
TESTIMONY AND WRITTEN PUBLIC COMMENTS: 

ANNUAL COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 2015 DOCKET 

COMMENTS/TESTIMONY RECEIVED OCTOBER 8–29, 2015 

 

Name 
(Organization) 

Applicant or 
General Public 

Petition Method 

Aarstad, Jon and 
Susan 

General public PL15-0383 Email (10/28/15) 

Baker, Sadie Applicant PL15-0379 Testimony 

Bynum, Ellen 
(FOSC) 

Applicant NC-1 and 6; 
PL15-0383; 
PL13-0299 

Testimony + emails (10/28 & 29/15) 

Carmichael, Robert Applicant PL15-0383 Testimony + email (10/28/15)  

Coleman, John (City 
of Sedro-Woolley) 

Applicant PL13-0299 Testimony 

Crawford, Mike Applicant PL15-0383 Testimony 

de Fermery, Dorothy General public PL13-0299 Testimony + email (10/29/15) 

Ehlers, Carol Applicant NC-2, 3, 4, and 
5 

Testimony + map (10/27/15) 

Foist, Robert 
Houston 

Applicant PL15-0378 Testimony 

Good, Randy 
(FOSC) 

Applicant NC-6 and 7 Testimony + letters (10/27/15) 

Harrington, Harold Applicant Process; 
water/wells on 
islands 

Testimony 

Harrison, Bryan (City 
of Burlington) 

General public CP-2 Testimony 

Hass, Ron (Avalon 
Golf Links) 

General public PL15-0383 Letter (10/28/15) 

Hurd, Peter General public PL13-0299 Testimony + letter (10/27/15) 

Knutzen, Bill General public CP-1 Testimony + letter (10/27/15) 
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COMMENTS/TESTIMONY RECEIVED OCTOBER 8–29, 2015 

 

(Knutzen Properties) 

Knutzen, Kraig and 
Colleen 

General public CP-1 Letter (10/29/15) 

Mitchell, Roger Applicant NC-8, 9, 10, 11, 
12, 13, and 14 

Testimony + email (10/29/15) 

Rohweder, Richard General public CP-2 Email (10/28/15) 

Stauffer, Ed Applicant NC-15, 16, and 
17; all NCs in 
general 

Testimony 

Sygitowicz, Bill Applicant PL15-0383 Email (10/28/15) 

Woolson, Seth 
(Chmelik Sitkin & 
Davis PS), 
representing John 
Bouslog  

General public CP-1 Testimony 

 



From: Aarstads
To: PDS comments
Subject: Fwd: Comprehensive Plan Amendments 2015 Docket, Application No. PL15-0383, Applicant Bill Sygitowicz, Skagit

 Partners, LLC, as amended to request 3500 population from County portion of allocation to new UGA.
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 4:59:59 PM

Sent from my iPad
Jon T. Aarstad

Begin forwarded message:

From: Aarstads <aarstads@comcast.net>
Date: October 28, 2015 at 4:48:45 PM PDT
To: pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
Subject: Re: Comprehensive Plan Amendments 2015 Docket, Application
 No. PL15-0383, Applicant Bill Sygitowicz, Skagit Partners, LLC, as
 amended to request 3500 population from County portion of allocation to
 new UGA.

To Board of Commissioners and Planning Department:
I urge the Planning Department and the Board of Skagit County Commissioners
 to docket, accept and include the amended Skagit Partners, LLC proposed
 "Avalon" project to the 2015 Skagit County Comprehensive Plan Amendments.
 A project of this nature has been at the forefront of past Skagit County
 Commissioners since I began working for Skagit County in 1977. The goal of the
 Commissioners was to preserve our farmland and retain the important character
 of our agricultural community. In addition the Commissioners had also
 recognized the potential hazards of seasonal flooding from the Skagit and Samish
 Rivers to our lowland valley and the potential damage to those who live in the
 County's floodplain . As a result of these two concerns the Commissioners
 strongly encouraged growth to occur in areas outside of the floodplain and in
 areas out of the valley's important and fertile agricultural lands. The Skagit
 Partners, LLC proposal clearly responds to these significant issues with its'
 location near the Avalon Golf Course on Butler Hill and surrounding uplands.
 Combined with full utility services, excellent transportation access to major
 arterials and State and Federal highways, a location for a greatly needed school
 and the willingness by the Skagit Partners,LLC to fully plan the site in
 accordance with Skagit County and State GMA regulations the amended
 proposal deserves your full support and inclusion into the 2015 Comprehensive
 Plan Amendments.
I personally thank you for your strong consideration and support. It is greatly
 appreciated and will result in a very positive asset to Skagit County in new jobs
 and increased taxes.
Sincerely,
Jon and Susan Aarstad

mailto:aarstads@comcast.net
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:aarstads@comcast.net
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us


17333 Peterson Road
Burlington, WA 98233

Sent from my iPad
Jon T. Aarstad



From: Ellen Bynum
To: PDS comments
Cc: Commissioners; FOSC Office; Mayor Steve Sexton; Mayor Laurie Gere; Mike Anderson; Mayor Ramon Hayes; 

Mayor Joan Cromley; Mayor Jason Miller; Mayor Jill Boudreaux; Mayor Debra Heinzman
Subject: Comments on PL15-0383 proposal to develop an unincorporated UGA by Skagit Partners, LLC
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 1:29:26 PM

Dear Commissioners and Planning Staff:

Friends of Skagit County opposes docketing PL15-0383 Skagit Partners, LLC proposal to re-
designate approximately 1,200 acres of rural and resource land to an unincorporated UGA in 
the Avalon Golf Course area.

The GMA requires and the county has identified its resource lands for protection in the Skagit 
Comprehensive Plan, its policies and the county code.  State law also requires cities to conduct
 regular buildable lands analyses of available developable lands and determine urban growth 
areas based on proven need.

Skagit County's cities and towns have NOT indicated to the county that there is ANY need for 
a stand alone UGA to accommodate future growth.  In fact cities have made minor requests to 
extend their respective UGAs because they have continued to appropriately size their UGAs 
and use infill and other incentives to accommodate growth.

We ask that Commissioners do not continue this proposal as there is no evidence that the 
project is necessary to comply with the GMA, County Comprehensive Plan, Countywide 
Planning Policies or county codes for Skagit County's current and/or future land use planning.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Ellen

Ellen Bynum, Executive Director
Friends of Skagit County
110 N. First St. #C
P.O. Box 2632 (mailing)
Mount Vernon, WA 98273-2632
360-419-0988
friends@fidalgo.net
www.friendsofskagitcounty.org
"A valley needs FRIENDS"
22nd Anniversary lCommon Goals lCommon Ground lCommon Goodl
DONATE NOW at Network for Good
Please consider the future B 4 printing.

mailto:skye@cnw.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:commissioners@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:friends@fidalgo.net
mailto:steves@ci.burlington.wa.us
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mailto:manderson@ci.sedro-woolley.wa.us
mailto:northwestdesign@msn.com
mailto:hamilton.wa.mayor@gmail.com
mailto:jason@concrete-herald.com
mailto:mvmayor@mountvernonwa.gov
mailto:mayor_lyman@msn.com
mailto:friends@fidalgo.net
http://www.friendsofskagitcounty.org/
https://www.networkforgood.org/donation/MakeDonation.aspx?ORGID2=911576105&vlrStratCode=98iLrriEJN0SIJtNWPyboz2pGZHu6eeFKiFYvCCpsEh265+MUZoXoEGvmqfkKlid
https://www.networkforgood.org/donation/MakeDonation.aspx?ORGID2=911576105


From: Ellen Bynum
To: PDS comments
Subject: Fwd: Comments concerning PL13-0299 City of Sedro Woolley
Date: Thursday, October 29, 2015 2:40:49 PM

Begin forwarded message:

From: Ellen Bynum <skye@cnw.com>
Date: October 29, 2015 2:12:58 PM PDT
To: Planning & Development Services <pds@co.skagit.wa.us>
Cc: FOSC Board, FOSC Office <friends@fidalgo.net>
Bcc: Roger Mitchell <rmsendit@startouch.net>, Gary Hagland 
<haglandg@toriitraining.com>, Dorothy de Fremery 
<ddefremery@cnw.com>, Diane Freethy <freeprss@frontier.com>, 
Andrea Xaver <dancer@fidalgo.net>, Lori Scott <srsracing@frontier.com>
Subject: Comments concerning PL13-0299 City of Sedro Woolley

Dear Commissioners:

Friends of Skagit County opposes Sedro-Woolley's request to add land to the 
UGA.  

The GMA and many of the GMHB rulings are clear that cities cannot increase the
 size of their UGAs and/or annex land because they want to do so, or because a 
landowner requests that they do so.  Cities must show that the land is necessary 
and that the projected growth in population cannot be achieved within the existing
 boundaries for the city and/or the UGA.  

The city has not shown that the growth cannot be accommodated within the 
current city and UGA boundaries.  We are concerned that the proposal does not 
consider how or when the public facilities and services will be provided.  The 
GMA is clear that new growth should be located first in areas that are already 
characterized by urban growth, including public facilities, secondly in areas 
already characterized by growth and will be served by facilities (public or private)
 and third in the remaining portions of the UGA.  Only after these areas have been
 included in the UGA can additional rural areas be added to the UGA.

With the recent acquisition of the Northern State campus, we cannot see any need 
to change County zoning within the UGA or add additional acres to meet the 
adopted 20 year population and jobs growth.

The GMA requires that UGA expansions be adjacent to land that is characterized 
by urban growth.  As we understand it the adjacent land is residential land and a 
change of zones to the adjacent lands to commercial/industrial does not comply 
with the GMA.  A shift of an urban commercial industrial lands allocation to non-
urban areas interferes with Goals 1 and 2 of GMA.  Both Skagit County and the 
City of Sedro Woolley must prohibit rezoning new commercial and industrial 

mailto:skye@cnw.com
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mailto:skye@cnw.com
mailto:pds@co.skagit.wa.us
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zones in rural areas when there are adequate lands currently included in these 
zones.

The original application for this project was listed as a map amendment.  The box 
stating that this was a redesignation to commercial/industrial zoning was 
unchecked.  The second application says this project is an "area map" amendment.
  We understand that the forms now have additional choices;  however, the 
County should not permit applicants to change information that is essential to 
determining whether the project is in compliance with the GMA and the Skagit 
Comprehensive Plan.

An additional concern is whether the public notices fully complied with the 
requirements under GMA.

Please reject this proposal until the existing land base has been fully developed 
and there is proven need for expansion.

Ellen

Ellen Bynum, Executive Director
Friends of Skagit County
110 N. First St. #C
P.O. Box 2632 (mailing)
Mount Vernon, WA 98273-2632
360-419-0988
friends@fidalgo.net
www.friendsofskagitcounty.org
"A valley needs FRIENDS"
22nd Anniversary lCommon Goals lCommon Ground lCommon Goodl
DONATE NOW at Network for Good
Please consider the future B 4 printing.

mailto:friends@fidalgo.net
http://www.friendsofskagitcounty.org/
https://www.networkforgood.org/donation/MakeDonation.aspx?ORGID2=911576105&vlrStratCode=98iLrriEJN0SIJtNWPyboz2pGZHu6eeFKiFYvCCpsEh265+MUZoXoEGvmqfkKlid
https://www.networkforgood.org/donation/MakeDonation.aspx?ORGID2=911576105


From: Bob Carmichael
To: PDS comments
Cc: Bill Sygitowicz
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Amendments 2015 Docket
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 11:25:06 AM

To Board of Commissioners and Planning Department:
 
Re: Comprehensive Plan Amendments 2015 Docket, Application No. PL15-0383, Applicant Bill
 Sygitowicz, Skagit Partners, LLC, as amended to request 3500 population from County portion of
 allocation to new UGA.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to speak at the docketing hearing yesterday.  This e-mail follows up
 on my comment at the hearing about a path forward for the above-referenced Avalon UGA
 proposal.  A roadmap for completing the new UGA designation requested may be gleaned from
 reading the Supreme Court decision of Quadrant Corporation v. Central Puget Sound Growth

 Management Hearings Board, et al., 154 Wn. 2d 224, 110 P.3rd 1132 (2005).
 
In the Quadrant case, King County designated the Bear Creek area as a UGA under RCW 36.70A.350,
 which provides an alternative means under GMA of designating a UGA.  Id. at 241-242.   To do so,
 King County adopted development regulations which “mirrored and amplified” the existing
 requirements contained in RCW 36.70A.350.  Id. at 242.   Hence, to facilitate adoption of the UGA,
 the County may use the existing statutory criteria as the framework for any new development
 regulation. 
 
Furthermore, consistency with the statutory criteria of RCW 36.70A.350 and with any new
 development regulation concurrently adopted by the County which are based  on these statutory
 criteria, is all that is required to lawfully establish a new UGA under RCW 36.70A.350.  So long as the
 new UGA meets the statutory criteria of RCW 36.70A.350, it need not conform to other goals of the
 GMA.  In fact, in the Quadrant case, the challenger to the new UGA (“FOTL”) argued that the new
 UGA did not comply with various goals of the GMA, including anti-sprawl provisions.  The
 Washington Supreme Court rejected this argument:
 

“ FOTL misinterprets this provision.  A more persuasive reading suggests that counties must
 comply with the enumerated state mandated requirements and that counties  may establish
 additional requirements for permitting the creation of FCCs.  King County did just that.  The
 Board found that King County’s development regulations for the Bear Creek FCC “mirror[ed]
 and amplify[ied] the nine detailed requirements . . .  contained in RCW 36.70A.350(1)(a)-(i).”
 
.  .  . 
 
“King County complied with the process allowed by section .110, elected to designate the
 Bear Creek area as an FCC, and then subsequently followed, and in fact “amplified,”   all the
 criteria set forth in section .350.  FOTL has not shown that King County failed to be “guided”
 by the urban growth and antisprawl goals in exercising their discretion.”
 

mailto:Bob@CarmichaelClark.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:billsyg@vinedev.com


Quadrant, at 246-247. 
 
It is clear from the Quadrant case that new UGA’s created under RCW 36.70A.350 need not be
 tested by other goals of the GMA, but rather must only meet the criteria of RCW 36.70A.350, and
 any additional criteria the County wishes to impose in a new development regulation.   As was
 acknowledged by the Planning Director in the staff report comment on Avalon, the County may
 adopt such a development regulation concurrent with consideration of the Comprehensive Plan
 Amendment application for the new Avalon UGA.  Based on the Quadrant case, development of a
 new regulation could consist of adopting the criteria of RCW 36.70A.350, with any additional
 criteria, directly into the Skagit County Code.  With that, the merits of the application may be
 considered.
 
As indicated, we stand ready to work with the County and devote the resources necessary to begin
 turning our proposal into a reality.  It will take time, but we would like to start.  On behalf of Skagit
 Partners, I respectfully request the Commissioners vote to docket our proposed comprehensive
 plan amendment for consideration in the County 2016 planning update. 
 
Thank you.
 
Bob
Robert A. Carmichael | Attorney
bob@CarmichaelClark.com
 
Carmichael Clark, PS
1700 D Street                        P. 360 647 1500
Bellingham, WA                     F. 360 647 1501
98225                                      CarmichaelClark.com
****************************************
This e-mail is intended only for the use of the individual or entity to whom it is addressed and may contain
 confidential, privileged information. If the reader of this e-mail is not the addressee, please be advised
 that any dissemination, distribution or copying of this e-mail is strictly prohibited.
If you receive this communication in error, please call immediately 360-647-1500 and return this e-mail to
 Carmichael Clark, PS at the above e-mail address and delete from your files. Thank you.
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From: Dorothy de Fremery
To: PDS comments
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Ammendments 2015 Docket
Date: Thursday, October 29, 2015 1:44:19 PM

These comments are in relation to the request by John Coleman, City Planner for the City of Sedro-Woolley at the October 27, meeting of the Skagit County Planning and Development Services.

There is a great deal of concern about lack of notification to the people directly impacted by these determinations, particularly in regard to the possible rezoning of approximately 128 acres of land zoned R-5 to Industrial in the Garden of Eden, Jones Road vicinity, as well as the 50 plus acres of land
 located on Westerman Road that is currently farmed, and has been for some years.

In 2014, when these meetings first began there was overwhelming opposition to this proposal. At that time we were told this Rezoning Proposal would be shelved. Both Eron Berg and John Coleman, were present at this meeting.

Then another Meeting was scheduled for August 18, 2014 to revisit this issue. There had been no mailings to those directly impacted until one of the residents got wind of it and made a complaint. Mailings were then sent out (but only to those on the list who had signed in at the 2014 meeting). These
 letters arrived either the day before, or the day of the actual meeting. At that meeting, it was changed from a ‘hearing’ to a workshop, as proper notification process had not been followed. They told us there was to be one other meeting scheduled during the day sometime in September. I complained
 that there needed to be another evening meeting to represent those who could not attend during the day. Nothing came of that. I also asked about having the notice be run in the SVH more than one time, but was told by John Coleman that it would be too expensive. The cost, according to the Herald,
 is $15.86 per column inch. When you consider the impact on property values, and land use rights, it would seem that better notification could be arranged.

Next there was a meeting slated for October 20th. The informational packet for that meeting was not posted on the website until the day prior. Still, because of one person going around and knocking on doors, and myself mailing out notices to those who had attended earlier meetings, there was a good
 turnout, again strongly opposed. However, after the public comment period, it was not made clear to those who attended that the discussion would continue on after that period. Most got up and left. About six of us remained. Those who left early were not aware that this discussion was to be continued
 on November 3rd.

The Legal Notice in the SVH for the November 3rd meeting states that “No public input will be taken at this roundtable session as the commission uses the previous public comments to help draft proposed changes”. You can see our frustration.

The information above deals only with the communications aspect.

There are other very concrete reasons that this land is not suitable for an industrial rezone. It has a history of poor drainage, it runs off into Padilla Bay, and includes a salmon stream, among others.

For myself, it is more personal. I do not live within the boundaries of the land being considered for this rezone, but on a small road directly below it where traffic from that site would funnel through. Already in the 25 plus years I have lived here this road has been widened twice. Each time we have
 experienced an increase in traffic often exceeding the speed limit. This is a small family neighborhood with young children and pets playing in near proximity to the road.

Many of us who have lived in this area have owned our homes for upwards of 25 years. I personally chose to live here because I wanted a place to raise my two children that was relatively quiet, where they could raise animals, plant a small orchard, and garden.

Over the years I have gradually been able to realize these dreams. I am not talking about ‘property value’ but personal value. I want to remain here for my life, as this is now my family home. My adult children grew up here since they were 3 and 5 years of age, My son still returns most weekends to
 help with projects. It has great meaning to both my son and daughter, who refer to our home as ‘The Garden of Eden’. I do see a lot of residential growth in this area, but I knew that on coming in. I can still go outside at night, watch sunsets and view the stars without having them obliterated by lights
 from an Industrial site. The thought of converting the ‘Garden of Eden Road’ into an Industrial site is more than a bit ironic. THIS is what I mean by property ‘value’ as opposed to monetary.

At the meeting of October 20, 2015, we were told that the jobs at Northern State could not be counted as they were “two birds in a bush”. Yet a full month before John Coleman had written a memo addressed to the GMA Steering Committee whose subject line is ‘Employment Projections for North
 Cascades Gateway Center at Sedro-Woolley UGA’. I am unclear why those additional acres and jobs are not being counted towards what is needed to fulfill the industrial growth requirements for our area.

We have also been told that more residential land will be needed. How does it make sense to take currently existing residentially zoned land, rezone it to industrial, and then go looking for more additional residential lands somewhere else?

At the October 20, meeting John commented something to the effect that he was surprised and appreciated that so many of us turned up. If our presence were truly appreciated, then wouldn’t you think more effort would be made on their part to publicize these meetings from the very beginning?

I hope with all my heart that you will not consider allowing this to go further.

Sincerely,

Dorothy de Fremery
                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                      Mailing
 Address: P.0. Box 66, Clear Lake, WA 98235                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                              Residence
 Address: 316 Garden of Eden Road, Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                                         PH:856-1727
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Skagit County Board of Commissioners
S310

1800 Continental Place, Suite 100

Mount Vernon, WA 98273

Re:  ,   Avalon Links

PL15- 0383 Create a standalone UGA near Avalon Golf Course

Commissioners Janicki, Dahlstedt and Wesen:

The following letter is being written in support of the application submitted by Skagit Partners regarding

the proposed residential development surrounding Avalon Golf Links.

When we purchased the property and began permitting Avalon in the late 1980' s, I was approached by
Mike Crawford, then President of EDASC and General Manager of Concrete Northwest operations in this

region. While he was willing to support my application for a golf course, he was committed to the

thought that the long term best use for the property on Butler Hill was residential. He had a good feel
for the amount of natural resources left in the ground and the time needed to deplete those resources.

Initially, I was hesitant to agree. My vision for a golf course was that it would be void of any residential

or commercial intrusion. Given time and the persuasive abilities of Mike, I came to believe the many

attributes he described as beneficial to hosting a residential community became too obvious to ignore.

At the risk of being redundant, following is a summary of his initial list which hasn' t changed since the
late 1980' s.

LOCATION

Near Interstate 5, Highway 20 and Highway 99
Out of flood plain with adequate slope and size to engineer run-off to minimize impacts

on the Dike and Drainage Districts, and river systems

Out of Agricultural Lands

Depleted of both timber and Sand product( natural resources) Infrastructure

Water, sewer and power services existing and available to accommodate initial
development needs

Surrounding road system includes commercial grade roads such as F& S and Kelleher
Road

Existing golf course recreational amenity already in place

AVALON GOLF LINKS

19345 Kelleher Road, Burlington, WA 98233-9503

360) 757- 1900  •  1- 800-624-0202  •  FAX:( 360) 757-2555

www.avalohlinks.com



Skagit County Board of Commissioners
October 27, 2015

Re: Avalon Links— PL15- 0383

Page 2

OTHER CONSIDERATIONS

Proposed development includes and allows proper planning for expansion of the
Burlington School District

Proposed development includes amenities which will ultimately distinguish this property
from any other property available within Skagit County
Development would provide jobs, jobs, and more jobs

Residents would add further support to existing commercial properties throughout the
county

A planned development on what is currently a vacant canvas allows the necessary
freedom to address concerns thoroughly before proceeding

The primary driver of a development of this scale is the marketplace. Our project has reacted to various

fluctuations within the economy which is currently supporting our intended pursuit. With other forces

in play which indicate growth in housing demand, it is imperative the County finally act on this proposal.

It is worth noting that a land mass of this size is not easy to assemble anywhere within the county. To ,
have one that meets the conditions listed above and is offered with the support of a limited number of

property owners who currently own the land, should not be taken for granted. As property owner' s age
and perspectives change, this opportunity to develop this property in a comprehensive manner may not
exist in the years ahead.

This is an opportunity which exists for Skagit County to act on today. It allows the County to plan for
growth in a manner which is unique to this particular property. It does not represent a burden on the
finances of the Planning Department as a developer exists to fund those expenses.

I urge you without reservation to include the ' revised application' for 3500 residence to receive the full

support of the Skagit County Commissioners.

Thank you for taking this letter in support of PL15- 0383 to allow the creation of a standalone

development near Avalon Links to enhance the already wonderful existence currently offered in Skagit
County.

Respectfully Submitted,      

Ron Hass

Avalon Links























































From: Roger Mitchell
To: PDS comments
Cc: Commissioners
Subject: Comp Plan Amendments - 27 Oct 15 Public Comments of Roger Mitchell
Date: Thursday, October 29, 2015 10:51:10 AM

Please confirm timely receipt of these public comments to be entered into the record.

The BoCC were included on this distribution in order to facilitate Ms. Kllogjeri’s record of the 27 
Oct 15 BoCC Public Hearing.

Thanks

Roger

mailto:rmsendit@startouch.net
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Public Comments of Roger Mitchell, Bow, WA 
BoCC Public Hearing on Comprehensive Plan Amendments 

27 October 2015 
 

[Commenters were initially restricted to 5 min and my comments are found on pages 1-2. 
Subsequently, each person was given 10 additional minutes; my comments for that segment are 
found on pages 3-5. Lastly, anyone wanting to make a final comment could do so; Page 5 has my 
final comment.] 

 
Good morning.  
 
I submitted 7 proposed amendments and I have only 42.86 seconds to discuss each of them. 
 
Some specifics: 
 
My most important proposed Comp Plan amendment is critical to every Skagit citizen – WATER. 
 
Some stick their heads in the sand and say we can't do anything about it; that EPA and DoE tell 
us what we have to do. The question is not what we can do about it; the question is, “How is it 
going to affect us?” 
 
When a family is denied a permit to build a home, when farmers cannot irrigate their crops, and 
when property values are devalued to the point of not being sellable – Skagit County has a big 
problem. 
 

• The Comprehensive Plan must expressly state that the County, as a highest priority, will 
take all reasonable measures to protect and ensure equitable distribution of water 
resources for beneficial use by every citizen of Skagit County.  

 
• Water issues affect whether people and businesses will move here  -  and whether 

current people and businesses will stay here. 
 
 
The Elephant in the Room 
 
Several proposed amendments address the elephant in the room.  Here are some inconvenient 
truths about Skagit's rural citizens: 
 

1. Unincorporated Skagit is 41% of our population but pays 49% of the property taxes. Add 
the towns and that becomes 43% of the population paying 52% of the property taxes.  

 
2. Rural residents pay 52% of the EMS levy yet only 19% of emergency calls are rural.  

 
3. Restricted water access will continue to devalue rural properties and degrade rural quality 

of life. 
 

4. Unincorporated Skagit citizens have no elected official that represents only them.  
 

5. Rural voters, 43% of the population, were 52% of the votes in the most recent County 
Commissioner election. 

 
Our Comp Plan must truly address rural issues as the GMA requires. Issues that 
disproportionately affect rural citizens need to be addressed in our planning proposals and 
decisions. Issues that affect 43% of our population affect everyone in the County. 
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Proposed Comp Plan amendments specifically addressing rural issues are: 
 
1. It's time to create a Rural Advisory Board so 43% of our population can directly advise 

the BoCC much like the Ag Advisory Board and the Forest Advisory Board do.  
 
2. Rural Water.  

• Rural water issues are different from those for users served by the Public Utility District 
(PUD) or other municipal water suppliers.  

• Economic and topographical logistics prohibit extension of PUD piping to serve each rural 
County property.  

• The County can no longer maintain, protect, and preserve the “rural character” cited over 
30 times in the Comprehensive Plan. 

 
Proposed Comp Plan amendments that facilitate and provide for better planning: 
 
1. Metrics and Inventories. 
  
As final decision makers, you have a fiduciary responsibility to the citizens to spend tax dollars 
wisely. Wouldn't it be better if your decisions were based on objective, documented facts rather 
than subjective reasons that can't be documented?  

Asking, “what are we going to get by doing this and how much is it going to cost” are the two most 
fundamental questions we all want answered. That's cost/benefit analysis. 

How can we know if we’re doing a good job of planning for Skagit County if we don’t use metrics? 
 
2. Maps for Permit Applications 
 
The County should provide the Applicant with the most up-to-date version of all required County 
GIS maps. 
 
This will minimize time and expense for permit Applicants and County permitting staff. 
 
3. County Maps – a schedule for keeping them updated 
All County GIS maps used for planning and permitting purposes should be updated on a regularly 
scheduled interval.  
 
4. Geo-hazard considerations 
 
A geohazards checklist, analogous to a SEPA checklist, should be required for every planning 
and permitting project proposal. 

This is a “no-Oso” strategy.  

I doubt that the County wants any future geohazard impacts traced back to a failure to consider 
geohazards during the planning stages. 
 

SUMMARY: 
 
All I'm asking is to place these proposed amendments on the docket so citizens and the Planning 
Commission can discuss them and provide the Board with their recommendations. 
 
It’s supposed to be the people’s Comp Plan. Please let the people decide what they want in it. 
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[second opportunity to speak follows:] 
 
It would be an understatement that concerned and knowledgeable citizens are increasingly 
frustrated by the way the 2016 Comp Plan update has been managed. Despite the substantial 
language in RCW 36.70A regarding public participation, we often are left to feel that, in fact, the 
County not only isn’t interested in our input – they are actively discouraging it. 
 
It is unreasonable that the Planning Department find NOT ONE amendment proposal by a citizen 
worthy of further consideration. 
 
Many citizen submittals were rejected one the basis of not meeting “docketing criteria”. No 
docketing criteria were provided other than a vague reference to SCC 14.08. Most importantly, A 
form entitled “Comprehensive Plan Policy of Development Regulation Amendment Suggestion”, 
updated on 1 July 2015, was required for submittals. Any reasonable person filling out this very 
long form would believe they were complying with the docketing criteria. 
 
Expanding on some of my proposed amendments mentioned earlier: 
 
Metrics. 
 
The Department’s rejection speaks to this suggestion with regard to permits when my submittal 
specifically refers to “planning projects”. The Department’s rejection further states they already do 
this. If they did, I wouldn’t be recommending the use of metrics. Lastly, the Department incorrectly 
claims that many of the metrics would not be applicable or of “very minor usefulness”. Since when 
is factual and quantitative assessment of a projects impact, rather than undocumentable 
subjectivity, “of very minor usefulness” ? 

If we do not measure where we are today, where we think we will be at the project’s completion, 
and where we actually are after a planning activity was implemented, how can we know if we’re 
doing a good job of planning for Skagit County ? 

To understand the intended effects, unintended consequences, and measurement of successful 
implementation of County planning activities, good faith analysis of current and projected values 
for metrics like cost/benefit, economic impacts, property tax impacts, sales tax impacts, increases 
or decreases in monitored inventories (eg. acres of agricultural land, acres of forest land, acres of 
each land use designation, etc), water usage, and changes to individual property rights are 
required. 

There is a fiduciary responsibility for County government to use taxpayer dollars wisely on 
projects citizens actually want. 
 
As part of each and every County Planning Department proposed project under consideration for 
approval by the Board of County Commissioners, a written, good faith analysis of current and 
projected values of the following metrics is required to be included in the project proposal: 
cost/benefit, economic impacts on the County, County property tax impacts, County sales tax 
impacts, increase/decreases in the acres of each land use designation, associated water usage, 
and changes to individual property rights. 

The positive impacts of implementing this suggestion are a factual understanding of the success 
of our planning activities. In turn, that makes future planning more effective by learning what has 
worked and what has not. It also minimizes the problems associated with unintended 
consequences of unfettered planning. 
 
Geo-hazard considerations. 
I doubt that the County wants any future geohazard impacts traced back to a failure to consider 
geohazards during the planning stages. 

The positive impacts are to, within reason, help prevent and/or protect land use projects from 
unnecessary risk from geohazards. The negative impacts are increased time and cost for 
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Planning and Development Services staff in preparing planning proposals and/or processing 
permit applications, however the benefits to human life outweigh the additional time and cost. 

Geohazards can be defined as events related to geological processes that may cause loss of life, 
material, or environmental damage. Skagit County is an epicenter for potential geohazards. We 
have a volcano (lava, ash, and lahar), we have tectonic plate activity (earthquakes and 
seismicity), we have steep mountain slopes (landslides and rock falls), we have a very large river 
and tributary system (erosion), and we have a large marine coastline (tsunami). We do not want 
an Oso-like incident here. We cannot prevent geohazard events but we can be circumspect about 
the location of proposed projects and make informed decisions based on geologic facts with 
regard to potential geohazards. 
 
Water, Countywide and Rural. 
 
Water issues affect how people live, where they live, what businesses do, whether farmers can 
irrigate crops, property taxes, etc. – all of which affect whether people and businesses will move 
here or if current people and businesses will stay here. 
 
Water usage by humans, be it agricultural, forestry, commercial, or domestic, needs to have a 
highest priority section in our Comprehensive Plan and relevant derivative plans.  
 
We find ourselves in an absurd conundrum. We have the third largest river system in the western 
U.S. We have significantly more annual precipitation than many other locations. We have an 
economic base that depends on access to adequate water.  
 
We have a population density that is right in the middle for all U.S. states and about 25% lower 
than the national average so our human use water demands are modest relative to the available 
water resources. Yet we have a water problem.  
 
The problem is not whether enough water exists. The problem is access and control. The 
problem is who is allowed to use the water and for what purpose. Water rights have been 
adversely and inequitably distributed, whether by oversight or on purpose. Some with water rights 
greatly in excess of their true needs are like bullies in a sandbox – they do not play well with 
others. Others cooperate and share with their neighbors, especially in times of dire need. 
 
We have learned that we cannot rely on state agencies to protect everyone’s water rights in a fair, 
equitable, and reasonable manner.  
 
We have learned that water access and use restrictions implemented by state agencies are not 
based on accurate and verifiable science as required by law.  
 
We have learned that state agencies will not adequately defend our equitable water rights in 
court.  
 
We have learned that access to water, particularly property owners’ rights to use the water from 
their own private water wells, has been unfairly and unreasonably restricted.  
 
We have learned that our Public Utility District wastes one million gallons of water a day – enough 
to supply almost 3,000 single-family residences with water.  
 
We know that the expense and topographical logistics are prohibitive for extension of Public 
Utility District piping to supply water to every Skagit County resident.  
 
We have learned that water rights issues can no longer be ignored and that we are beginning to 
see the adverse impacts and consequences of failed policies and regulations. A significant 
number of Skagit County land parcels are affected. A significant number of land parcels have 
been devalued by approximately 70% that in turn, greatly decreases property tax revenues from 
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those parcels and increases property taxes on others to make up the shortfall in our County’s 
budget-driven tax structure.  
 
We have now seen a significant portion of our agricultural economic base threatened by restricted 
access to water. Farmers cannot grow and prosper without water. Skagit County cannot grow and 
prosper without water. Skagit County cannot attract good business with good jobs without water.  
 
We do not have a shortage of water; we have an inequitable, improperly dictated, and 
inappropriately restricted control of water access, water rights, and water use. Skagit County 
cannot sit back and let others control our destiny; the County and its citizens must be proactive in 
controlling our own destiny. 
 
Rural water, in particular: 
 

Skagit County can no longer aspire to the community vision statements, goals, objectives, and 
policy directives stated in the Comprehensive Plan. This is because the County can no longer 
maintain, protect, preserve, conserve, retain, not adversely affect, plan for, conform with, be 
consistent with, be in concert with, be compatible with, or not result in a substantial change to the 
“rural character” cited over 30 times in the Comprehensive Plan. All of the verbs I used are 
directly from the Plan. “Rural Character” requires adequate water resources and for each rural 
property owner to be able to have beneficial use of their own private water wells, ie. their own 
private water rights. A key aspect of “rural character” is self-sufficiency and self-sufficiency relies 
heavily on water rights. 

The Comprehensive Plan community vision statements, goals, objectives, and policy directives 
cite preserving the high quality of life in Skagit County. Water is fundamental to life and to any 
level of the quality of life. If a rural private property owner cannot access and use the water in 
their private water well then the quality of life for that Skagit County citizen is devastating and 
certainly not what the Comprehensive Plan’s vision statements, goals, objectives, and policy 
directives aspire to. If a rural property owner has lost the majority of their property value to the 
point that their property is either unsellable or sellable only at a huge financial loss, solely due to 
denied access to their own water, then we have failed as a County to protect and preserve a rural 
property owner’s fundamental rights. 
 
Rural Advisory Board.  
 
The Department states that it is not clear what the proposed Rural Advisory Board would be. My 
submittal clearly states that this Board would represent 41% of disenfranchised Skagit citizens 
who have no elected official specifically representing them. Further, the Rural Advisory Board 
would alert the BoCC to the many unique issues that preserve the rural quality of life as RCW 
36.70A requires.  Rural Lives Matter. This provides rural residents with a seat at the table. 
 
 
[additional time was allotted; this is my final comment:] 
 
If you read RCW 36.70a there are numerous references to public participation. What more 
eloquent request for participation could we have had than the lady [Dorothy] who spoke moments 
ago? 
 
That concerned, knowledgeable citizens submitted 17 proposed Comp Plan amendments also 
speaks to their public participation. 
 
I feel that the Comp Plan update process this year has been adversarial, not synergistic. That 
should not be. 
 
Please docket all citizen-submitted amendments. Please let citizens and the Planning 
Commission discuss citizens’ suggestions and make recommendations to you. Thank you. 
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From: Rich
To: PDS comments
Subject: "Comprehensive Plan Amendments 2015 Docket"
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 5:06:35 PM

I am all for this Proposal for adding “Raspberry Ridge” into the Burlington Urban Growth area,
 However I see no need to
include my property in with it (P62681), and after talking with the planning dept in Burlington I don’t
 believe the city of
Burlington wants it there either.
 
Raspberry ridge should have never been built in this area to start with, but that’s a different
 problem, when it was built
It should have been put on the city sewer system at that time. The failures  of it’s septic system have
 caused smells in the
neighborhood, and I wonder if that system is leaching into the ground water and the Skagit River.
 
My property P62681 is low laying and I do not intend to develop it at any time, Developing it would
 be a nightmare, in the
rainy season there is no standing water but the ground is very soggy, soggy enough that if I drive a
 vehicle out there I will
get it stuck.
 
It is presently zoned as agricultural and eventually I intend to raise a cow or two. I have a shop
 building and several fruit
trees growing on the property at this time.
 
 
Richard Rohweder
1904 Sunset Drive
Burlington, WA 98233
(360) 707-2049
 
 
 
 

mailto:row999@frontier.com
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From: Bill Sygitowicz
To: PDS comments
Subject: Comprehensive Plan Amendments 2015 Docket
Date: Wednesday, October 28, 2015 1:42:00 PM

Re: Avalon Development Application No. PL15-0383
 
To Board of Commissioners and Planning Department:
 
In 2006 all the affected land owners surrounding the Avalon Golf Course requested a comprehensive
 plan amendment change for their land to be included in a new  Fully Contained Community,( see
 attached).  This comp plan amendment was approved without any opposition.  Now a Fully
 Contained Community is part of, and allowed within Skagit County's existing Comprehensive Plan,
 (see below):
 
                2A-3.5 The process of siting new fully self-contained communities in the rural area with
 associated provision of urban facilities and services shall be in 2007 Skagit County Comprehensive
 Plan    
                Element - 2•7 Goals & Policies conformance with RCW 36.70A.350, the Countywide
 Planning Policies, and the community planning process.
 
Whether we call it a Fully Contained Community of a Master Planned Community is not important. 
 What is important is that we finally get an opportunity to have a thorough discussion of the merits
 of this proposed development.  This project is a County project, not a City project, and as such will
 require your leadership to move it forward.  There is much more work to be done prior to asking for
 an official approval of this development.
 
Therefore, I respectfully request your support in docketing this application,
 
Bill 
 
Bill Sygitowicz
Vineyard Development Group
billsyg@vinedev.com
360-739-4089
 

mailto:billsyg@vinedev.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
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