paragraph explaining that the humanities were the foundation for the arts in the 
community.  Commissioner Lewars suggested they focus on the Vision Statement and wait until 
they had feedback from interested citizens on the Element itself.  Commissioner Gale thought it 
was vastly improved to have removed a lot of the specific information in the draft Element.  She 
liked the “slimness” of the new draft but wanted to make sure that the Policies identified were 
important to have in there.  She also reminded everyone that the Comprehensive Plan was not a 
“funding” document.  Funding would be up to City Council.  The Comprehensive Plan would 
provide the support for Council’s decision to fund or not to fund.   
 
Patricia Bell, President of Arts and Humanities Bainbridge – Had spent seven years on the 
board and stated this year they had been running their agency without many paid employees.  
She mentioned one of the projects she took on was Arts and Education (a program in the 
schools) that had been occurring about 25 years.  She had been trying to write the continuing 
grant so it will be able to continue in the schools this year.  They need to match the grant but they 
have to do so without money from the City but received $14,300 from the State with Bainbridge 
Island School District and the PTA donating as well.  Ms. Bell stated it was hard to find funds 
from foundations when there was not any backing from the City.  She stated that in order to keep 
going in 2017, she had to find at least $6,000 to match the funds from the State and the only way 
to find that was to hit the pavement.  Ms. Bell felt like she was in a constant battle to find money 
saying since she had been on the board, they had been without any money from the City.  She 
also stated that one of their main functions in the past was to help other non-profits on the Island 
raise money but that had been taken away and they hoped it would be reinstated. 
 
Sandy Fisher, Arts and Humanities Board – Current chair of the Public Art Committee agreed 
that it was not a funding conversation (in the Comprehensive Plan) but that strong language was 
needed and they needed to see arts and culture essential to the identity and fabric of the 
community.  She felt it was as essential as the commitment to environmental conservation, 
education, health and safety and wanted to point out there had always been strong in arts and 
culture and were one of the first cities to actually include them in the Comprehensive Plan.  Ms. 
Fisher felt they should remain the leader in policy and be a community people around the nation 
looked to for their commitment to the arts and culture citing it as a core value.  She felt it needed 
to be strengthened and claimed saying it was economic development since they did not have big 
box retail and manufacturing.  Ms. Fisher felt the arts should be elevated in stature and 
importance because they were a big reason some people came to the Island.   
 
Hank Helm, Bainbridge Island Historical Museum – Stated the museum was a recipient of 
funds from the City up until they stopped it saying they received as much as $40,000 a year.  Mr. 
Helm went on to say that even at that level, it was never over about 20% of their budget because 
they went out for grants, donations and held a number of fund-raisers.  He stated that raising 
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money was a constant battle and though he realized that was not the Planning Commission’s 
object or mission, however he felt with the current language in the Cultural Element, they had 
taken away any mechanism for anybody to handle it so that if money was appropriated by the 
City Council, nowhere was it stated who was going to handle it.  Mr. Helm urged the 
Commissioners to give them a chance to really respond to the work they had done saying they 
needed to sit down as a group to come up with something.  He continued by saying they 
appreciated they work the Planning Commission was doing and calling it laudable. 
 
Commissioner Gale asked the citizens present to look at the Vision Statement and make sure it 
aligned with where they would like to see the City in 20 years and to offer up explicit language.   
Commissioner Gale urged individuals to not hold back in submitting their ideas because they 
were not able to meet as a collective.   
 
Chair Pearl called an intermission for 10 minutes. 
 
The meeting began again at 7:06 PM with City Consultant Joseph Tovar providing an overview 
of the Introduction.  He began by highlighting new formatting including a list of figures included 
in the Index as well as new photographs provided by the Bainbridge Island Historical Society.  
He also presented additional text referencing documents included as appendices.  After going 
through what he termed “wordsmithing” changes, the conversation continued with the Guiding 
Principles.   
 

Motion:  I move this (Introduction) is ready for prime time. 
Gale/Lewars:  Passed Unanimously 5-6 

 
The Commissioners spoke briefly about the letter Commissioner Gale drafted to City Council. 
 

Motion:  I move the letter be sent to City Council. 
Chester/Lewars:  Passed Unanimously 5-0 
 

The Utilities Element was discussed with Commissioner Chester weighing in on the Vision 
Statement asking to add something about public education on the conservation of water.  He also 
wanted it to be open enough to include undiscovered energy resources/technologies.  
Commissioner Gale brought up Mr. Dashiell’s idea of having solar power required for not just 
taxpayer funded buildings, but single family residences.  Commissioner Quitslund thought a 
policy like that belonged more in the Land Use Element as opposed to a large scale utility.  
Discussion of creating a list of the high priority action items for the public to key in on 
containing those items that might have the most interest occurred.   
 
Chair Pearl asked about items on the next agenda:  Cultural, Capital Facilities and Human 
Services Element.  Director Christensen reminded the Commissioners that the next meeting 
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would last as long as needed to tie up these last Elements in order to give Staff time to pull the 
Comprehensive Plan together for publication with enough time for the public to review it before 
the first Open House on September 17, 2016.  The schedule was discussed.  
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
 
Robert Dashiell, Citizen – Thanked Chair Pearl for bringing forth the State Energy Code.  He 
was not aware of it.  He also thanked Commissioner Gale for adding Policy U-4.8 to the Utilities 
Element regarding other than commercial buildings.  Mr. Dashiell spoke about Policy U-11.7 
and asked for a change regarding the pursuit of combining larger water systems under City 
management.  He wanted to see that second sentence deleted while Commissioner Lewars asked 
that the second sentence end after “Pursue long-term consolidation of larger water systems.”  He 
also brought up new forms of solar power being developed such as solar roofs and solar panels 
built into window glass.  Mr. Dashiell urged the Commissioners not to keep the scope too narrow 
because solar panels could be something entirely different two years from now.  
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None.   
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:09 PM. 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Review 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair J. Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:02 PM.  Planning Commissioners present 
were Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Jon Quitslund, Michael Killion and Lisa Macchio.  
William Chester was absent and excused.  City Staff in attendance were Planning Director Gary 
Christensen, Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely who 
monitored recording and prepared minutes.  City Consultant Joseph Tovar was also present. 
 
The agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts disclosed. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
None. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE – Review 
Chair Pearl began discussion with the Capital Facilities Element.  Commissioner Gale stated she 
had not had time to absorb Mr. Dashiell’s comments which were sent to the Planning 
Commission earlier that afternoon.  Copies of the e-mail were distributed to those who had not 
yet seen them and the comments proposed were reviewed one by one.  Commissioner Quitslund 
asked if CIP (Capital Improvement Plan) was defined in the Glossary.  Mr. Tovar read the 
definition and affirmed it was in the Glossary.   
 
Commissioner Killion added to the Vision Statement.  Commissioner Macchio asked about the 
City’s unimproved and unopened easements and road ends that could be improved and used as 
the public assets they were.  Ms. Sutton agreed and stated she would add it. 
 

Motion:  I move that with the changes incorporated, we move this forward to 
Council. 
Gale/Lewars:  Passed Unanimously 5-0 
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Work began on the Human Services Element with a look at two different Vision Statements 
proposed.  Commissioner Quitslund spoke about the original Vision Statement from the 2004 
Comprehensive Plan and the general discomfort with the subject matter of the Human Services 
Element.  Commissioner Gale liked what Commissioner Quitslund proposed and wondered if 
Commissioner Killion would be willing to cede to that version.  Use of the word “multi-
generational” versus not restricting the age of Islanders was canvassed.  Commissioner Lewars 
reminded everyone that the City currently funded $400,000 from the General Fund toward 
human services providers.  Commissioner Lewars thanked Commissioners Quitslund and Killion 
for their work on this Element.  He felt their contributions added depth to what had been a 
shallow section of the Comprehensive Plan.  
 

Motion:  I move we send this on. 
Quitslund/Killion:  Passed Unanimously 5-0 

 
Commissioner Lewars began discussion of the Cultural Element by relating the work performed 
in a group setting of the Drafting Committee which included extensive input from the arts 
community stating they had spent 3 hours editing the Element.   
 

Motion:  I move we put this one into the hopper 
Gale/Lewars:  Passed Unanimously 5-0 

 
PUBLIC COMMENT ON COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 
None. 
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
Commissioner Quitslund brought up something Mr. Charles Schmid had brought to their 
attention in the Land Use Element saying he had come to agree with him.  He stated he would 
like to bring some changes to the table.  Chair Pearl asked him if he was comfortable addressing 
that during the public hearings.  Mr. Tovar wondered if the appropriate time to address that 
might not be next year when the Winslow Master Plan was reviewed (per Priority 1 of the Land 
Use Element).  Commissioner Gale stated she would be willing to work with Commissioner 
Quitslund and Mr. Schmid to make sure nothing from the 2004 Comprehensive Plan Land Use 
Element as pertained to Winslow was missed.  Director Gary Christensen complimented the 
Planning Commission on their hard work and cooperative spirit.  Commissioner Gale praised 
Ms. Sutton for her ability to keep everything straight and provide answers to their questions.  
Director Christensen stated he felt everyone’s teamwork had yielded a product the City of 
Bainbridge Island could be proud of.   
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ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 7:37 PM. 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
ISLAND-WIDE TRANSPORTATION PLAN - Briefing 
ORDINANCE 2016-30:  CODE CHANGES RELATED TO 2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 
UPDATE 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SEPTEMBER OPEN HOUSES AND PUBLIC HEARINGS – 
Review open house and public hearing format 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair J. Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:02 PM.  Commissioners present were 
Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Jon Quitslund, William Chester and Michael Killion.  
Commissioner Lisa Macchio was absent and excused.  City Staff in attendance were Planning 
Director Gary Christensen, Engineering Manager Chris Hammer, Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton 
and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely who monitored recording and prepared minutes. 
 
The agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts disclosed. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
None. 
 
ISLAND-WIDE TRANSPORTATION PLAN (IWTP) - Briefing 
Engineering Manager Chris Hammer briefed the Commissioners on changes to the Island-wide 
Transportation Plan since the last time they were briefed.  (See attached Power Point 
presentation.)  Commissioner Gale asked about public involvement with the update process.  Mr. 
Hammer stated they had come before the Planning Commission three times in the past year and 
published the document on the City’s website.  He reminded the Planning Commission that this 
was not a document newly created but was mostly an update of data within the IWTP.  
Commissioner Lewars asked for more clarification as to why the process they had become used 
to as a standard public process was not used.  Ms. Sutton stated that process was used when there 
were ordinances involved and this was a City work plan.  Mr. Hammer continued with his 
presentation giving an update on changes in each chapter including the dropping out of Chapter 
Two which was moved to the Comprehensive Plan as the Transportation Element.  Chair Pearl 
stated he felt that any connectivity that required going through a park should be taken out.  
Commissioner Gale wanted to eliminate the idea that the City would put roads in places where 
they did not belong.  Commissioner Lewars asked Mr. Hammer to review the comprehensive 
recommendations for the IWTP from the Bainbridge Island Land Trust and then come back to 
them.  Mr. Hammer agreed to do so. 
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PUBLIC COMMENT 
Ross Hathaway, Squeaky Wheels President – Appreciated the hard work by City Staff and felt 
this was a really good start but not ready to go yet.  Under the non-motorized transportation 
section Mr. Hathaway was particularly concerned about level of service (LOS) standards that 
they had been pushing toward industry standards stating what was in the IWTP was not meeting 
that standard.  He listed traffic volume and speed, mix of heavy vehicles, facility width, 
separation and pavement condition as standards Squeaky Wheels was concerned about.  He 
encouraged all them to be included.  Mr. Hathaway felt these were important for assessing traffic 
impact fees besides establishing different standards concurrently.  He said it was time to send 
this back for public comment but also reiterated they really appreciated Staff efforts on this.   
 
Connie Waddington, Bainbridge Island Land Trust(BILT) – Thanked the Commissioners for 
asking for more input on this as it was very important to the (BILT).  She stated there were a lot 
of implications to transportation corridors and they understood completely that they had to look 
forward to other transportation options on the Island but objected to some of the roads going 
through areas like Gazzam Lake.  Ms. Waddington alluded to the complex process of imminent 
domain and finding like land elsewhere but appreciated being allowed to have input on the 
document.  
 
Jane Silberstein, Citizen – Wanted to speak about the lack of a defined, delineated process for 
the adoption of this public document that was referenced in the Comprehensive Plan.  She stated 
she would love clarity on that. 
 
Peter Harris, Citizen – Thanked the Planning Commission for their support to date for non-
motorized transportation in both the Comprehensive Plan and in the IWTP.  Mr. Harris said there 
was a tendency as a mindset we’ve had for a long time in this country when we think about level 
of service for transportation that we’re thinking first about cars building in safety and 
connectivity for them and sometimes safety and connectivity for non-motorized transportation as 
an aspiration, something we do if we have the mind and resources to make it fit without 
conflicting too much with other goals we might have.  He urged the Planning Commissioners to 
review this work from a different perspective which was one that made safety for non-motorized 
travelers was also built in.  He thought the discussion of connectivity was illuminating stating 
there was no way to cycle from the north end of the Island to the south safely.  Mr. Harris felt 
without significant improvements in certain areas of the Island roads, only the brave or foolhardy 
would cycle that way with the resulting more and slower traffic.  He thought if the City was 
going to be serious about supporting non-motorized transportation, tradeoffs were required. 
 
The Commissioners stated they would not be comfortable adopting the IWTP by reference in the 
Comprehensive Plan update before they had a chance to review and fix the document.  They 
asked if it would be possible to review the IWTP in October and then make a recommendation to 
Council to adopt it by reference within the Comprehensive Plan. 
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ORDINANCE 2016-30:  CODE CHANGES RELATED TO 2016 COMPREHENSIVE 
PLAN UPDATE 
Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton gave an overview of the Ordinance 2016-30 documents included 
in the Comprehensive Plan update package Commissioners received in the past week.  She stated 
the Ordinance made the changes to City Code based on the contents of the current proposed draft 
Comprehensive Plan.  There was in depth conversation about “cluster development” and whether 
that really effected what was desired in the smaller lot sizes.  “Zero lot line” development was 
also discussed.   
 
The change in name of the Tree Ad Hoc Committee to the Tree and Low Impact Development 
(LID) Ad Hoc Committee was canvassed with Commissioner Gale weighing in on her concerns 
of what she felt was the currently narrow scope of LID feeling it should also cover things like 
grey water, better quality insulation, pre-wiring for alternative energy sources, etc.  
 
2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SEPTEMBER OPEN HOUSES AND PUBLIC 
HEARINGS – Review open house and public hearing format 
Mr. Christensen and Ms. Sutton gave the Commissioners the protocols for the upcoming open 
houses and public hearings stating they wanted to be very consistent and give the exact same 
information at each of the two meetings.  He emphasized the public hearing was NOT for the 
Commission to deliberate, but to LISTEN to public comment and provide equal consideration to 
all comments received.  Commissioner Gale wanted to make sure the Vision and Priorities for 
each element would be in place at each station during the open houses.   
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:06 PM.   
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Written statement read by Chair. 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair J. Mack Pearl called the Public Hearing to order at 11:36 AM reading a prepared statement 
regarding meeting procedure.  (See attached.)  Commissioners in attendance included Michael 
Lewars, Maradel Gale, William Chester, Michael Killion and Lisa Macchio.  City Staff present 
were Planning Director Gary Christensen, Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton and Administrative 
Specialist Jane Rasely who prepared minutes.  The meeting was recorded by BKAT and was 
televised on September 20, 2016 following the City Council meeting and may be viewed via the 
internet at http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/615/Navigate-Bainbridge-Comprehensive-Plan-U. 
 
Chair Pearl read the attached prepared statement to brief the audience on process and procedure. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Public comment opened at 11:40 AM.  
 
Jane Silberstein, Citizen – “First, thank you so much to the Planning Commission, Staff and 
Citizens who put so much time and energy into this process.  I know the experience and I have 
very high regard for the energy it takes to do this complex a document.  Two years ago in the 
Planning Commission when the Steering Committee began its meetings, I presented a couple of 
ideas.  Today I want to talk about the general approach to the Comprehensive Plan, something on 
the Economic Element and something on the Land Use Element if I have time.  I urged the 
Steering Committee at that time to do two things:  1) Expand the membership of the Committee 
to include a diverse representation of the citizens here; and 2) I wanted to ensure that a holistic 
systems approach to community planning was going to be taken.  On that first matter of a wider 
representation of the Planning Committee, not only did I feel there were citizens in the 
community who were know leaders and accepted leaders that could be involved but on this 
Island, there are so many people who are not only nationally recognized but internationally 
recognized for their expertise in things like economics, community development, green 
construction, sustainability, agriculture, plant pathology, architecture and engineering, none of 
whom were invited to be part of the Steering Committee.  I know I was told at that time it was 
because they would present a particular point of view and that troubled me because I think 
everybody has a point of view whether you are an elected or appointed official or staff member, 
people have points of view.  On the second matter though of the holistic systems approach to 
community planning, this approach would be consistent with Paul Hawkins’ idea of what he 
refers to as the first rule of sustainability which is to align with natural forces or at least try not to 
defy them.  This systemic view of a community and all of its functions recognize that the rules of 
the house are non-negotiable biophysical principles and elements of sustainability that rest upon 
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those principles.  So to understand this approach, it helps to know that ecology and economics 
have the same root; the Greek word ‘oikos’ or ‘house.’  Ecology is the knowledge or 
understanding of the house and economics is the management of the house and it’s the same 
house.  So, therefore, our understanding of a community as a living system, as an eco-system 
will give us not only a new understanding of economics and economy, but will also foster a 
vision of a future along with the strategies to realization that equate with resiliency and 
adaptability and an attunement with nature.  So this really gives a new meaning to economy and 
our Economic Element is the next place I want to address.”  
 
Steven Maslach, Citizen – “I’m responding to the connectivity issues around Gazzam Lake.  I 
know this was addressed at the last Planning Commission meeting.  I just want to briefly say that 
the language that’s in the Comprehensive Plan was developed at a time when Gazzam Lake was 
attempted to be developed for a large housing development and realtors and developers were 
trying to refigure the area around Gazzam Lake for complete development.  When that led to a 
lot of protest against mainly local residents, that plan was dropped back to the extension of 
Marshall towards the ridge above Crystal Springs to develop a number of exclusive properties in 
what is now Gazzam Lake.  At that time, which is prior to 2003, the Close property was not part 
of Gazzam Lake.  So, what I am stating and what I am asking is that it be recognized that the 
Comprehensive Plan adopted or used as a legacy the connectivity of Crystal Springs to Marshall, 
Deer Path to Marshall, all of those various roads through what is now a park…I found that there 
is not agreement on this issue, so I just wanted to state this, try to reinforce this that there is a 
desire for emergency vehicle, emergency service to have a circular connection around the Island 
and I just want to put forth the idea that this is a place, the northwest is a place where there are 
millions of road ends.  And if there is a road end, someone will build there.  It is not possible to 
connect every single road end all the time.  I understand that is a laudable of aspiration but I 
think it’s important now to look at a map and see the park and not see, ‘Oh, this road used to go 
here and we could connect this one,’ the way some people are prone to do.  Thank you so much 
for your time and commitment.  Thank you.”  
 
Sarah Lee, Citizen – “First of all, I want to thank you guys and your very highly professional 
City Staff.  They’ve been really good at answering questions even when I don’t agree with them 
and that takes a lot.  We in Fort Ward were surprised to find that Fort Ward is included as a 
potential neighborhood center.  One of the things that you probably know about Fort Ward is that 
it’s probably one of the densest residential areas outside of Winslow.  Now, one of the things 
your staff pointed out to me was, ‘Hey, if we put you as a neighborhood center, then all that it 
means really is that we could have a sub-area planning process.’  But I think you still should take 
it off that list and here’s why.  About 20 years when the sewer district was under court order to 
go to secondary treatment, we had to build a plant.  That meant that all these tiny little lots were 
suddenly buildable.  At that time, the City in its generosity helped us put together a plan.  That 
plan did a bunch of different things.  One of the things it said is we want to save that parade 
ground.  Another was we want to build a community hall.  Another issue was, ‘Hey, there’s only 
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one road to come in here anyway.’  Because right now we all go down to Lynwood Center for 
coffee, I’d like to point out.  The community hall is something that I know Rotarian Michael 
Killion is aware of because Rotary has helped sponsor and Maradel Gale was very kind and sent 
some nice things to our kids who are doing that.  So I guess what I’m saying is this:  We think 
we’ve done our plan, we think we know what we want and we’re going ahead and doing it.  
We’ve got save that parade ground, we’ve got a mix of market rate and affordable housing 
around that parade ground and now we’re working on the community hall.  So, thank you very 
much.” 
 
Olaf Ribeiro, Citizen – “I’d like to address my comments to the Environmental Element and I 
defer my comments on the Land Use Element to Charles Schmid.  So on the Environmental 
Element, this has great importance since it relates to our future towards mitigating climate 
change.  It is definitely very important that the Element uses language that makes it mandatory 
that we follow its Goals.  Using words that leave doubt as to its intent, tends to weaken the intent 
of each Goal.  For instance, in regard to pesticide use, it is important to use the word ‘shall’ 
rather than ‘should.’  Likewise when discussing the Goals in geologically hazardous areas.  The 
original Element contained the word ‘should’ 65 times and the word ‘shall’ 7 times.  42 cities in 
Washington use the word ‘shall’ extensively in their documents and only 3 cities in Washington 
use the word ‘should.’  The present draft contains the word ‘shall’ (should?) 24 times and the 
word ‘shall’ 9 times – a vast improvement.  However, the ‘shoulds’ have now been replaced by 
non-comittal terms.  The words ‘should’ and ‘shall’ have been defined by various dictionaries.  
The one that best describes the word is Webster’s Dictionary:  ‘When used as an auxiliary word, 
shall denotes a requirement that is mandatory whenever the criterion for confirmation that the 
specification requires that there be no deviation.’  This word implies obligation and it’s 
traditionally used by laws and regulations.  On the other hand, ‘should’ denotes a guideline or 
recommendation whenever non-compliance with the specification is permissible.  So, I would 
like an opinion from the City Attorney as to how the City legally defines the use of ‘shall’ and 
‘should.’  Is the City definition the same as that used in the Comprehensive Plan.  I have three 
pages of comments on the Economic Element but it turns out that the numbering I used for the 
different Goals has been changed in the latest version of the Economic plan.  So, I need to go 
back and revise the numbering so the members of the Planning Commission can understand my 
comments.  And with that, thank you for your work.”  
 
Jacqueline Young, Citizen – “I’m going to read from the list to make it short and sweet and 
forgive me if it doesn’t seem so pretty.  Firstly, thank you for a wonderful presentation today.  
Really good.  Totally appreciated.  Very surprised by it.  It was great.  Second, how do we ensure 
that the City Hall, developers and citizens adhere to the Comprehensive Plan?  This includes, we 
could use metrics, we can use enforceable language that Olaf was talking about and also what is 
the punishment if you do not adhere to the guidelines.  How do we make people accountable for 
adhering to the guidelines because we have spent a lot of time, energy and everybody’s been 
really good but all this time and energy goes to waste if we can’t enforce it.  The third thing is to 
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build wildlife corridors and ensure that the language in the environmental or wildlife support 
areas - since we started working on this process, I’ve noticed a lot of development and I’ve seen 
a lot of displaced animals going from deer and coyotes and all the rest and we all say we don’t 
like these creatures but without them, we have no place in the world, so we need to make sure 
the wildlife corridors are part of the plan.  And that is probably it.  Thank you very much.” 
 
Charles Schmid, Citizen Representing Association of Bainbridge Communities and 
Islanders for Responsible Government – You should have gotten my memo and you know if 
you had to go through all that it would take up all the rest of the time because I have 5 pages of 
comments.  Mostly small comments, but a few big ones and I’ll try to go with the big ones in 
three minutes.  Three minutes is just too short for us.  I know when you all discuss things you 
have all the time and we have three minutes.  The first one, there’s some ambiguity about which 
want a neighborhood center.  I know that’s a new thing and which ones are centers and I actually 
tracked down where these neighborhood centers appeared.  And it looks like Day Road is called 
a neighborhood center and that would be really wrong to have Day Road essentially have the 
same rules as Rolling Bay and Lynwood Center.  It’s supposed to be light manufacturing.  That’s 
what it was saved for all these years and I think that’s just a mistake to call it (a neighborhood 
center).  I think a typo mistake perhaps that you didn’t go through and clarify all that.  The other 
thing is Fort Ward, I recommend, ABC recommends (which cares about communities) 
eliminating adding the proposal of Fort Ward neighborhood center until a future need and 
approval by local residents can be shown.  The other thing is, Sportsman Triangle.  Now that’s 
really been a long problem with zoning because you have retail in there, you have some light 
manufacturing in there, you have some other things.  It’s just a mix of all these things.  The 
Planning Commission, to my knowledge, has talked about this problem, what to zone it, but you 
haven’t done anything about it.  If you have to find one important thing regarding zoning and 
land use, I’m just talking about land use today, I think it’s to clarify it.  It’s a light manufacturing 
area.  How much light manufacturing do you see?  Everybody likes going there and they like the 
services and they like some of the retail they get, but it has to be zoned appropriately.  I think 
that’s a big problem.  I think the reliance on transfer development rights (TDR), you really have 
to struggle with that too because for 25 years we’ve had that and not one TDR has gone through.  
So it’s so nice to say, ‘Oh, we have this area here, we want to take away development rights and 
put them downtown or in areas that are congested but it hasn’t worked.  So why have you 
decided it’s going to work because that’s one of your big benefits you get out of this plan is 
saving that area but if doesn’t work, it’s not a vision, it’s just a charade.  Thank you.” 
 
Mark Nichols, Citizen – “I serve as the Executive Director at BARN, Bainbridge Artisan 
Resource Network.  I’m also on the Board of Trustees for Bainbridge Performing Rights.  Thank 
you for all of your work that went into reinforcing the Cultural Element and for recognizing just 
how very much the arts and humanities are at the center of our Island’s culture and economy.  
This matters.  This matters on a community level and on a personal level and I’ll tell you why.  
My wife Blair and I are celebrating our 4th anniversary next week.  After marrying, we agreed 
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that we wished to relocate to a culturally vibrant and bonded community.  We spent three years 
vetting the entire United States to plant roots in such a place.  We’re pretty smart people so we 
had a lot of details and we were very discerning.  We moved here a year ago, so you can see who 
won and that’s because this community’s efforts have been so successful in making Bainbridge 
Island a culturally vibrant community.  The arts are crucial to community vibrancy and success.  
Local governmental support of the arts is the leadership necessary to keep the arts alive.  I hope 
that the City Council will also recognize this and take on the first high priority action item now 
not just by considering financial support for the arts but by actually funding the arts and 
humanities and cultural organization in this year’s biennial budget.  Thank you.” 
 
Mary Clare Kersten, Citizen –  “A couple of things first:  My deep gratitude to you.  I just hold 
every single one of you, I really cherish you and the incredible detailed work you did.  I am in 
awe of your accomplishments.  The second thing I’d like to say is, a group of us decided to host 
an extremely informal potluck following this hearing.  If anyone wants to continue the discussion 
just head on over.  We have some food, we have some stuff to drink or you can stop at T&C and 
pick up a sandwich, it’s that informal.  It’s at the Harbor Square Community Room.  If you don’t 
find parking on the street, you can park behind Umpqua and walk over to the Community Room.  
Everyone, everyone, is invited.  It is open.  Something that is very important, this 
Comprehensive Plan won’t mean anything if it is not fully codified into law and that is done by 
our City Council members.  And that’s where every single person in this room and on this Island 
has a responsibility to make sure and put pressure on the City Council to fully fund the staff that 
needs to go through our zoning laws and make sure everything is solidly codified into law and to 
do things like this gentleman said, to provide the funding that is necessary to maintain our strong 
cultural programs.  And that’s where we all come in as citizens.  Be careful who you vote for.  
Be careful who you put up for Commission.  Really make sure you know what’s going on here 
and write letters and put pressure to make sure it’s codified.  I want to echo what Olaf was saying 
about the word ‘shall’ versus ‘should.’  Shall is a stronger word.  We now use a hearing 
examiner to examine our laws.  He is from off-island.  He looks at it very drily and we want to 
make sure that we have a few mandates in there where there is no wiggle room and it seems to 
me logical that the word ‘should’ has a lot more wiggle room than ‘shall,’ so this is very 
important.  The last thing I want to say is I would love it if the Planning Commission could 
consider some kind of phase-in of high density where, for example, Winslow would be more 
fully developed out to realize its high density potential to whatever figure would be deemed 
appropriate to get it to 70% or 80% before we continue to moving on to expand the number of 
neighborhood centers.  It’s alarming to me at a certain point that we are expanding from three 
neighborhood centers to seven neighborhood centers when one of the original centers, Island 
Center, hasn’t even begun to realize its potential.  So why are we adding?  Why are we adding 
onto that before we have developed what has already been deemed a high density area?  As far as 
Winslow is concerned versus let’s say Rolling Bay or Lynwood Center, certainly it’s very clear 
that fewer carbon emissions are going to be generated by and less road usage by people who - 
high density here in Winslow because of its position regarding the ferry and also large 
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supermarkets, etc.  We’re really not reducing the carbon footprint by high density development 
in far flung places like Rolling Bay and Lynwood Center.  Thank you very much.”  
 
Chris Snow, Citizen – “I want to focus a little bit on some words.  I associate myself entirely 
with Olaf’s comments about the difference between ‘shall’ and ‘should.’  There is in the Cultural 
Implementation section another word that’s used twice that I’d like to see replaced by something 
a little stronger and that is ‘consider.’  Consider.  We’re all very considerate and we can consider 
a lot of things without straining a muscle or spending any money.  The first one is Cultural 
Action Item #1 in the High Priority Actions:  ‘Consider financial support for the arts and 
humanities, arts education and cultural organizations as part of the City’s biennial process.’  I 
suggest, recommend, highly urge that you change that to a much stronger word which is to start 
with at the low end, ‘Include financial support for the arts, etc.’  But even stronger, say ‘Ensure 
financial for the arts and humanities, etc…. as part of the City’s biennial process.’  I have the 
same remark for the Cultural Action #3 within the same High Priority Section:  ‘Consider work 
and living spaces for artists when modifying housing regulations or commercial use regulations.’  
You can’t live in a ‘consider’ and you can’t make art in a ‘consider.’  Again, I’d start with 
‘Ensure work and living spaces for artists when modifying housing regulations.’  That’s the 
simple part.  Council has to come up with the money for it.  I think that the idea of responsibility, 
who’s responsibility is it to do this?  It’s the City Councils.  And what happens if it isn’t done?  
Well, that’s obvious.  This is an election year.  We have a lot of choices to make.  Some are easy 
to make.  Some are harder to make.  But they all need to be made thoughtfully and with due 
consideration to all the ramifications associated with this.  I have one other general comment and 
that has to do really with the source of funding from the City to support the arts and humanities.  
For the most part, they’re incidental to other expenditures.  The art for public places comes from 
the 1% that’s collected in connection with capital expenditures for construction in the City.  Do 
we want to encourage more capital construction in order to get money for art for public spaces?  
I think it should be independently placed someplace in the budget.  And the same thing has to do 
with the support that is drawn from the lodging tax revenues.  The state law that created that 
program made it possible for some of that money to be used for arts associated institutions.  I 
don’t think that’s quite strong enough a package to consider the City having discharged its 
responsibility to the community to support the arts which are so important to many of us who 
moved here partly because of the arts and humanities environment.  Thank you very much.” 
 
Jane Silberstein, Citizen – “I left off with my original request that we expand the Steering 
Committee to include citizens, more citizens from the community and the second part was to 
ensure a holistic systems approach to community planning that would be tied to sort of the rules 
of the house which would be non-negotiable biophysical principles.”    That’s the general 
approach to the Economic Element.  That’s what this Vision Statement would look like.  I think 
I’ve rewritten a section of it to reflect the fact that everything we’re talking about is economics.  
A re-defined economics tied to principles of nature.  For remainder of testimony, please see 
attached memorandums read by Ms. Silberstein.  So, if we rewrote the Economic Vision, we 
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took out the first sentence and added this:  ‘Economic development on Bainbridge Island 
recognizes that the economy of a community is the composite of its wealth and resources and the 
nature of wealth expands beyond financial capital to include both environmental and social 
capital in all its forms.  Community wealth is therefore dependent on the strength and health of 
networks supporting energy flow and nutrient cycles that sustain these various forms of capital.  
As a result, community economics is about the flow of energy and energy in that context is 
intelligence, information, money, knowledge, networks, other forms of human capital, natural 
resources and all ecosystem services which are free, by the way.  Good trusteeship of the sources 
and flow of life giving energy means we reinvest, we monitor our use, we make conscious 
choices in how we define and create wealth as well as how we use it, convert it and transfer that 
wealth throughout the social environmental system.’  I know that’s a lot, but that really says what 
I’m talking about with the entire Comprehensive Plan.  I would suggest that we rewrite all of the 
goals in the entire plan to be present tense statements of desired outcomes.  For example, if I say 
I’m striving to lose five pounds, is that a goal?  The goal is I weigh 110.  That’s a very powerful, 
present tense statement of a desired outcome.  I suggest you add all of the principles from the 
Business Alliance for Local Living Economies.  They’re bullet proof.  I’m not going to read 
them.  There are seven of them.  I think Maradel is familiar with those.  With regard to the Land 
Use Element, it’s got a lot of merit in it in my opinion.  It’s my area of strength, but the language 
is weak.  It leaves open much to question and the sincerity of the stated goals and policies leave a 
question about the level of commitment by the City.  For example, the Land Use plan contains 
90 ‘shoulds’ and 22 ‘shalls.  And of course, this makes it almost impossible to codify much of 
the Plan and confusion, as we experienced with the Visconsi project, wherein the Hearing 
Examiner had to strain, or so it appeared, to determine if the spirit and intent of the 
Comprehensive Plan was being violated by the shopping center proposal.  Ultimately, not 
codifying the current plan allowed approval of the Visconsi project which many, including the 
entire Planning Commission believed was not consistent with the current Plan.  Policy statements 
should be as defined in Merriam Webster, ‘ a definite course of action adopted for the sake of 
expediency, facility and so on.’  Many of the policy statements in the Land Use plan are not 
directive, they’re not calls for action, some begin with a verb, which is really good, those are 
policy statements, but many do not.  For example, Policy LU 2.2:  ‘A public education program 
should be established to foster the community’s understanding of the natural systems on the 
island and their carrying capacity.’  I suggest a rewrite:  Establish a public education program 
that fosters the community’s understanding of the natural systems on the island and their 
carrying capacity.  That is not a big deal and I strongly recommend we make these changes in 
these policy statements to say what we mean and say these are directives.  They’re not, ‘well 
maybe, I could, I’ll try to show up at 8’ or ‘I’ll show up at 8.’  I go on to remark on the Goal 
statements in the Land Use Element which again, here’s an example: ‘All government entities 
should strive to cooperate and serve the constituents in a fiscally sound manner.’  Rewrite: ‘All 
government entities cooperate and serve the constituents in a fiscally sound manner.’  Now, I 
know that may not sound realistic but that is a goal statement.  We could strive toward that and 
that’s what goals are about.  It’s a picture out there in the future.  That’s what we want, not ‘we’ll 
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strive toward or maybe or encourage or consider’ and so on.  My recommendations primarily are 
on the biophysical principles incorporating that into every single Element of the Plan and to 
rewrite those Goals and Policy statements to make them stronger.  Thanks a lot.” 
 
Anna Westday, Citizen – “I know it’s probably already been talked about.  I read the Land Use 
section.  I want to ditto what Jane just said.  I loved everything she noted, suggested.  I just want 
to know and I read the forest section in the environmental use and might have missed it and I 
might not have understood it but I’m wondering when are we going to say we need to maintain a 
certain amount of trees based on the acreage of the Island, based on how many people we 
imagine are going to live here.  This is the odd thing about it.  I don’t know what happened to me 
when I was in second grade but I fell in love with trees because I heard that they exhale oxygen 
and I was told I inhale it.  So, I’m always curious because then I learned, of course, as I grew 
into age, that the birds.  Unless you’re sitting there watching the birds, do you know how many 
birds are landing in those particular trees that we make a decision we’re going to clear cut and all 
I want to say is this about all the housing in this little proper area.  Is that the quality of life we 
want for people?  Is that the quality you want to bring everybody into a small area to live?  And 
then at the same time, when I get on Craigslist or Trula or Zillow and I see how many pieces of 
land across island that are up for sale, for development, so this is where I go, ‘When are we 
going to finally say, we want this many trees on this island?’  It takes a long time to grow a big 
tree and when I walk down through the trailer park right now and I see Kelly Sampson, what 
they’re doing.  They’ve got these two beautiful, who knows, Olaf could tell me how high they 
are, and all their equipment’s right up next to them so those trees are going to do.  So, this is the 
question:  Why are we educating people and I’m kind of confused about second grade, how we 
don’t all absolutely 100% value trees and that they are the nest and homes for so many different 
animals.  Thank you.” 
 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – “I thought Jane’s point about making sure the public’s educated 
about all these things were satisfied by this open house, so I’d like to thank Staff and Council for 
being there because it was nice talking one on one, even for myself that’s familiar with a lot of 
these things.  We were at TDRs.  One thing which nobody’s mentioned that’s really important; 
each of these Elements follows by an action item and those action items are going to be taken 
very seriously.  And this TDR is number nine on that, so I think it would be really helpful to 
bring that action item up closer.  I know it’s a tough problem, but that should be addressed.  
There’s one line in there about having applications for developers to be fast and not probability.  
We should also add predictability and then code should be added that violation requests should 
be done quickly as well because I think a lot of violation requests seem to take a long time and 
then there’s nothing written about it so I’d like to make that request to be included in the Plan.  
Then the whole section on downtown Winslow, the Goals and Policies, is taken out and I think 
you’ve turned the Land Use Element opposed to everything to just be looking at light 
manufacturing and everything like and also the Lynwood Center areas should be put back in 
because it has the areas of Ericksen Avenue, Madison Ave, those are the things a lot of people 
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are interested in and you put them in another section.  Granted, they’re in the City Master Plan, 
you put it in with these and that’s what we want to do.  I know it makes your plan longer and 
you’re all proud of it being shorter, but I think a couple of pages would really help out.  Also 
missing is subdivisions and that’s been a big complaint.  Some of these subdivisions, you’ve 
seen this one on Wyatt Way where almost all the trees were taken down.  The few trees that were 
left fell over.  I think that’s an important thing to see what does this city expect out of 
subdivisions?  Do we want these houses close together?  That’s one of the beautiful things about 
Bainbridge Island is all the architecture.  So having the diversity of buildings and so on I think 
are important things.  And the Design Review Board, which does a really thorough job being 
mostly architects, would need that to be put in there so they can actually judge the subdivisions.  
I should mention the importance of codifying.  And finally at the end here, I’ll note that I 
appreciate the Land Use Element and needs to cover urban growth in designated areas but I wish 
to see a least a few more Goals and Policies which expand on Goal LU 1.2 and that is outside of 
Winslow and neighborhood centers, the island has a rural natural appearance and forested areas, 
meadows, farms, winding narrow heavily vegetated roadways.  These characteristics represent 
the Island characteristics that are so highly valued.  I know you put a lot of work in and my 
critique is just 5% of what I read there, so thank you for doing that.  I wish you’d add in maybe a 
couple lines.  I know you have vegetated highways which I’m interested in but there’s a lot of 
other vegetative issues that should be in there and you might come up with ‘shall’ be in there.  
Thank you.” 
 
Tammy Meader, Citizen – “Just listening to everyone, one thing I haven’t heard a lot about is 
farm land and that’s very near and dear to my heart because we have so many at this farmer’s 
market that’s going on right now of all this produce we really need.  I see on the map that you 
have some new farm land designated it looks like.  I’d like to request to open ourselves up to 
more farm land, however without clear cutting trees to do it.  There must be some farm land we 
can use without the clear cut.  There must be some areas that we can really use and access and 
we should at least try and focus on that because we all value really locally grown food.  It lowers 
our foot print and just really emphasize farm land too, okay?  Thank you.” 
 
Olaf Ribeiro, Citizen – “As you know, I couldn’t get away without saying something about 
trees.  In the forests and trees in the Environmental Element, I would like one of the Goals to be 
to recognize the importance of trees in mitigating climate change because as you know, the UN 
Climate Conference last year set a mandate and 195 countries subscribed to it, that they will 
recognize trees in mitigating climate change and I think we should join them.  In recognizing the 
importance of trees in slope stabilization and control of soil erosion, there’s a good manual put 
out by the Department of Ecology on trees and plants that can be used to stabilize slopes and I’d 
like that added to the Environmental Element as a guideline.  Since we are a Tree City, USA, I’d 
like the City to each year at Arbor Day, set up a foster program to plant at least several hundred 
trees each year around the island.  Lastly, I’d like to thank Anna (Westday) for her passionate 
appeal to save our trees.  I feel the same way she does.  Thank you.” 
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Jacqueline Young, Citizen – This is about the planning elements within the Comprehensive 
Plan.  We have made remarks about how we should support diversity in all of this.  
Unfortunately, to date we have done a very bad job of enforcing that concept of diversity.  The 
building trade seems to be firstly focusing on high end incomes and if you want to encourage arts 
and all of these things and keeping our long term Bainbridge Island residents on the island and 
keeping people who work on the island on the island because they’re earning island incomes, not 
high tech incomes, we need to have diversity in housing prices to support diversity of population.  
Why does every development have to be completely aimed at the millionaire?  We need to have 
properties that also aim at people who are earning $70,000 per annum, $60,000 per annum, 
$35,000 per annum and so forth so we can have a diverse community.  That’s the first thing.  The 
second thing I would like to say is that we now need to start thinking about now fixing this idea 
that every square inch of the island needs to be built on.  We need to put a moratorium on 
building and we need to work out within the scope of the Comprehensive Plan, as one of the 
other speakers just said, what percentage housing do we need, what percentage trees do we need, 
what percentage farm land we can support and so forth.  I know that this feeds into a lot of things 
that other people have said before about trees, birds, I talked about the wildlife corridor.  There’s 
also the quality of water.  The water in my house stinks of sulfur, so I don’t know what’s going 
on in other people’s houses, I’ve heard first hand stories about heavy metals, arsenic and so forth 
in the water.  So we need to start thinking about the fact that the island is a sealed eco-unit.  We 
need to build and plan according to the scope and size of that sealed eco-unit.  We have building 
happening up twice the size of the Visconsi project happening up on Sunrise and Torvanger.  We 
get the picture.  They’re putting houses in there.  They were nice open fields.  So we need to 
setup an economy here that supports people keeping their fields as fields and not feeling as 
though they have to sell them off and build them as houses because they can no longer afford to 
have them as fields.  So, we need to have a taxation model that supports maintaining an island 
that recognizes diversity of ecology, supports refilling the aquifer and at the same time fits in 
with our Comprehensive Plan, implements our Comprehensive Plan and acknowledges that the 
island has finite resources.” 
 
Steve, Citizen – “I just read in the paper about how the Port House Restaurant over here on the 
waterfront is having this biodegradable situation going on outside of it and I was hoping that 
maybe that information could get relayed to the Navigate Bainbridge panel as far as those three 
people that are going in on that system, public and private type of situation.  If that system works 
there, after it’s been reviewed, I plan on later on today going and checking it out just to get a 
visual on it.  If that works, then maybe a suggestion to other restaurants and such to keep that 
situation going.  Thank you.” 
 
Douglas Crist, Citizen – As a 24-year resident of Fort Ward and fairly active in local goings-on, 
I was surprised to learn recently that the City has proposed making our little neighborhood – 
which holds distinction as a National Historic District – a “designated center” in the revised 
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Comprehensive Plan.  Concomitant with this designation, according to the current draft of the 
Land Use Element, will eventually come commercial, mixed use and higher density residential 
zoning. If not tomorrow, at some point in the future.  Development rights and density will be 
transferred in from other areas of the island to quote “focus urban growth” at Fort Ward – 
upzoning a neighborhood that has already seen its share of dramatic change when the area was 
sewered 15 years ago.  I can say with reasonable certainty that none of my Fort Ward neighbors 
have been clamoring to bring higher-intensity zoning to our neighborhood.  Quite the opposite: 
we have worked very hard over the past 20 years to maintain our historic character in the face of 
significant buildout.  My group, Friends of Fort Ward, is currently working with the Bainbridge 
Park District to restore one of the fort’s historic buildings for use as a community hall.  Our 
neighborhood previously preserved a nearly 3-acre parcel as the Parade Grounds park, which we 
dedicated in 2002.  Most of the small lots left over from the neighborhood’s 1960, post-fort 
subdivision have already been built out, leaving a compact, walkable and comparatively 
affordable neighborhood, of which we are all very proud.  As a reporter for the Bainbridge Island 
Review newspaper in the mid-1990s, I covered City Hall while the first all-island 
Comprehensive Plan was being developed, in partnership between the city and the community.  
So I well recall the process by which “we” worked to meet the imperatives of growth 
management while protecting our island character.  At that time, the community agreed to 
concentrate commercial development in Winslow and the three “neighborhood centers” of 
Rolling Bay, Island Centers and Lynwood Center.  Let’s take a look at what’s happened since 
then:  Rolling Bay: same buildings, same low intensity uses as 1994; no redevelopment, no 
change.  Island Center: same buildings, same low intensity uses as 1994; no redevelopment, no 
change.  Great businesses, but not really “centers” in any meaningful sense.  Meanwhile – At 
Lynwood Center: we have extensive in-fill development that has created a vibrant district that 
draws folks from around the island for its commercial and cultural offerings.  Cafes, live music, 
boutiques, the cat adoption shelter, and other popular services – it’s all happening at Lynwood 
Center.  It is, along with the concentration of island residential growth in Winslow, the great 
success story of the Comprehensive Plan to date. Lynwood Center has become exactly what 
citizens and planners alike envisioned in 1994.  It is also very popular with the residents of Fort 
Ward – this I can say with certainty, because my neighbors and I all go to Lynwood Center all 
the time.  The array of commercial offerings there saves us a lot of drives into Winslow, with 
some great cultural activities thrown into the bargain. It’s 10 minutes away by bike, a nice 30-
minute stroll through Pleasant Beach, or if we’re in a hurry, just 5 minutes by (cough cough) car.  
Why, then, would we want to duplicate such a district basically next door, in a quiet residential 
neighborhood, diluting the current success of Lynwood Center – especially when the other 
designated centers, Island Center and Rolling Bay, have yet to show any particular signs of life?  
Put another way:  Why mandate a new “designated” commercial center in Fort Ward, when we 
live just down the road from the one “neighborhood center” on the island that’s actually working 
as planned?  I know, I know: we have sewer. So in a rarified, abstract planning sense, we’re 
where more growth should go.  I would suggest that the mere presence of sewer is no 
justification for higher-intensity zoning, or you might as well consider adding “designated 
centers” at Point White and Rockaway Beach, since they have sewer too. Sewer is a means, but 
it’s not a reason.  Which brings me back around to my own neighborhood.  I don’t believe the 
City has done any outreach or meetings to gauge Fort Ward’s interest in upzones, or warn us that 
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such changes are even being contemplated. I only found out by accident, because I ran into 
Charles Schmid when I was in City Hall on another matter entirely.  What I hear from my 
neighbors is, we don’t want commercial or mixed-use zoning in Fort Ward, tomorrow or the day 
after. We don’t want to be targeted for growth.  So I would urge the Planning Commission to 
reconsider creating a new “designated center” at Fort Ward.  Please remove it from the draft 
Land Use Element – take the star off the map -- and instead focus the City’s time and 
considerable resources on the two designated centers that really need your help -- Island Center 
and Rolling Bay.  Help them build out, finally, into what the community envisioned 20 years 
ago.  If you need a model of what they might look, visit Lynwood Center. It serves Fort Ward 
very well. 
 
Planning Commissioner Maradel Gale spoke to those in attendance saying she appreciated 
everyone coming out to share their thoughts.  She assured everyone there that their comments 
would be taken seriously.   
 
Commissioner Quitslund reminded everyone of the well-developed Glossary contained within 
the draft Comprehensive Plan. 
 
Jane Silberstein, Citizen – “I have to just add this one thought.  Thank you for your thanks.  I 
appreciate all the work you do.  I was a city planner in two waterfront communities for about 20 
years and everything was controversial.  And we consistently had the problem of codifying what 
we had in our Comprehensive Plan to include the Vision and what was in the code.  But when 
major developers came to the coastal communities, the Planning Director in particular, would sit 
down with the proposer and look at what they were proposing and say, ‘You know, we can’t ask 
you to really change this of what your proposing, but if you really want this plan, your ideas to 
fly in this community, can we make some suggestions.”  Because you just can’t take a vision and 
say this is the law.  I understand that.  But good developers will want to fit.  Thank you for your 
work.” 
 
Ms. Sutton reminded those gathered that the public comment deadline was 4:00 PM on Monday, 
September 26, 2016. 
 
Scott Anderson, Citizen – I spoke earlier last year about Island Center and the special area in 
Island Center.  I brought to the attention of the Planning Commission the report that had been 
completed in 2001 and a substantial amount of work had been done in Island Center at that time 
towards improving the area.  It died on the vine at that time.  I would like to urge the Planning 
Commission to urge the Council to bring that back into play.  My family owns a business at the 
corner of New Brooklyn and Miller (we know what fun that is, that area) and in the course of 
looking to try to create more room because of the growth in the area, we ran into difficulty in 
improving the environment.  In canvassing other business owners recently, I’ve been out and 
talked to other business owners in the area, everybody is in full support.  At the next meeting, 
Thursday the 22nd, I would bring evidence to that fact.  The residents in Fletcher Bay have 
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considerable interest in improving the area.  I think anybody that lives on Bainbridge Island 
knows that the road there, Miller, is hectic and I would call it not safe.  I drove to work the other 
morning and it was just chaotic.  There’s multiple businesses in that area that traffic is trying to 
access and transit at the same time.  So, I think Island Center is ripe for improvement.  
Aesthetically, for the community, for Bainbridge Island, to provide goods and services to the 
community in a more safe and meaningful way in that area.  And there’s been a significant 
amount of work done to that degree back in 2001.  So, again, at the next meeting, I will bring 
information to bear that there is a lot of support for getting this back on the discussion and to 
move forward with some planning in that area.  I brought some copies of that report again.  I 
know I handed it out last time to everybody, but if anybody wants the report.  It’s online at the 
City website, but I can provide that again, if you’d like.”  Chair Pearl confirmed Mr. Anderson 
was speaking about the sub-area plan that was begun in 2001.  “I just wanted to make sure 
everybody understands that there is considerable amount of energy for it and we get the Council 
to allocate resources and planners for that on a more urgent basis.  My family has the corner 
there, but also 10 acres there.  We can’t hang on to the 10 acres forever so we’re looking to try 
and be able to improve our part of the piece sooner or later.  I just wanted to make sure you guys 
knew that, but now I’m aware that you guys have put that on your priority list.” 
 
Chair Pearl dismissed the attendees but held the meeting open until the advertised 1:00 PM 
completion time.    
 
ADJOURN 
The Public Hearing was adjourned at 12:59 PM.   
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 



 

 

Bainbridge Island 
Planning Commission  Open House/Public Hearing 

Open House and Public Hearings: 
Saturday, September 17 

Open House 10:00 AM – 11:30 AM 
Public Hearing 11:30 AM - 1:00 PM 

 
Thursday, September 22  

Open House 4:30 PM – 6:00 PM 
Public Hearing 6:00 PM – 8:00 PM 

 

Opening Statement: 

The purpose of this public hearing today is to receive testimony on the 2016 
update of the City of Bainbridge Island’s 2004 Comprehensive Plan in accordance 
with the requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA).  In general, the 
proposed update is intended to revise and refine the current GMA 
Comprehensive Plan policy direction to reflect changed conditions and includes a 
vision statement; guiding principles; 10 comprehensive plan elements (chapters) 
each with its own vision statement, goals, policies, and implementation action 
items; and, references and links to functional plans and supporting documents.  
The proposed action also includes changes to the Bainbridge Island Municipal 
Code to assure consistency between the comprehensive plan and development 
regulations.  A State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)/GMA integrated approach 
has been utilized to ensure that the environmental analysis conducted under 
SEPA occurs as a coordinated part of the planning and decision-making process 
under GMA.  
 
The Planning Commission is conducting an open house and public hearing on 
Saturday, September 17, and Thursday, September 22.  Written comments will be 
accepted until 4:00 pm, Monday, September 26, 2016.   
 
The Planning Commission will not be deliberating, indicating their preferences, or 
taking action on the proposal today.  Questions or clarification may be directed 
toward those who are testifying.   
 
The Planning Commission will begin its deliberations after the public hearings 
have been held and the written comment period is closed.  The deliberations will 
begin on Wednesday October 5, and may continue on Thursday October 13, 
before the Planning Commission forwards its recommendations to the City 
Council.  The City Council, acting in its capacity as the official legislative body, will 



 

 

then review the Planning Commission’s recommendations before taking final 
action.  City Council action is expected before the end of the year.  
 
There is a sign-up sheet at the back of the room for those who would like to 
testify.  An opportunity will be given at the end of the hearing for those that wish 
to testify, but did not sign up to speak.   

 
Please limit your comments to a 3-minute period so that everyone will have a 
chance to speak.  Special interest groups, associations, or those representing 
others are encouraged to designate a spokesperson for your group to allow 
greater participation and cross-representation.  
 
Before you testify, clearly state your name, spelling your last name, and your 
address.  A recording system will record your comments.  
  
Written comments are also being accepted and can be placed in the box located 
on the staff table near the front of the room. The Commission will accept written 
comments until 4pm on Monday September 26.  Written comments may be 
submitted in person or through the mail to the Planning Department at City Hall, 
or emailed to pcd@bainbridgewa.gov. 
 
Before we begin taking public comments, staff will give a brief presentation about 
the proposal.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate. 
 
NOTE: CHAIR CAN EXTEND INDIVIDUAL COMMENT PERIOD DEPENDING ON 
HOW MANY FOLKS WANT TO SPEAK. 
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CALL TO ORDER – Written statement read by Chair. 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Vice-chair William Chester called the Public Hearing to order at 6:02 PM reading a prepared 
statement regarding meeting procedure.  (See attached.)  Commissioners in attendance included 
Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Michael Killion and Lisa Macchio.  J. Mack Pearl was absent 
and excused.  City Staff present were City Manager Doug Schulze, Deputy City Manager 
Morgan Smith, Planning Director Gary Christensen, Engineering Manager Chris Hammer, 
Senior Planner Jennifer Sutton and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely who prepared minutes.  
The meeting was recorded by BKAT and may be viewed via the internet at:  
https://bkat.viebit.com/#HSg0S3bVgDT2. 
 
Vice-chair Chester read the attached prepared statement to brief the audience on process and 
procedure. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT 
Public comment opened at 6:08 PM.   
 
Regina Spoor, Citizen – “I am here to advocate for leaving Gazzam Lake Park as an integral 
open space, not one crisscrossed by unnecessary roads.  I am concerned that the current 
transportation plan includes three proposed road extensions that would negatively affect this 
Park:  from Deer Path Lane to Marshall Road, from the end of Marshall Road down to Crystal 
Springs and from Springridge to Marshall Road.  I have lived on Marshall Road for 42 years and 
have watched and contributed to the development of Gazzam Lake Park after the area was 
selectively logged by Alan Black in the late 1970’s.  Bainbridge Islanders are really fortunate to 
have the park that we have now – a large open space with a lake and many trails that afford 
Islanders with a place to be near our natural heritage and observe wildlife. The Bainbridge Island 
Metro Park District, BI Parks Foundation and the Land Trust and many volunteers have all 
played a role in the development of the Park that we see today.  It is enjoyed by people with 
many different interests such as bird watching, walking/hiking, biking and horseback riding.  My 
husband and I repeat many times to each other the thought that Bainbridge Islanders are so 
fortunate to have this park.  We often compare its existence to Central Park in New York City 
which was set aside by officials with amazing foresight in the late eighteen hundreds.  Little did 
they realize at that time what an important resource it is today for a very large metropolitan area.  
Bainbridge Island is growing in density in areas set aside for future residential and commercial 
development.  Gazzam Lake Park should be kept in the form it is now so that future residents 
will have the opportunity to enjoy the natural environment away from those areas of more 
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intense human use.  I urge you to eliminate the road extensions to Marshall Road once and for all 
from the Comprehensive Plan.” 
 
Jerri Lane, Bainbridge Island Downtown Association – “I really would like to compliment 
the group for all the work done on the Economic Element particularly.  We’re very pleased to see 
that it’s included and we feel that it has been written with a broad enough brush that we can 
incorporate perhaps unexpected changes as we move forward and also specific enough that it 
will avoid perhaps some unintended consequences.  So, congratulations.  Thank you to all who 
have worked on this.  We appreciate it very much.  Thank you.” 
 
William M. Palmer, Representative for Andrew Cainion – Passed out a letter addressed to 
City Council.  (See attached) I’m here representing Andy Cainion who owns property at Island 
Center.  Approximately one year ago, the Planning Commission made a recommendation on Mr. 
Cainion’s site specific application.  The expectation at that time was that the Planning 
Commission would forward their findings of fact to the City Council.  We wrote a letter dated 
September 18, 2015 to find out what kind of findings of fact the Planning Commission entered 
into the record regarding his site specific application.  The site specific was timely filed, even a 
couple of days early.  The letter that you are getting is a copy of the letter provided the City 
Council.  We asked at the end of the letter that we receive a response from the City Council to 
the issues discussed in the letter.  We also asked that we receive a copy of the findings of fact 
that the Planning Commission entered into the record back on September 10, 2015.  To date we 
have received nothing.  No response from the City Council even though I appeared at a study 
session earlier this year and specifically asked them to respond or Planning Staff or City 
Manager to respond to our September 18th letter.  To me, this is a disingenuous process when 
people submit comments and fail to receive a response.  I note in the proposed document you 
still have Land Use Policy 4 and 9.5.  4 is different than your existing Comprehensive Plan says 
because you are supposedly adopting a multi-year work program in the special area planning 
process would be conducted for the various centers identified in the Comprehensive Plan this 
time around.  Then you have Policy 9.5 which basically says can’t make any changes to the 
boundaries of one of these centers without going through a special area planning process.  Mr. 
Cainion has been requesting the City to do a special area planning process for Island Center for 
now over 20 years.  The fact that the City has failed to take any action in that time period is 
ridiculous.  You had an opportunity this year to have included it or last year or 2014 and it 
wasn’t included in the process even though you had the guts of that already done in 2004 but you 
didn’t take it through the final adoption process.  Thank you.” 
 
Mary Victoria Dombrowski, Citizen - “My comments will be exclusively about Fort Ward.  I 
co-founded the Fort Ward Neighborhood Association with Eileen Safford in the early nineties.  
At that time we were facing an inundation of new buildings with the new sewer going in.  At that 
time we had a huge planning process which setup Fort Ward to be in a certain way.  We may 
have suffered enough from density and I could go with the service center or I could not.  For 
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example, in my household, I said to my son who’s living at home, he’s in his thirties, I 
mentioned I was coming to the meeting tonight and he goes, ‘Wow!  That would be really cool.  
We could go down and get a beer just around the corner.’  So there really would be some 
benefits to having a service center in Fort Ward.  Before I could buy into it though, I would need 
to see what exactly are the boundaries of the service center itself and what are the limitations as 
far as height and activities and specifically the boundary.  I wouldn’t like to see it be all of Fort 
Ward.  Fort Ward is very specifically known.  I mean, you’re either inside the fence or you’re 
outside the fence that was left over from the forties.  We are a national historic register district 
and I don’t want us to lose that opportunity either.  I think people who live in Fort Ward have 
taken really good care of their historic properties.  I would also mention that we were a low 
income neighborhood which is the reason we were able to get a low interest loan for building the 
sewer.  We are limited.  See, this is one of the reasons I’m a little concerned about putting a 
service center there.  In one way, it might let people who live there already, stay home and not 
have to leave.  But on the other hand, is it going to bring a lot of people who don’t live in Fort 
Ward into Fort Ward.  And while we do love to have visitors, especially those to the park, we 
only basically have one road to get us in and out of Fort Ward.  If there’s an emergency or 
there’s too much traffic, it’s going to be a problem.  Right now we have a mix of housing.  We 
have three multi-family projects.  We have a lot of duplexes and we have single family.  So I 
don’t think it’s out of the order to think of following that pattern with some dense multi-family, 
however I would not suggest that the barracks building which already is given a density of eight 
be allowed to have any further density.  Our underlying zoning is two houses per acre but as built 
right now, we’ve got between two and five houses per acre.  We’re suffering from the residuals 
of a 1960’s plat and in return we got the very nice park.  They made the density for the plat, but 
we got the park.  So, I could go either way on the service center and I would like to see a lot 
more detail.  Thank you.” 
 
Dave Henry, Citizen – “I’m here to discuss actually something that’s been tried to get addressed 
for quite some time going back to the SMP and earlier than that and that is a place for the live 
aboard community in this community in the planning system.  Decades ago, we had a City 
Council that identified them as an element of this community, but it has definitely disappeared 
and fallen on through the cracks as far as the government is concerned.  Even ABC identified 
them at one time and that has now gone away.  The biggest problem is the lawsuit that took place 
between the shoreline property owners and Gary Tripp and which actually has made Bainbridge 
Island famous for helping to eradicate live aboards from all over Puget Sound in that lawsuit.  It 
relates to the DNR’s rules and regulations.  So, DNR came after the whole system and put in 
some laws and rules and regulations.  One of those things, however, has to do with the number of 
live aboards allowed to live in marinas.  DNR has a blanket item, now this is important, no city 
or public port has a ruling about how many live aboards they allow, which they have been all 
managing with great success for oh, 50-100 years, the owners of those businesses and the marina 
managers, they know exactly who’s the right people, how many you can handle and how much 
the facility can handle and everything else.  It has not been broken until now.  That designation, 
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it used to be up and down the west coast, 25% or less was a rule of thumb and every marina 
could handle it.  Now Bainbridge Island in its SMP has snuck in a rather particular little lie and a 
very small one in there with no fanfare and it was basically undiscovered.  And it says you can 
only have 5% live aboards on Bainbridge Island marinas.  This is a tragedy.  I just went through 
looking at your dog and pony show out there.  There’s something about affordable housing and 
all the people and incomes of people and everything else.  You will not find, I don’t think, in any 
of your documents addressing the contribution live aboards in marinas make to this community 
for affordable housing.  I’ve tried over and over to get to the City.  It doesn’t work.  City Council 
people are not responsive.  Maybe you are the people to bring this in.  It’s in the SMP which has 
held up in court.  How do we get that addressed in the SMP as part of our overall Comprehensive 
Plan.  I’m going to try and get a document together to you people and mail it to you before your 
thing that tells the history of what I just touched on.  We need ethical people in our government.  
I don’t know where to find them.  I don’t know how to get them.  But they don’t represent this 
community.  Thank you.”  
 
Anne Smart, Executive Director of Arts and Humanities Bainbridge – “First, I want to thank 
the Planning Commission for all your hard work and collaborative efforts in getting these 
essential Elements updated. Revisions have been developed over many meetings, and 
have brought together many people, including most importantly our loyal, partner cultural 
organizations.  The draft Cultural Element is much stronger for the thoughtful participation of 
our Directors Forum representing Bainbridge Performing Arts, The Historical Museum, 
Bainbridge Arts and Crafts, BIMA, the Bainbridge Library, Kidimu, Bloedel Reserve, BARN, 
Bainbridge Chorale and others.  While the document is in good shape, we believe there are still 
several language revisions that can make it stronger and more proactive still.  The Cultural 
Elements Action Item #1 needs to be much stronger if it is to be a true ‘action item’.  In 
the opening line, we ask that the term ‘consider’ be replaced with the directive phrase ‘adopt and 
maintain,’ to give added imperative to the critical policy items that follow.  We also ask the 
Planning Commission to clarify its meaning and intent with regard to the term ‘designated 
agent.’  We understand this term to mean an agency contracted with the city to implement the 
Cultural Element, a role that Arts & Humanities Bainbridge served very successfully for many 
years.  We ask that the term ‘designated agent’ or ‘designated agency’ be clearly defined in the 
Comprehensive Plan, preferably in the document Glossary.  For example, ‘Designated Agent’ is 
the overall term used throughout the plan for any individual/organization providing services 
to/for the City by contract (the designated part). Perhaps ‘Lead Agency’ would also be 
appropriate in this context, a singular term used for any organization acting as the official body 
of the city in a specific area like enacting the Cultural Element, empowered by a cooperative 
contractual agreement with the City.  We’re very pleased this review process has underscored the 
critical importance of the island’s Cultural Sector to our local economy. Our galleries, museums, 
performance venues and the many artists they represent are tremendous economic drivers for the 
community.  Now we hope this review process leads to reestablishment of city funding for 
cultural organizations in the upcoming biennial budgeting process, a goal shared by our partner 
organizations and their supporters. Arts & Humanities Bainbridge looks forward to working with 
the City to define this public support and put the goals and policies of our newly invigorated 
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Cultural Element into action.  Thank you to the Planning Commission and the City Staff for all 
of your hard work on these critical issues that will shape our island community for years to 
come.” 
John Wiens, Citizen - “I am a retired architect and I do live in Fort Ward and I do question how 
it is a desirable area for commercial development.  The land is primarily residential.  I don’t 
know of any commercial zoning so it would take some zone changes.  The land is pretty well 
filled and the roads are very narrow.  They’re 20 feet wide with no sidewalks and they go down a 
hill which is incredibly dangerous and so I wonder how this came to be designated as an area for 
possible development.  Usually the development is about commercial development and I just 
don’t see that as an advantage to the City or to the area.  Thank you.” 
 
Debbie Macleod, President of Board of Trustees for Bainbridge Performing Arts – Thank 
you all for your work that went into reinforcing the Cultural Element and for recognizing how 
very much the arts and humanities are at the center of the Island’s culture and economy.  
Because investment in the arts builds vibrant, prosperous, healthy communities, I hope the 
Council will take on the first high priority action item now in this year’s biennial budget.  I also 
second the revision to the language to that first action item.  Thank you very much.” 
 
Art Bartel, Citizen – “I’m here to respectfully request that the revised portion of the 
Comprehensive Plan consider removing Fort Ward from that particular portion of the Plan.  The 
reason for that is that after living in Fort Ward for 13 years, I’ve come to consider that Fort Ward 
is my home very personally.  And the fact that we are so involved as a community together 
working on projects makes the atmosphere we live in, in Fort Ward, a very special one.  We have 
children playing in the streets.  We didn’t have any children when I moved in 13 years ago with 
my wife Suzanne.  It was kind of a barren place and since, over the years, it’s developed into a 
wonderful neighborhood where the kids are very involved with the grownups.  One example of 
that is the high school kids working on Friends of Fort Ward in the building and rehabilitation of 
the bakery that had existed since World War I into a community center.  Very focused in that 
community on all of us working together so that we can enjoy the liberty of having the park so 
close to us and having the community working together for common goals.  With the Plan that’s 
being suggested, although I understand it’s probably 20 years out in terms of the actual plan 
coming to fruition, probably in my lifetime, I wouldn’t see it, but there’s a legacy that goes on 
that we have to respect.  I respectfully ask that the fact that we have military installations that are 
historic, our home is on the historic register having been the fire station for Fort Ward over two 
wars, the fact that it was a code breaking event that brought Fort Ward, our little neighborhood, 
into such prominence, it’s very important that we all recognize that the historic part of Fort Ward 
needs to be preserved.  I respectfully ask that you consider that Fort Ward is a very special 
community with people that really love each and work very closely together.  Thank you so 
much for your time.”   
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Robert Dashiell, Citizen – I have four or five specific comments and I’ll send the rest of my 
comments in by mail before the close of business on Monday.  First thing, congratulations on a 
really well written Comprehensive Plan, but there are some deficiencies at least that I see that are 
of concern.  First of all, the sewer is adopted by reference.  The sewer plan fails to have a sewer 
plan for both Island Center and Rolling Bay.  That’s really important because if you have that 
designated as a growth center, you can get sued because you don’t have a plan.  When the new 
sewer plan was adopted last year, I made point of that to the Utility Advisory Committee.  They 
pretty much shrugged it off, of course.  If you are going to develop those, you absolutely have to 
have a sewer plan and this document does not have that.  Second, I’m not in favor of 
neighborhood service center stars being put at either Fort Ward or at Day Road with this 
Comprehensive Plan.  Now I understand that this is a Plan that goes out for the next 20 years and 
that may develop but this is also a Plan that only lives for eight years until it is revised.  So, I 
would encourage both the Planning Commission and the City Council to not put those stars at 
both Fort Ward and Day Road until you do the two neighborhood centers that have been on the 
books for years.  That’s Island Center and Rolling Bay and figure out whether they’re going to 
work because it’s going to take eight years to get those developed probably.  And then when it’s 
time to rewrite this plan, then we can look and see if we need additional neighborhood centers.  
Third, TDRs (transfer of development rights).  I listened to an NPR 45 minute, hour discussion 
on the great hope for TDRs in the United States.  88% of the TDR programs in the United States 
have been total failures.  When we had the 2025 Committee, the City spent some money, $5-
10,000 to hire a consultant to come and talk about TDRs because the 2025 Committee wanted to 
incorporate that into the 2025 Plan.  That consultant said, ‘Yeah, you could probably do it, but 
you’re facing a lot of uphill battles.’  We continue to spend money on TDRs.  I’m not saying it 
should be taken out of the Plan, maybe it should be kept as one of the tools, but you got to have a 
bank and you got to have willing buyers and sellers and that is really tough to come by.  Unless 
we have confidence, I would not encourage spending too much money on TDRs.  I’ll send my 
comments by mail.” 
 
Melanie Keenan, Citizen – I had attempted to participate on many levels putting together a 
Power Point presentation for both the Planning Commission and the Council, dozens of e-mails, 
I’ve attended the public meetings, I’ve even attended a Drafting Committee meeting in the 
middle of the business day to find out that the public’s not really involved in that.  My concern is 
that despite all the information I’ve provided as a professional geologist along with other 
members of the community, that the emphasis on drinking water, water resources and protection 
that was previously prevalent and upfront in our existing Comprehensive Plan for our sole source 
aquifer island, has now mostly been removed and largely buried.  The emphasis has now taken a 
back seat.  The Island’s water resources are the main thing that’s going to support any growth 
that currently exists and future growth.  We currently have no metrics on the impact of growth 
today.  We have one person, the Planning Director, that green lights all growth on the Island.  
The Council has removed themselves from those obligations as our elected officials.  There is a 
SEPA form for each development or project that is being rubber stamped which then eliminates 
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the need for Environmental Impact Statements which is the vehicle that would allow you to 
understand whether the growth is impacting our island or not.  Without this information, it is 
very difficult for you to relegate water resources as a secondary concern to growth on the Island 
and accommodating population.  You have limited resources again, on a sole source aquifer 
island.  The other thing that is very notable in your Plan is that growth is not paying for itself on 
this island.  The Growth Management Act which is spelled out, requires this.  Currently, the 
management of the City is taxing and bonding people out of house and home on the island to 
subsidize development.  This cannot continue.  You talk about affordable housing when you are 
taxing out of people at the home at the same time.  Projects, developers, we are, as homeowners, 
are finding ourselves subsidizing developers.  There are some things in the Water Resource 
Element, an RCW developed called aquifer conservation zones.  That was designed specifically 
for Bainbridge because it is the only sole source aquifer island that is an urban growth area.  I 
noticed that you modified it by calling it aquifer conservation zoning.  It’s not zoning, it’s zones.  
These are particular areas for conservation and then, I’ve discussed this before and put it in e-
mails that applying low impact development as a means of creating aquifer conservation zones or 
zoning is in complete opposite of each other.  Develop areas that would be aquifer conservation 
zones.  Protected areas would not be areas that you would consider you’d want to develop.  They 
are in contrast.  So, thinking that if you have impervious driveways, somehow that’s going to 
help the aquifers recharge; it’s very minimal addressing a tool that’s very important especially if 
you have no metrics or no plans for metrics to control growth and its impacts.  I have a lot of 
other comments.  I didn’t quite understand somebody was talking in the beginning about what is 
going to be the public process from this point forward with the Council so that we can 
adequately address these methods that you’ve put forward.  Because the Comprehensive Plan 
today was largely drafted by Staff and has not had the public input that is required to make it a 
public City document.  Thank you.” 
 
Vice-chair Chester reiterated the public comment and deliberation period dates. 
 
Whitney Rearick, Executive Director of Housing Resources Bainbridge – “I will be 
addressing the Housing Element of the Comprehensive Plan draft.  First I wanted to say thanks 
for your hard work on the Plan.  It is evident you guys spent a lot of time on this and put a lot of 
thought into it.  I was especially pleased at the first part that evaluated the current situation and 
really took note about how we’re really not serving a third of the people on the Island here; that 
is the people who work in the service sector, the people who serve our coffee, help our teachers, 
help do landscaping on the Island and things like that.  So, instead of going into detail, I will 
submit my comments in detail by Monday at 4:00, but I wanted to make four larger sort of over-
arching points today for you.  One is, I urge you throughout the Comprehensive Plan to take a 
look at the environmental cost of NOT building affordable housing.  Current regulations don’t 
allow for enough affordable housing development to satisfy the current need and as everybody 
knows, that means more people moving off the Island and more people moving the Island and 
commuting to the Island to work means more people in cars.  More people in cars means more 
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environmental impact, it means more impact to families, it means impact to communities and I 
would say, a loss of human capital to the Island.  That loss of economic diversity is real.  We 
need those people to be here in these meetings.  We need those people to be on our PTAs, we 
need them to be volunteering in our communities, we need their voices as well to be a truly 
healthy, diverse community and those people are being lost every day.  I would suggest in your 
Plan to consider aiming higher.  As I read the Plan, right now it says that it wants to reduce the 
amount of cost burden renters to 20% over the next two decades because right now it’s about 
40% of all renters according to your data.  I would say just aim zero.  Why have ANY cost 
burden renters at all?  Let’s go ahead.  Let’s aim big.  It’s two decades, it twenty years.  And I 
would say as you do this, think about what happened 20 years ago, how much more affordable it 
was 20 years ago.  Well let’s think about how much more we can do 20 years from here.  Let’s 
aim for no cost burden renters or homeowners.  Let’s do what we can.  Let’s shoot for fairness 
for all.  The last two points I’d like to make really quickly are, as I mentioned, as we’re losing 
community members every day, that human capital, I would like to suggest we have a sense of 
urgency in this and a sense of creativity.  Let’s be creative with the solutions we work on 
together to address the affordable housing situation and let’s do it with a sense of urgency 
because every day we wait, we lose important members of our community.  Thank you.” 
 
Debbie Vancil, Citizen – “Thank you very much.  I didn’t sign up like I was supposed to so I 
appreciate this very much.  I want to thank you for your work.  I know how hard it is, I’m a 
former City Council Chair and Planning Commission Chair and I helped draft the first 
Comprehensive Plan and the next updates.  I know that this absorbs your time.  I will be 
submitting specific recommended changes written, but in the meantime, I would like to make a 
few overall comments on the Cultural Element.  The Cultural Element in the Comp Plan begins 
with the Vision in the future and shaped by the current community based on its interests and 
historical values.  Although the community identifies its values throughout the Plan, it’s in the 
Cultural Element that these values most clearly expressed the unified Vision of the Plan.  So for 
this reason, it’s the Goals and Policies that you have in the Cultural Element that will offer 
especially clear and consistent guidance to the other Elements.  This is where we, the 
community, identifies itself based on existing strengths and finally, it’s where the City defines its 
relationship with the community that it serves in the Cultural Element.  So, first of all, the 
specific goals will lend themselves to introducing Bainbridge Island’s cultural and economic 
identity.  In Goal Cultural 2: ‘Establishing the strength as a developing regional center for arts 
and humanities,’ which is a major course directive for the Plan as you have put in the new 
Vision.  It’s interesting that the Planning Commission has chosen to designate new centers in 
addition to the current three centers that we have which we used to call neighborhood service 
centers.  I am assuming that what the intent is, is to increase retail.  This is to increase revenue.  
To help economic development.  When in fact, it appears that the whole world is moving on 
online shopping, so I would ask you respectfully, if that is the reason, to reconsider development 
of additional retail centers or designated centers.  Instead, realize that we do have need for 
economic development on Bainbridge and that we are such a unique community that has already 
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developed its own culture.  We can become a cultural, regional center with our arts and 
humanities.  We don’t need to open hard stores or stores for tourists.  Our programs invite 
tourists, but they don’t rely on them.  The last piece that I would like to suggest, is to support the 
idea for defining various categories for the new term which you have offered as ‘designated 
agent,’ which runs throughout the Comprehensive Plan.  Instead of naming particular 
organizations to carry out your services for you and with you, you are replacing those names 
with the term ‘designated agent.’  This term is used throughout the Plan, most especially in the 
Cultural Element, Human Services Element and the Utilities Element.  Since the City finds need 
to appoint designated agents to deliver short term or one-off services for the City from time to 
time, it also finds need to partner with lead agencies who represent the City in specific 
departmental areas.  As a policy matter, there should be a definition for various types of 
designated agents to clarify your intent.  So, I respectfully request that the Glossary in the 
Comprehensive Plan define various categories for that new term, ‘designated agent.’  When the 
city government was formed in the 1990’s, our community was already developed, thus the new 
City did not create a fire department, school district, parks district, library, any of those.  The 
City formed legal working partnerships with already existing government agencies which we 
have today.  The community also, at that time, had thriving arts and culture and human services 
programs and instead of forming a city human services department and a city arts and culture 
department like other cities, our government continued these existing programs by entering into 
legal partnership agreements.  It wasn’t only a matter of practicality, but professionally and 
economic sound policy.  The organizations that entered into these agreements had lead agency 
status with the City and I would like you to please consider a lead agency status and also 
designated agent in your designated agents and I will submit the details.  Thank you very much.  
I appreciate your patience.” 
 
Malcom Gander, Citizen – I want to talk about the Water Resources Element.  The very first 
sentence has a phrase in it, it actually starts: ‘Bainbridge Island is a quasi-enclosed environment.’  
Please remove the phrase ‘quasi-enclosed environment.’  It’s very confusing.  It doesn’t have any 
kind of firm definition.  The second comment I have has to do with Appendix B which is the 
Water Resources Element Existing Conditions and Future Needs.  There’s two sentences in there 
that are very disturbing and they’re unsubstantiated.  The first sentence is this: ‘Not all 
groundwater comes from recharge on Bainbridge Island.’  There’s no scientific evidence, there’s 
no published documentation to verify that there is any recharge coming onto this island other 
than from the island itself.  Second sentence: ‘Model results (that has to do with US Geological 
Survey (USGS) model having to do with water resources) indicate several wells tapping the 
deeper aquifers withdraw water that originate from recharge from areas on Kitsap Peninsula and 
is greater than a thousand years old.’  Kitsap peninsula, their talking about immediately left of 
Bainbridge Island, a mile or two immediately west you have Port Orchard and Bremerton.  There 
are deep production wells at similar depths and in similar geology to the Fletcher Bay aquifer.  
Some of our most important production wells.  So, the implication by these sentences is that we 
are getting a lot of water and we continue to get water from Kitsap peninsula into those very 
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important wells that supply the island with water.  In my world, I have a PhD in international 
water law and water resource management, you have to publish and you have to pass muster on 
scrutiny of your colleagues.  There’s no documentation that any water is coming over from there.  
Now, let’s just pretend that there is recharge coming.  Just say that it’s happening even though 
it’s never been documented.  USGS made a very big assumption when they did the model and 
they just based it on similar geology and that’s it.  Well, let’s just pretend that it’s happening.  
That aquifer that is being referred to is getting tapped by those big production wells in Bremerton 
and Port Orchard.  We need to realize that even if there was a connection and there’s no evidence 
for it, that water’s being used already.”  
 
Scott Anderson, Citizen – As you know, I was here on Saturday asking that the Planning 
Commission and City Council make priority the Island Center planning area for a work plan and 
if I understand it correctly, the planning areas, Island Center, Rolling Bay, etc., are second in line 
to a Winslow planning area in the Comprehensive Plan.  I would urge you to make the Island 
Center area a number one priority.  Recently, I’ve spoken with business owners at Bainbridge 
Gardens, Donna Harui,  Keith at Bainbridge Island Auto Repair, John Eckert at Bainbridge 
Rentals, John Irvin at Island Center Automotive, Quinn at Sawatdy’s, all of them say the same 
thing, well, not all of them, but at least four of those owners are concerned about traffic in the 
area, safety in the area, accessing their businesses from the current traffic situation.  I know that 
at Bainbridge Rentals, delivery trucks have to park across the street.  The same thing at 
Bainbridge Automotive, Bainbridge Gardens has problems.  The one thing I would note, my 
family’s been on the Island since the seventies and we’ve been in that area since the seventies 
and Island Center hasn’t changed one iota in that entire time, so Bainbridge Islanders are using 
those goods and services at all of those business there.  They aren’t overflowing because there’s 
people coming form off the island or they don’t want those services, it’s obvious they do.  The 
Aesthetics of the area are not that good.  There’s very few people I talk to that go, ‘Yeah, that 
doesn’t need to change.’  We have an opportunity with the corner that we’re on that we’re 
willing and able and WANT to make some changes so that Bainbridge Rentals, those storage 
sheds aren’t spilling out on the street anymore, that maybe we can offer some affordable 
housing.  The other thing I would note is when I was in high school and college and I worked out 
there at Island Center at Bainbridge Rentals, there was maybe two of us in the store at any given 
time.  John now has people parking in our land on the side.  He has so many employees they are 
having to park off-site to enable customers to park there, so they’re providing jobs as well, all 
those businesses to speak to the point of somebody else about the service jobs on the Island.  So I 
would urge everybody to consider that area in the Plan.  I would also note, and I did before, that 
there’s been a significant amount of work done to that degree already in 2001, so I think it would 
be useful for the community to develop a nice asset in a nice area for those type of businesses.  
Thank you.” 
 
Alex King, Citizen – I also work for Bainbridge Performing Arts, I’m their Technical Director.  
I volunteer with a number of theatres on the Island helping build new spaces, organizing them 
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and everything like that.  There’s a lot of new performing arts and just art spaces just starting up 
right now and they could really use some support through the Humanities and Culture 
Foundation.  I’m also the resident manager of the Eagle Nest Apartments on Madison Avenue.  
We have 40 units there that are all under $1,000 a month.  I just checked my waiting list, it’s 42 
people long.  I got two phone calls while I was sitting here.  The average time of a Craigslist ad 
that I have up before I have somebody with a deposit is 42 minutes.  If that speaks how much 
there’s a need for housing on the Island, I can give you my e-mail address and I’ll post your 
phone number, not on the side of the road, but hidden back in a back hallway at the apartment 
complex where people have to come and find it.  Thank you.” 
 
Charles Schmid, Association of Bainbridge Communities – “I’m speaking tonight on the 
Economic Element.  I sat down and compared the 2004, which is based on the 1999 one with our 
present Plan, the rough draft.  I’d like to read one of the framework issues.  ‘When weighing 
choices regarding our future economy, the fundamental considerations should be the quality of 
the island’s natural environment and the community’s desire to maintain the visual character.’  
That was number 1 in 2004, now it’s put down to number 3.  There’s quite a few sections of the 
rough draft Plan that talks about the City partnering with other organizations such as the  
Chamber of Commerce, Downtown Bainbridge.  I looked back in the 1999 Plan and they had 
encouraged team Winslow, Chamber of Commerce and other business groups to develop an 
education program.  So you see it’s gone from what it is now, the City ‘partner with the Chamber 
of Commerce, Bainbridge Island Downtown Association and others to monitor the island 
business client and make appropriate adjustments to the economic vitality strategy.’  I think this 
is fine for the City to worry about these things, but to actually say the will partner with them, 
what’s the cross benefit?  The other thing is, the suggestion this evening, at least we should 
define what partnering means.  It’s a ‘shall’ right now, it’s not even a ‘should.’  I think this has to 
be carefully, carefully worked on, the cross benefit.  How much the City puts in as staff, what 
kind of money’s involved, what are the benefits?  Also, I found a whole new section called 
‘Building Design and Construction Sector’ (Goal EC 10) It says: ‘Support building design and 
construction industries to increase employment opportunities, enhance local revenues and help 
ensure the built environment that responds to and reflects the Island’s Vision and Guiding 
Principles.’  So all of a sudden, the City’s going to be supporting building design and 
construction industries.  Then it says further on down: ‘The built environment is no less 
important in defining Bainbridge Island as a unique and attractive place.’  If you take a look at 
what our Goals are, you won’t find anything like that, so I’m asking you, when you take a look at 
these lines that are in the Goals, look back and see what our original vision is.”  Commissioner 
Quitslund asked Mr. Schmid to look at the sentence following the one he read, saying he took 
credit for that language.  The next sentence reads, ‘Good development in communities such as 
ours must work within limits and compatible with goals and environmental conservation.’  
Commissioner Quitslund stated it was an attempt to push development in a direction it has not 
been following consistently to push in the direction of compact and conservation.  Mr. Schmid 
replied, “I think an interesting thing to look at is how that involves with the land use.  I just think 
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right now it sounds business-like.  It’s okay to have business, but I think you have to be careful 
in the city or any municipality starting with the national government among business issues.  I 
think you need a little more language to be careful.  I have a list of almost eight people who 
worked on the Economic Element in 1999 and I’ll send that to you because they’re a cross 
section of business people here on the island.  In fact, my last plea is to put something in it about 
commuters, having been a commuter before, I think they’re important because they walk to the 
ferry here on the island, they take the buses which are there and also, they provide volunteer 
expertise.  A lot of our commuters work with large firms and provide this expertise and I think 
some of the business expertise was actually represented in this group that actually formed before 
all these other groups that are business oriented sections were put in.  Thank you very much.” 
 
Stuart Grogan, Executive Director for Housing Kitsap – We’re the housing authority for 
Kitsap County not including the City of Bremerton.  We are the housing authority that serves 
Bainbridge Island.  I really want to commend you this evening for a really great draft of the 
Comprehensive Plan, particularly the Housing Element.  I think it demonstrates an extraordinary 
grasp of the need for affordable housing and particularly the need for new affordable housing 
units.  I wanted to comment just briefly to speak to there’s another kind of affordable housing 
support that comes to citizens and families in the form of rental assistance.  The most common 
form of that, as I’m sure you know, is the Section 8 Housing Choice Voucher.  It’s a piece of 
paper you can take out into the market and taking 30% of your income plus this piece of paper 
allows you to rent an apartment pretty much anywhere that serves you as an individual or a 
family, your individual needs.  One of the things that’s happening particularly in this very, very 
tight rental market is that people are having a hard time taking that voucher and finding a place 
to live.  In the old days years ago, you could find a house within 90 days, 3 months or so, with 
the opportunity for an extension for maybe one more month, two months, a couple months to try 
and find a place to be able to place that voucher.  Nowadays, housing authorities all across the 
state are just granting that voucher extension without the need to apply for a waiver.  It speaks 
partly to the intensity and the pressure in all of our economies, but it also speaks to how difficult 
to find a place to place their rental assistance.  Rental assistance takes the forms of Vash 
Vouchers which are housing assistance for veterans, it takes the form of alimony and child 
support payments that allow single mothers to place.  It takes Social Security, it takes all 
different kinds.  All of those people are finding it difficult to locate a place, so I want you to take 
a look at adding a way to take full advantage of the housing support that’s available to the people 
in our community by establishing a sources of income discrimination policy.  City of Bainbridge 
has spoken out strongly about discrimination and so many of its forms, sources of income 
discrimination is a devastating thing.  You can imagine how someone would feel to read an 
advertisement for an apartment in a place that will meet their needs, where their kids can go to 
school, where it says, ‘Section 8 Voucher holders need not apply.’  It’s a terrible, terrible thing.  
It’s happening all over the state.  And I think it ought to be a part of your policy of this city to 
say we’re not going to tolerate that sort of thing.  Sources of income discrimination is not 
permitted and it should be part of the Comprehensive Plan and a second step in part of the 
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implementation.  I have some other comments.  I’ll send them in by Monday, but I wanted that in 
your mind as you’re thinking about ALL of the tools and things you can do to address the 
affordable housing issues in the community.  Thank you.”  Commissioner Gale asked for 
clarification of the Section 8 Voucher and how it worked and whether it provided for meeting the 
market rate of an apartment.  Mr. Grogan replied, “Up to the limit HUD establishes for the area.  
Unfortunately, HUD doesn’t quite get there sometimes with how rapidly local markets are 
changing.  You take your portion of it as the tenant, the share that you get as a consequence of 
the voucher and then if you are lucky and are able to find a place in the community where you 
want to live and pay the market rent, you are able to cover it with that voucher.  Sometimes, and 
particularly in active economies, it’s very difficult to place that voucher because the rents and the 
prices are changing so rapidly.  So that forces, sometime, people to step farther and farther out 
from their local area or their most desired area.  Even there, the pressure is on.  They might be 
able to afford the rent, but now they can’t get in.  Even the places where someone could take 
their voucher and afford the full market rent, or a Vash Voucher, or alimony payments, they will 
be refused, in some cases, because of that regular, steady stream of income.  It won’t be counted 
and so they wouldn’t qualify to live there, so what we want to establish is that you can’t 
discriminate against somebody because of the source of their income.  They still have to qualify, 
they still have to meet all the other standards, but just because they’re bringing a voucher to the 
table doesn’t give you the right to say, ‘You can’t live here.’  We absolutely need to be building 
affordable housing and housing in all of its forms and I think the Comprehensive Plan really 
speaks to having a diverse supply of housing because not one type of housing works for 
everybody.  You want all of those different things.  And you want all of the different kinds of 
folks who are going to live in all of those different kinds of housing.  So what you want to do, I 
think in this case, prevent people from being told they can’t live there simply because they have 
a unique form or an alternative form of regular income.  Thank you.”   
 
Tim Winslow, Citizen – “I just want to address the transportation part of the Plan.  I’m a bike 
commuter and I do that because I can get on the ferry.  I typically ride about 6 or 7 miles but it’s 
not uncommon to see people riding 30 miles around the island and a lot of people won’t do it 
because it’s unsafe.  A lot of these roads were built as wagon train roads, they go through the 
woods and they don’t have any shoulders to them.  So, when we look at the transportation going 
forward in Bainbridge Island, it’s nice to have trees and everything, but we also need the safety 
that painting a six-inch wide, away from the edge of a ditch is not a bike lane.  I would say cut all 
the fog lines off until you have a bike lane so that way cars will have to slow down and figure 
out if there IS an edge to the road.  Just a couple of ideas there.  So, I looked at the plan the Non-
Motorized Transportation Committee came out with.  They weight it very heavily towards 
Winslow and already pretty well developed areas.  I live just off of Miller and thank you, the 
City, for slowing traffic down.  The second 25 MPH zone, people tend to slow down to about 30, 
so it’s starting to make a difference.  But we need more shoulders that get you around the island 
in a complete kind of method.  The other option is, there’s no bus service except at commuting 
time.  So, if you’re on the island, you’re either going to ride a bike or you’re going to drive a car.  
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There’s really no other option.  We need to really look at how to get around the island.  That will 
help economic development.  If we make a better shoulder, make it safer, that would bring more 
people to the island for entertainment kind of things or wallets on wheels, kind of ride around, go 
to the Treehouse, get a beer, ride back onto the ferry.  We really need to look at the whole island, 
not just parts of the island because nobody rides their bike one mile.  They ride it all the way 
around the island.  From the distance, they ride it off the island, they go over to Poulsbo.  We 
really need to look at complete systems.  If I want to go get a coffee down at Lynwood Center 
and I’m up in Island Center, I come back, my favorite place is you ride right past the intersection 
of High School Road and Fletcher Bay Road and the three-foot wide bike lane drops into a ditch 
and now you go up a turn, up a hill, so I’m going to take the lane and then people are going to 
get mad at me because I’m in the way.  That’s the kind of typical situation we find all over the 
island.  Bucklin Hill Road has a number of issues going up the hill; lots of gravel, lots of roads, 
in and out kind of places where people don’t see things.  So we really need to take a look at the 
WHOLE plan on the island and we need to spread it out beyond just the areas that are already 
developed.  Thanks.” 
 
Anna Westday, Citizen – I’ve lived on Bainbridge for 37 years.  I moved here when I was 23 
and I just turned 61 on September 8th.  I was just at the Suyematsu Farm, Laughing Crow Farm, 
Bainbridge Vineyard, obviously getting some garlic from Betsy, but also we harvested the last 
bit of grapes, Muller-Thurgau and we did the Siegerrebe.  So what I want to say about farming, 
of course I’m an advocate for trees and I love what Olaf said about if we could continue as a 
collective to talk about our older trees and really attempt to find a way to have them become 
historical and help everyone understand how important our trees are.  To the birds, to the 
pollinators and the saddest thing for me, of course, the FDA finally tested Round-up and found 
out that the glyphosate is in all honey, across the globe, especially the United States.  So that 
part’s hard for me because I want us to care about our soil.  I want to care about our water.  We 
talked about sewage and I loved what the water people who study geology, I can’t pronounce the 
name for them, but thank you everyone who is working on a vision for the island.  You know, I 
used to come here and sing my version of the Lorax because I wanted Bainbridge Island to be a 
model for social change that cares about its environment.  So when I talk about when are we 
going to say, does that mean I have to move off the island to let someone who can afford $2,500  
two bedroom apartment?  This is where we’re going.  You know obviously, Anna, my goal is not 
money, it’s food – blueberries, garlic – the health of our community.  If we all lived in tiny 
houses, efficient tiny houses in a community, that really helped be among our elders and really 
be about mentoring our children and helping each other.  And when I say, does it matter if we’re 
a Republican or Democrat or Green Party or whatever our spiritual practices are, isn’t it about 
really our health?  And that’s where I want us to go.  And I say to people to do you think that 
beam up is there breathing out oxygen?  And maybe it is and I just don’t know it and that would 
be news for me.  So, anyway, thank you for everything you do and I hope that we go someplace 
where we educate everyone on the island that let’s be a collective and really care about our land 
and each other.  And my new goal is this:  Vision – all golf courses.  We’re going to grow 
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industrial hemp because it’s the most amazing manure crop.  And we’re going to reclaim because 
the trees are down now.  We talk about trees.  Yes, I agree with the bicyclist, we do need really 
efficient bicycle lanes so all children feel like they can ride their bikes in safety.  What I want to 
say really lastly is, what’s going on right now with this Kelly Sampson property.  The two trees 
just came down and they were tall and beautiful, but they’re down and broken up.  I wish I knew 
how old they are.  I want to say at least 80 years.  I could be wrong on that.  I think it’s an 
interesting idea about having 40 more units between Yes magazine and the really.  When you 
think about all the people have lived in the most amazing houses and now they are living the 
elders.  And I’ve known them a long time in different situations and now they live, their 
retirement c’est la vie, at the mobile home park.  So for Kelly Sampson to all of a sudden dig up 
the asphalt in a very small narrow place, I’m kind of amazed, why isn’t it going out toward the 
street and going down by the Pavilion.  And that’s another thing about the traffic, I’m going to 
say one more time the traffic.  You go out, you try to get back in everyone’s going like this 
(gestures), they’re going like this (gestures), so whoever made that decision.  Ciao.”  
 
Heather Moore, Citizen – “Thank you for having me.  I am one of the apartment property 
managers at the Eagle Nest Apartments up on Madison Avenue.  I wanted to make more my case 
for short term affordable housing and emergency housing for people on Bainbridge Island.  We 
see quite a number of people that come to look at our apartment complex because it’s one of the 
more affordable places on the island right now.  We, at any time on our waiting list, have 20-30 
sometimes 80 people waiting to look at one of our 40 units.  The rent is more affordable than 
almost anywhere else and it’s a great place for people to land when they’ve gone through a 
divorce, if they’ve lost someone, if they’re young, but have connection to the island.  And a lot 
of people that we have that look for possible apartments here have a connection with the island 
and our community.  It is very hard for them to find a place in a place that they have long loved.  
I find that pretty upsetting.  I haven’t grown up on the island, but I’ve been here a lot in my 
childhood.  My family all lives in the Suquamish area and I really honor this community for what 
it’s done in support of the arts and the people that live here and making a priority for the local 
community.  I just want to highlight this specific need for people who want to stay with the 
community that they honor and cherish and really love and who have supported them and who 
they support and give to whether they’re children that are recently back from college, young 
adults that are recently back from college or people that can no longer afford to stay in a house 
because they’re not happy with their ex-partner, I’d just like to make sure that with the housing 
budgeting we’re allowing for that and for people to be able to stay here that want to with short 
term, emergency and affordable, if not low-cost, housing.  That is the point that I’d like to bring 
tonight.  Thank you.” 
 
Ross Hathaway, President of Squeaky Wheels – We appreciate the Staff’s good work on the 
Island-Wide Transportation Plan (IWTP), on the Comprehensive Plan as a whole.  In the IWTP, 
we encourage the Planning Commission to support using the Highway Capacity Manual version 
of BLOS and PLOS (Bicycle Level of Service and Pedestrian Level of Service).  City Staff has 
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shown an interest in making this change.  This is important so that objective measurements such 
as traffic, volume and speed, as well as facility acquiesces influence the measure of level of 
service.  We also request that selecting a high standard for this level of service (that would be a 
rating like A-F, usually you don’t want an F, we’d like to see it at A, but reasonably B).  Please 
also refer to Squeaky Wheels’ written comments on the Comprehensive Plan’s supporting 
documents to date.  It’s also really important to remember that level of service of standards that 
have objective measurements will help you to mitigate the impacts from additional traffic from 
development by using impact fees and concurrency tools that that allows you to use.  Thank you 
for your consideration.  We have a long way to go in making walking and bicycling safe again 
for all ages and abilities.  This is a really good next step.  Also, incidentally and personally, not 
as the President of Squeaky Wheels, I want to agree that the best affordable housing project we 
have is increasing the floating portion for free by increasing the percentage of allowed live 
aboards.  It’s a long time needed change.  Thanks.” 
 
Commissioner Gale thanked everyone for their thoughtful comments and input saying it was 
very helpful to have some specific language and concerns identified.  Vice-chair Chester also 
thanked everyone and reiterated how helpful it was to have written comments and that they do 
look at them very carefully. 
 
ADJOURN 
The Public Hearing was adjourned at 7:28 PM.   
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
William Chester, Vice-chair    Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 



 

 

Bainbridge Island 
Planning Commission  Open House/Public Hearing 

Open House and Public Hearings: 
Saturday, September 17 

Open House 10:00 AM – 11:30 AM 
Public Hearing 11:30 AM - 1:00 PM 

 
Thursday, September 22  

Open House 4:30 PM – 6:00 PM 
Public Hearing 6:00 PM – 8:00 PM 

 

Opening Statement: 

The purpose of this public hearing today is to receive testimony on the 2016 
update of the City of Bainbridge Island’s 2004 Comprehensive Plan in accordance 
with the requirements of the Growth Management Act (GMA).  In general, the 
proposed update is intended to revise and refine the current GMA 
Comprehensive Plan policy direction to reflect changed conditions and includes a 
vision statement; guiding principles; 10 comprehensive plan elements (chapters) 
each with its own vision statement, goals, policies, and implementation action 
items; and, references and links to functional plans and supporting documents.  
The proposed action also includes changes to the Bainbridge Island Municipal 
Code to assure consistency between the comprehensive plan and development 
regulations.  A State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA)/GMA integrated approach 
has been utilized to ensure that the environmental analysis conducted under 
SEPA occurs as a coordinated part of the planning and decision-making process 
under GMA.  
 
The Planning Commission is conducting an open house and public hearing on 
Saturday, September 17, and Thursday, September 22.  Written comments will be 
accepted until 4:00 pm, Monday, September 26, 2016.   
 
The Planning Commission will not be deliberating, indicating their preferences, or 
taking action on the proposal today.  Questions or clarification may be directed 
toward those who are testifying.   
 
The Planning Commission will begin its deliberations after the public hearings 
have been held and the written comment period is closed.  The deliberations will 
begin on Wednesday October 5, and may continue on Thursday October 13, 
before the Planning Commission forwards its recommendations to the City 
Council.  The City Council, acting in its capacity as the official legislative body, will 



 

 

then review the Planning Commission’s recommendations before taking final 
action.  City Council action is expected before the end of the year.  
 
There is a sign-up sheet at the back of the room for those who would like to 
testify.  An opportunity will be given at the end of the hearing for those that wish 
to testify, but did not sign up to speak.   

 
Please limit your comments to a 3-minute period so that everyone will have a 
chance to speak.  Special interest groups, associations, or those representing 
others are encouraged to designate a spokesperson for your group to allow 
greater participation and cross-representation.  
 
Before you testify, clearly state your name, spelling your last name, and your 
address.  A recording system will record your comments.  
  
Written comments are also being accepted and can be placed in the box located 
on the staff table near the front of the room. The Commission will accept written 
comments until 4pm on Monday September 26.  Written comments may be 
submitted in person or through the mail to the Planning Department at City Hall, 
or emailed to pcd@bainbridgewa.gov. 
 
Before we begin taking public comments, staff will give a brief presentation about 
the proposal.  
 
Thank you for taking the time to participate. 
 
NOTE: CHAIR CAN EXTEND INDIVIDUAL COMMENT PERIOD DEPENDING ON 
HOW MANY FOLKS WANT TO SPEAK. 

 



 

The Planning Commission Public Hearing Draft of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan (Plan) was published 

on Friday August 26, 2016. The publication of the DRAFT accompanied a coordinate public outreach 

campaign to: 

 Inform the public about the DRAFT Plan, State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Review, and 

promote public review of the DRAFT Plan; 

 Advertise the upcoming Open House/ Commission Public Hearing dates- scheduled for Saturday 

September 17 and Thursday September 22; and 

 Encourage the public to comment in person at a Public Hearing or in writing on the DRAFT Plan.  

It was noticed that the deadline for submission of written comment (hard copy or email) was 

Monday September 26 at 4 pm. 

More than 100 citizens attended one or both open house/public hearings. Not everyone that attended 

the public hearings made comments at that time.  The public hearings were recorded, and can be 

watched from the Navigate Bainbridge: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update website.  Eighty-three (83) 

written public comments were received between August 26 and 4 pm, September 26.  Those written 

public comments have been forwarded to the Commission via email as they were received by the 

Planning Department, and are attached, sorted alphabetically by last name. The written comments are 

preceded by a “table of contents” of sorts, meant to assist the Planning Commission in organizing their 

review. Public Comment received prior to August 26, 2016 may be viewed from the City’s website. 

http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/615/Navigate-Bainbridge-Comprehensive-Plan-U
http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/615/Navigate-Bainbridge-Comprehensive-Plan-U
http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/615/Navigate-Bainbridge-Comprehensive-Plan-U
http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/615/Navigate-Bainbridge-Comprehensive-Plan-U
http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/615/Navigate-Bainbridge-Comprehensive-Plan-U
http://apps.bainbridgewa.gov/weblink8/Browse.aspx?startid=47821
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There were many who commented (at the hearings, and in writing) that:  

 Fort Ward should not be a Designated Center (Land Use Element); and 

 That the DRAFT Island-wide Transportation Plan (IWTP) should not show any possible road 

connections through Gazzam Lake Park. 

Regarding Fort Ward- the language in the Land Use Element could be further clarified to better explain 

that Fort Ward is a potential center, and any future use mix would be determined through a 

community supported subarea planning process. An alternative would be to remove it as a potential 

designated center.  

Regarding the DRAFT IWTP, the Department of Public Works is still reviewing how to modify that 

connectivity section- a result could be that the only connections would be non-motorized facilities. 

Planning Commission Action:  Discuss public comment, and determine what changes should be made 

to the DRAFT Plan.  The changes agreed upon by the Commission will be integrated into the next public 

draft of the Plan. 

 

It is inevitable that the Commission itself will have conceived of additional changes to suggest for the 

DRAFT Plan. Those changes may be small, such as removing a comma, or more consequential- 

modifying goals and policies.  

Planning Commission Action:  Determine what Commission generated changes should be integrated 

into DRAFT Plan. The changes agreed upon by the Commission will be integrated into the next public 

draft of the Plan. 

 

The submittal window for privately initiated Comprehensive Plan Amendment (CPA) requests was May 

1 through June 30, 2016. The City received 6 applications, described below. Each application was a 

request for a land use designation change on the Comprehensive Plan Future Land Use map; the 

applications can be viewed on the City’s website. The Planning Commission initially discussed 5 for the 

amendments during the summer of 2015, beginning at their July 9, 2015 meeting in conjunction with 

the Land Use Element. The CPA submitted by Mr. Moore was discussed in the fall of 2015, in 

conjunction with the Business/Industrial policies of the Economic Element. The Commission completed 

their discussion of the Park District and Schmid applications in the summer of 2016.  The applications 

are discussed in more detail below. Notices of the Commission discussions were sent to property 

owners in the vicinity of each application (except the Park District), and public comment was accepted 

http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/615/Navigate-Bainbridge-Comprehensive-Plan-U
http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/615/Navigate-Bainbridge-Comprehensive-Plan-U
http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/822/2016-Comprehensive-Plan-Amendment-Applic
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on each amendment request. Minutes from those Planning Commission meetings can be viewed on 

the City website.  

Planning Commission Action:  The Planning Commission shall make a final recommendation on each 

CPA application to the City Council. 

 

A. Submitted by S. Thomas, to change the designation from OSR-2 to NSC for a property located 

at 4552 Point White Dive, immediately west of the Lynwood Center NSC area 

The Thomas amendment was discussed originally at the July 9, 

2015 Commission meeting, and again at the July 23 and 

September 10, 2015 meetings. The property is adjacent to 

Neighborhood Service Center (NSC) zoning, with the “Roost” 

development currently in for permitting. Public comment at the 

time was generally against the application.  The Commission 

discussed whether or not the existing Plan and Bainbridge Island 

Municipal Code (BIMC) allowed for expansion of an existing NSC 

zoning without going through the special planning area process 

(SPA). The Commission’s initial discussion led to the conclusion 

that a SPA process or amendment should be done to make 

changes to a NSC area- see Cainion and Anderson applications below.                              

          Thomas Property 

 

B. Submitted by A. Cainion, to change the designation from OSR-0.4 to NSC for a property on 

Fletcher Bay Road, immediately south of the Island Center NSC area 

C. Submitted by S. Anderson, to change the designation from OSR-0.4 to NSC for a property on 

New Brooklyn Road, immediately east of the Island Center NSC area 

The Cainion and Anderson applications were discussed 

originally at the July 9, 2015 Commission meeting, and the 

Cainion application again at the July 23 and September 10, 

2015 meetings. Mr. Cainion has previously submitted CPA 

requests that have not been approved.  The Commission 

discussion again focused on whether or properties could be 

designated NSC outside of the SPA process.  A previous SPA 

process for Island Center had resulted in a DRAFT Subarea 

Plan in 2001, which was not adopted by the City Council. As a 

result of the Commission discussion on the Cainion and 

Anderson applications, the Commission voiced support for the 

City to commence subarea planning for Island Center and 

Rolling Bay, if those communities support it. 

 

http://apps.bainbridgewa.gov/weblink8/Browse.aspx?startid=2130
http://apps.bainbridgewa.gov/weblink8/Browse.aspx?startid=2130
http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5484
http://www.bainbridgewa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/5484
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D. Submitted by W. Moore, to change the designation from OSR-0.4 to Business/Industrial (B/I) 

for a property located at the intersection of Fletcher Bay, Bucklin Hill, and Lynwood Center 

Roads  

When discussion the Moore application initially at the July 9 

Commission meeting, the Commission decided to review the 

Moore application at the same time as B/I goals and policies in 

the Land Use Element and Economic Element. The discussion 

was delayed until the Commission began to review the 

Economic Element in the fall of 2015. The Moore amendment 

was discussed on October 22, 2015 along with those Land Use 

and Economic Element policies. 

 

 

 

E. Submitted by C. Schmid, to change the designation for Pritchard Park from WD-I to OSR-2 

Pritchard Park is made up of 3 

properties owned by the City and the 

Bainbridge Island Metropolitan Parks 

and Recreation District. The Schmid 

amendment was discussed originally 

at the July 9, 2015 Commission 

meeting, and again at the July 28 and 

August 4, 2016 meetings. When 

initially discussed, it was 

acknowledged that the Schmid 

application would be moot should 

the Park District application be 

approved, and a new Park zone 

created. Once it became uncertain 

whether or not the Park District 

application would be approved, the Commission revisited the Schmid application in 2016.  The 

Department of Planning and Community development raised the issue regarding whether or not the 

Schmid application should have ever been accepted, since he is not the property owner of Pritchard 

Park.  See Park District comment letter (page 23) 

 

F. Submitted by BI Metro Park and Recreation District, to create a new “Park” Zone for parks 

The Park District application was discussed originally at the July 9, 2015 Commission meeting, and 

again at the July 23 and August 13, 2015 and June 9 and July 28, 2016 meetings. The Commission had 
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requested information from the District including that the District propose new goals and policies for 

the new “Park” zone and better explain why the new zone was needed. See map below 

 

The Planning Commission may continue their deliberation and recommendations on October 13, if 

needed. When their recommendations are complete, the Planning Commission will forward their 

recommended DRAFT Comprehensive Plan on to the City Council for their review.  It is expected that 

the City Council will discuss the DRAFT Comprehensive Plan throughout the rest of 2016, starting in 

mid to late October. The City Council strives to approve the 2016 Comprehensive Plan by the end of 

2016.   
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WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENT ON  

2016 DRAFT COMPREHENSIVE PLAN SUBMITTED  

DURING PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING COMMENT 

PERIOD: 8/26/16 – 9/26/16 (4 PM)  
 

Date 
Received Name Page # 

Element(s) 
Referenced 

9/22 ALCALA, KATHLEEN 1 WR, ENV, CUL, HS 

8/30 
ANDERSON, PAUL E-MAIL RESPONSE BY SUTTON, 
JENNIFER 

3 ENV 

9/22 ANDERSON, SCOTT E-MAIL 7 LU, TR 

9/24 ANDERSON, VERNON E-MAIL 8 LU, TR 

9/24 APPLEBERRY, STEPHANIE E-MAIL 11 LU 

9/26 BAINBRIDGE ISLAND BREWING 12 LU, EC, TR 

9/26 
BAINBRIDGE ISLAND METRO PARK & RECREATION 
DISTRICT 

19 IWTP 

9/26 
BAINBRIDGE ISLAND METRO PARK & RECREATION 
DISTRICT 2 

23 LU 

9/17 BHATT, SANJAY 25 TR, HO 

9/22 BONCIOLINI, DIANE E-MAIL 26 CUL 

9/21 BROBST, THOMAS E-MAIL 27 U 

9/22 BROBST, THOMAS E-MAIL 29 U 

9/13 BUNTEN, DONNA E-MAIL 39 ENV 

9/26 BURGER, HEATHER E-MAIL 49 LU, EC, ENV, HO 

9/25 COLETTI, KIMBERLY E-MAIL 53 LU 

9/22 COLLIS, AMY 54 CUL 

9/19 CRIST, DOUGLAS E-MAIL 55 LU 

9/06 DASHIELL, ROBERT E-MAIL 59 WR, U 

9/25 DASHIELL, ROBERT E-MAIL 61 U 

9/26 DASHIELL, ROBERT E-MAIL 62 ENV 

9/24 DASHIELL, ROBERT E-MAIL 1 64 CUL, HS, WR 

9/24 DASHIELL, ROBERT E-MAIL 2 66 WR 



Date 
Received Name Page # 

Element(s) 
Referenced 

9/26 DASHIELL, ROBERT E-MAIL 2 68 ENV 

9/26 DASHIELL, ROBERT E-MAIL 3 69 WR 

9/22 DAVIS, CHRISTINE 71 CUL 

9/24 DOMBROWSKI, MARY E-MAIL 74 LU 

9/22 FISCHER, SANDY 79 EC, HO 

9/07 FRANKS, JEANNETTE E-MAIL 80 EN 

9/26 FREEMAN, LEIGH ANNE E-MAIL 81 LU 

9/26 GANDER, MALCOLM E-MAIL 82 WR 

9/16 GEEHAN, GREGORY E-MAIL 84 Intro 

9/17 GILPIN, SHARON E-MAIL 85 Whole Plan 

9/07 GRANSTROM, PETER E-MAIL 90 WR, ENV, HO 

9/26 GROGAN, STUART E-MAIL 91 HO 

9/26 HANSEN, LARA E-MAIL 94 Intro, ENV, CF 

9/17 HANSON, BECCA E-MAIL 98 
Intro, LU, EC, ENV, 

HO 

9/26 
HENRY, DAVE E-MAIL RESPONSE FROM SUTTON, 
JENNIFER 

101 ENV 

9/22 JUDD, REBECCA 102 CUL 

8/26 KEENAN, MELANIE E-MAIL 102 WR 

9/26 KEENAN, MELANIE E-MAIL2 105 WR 

8/26 
KEENAN, MELANIE E-MAIL RESPONSE BY TOVAR, 
JOSEPH 

116 WR 

9/16 KERSTEN, MARY CLARE E-MAIL 121 LU, TR 

9/26 KNOEBEL, REGEN E-MAIL 125 LU 

9/26 KNOX, JANET E-MAIL 126 EC, TR 

9/22 LANE, JERRI E-MAIL 132 EC 

9/22 LANGEMACK, CHAPPLE 133 CUL 

9/05 LURIA, BILL E-MAIL 134 LU, EC, HO 

9/19 MASLACH, STEVEN AND JULIA E-MAIL 137 IWTP 

9/26 MASTERS, LINDSAY E-MAIL 138 CUL 



Date 
Received Name Page # 

Element(s) 
Referenced 

9/23 NORDBY, LYNN E-MAIL 139 CUL 

9/26 OSULLIVAN, ALISON SUQUAMISH TRIBE E-MAIL 140 Intro, LU, ENV, HO 

9/08 PADGHAM, BRENDA E-MAIL 146 IWTP, TR 

9/22 PALMER, WILLIAM 149 LU 

9/20 PAULSON, ALTHEA E-MAIL 156 HO 

9/07 
PELTIER, RON E-MAIL RESPONSE BY TOVAR, 
JOSEPH 

160 Whole Plan 

9/26 
PETERS, OLEMARA E-MAIL RESPONSE FROM 
ERBES, DAVE 

171 Whole Plan 

9/26 PICK, CHRISTINA E-MAIL 175 LU, TR 

9/26 PICK, CHRISTOPHER E-MAIL 177 LU, TR 

9/26 PINEDO, CELESTE E-MAIL 179 LU, TR 

8/26 
RASELY, JANE E-MAIL RESPONSE BY ANDERSON, 
PAUL 

181 ENV 

9/12 REARICK, WHITNEY E-MAIL 183 HO 

9/26 REARICK, WHITNEY E-MAIL 184 HO 

9/20 RIBEIRO, OLAF E-MAIL 189 ENV 

9/21 RUDNICK, DEBORAH E-MAIL 192 Intro, ENV, WR 

9/20 SAYLOR, GLORIA E-MAIL FORWARD 199 HO 

9/15 SCHMID, CHARLES E-MAIL 201 EC 

9/25 SCHMID, CHARLES E-MAIL 1 213 LU 

9/07 SILBERSTEIN, JANE E-MAIL 225 HO 

9/17 SILBERSTEIN, JANE E-MAIL 228 Whole Plan 

9/26 SMART, ANNE E-MAIL 245 CUL 

9/22 SPOOR, REGINA 247 IWTP 

9/19 STOUT, DAVID E-MAIL 248 LU 

9/15 TEWS, JOANNE E-MAIL FORWARD 249 HO 

9/26 TOWNSEND, ROGER E-MAIL 250 EC, HO, TR 

9/23 TRAFTON, BARBARA E-MAIL 251 TR, ENV 

9/14 UTILITY ADVISORY COMMITTEE E-MAIL 252 U 



Date 
Received Name Page # 

Element(s) 
Referenced 

9/26 VANCIL, DEBBIE E-MAIL 256 CUL, EC, Glossary 

9/26 WALTON, AMALIA E-MAIL 260 EC, LU 
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