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From: Bell, Marjorie
To: PDS comments
Cc: Hawk, Carol
Subject: Comments Regarding Proposed Scope of 2016 Comprehensive Plan
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 1:58:19 PM

To Skagit County decision makers:
 
Please address these issues in the proposed scope of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan update:
 

1.      Update the Transportation Element policies to be consistent with the regional non-
motorized plan being developed by SCOG. A strong pedestrian and bicycle component
 is desirable. Non-motorized transportation options and facilities across municipalities
 should be encouraged and prioritized. Active transportation improves community
 health and reduces traffic congestion. State Route 20’s new designation as a US Bicycle
 Route has exciting possibilities for increased tourism dollars coming into Skagit
 County, especially in communities in the East County.

2.      Urban planning approaches that increase physical activity should be reviewed and
 incorporated in the Comprehensive Plan. Urban design principles and practices create
 more compact and livable communities, where people of all abilities and income levels
 can access goods and services without getting in cars. Communities that offer
 increased opportunities for walking and biking also support intergenerational
 interaction and reduce social isolation, especially among young families and senior
 citizens. And of course, physical activity should be encouraged for people of all ages, as
 it improves physical health and reduces obesity-related diseases. This should not be
 considered solely an urban issue!

3.      While this is not in the proposed scope, I would encourage the county to consider
 setting standards or benchmarks for purchasing Skagit-grown produce for county-
sponsored/served meals. This might include in meals served at the jail and juvenile
 detention, at county-sponsored events and celebrations, etc.

 
Thank you,
 
Marjorie Bell, Program Planner
Community Health Outreach Programs
United General District 304
2241 Hospital Drive
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284
360-854-7172

 
Note - you may notice my email is from MBell@peacehealth.org. This is only a temporary due to
 recent transitions. Please continue to use marjorie.bell@unitedgeneral.org. Thank you!
 

This message is intended solely for the use of the individual and entity to whom it is
 addressed, and may contain information that is privileged, confidential, and exempt from

mailto:Marjorie.Bell@unitedgeneral.org
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:carol.hawk@unitedgeneral.org
mailto:MBell@peacehealth.org
mailto:marjorie.bell@unitedgeneral.org


 disclosure under applicable state and federal laws. If you are not the addressee, or are not
 authorized to receive for the intended addressee, you are hereby notified that you may not use,
 copy, distribute, or disclose to anyone this message or the information contained herein. If
 you have received this message in error, immediately advise the sender by reply email and
 destroy this message.



From: Jacques Brunisholz
To: PDS comments
Subject: Scope of the 2016 Update of the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 1:36:15 PM

 Jacques Brunisholz
PO Box 905  / 515 Talbott Street
La Conner WA 98257

re:
> Scope of the 2016 Update of the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan

Please :
Pedestrian / Equestrian / Bicycling and all other non motorized forms of transportation should be given the highest
 possible priority in all planning.
This will have a positive impact for Skagit County Residents on many levels:

• Health
• Environment
• quality of life
• tourism

to  name just  a few

Thank you

Jacques Brunisholz
PO Box 905  / 515 Talbott Street
La Conner WA 98257

mailto:jbrunisholz@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us


From: Heather Burke
To: PDS comments
Subject: Comments on Proposed Scope for 2016 Update.
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:45:25 PM

I support non motorized means of transportation throughout 
Skagit County.
Heather Burke

mailto:heather166@aol.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us


From: bonnie campbell
To: PDS comments
Subject: Scope of 2016 update of skagit county comprehensive plan
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 3:18:01 PM

I support bike and pedestrian focus on the scope of 2016 update of skagit count
 comprehensive plan! It is truly a shame the our beautiful county has so few outlets for this
 and that it is not a priority for daily use as far as communting, family activities and enjoying
 our valley. Riding on roadways is a poor excuse as opposed to respect for those who choose
 this way of transportation. We need safe pathways.  Look at bellingham!!! Let's start doing
 something valuable healthy and make a difference!

mailto:bonnie.campbell4@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
































From: molly doran
To: PDS comments
Subject: Proposed Scope of 2016 Update
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 1:58:57 PM

Dear Mr Pernula,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed scope of the 2016 Comprehensive
 Plan Update.

Skagit Land Trust is composed of more than 1500 supporters throughout Skagit County. We
 protect land for permanent conservation, sustainable resources and public access to Skagit's
 beautiful natural heritage. We own and manage thousands of acres of natural land in Skagit
 County and work with landowners and other conservation groups to conserve special lands
 through private, voluntary land conservation activities. 

We are supportive of key elements of the proposed scope presented in the October 8 2014
 memo based on our Conservation Strategy and Strategic Direction. These include:

A pedestrian and bicycle component of the Transportation element.
Consideration of updating the Transportation element to be consistent with the regional
 non-motorized transportation plan being developed by SKOG..
The review and modification of urban growth area boundaries, if necessary.
Consider urban planning approaches that increase physical activities (walking and
 biking).
Review of critical area ordinance and best available science.
Skagit County shoreline master program update.

We also note the need to begin steps to implement the UGA Open Space Plan and to follow
 recommendations that will begin to implement the Transfer of Development Rights Program.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Molly Doran
Executive Director
Skagit Land Trust

Skagit Land Trust
1020 S 3rd
Mount Vernon WA 98273

mollyd@skagitlandtrust.org

mailto:morijo999@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:mollyd@skagitlandtrust.org






































From: Erbstoeszer
To: PDS comments
Subject: Scope of the 2016 Update of the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:56:31 PM

November 20, 2014
 
Dear Honorable Skagit County Commissioners:
 
RE: The Scope of the 2016 Update of the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan
 
My name is Marie J. Erbstoeszer.  I have been a resident of Skagit County since 1975 and I live at 217
 East Division St.; Mount Vernon, WA.

I understand that Skagit County is in the process of updating the County’s Comprehensive
 Plan.  I think it is essential that the Scope of the 2016 Skagit County Comprehensive Plan
 include the excerpts below which relate to non-motorized components.  Opportunities and
 encouragement for walking and bicycling are important aspects of a healthy county and one
 in which it is most desirable to live.  Public Health publications and news items frequently
 cite the benefits and importance of regular exercise as a means of improving and maintaining
 the health of the public. I have a Masters in Health Administration from the School of Public
 Health at the University of Washington.  My training and my professional career in Public
 Health constantly re-enforce the importance of population health issues.  Access to walking
 and bicycling options are among the excellent ways of addressing some population health
 issues such as general health/fitness, heart/cardiac issues, obesity, etc.

_____________________________________________

Scope Excerpts:

b. A pedestrian and bicycle component, as required by RCW 36.70A.070(6)(a)(vii), (amended 2005)
 and WAC 365-196-430(2)(j). The County’s current Transportation Systems Plan has a non-
motorized component, and some related policies are included in the Comprehensive Plan’s
 Transportation Element. The review will consider updating the Transportation Element policies to
 be consistent with the regional non-motorized transportation plan being developed by SCOG.

 2. Consider urban planning approaches that increase physical activity. The County did not
 address this requirement, added in 2005 per RCW 36.70A.070(1) and WAC 365-196-405 (2)(j), in
 the 2005 Update. The County will review and potentially add to existing policies that address this
 requirement, including:

a. Policy 2A-6.3: “Concentrate facilities and services within Urban Growth Areas, using urban
 design principles, to make them desirable places to live, work and play; increased the opportunities
 for walking and biking within the community….”

b. Also Comprehensive Plan goals and policies on non-motorized transportation, including Chapter
 8, Goal A-6, and policies 8A-6.1—6.10.

 

Thank you for your review and consideration of these comments.

mailto:erbst@cnw.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us


 
Marie J. Erbstoeszer, MHA
Consultant
Health Care Strategic Development and
Management Advisory Services
 
217 East Division Street
Mount Vernon, WA 98274
 
Phone      360-336-5896
Email        erbst@cnw.com
 











From: Jeroldine Hallberg
To: PDS comments
Subject: Scope of 2016 Update to Skagit County Comprehensive Plan
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 11:24:21 AM

The following are comments on the proposed scope of the 2016 Update to the Skagit County
 Comprehensive Plan:

1. The update must include the SCOG Non-Motorized Transportation Plan currently under
 development. This update should be incorporated into the county transportation element and
 any other appropriate places in the comprehensive plan.

2. The update also must include policies to increase physical activity and to work
 cooperatively with the cities on measures to address physical activity through urban design,
 development codes, infrastructure, funding, and any other suitable method.

3. The update should go beyond these two measures and wrap these policies in other plan
 chapters, where suitable, to assure consistency throughout the document.

4. In these comments, I am reflecting two of my values as follows:

Physical activity is vital to all ages

I seek physical activity outdoors every day as a way to maintain my health into my senior
 years. The effect of this is that my medical expenses are less than average and I am able to
 live independently and help my neighbors and community members. Physical activity has
 been identified as one way to address childhood obesity and diabetes and other health issues
 in people of all ages.

- Government actions can help make it easier,  safer, and more attractive to walk or bike
 in rural and urban areas.

Coordination of trails and other non-motorized facilities between cities, unincoporated urban
 growth areas, and rural areas is important. The county should play a leadership role in making
 this happen. 

Thank you for your consideration.
Jeroldine Hallberg
6335 State Route 9, Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284
360-856-1220

mailto:hardinester@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us




From: Susan.Krienen@shell.com
To: PDS comments
Subject: Comments on the scope of the 2016 Skagit County Comprehensive Plan
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:56:22 PM

My name is Susan Krienen and my address is 12225 Bayhill Drive, Burlington, Wa 98233.
I support having bike and ped planning in The 2016 Comprehensive Plan. It is important for our community to
 provide healthy access to all residents.
Thank you for your consideration.
--------------------------
Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

----- Original Message -----
From: Krienen, Susan G SOPUS-DMW/6
Sent: Thursday, November 20, 2014 02:50 PM
To: 'pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us' <pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us>
Subject: Comments on the scope of the 2016 Skagit County Comprehensive Plan

--------------------------
Sent from my BlackBerry Wireless Handheld

mailto:Susan.Krienen@shell.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us


From: Scott Mangold
To: PDS comments
Subject: Written Comment on Scope of Comp Plan Update 2016
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 9:15:11 AM

Skagit County Commissioners,

Three weeks ago, I was shocked to first hear of a proposed gun and ammunition retailer
 planning to set up shop in the Rural Center of East Edison.  This information was quickly
 confirmed by the land owner and is now common knowledge.  I thought, "How could this be,
 that this type of business would be allowed within a few hundred feet of a Post Office and
 Pre-School, not to mention the proximity of the public school, Edison Elementary, less than a
 mile down the road?"

I continued to think of the students and children.  We live in a different world than existed in
 at the time of the last Comprehensive Plan update.  The prevalence of school shootings in our
 country is on an upward trend and is widespread.  The citing of a gun store so close to 2
 schools, with busloads of kids traveling to and from each day, 180 days out of the year seems
 ludicrous on many levels.  Many of these children are aware of the more recent occurences of
 school shootings with Sandyhook and Marysville, WA so close in our history.  Two weeks
 ago there was a shooting threat one student made to another at Edison Elementary.  Passing a
 store full of weapons each day will certainly create an undue level of fear in their developing
 minds.  "Exactly how concerned with our safety are you adults?", they will ask.  Allowing
 this type of business at this location also reinforces the barrage of violent messages that assult
 our youngest generation.  There is strong correlation between the rise and availability of
 violent video/fantasy games and increased violence in schools.  The reality of the
 consequences of gun violence against people is being diminshed.  

I began to dig into our Comprehensive Plan, the Skagit County Code, and the County website
 in general.  My awareness was raised immediately.  I discovered that the initial application for
 the permit to remodel the existing residential apartment building into a gun store was filed in
 May 2014.  How was it that the community at large was only now becoming aware of the
 such a dramatic change to our area?  I also learned that the process had been followed and
 decisions made according to the law, as written, and that this was a zoned and allowable
 change of use requiring no public notice.  I found this to be perplexing.  One thing that I
 noticed though was how much of the Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 3, The Rural Element,
 cited the term "rural character".  

Please understand, I do not oppose gun stores or personal property rights.  I believe in and
 value the rights we all have under the Second Amendment.  I know and respect that a great
 many people in my community own guns for their safety and for recreation.  I enjoyed
 shooting tin cans at the gravel pit with my dad as a young man.  In fact, many of my friends
 and schoolmates took their first gun safety course at Edison Elementary, inside, with their
 guns.  Of course, the school is a posted "Gun Free Zone" now.  A different world we live in,
 yes.  One where there ought not be a gun store located so near to these schools.  I object to the
 location, it should be someplace else.  Not at the main crossroads of a varied and diverse rural
 community.  Actually, this gun store will directly change the existing rural character in its
 vicinity.  At least in the manner that I would understand the term.  However, I didn't write the
 Plan, so I checked in on the definitions included there.

mailto:scott@breadfarm.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us


As I began, many of the uses of the term "rural character" in the Comprehensive Plan discuss
 the need for conservation, environmental protection, concentrated growth, maintaining open
 spaces, agriculture, natural resources, and encouraging economic prosperity.  Then, I was
 pleased to see in the Rural Area Characteristics section, under Goal A(c) the requirement to
 also protect the rural lifestyle by "Maintaining the character and historic and cultural roles of
 existing rural communities." was listed.  There seems to be a lot riding on the words "rural
 character".  The aforementioned goals are all quantifiable.  Protecting rural lifestyles by
 maintaining the character and historic and cultural roles of existing rural communities is not. 
 Especially within the clusters of development in our Rural Element.  Agricultural land,
 Natural Resource land, those maintain obvious historic and cultural traits.  Our rural clusters
 have seen communes, lumber mills, brothels, slaughterhouses, shipping ports, hotels,
 galleries, bakeries, saloons, and much, much more.  Where is the historical line drawn? 
 Who's lifestyle?  Which culture?  Mine differs from each of my neighbors.  Our community is
 composed of an immense variety of people.  We all have our own different perspectives,
 values, beliefs, history and culture.  

My scope of this issue was expanded.  This ceased to become a gun store location issue and
 instead is a community issue.  Our rural communities must have the ability to shape
 themselves as they move through history in a continuum of change.  The citizens that you
 serve must be allowed input as to how their communities develop and change into the future.  

For this reason, I respectfully urge you to expand the scope of the current Comprehensive Plan
 Review for the 2016 Update to include the following proposal:

Reevaluate the Skagit County Code as it relates to the goals of maintaining rural
 character in the Comprehensive Plan.  Specifically the rural zoning designations which
 cluster development, both commercial and residential.  Require that all new
 development, remodeling, land use changes, etc. are posted publicly and prevalently on
 location, in the Skagit Valley Herald (or other publication of record), and also on the
 Skagit County website.  Allow for a period of public comment and the option of an
 Administrative Hearing and Determination should there be legitimate opposition
 raised.  Allow for this regardless of whether the use is an already approved within
 current zoning code.  Allow the people who live in a community to have input on what
 their rural character is and shall become.  Allow for decisions to be made based on
 "maintaining the character and historic and cultural roles of existing rural
 communities".  Honor the intent of the Comprehensive Plan.

I can't help but wonder what might have occurred had the community been informed of the
 planned gun store prior to its permit approval.  At a bare minimum, there could have been a
 sound and reasonable discussion with the land owner and business operator to outline
 community concerns and hear how or if they would be addressed.  I believe that this change
 to current law would benefit all members of our rural element and help to maintain the rural
 characteristics as specified in the Comprehensive Plan.

Sincerely,
Scott A. Mangold
14083 Gilmore Ave.
Bow, WA  98232

  



From: cc mcguiness
To: PDS comments
Subject: non-motorized travel
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 12:34:38 PM

I am a heavy user of sidewalks, bike paths, infrastructure that supports all non-motorized travel.  I
 want non-motorized issues considered in the comprehensive plan update.

Cindy McGuiness
Mount Vernon resident

mailto:mcguinesscc@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us


From: McNett Crowl, Elizabeth
To: PDS comments
Cc: David Jefferson; Jennifer Johnson
Subject: Comments on Comp Plan Scope
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:56:37 PM

Liz McNett Crowl
13797 Trumpeter Lane, Mount Vernon WA 98273
Skagit County's Transportation System's Plan, including the non-motorized
 component and planning approaches that increase physical activity and health,
 
 
I am writing in support of the following:
 
It is timely for an update of the County’s Transportation Systems Plan and
 Comprehensive Plan’s Transportation Element. The Skagit County Transportation
 Systems Plan was last updated in 2003 and should contain all required
 elements for the update including:
 
a. A forecast of all modes of traffic for at least 10 years, developed in
 coordination with the Skagit Council of Government’s (“SCOG’s”) update of the
 regional transportation model and plan linked to population and employment
 and related land use assumptions through 2036.
 
b. A pedestrian and bicycle component, as required by RCW 36.70A.070(6)(a)
(vii),(amended 2005) and WAC 365-196-430(2)(j). The County’s current
 Transportation Systems Plan has a non-motorized component, and some related
 policies are included in the Comprehensive Plan’s Transportation Element. The
 review should consider updating the Transportation Element policies to be
 consistent with the regional non-motorized transportation plan being
 developed by Skagit Council of Government.
 
c. A multiyear financing plan based on needs identified in the Transportation
 Systems Plan and Comprehensive Plan Transportation Element, which serve as
 the basis for the County’s six-year street, road or transit programs.
 
The transportation update must involve coordination with the cities and towns,
 the Washington State Department of Transportation, and other governmental and
 quasi-governmental groups through the Skagit Council of Governments (SCOG).
 The County plan should include all items identified in the draft regional
 non-motorized plan for consistency. The draft plan has been created based on
 data and input from the County, local jurisdictions and public,and needs each
 entity to be responsible for incorporating their part of the plan into their
 individual Comprehensive Plans and then planning and implementing as they are
 able.
 
The County especially needs to plan for the portion of the non-motorized plan
 that is within the County but provides connections and access between the
 urban areas as well as rural destinations. About 40 percent of our state's
 population do not drive, relying on transit and non-motorized options. The
 health of all residents is impacted by our thoughtful and complete

mailto:LCrowl@skagitvalleyhospital.org
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:davidj@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:jenniferj@co.skagit.wa.us


 transportation system with each jurisdiction doing their part.
 
I support the requirement for the County to consider planning approaches that
 increase physical activity. The language in the scope incorrectly identified
 only the “land use utilizing an urban planning approach”, when in fact the
 2005, the Washington State Legislature amended the Growth Management Act
 (RCW36.70A.070) to guide city, county, and regional staff and elected
 officials to build communities where people find it easy and safe to be
physically active. The County has not previously addressed this requirement
 and should do so now.
 
The County should review and add to existing policies that address this
 requirement so that our County makes physical activity a priority and
 identifies it as such by in the comprehensive plan by requiring that all new
 building and transportation projects consider the effect of the project on
 physical activity and health.
 
I am including a link to the Active Community Environments Toolkit,
 http://here.doh.wa.gov/materials/active-community-
environments/13_ACEtoolkit_E14L.pdf, specifically pages 7-11 and 17-18.
 
Here is another excellent resource for this Comprehensive Planning update
 https://www.planning.org/research/publichealth/pdf/healthyplanningreport.pdf
The issues facing cities and counties, and their neighborhoods and
 communities, continue to change and become more complex and, at the same
 time, bring the planning profession back to its roots in promoting public
 health. As planning has shifted toward sustainability, public health has been
 identified as a core element of communities that thrive, so cities and
 counties have begun to integrate health into their comprehensive plans. In
addition, the sustainability plan, a new cast of plan that takes a holistic
 view of natural systems and the human activities affecting them, seems well
 suited to focus on public health as key component of its policies. As public
 health concerns increasingly center on chronic disease and safety,
 specialists and planners realize they cannot afford to operate in isolation
 any longer. Decisions that leaders have made regarding land use, community
 design, and transportation have impacted local air quality, water quality and
 supply, traffic safety, physical activity, and exposure to contaminated
 industrial sites. These decisions are linked to some of the most intractable
 public health problems, including adult and childhood obesity, inactivity,
 cancer, respiratory problems, and environmental justice.
 
I also believe that the comprehensive Plan updates mentioned here are
 consistent with the efforts that Skagit County is undertaking through the
 Public Health Department to develop and implement a strategic health plan for
 our county. Step up Skagit County and do the right thing in creating a
 Comprehensive Plan that is “comprehensive” and meets all of the requirements
 of the update.
 
 
Raising the bar for health in Skagit County.

http://here.doh.wa.gov/materials/active-community-environments/13_ACEtoolkit_E14L.pdf
http://here.doh.wa.gov/materials/active-community-environments/13_ACEtoolkit_E14L.pdf
https://www.planning.org/research/publichealth/pdf/healthyplanningreport.pdf


Liz McNett Crowl, Coordinator
Skagit Valley Hospital
Outreach and Development
Healthy Communities
PO Box 1376
Mount Vernon, WA 98273
Phone: 360-428-2331
Email: LCrowl@skagitvalleyhospital.org

Skagit Healthy Communities is a leader in developing and implementing innovative programs in partnership with
 our community to improve the quality of life and health of our residents by reducing the risk and impact of chronic
 disease and obesity.
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From: Roger Mitchell
To: PDS comments
Cc: Commissioners
Subject: Written comments on proposed scope of Comprehensive Plan update
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 2:28:26 PM
Attachments: Roger Mitchell 19 Nov 14 - WRITTEN comments on 7-year Comprehensive Plan Update.docx

Please confirm receipt

Please see attached written comments on the proposed scope of the Comprehensive Plan 
update.

Thank you

Roger Mitchell

mailto:rmsendit@startouch.net
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:commissioners@co.skagit.wa.us







ROGER H. MITCHELL

1155 Chuckanut Ridge Drive

Bow, Washington 98232

360.766.8914

rmsendit@startouch.net



submitted via email to pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us and commissioners@co.skagit.wa.us

(please confirm date and time of receipt)





Board of County Commissioners						19 November 2014

Kirk Johnson, Contact Person, Comprehensive Plan Update

1800 Continental Place

Mount Vernon, Washington 98273



Dear Commissioner Dahlstedt, Commissioner Dillon, Commissioner Wesen, and Mr. Johnson,



This written comment expands and augments my verbal comments made on 17 November 2014 regarding the 7-year Comprehensive Plan Update as proposed by County Staff.



The Proposed Update has taken the “Comprehensive” out of “Comprehensive Plan Update”. The Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) requires this Update. We’re told that County resources are strained and the Proposed Update reflects an attempt to “limit the scope” and focus on only what staff determined was most important. That’s false economy. If a complete review and update are done only once in 7 years then we owe it to ourselves to do it right. Thus far, I don’t believe we’re on a track to do this Update either right or responsibly. 



If insufficient county personnel, time, and our tax dollars are a problem then other things should be dropped or put on hold to refocus the resources on the comprehensive plan update. If making a determination of what to work on, or not to work on, is too difficult then I, and a group of volunteer citizens, will be more than happy to reallocate County resources and provide a blueprint for doing so in 72 hours or less.



The following acronyms are used throughout the discussion, below:



GMA = Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A)

Update = 7-year required update of the Comprehensive Plan

Proposed Update = the 8 October 2014 Establishing the Scope of Skagit County’s 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update document

BoCC = Skagit County Board of County Commissioners

SCC = Skagit County Code

CAC = Citizens’ Advisory Committee



As presented, I oppose the Proposed Update. 



Below, I have briefly identified some of my specific concerns and opinions with regard to the Proposed Update and, in each case, I have offered at least one doable, practical, Suggested Alternative. I’m always willing to discuss any of these in greater detail and depth.



1. The Proposed Update process is upside down. I oppose staff drafting the Proposed Update in a virtual vacuum. As proposed, the update process is woefully inadequate with regard to sufficient citizen input. 



This is NOT the staff’s Comprehensive Plan.

This is NOT the Board’s Comprehensive Plan.



This is the CITIZENS’ Comprehensive Plan.



Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70A:



· at section 010  suggests growth planning needs to “express the public’s interest”



· at section 020 states goal 11 is to have “citizen participation and coordination. Encourage involvement of citizens in the planning process…”



Suggested Alternative: Citizens, at work sessions with staff, should have determined the content of the Proposed Update. The process should be bottom up. There is still plenty of time to do this – and do it right.



2. There is no formal Public Participation Plan. Staff will tell you that a Public Participation Plan exists but it is scattered throughout many different portions of the Comprehensive Plan, SCC, and other documents. Everyone agrees that no such Plan exists all in one place for easy access and review by citizens. As presented, the Proposed Update has an unacceptable level of over-reliance on staff.



Suggested Alternative #1: appoint a small, workable committee (5-7 people) composed of volunteer citizens and one Planning Department staff member and task them with drafting a proposed Public Participation Plan. This task should be completed before any other Comprehensive Plan Update work is done. The Comprehensive Plan Update should proceed only after a proposed Public Participation Plan is drafted, is subject to a public hearing,  approved by the BoCC, and implemented.



Suggested Alternative #2: Assign the initial task of drafting Public Participation Plan to a small citizens’ committee chaired by Roger Mitchell, Ellen Bynum, or Diane Freethy. That committee will consult with Ryan Walters and provide a draft Public Participation in 14 days (probably much sooner).



In both Suggested Alternatives, the emphasis will be less on ‘reinventing the wheel” and more on consolidating and updating the disparate elements of public participation scattered throughout various documents into a coordinated, inclusive, focused Public Participation Plan proposal.



3. I oppose using the Planning Commission as the Citizen Advisory Committee. To do so would conflict with SCC 14.08 and, potentially, other statutes. To me, common sense suggests that you cannot have the same group that creates the Update be the same group that ultimately suggests approval or rejection of that same Update.



Suggested Alternative #1: With input from citizens with regard to composition, size, and individual volunteers, appoint a Citizens Advisory Committee.



Suggested Alternative #2: With input and recommendations from citizens, break the proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments and proposed SCC changes into separate, individual tasks and, with input from citizens with regard to composition, size, and individual volunteers, form a specific CAC for each separate task.



4. The Proposed Update ignores the 15+ year controversy over a Bayview Ridge plan. 



Suggested Alternative: Bayview Ridge needs a zoning classification specific to its special circumstances.

 

5. The Proposed Update fails to adequately address forestry. Forestry helped create Skagit County and remains a key economic factor for the County. Forestry’s needs are not being addressed. Much has changed in the Forestry industry and in forest lands held privately. 



Suggested Alternative: A complete and comprehensive review of the needs of the Forestry industry and of private forest landowners should be a part of the Comprehensive Plan Update. The current Forestry Advisory Board, augmented by volunteer private forest landowners, should take the lead in this review and draft proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan to be included in the Update.



6. Skagit County Code needs a complete review and revision. The Proposed Update is insufficient with regard to a complete Code revision. Everyone knows that this needs to be done. The Code is increasingly complex, fragmented, and in possible conflict with itself and other statutes. 



Suggested Alternative: Skagit county code needs a complete review and revision. Yes, this is a laborious task but there are citizens who would willingly volunteer to help with the project and the County should take advantage of that. The Update is the perfect vehicle for us to get this important task underway.



7. The Proposed Update is essentially silent on water issues facing Skagit County. Water is the biggest, most pervasive, most potentially detrimental issue facing the County. Water is on of the X required elements mandated by the GMA for Comprehensive Plans.



Suggested Alternative: A major effort should be undertaken to assess the present and future access to water for every citizen of Skagit County, whether that access is by private well, local water associations, or the Public Utility District. This issue is smoldering and has the potential to completely devastate the traditional culture, way of life, quality of life, livelihood, economics, and social relationships within our county. As a priority, The Comprehensive Pan Update should address solutions to the vexing water issues we currently face and those we will face in the near future. We cannot leave our fate up to Olympia.



8. The Proposed Update does not address the increasingly inadequate and insufficient representation of rural citizens in local government. Rural residents comprise 48,000 of our county’s 117,00 people (41%)% yet they have the least representation of any group of citizens.



Suggested Alternative #1: The Comprehensive Plan Update should include a complete review and revision of the RCW 36.70A.070 (5) Rural Element by a CAC comprised only of rural citizens.



Suggested Alternative #2: A citizens group should identify specific rural geographic groups throughout the County. The Comprehensive Plan should be amended to require that there are quarterly BoCC work sessions held at which each of these rural geographic groups can present and discuss concerns, ideas, and suggestions specific to their area. 



9. Inordinate diversion and waste of County resources. Recently, a significant amount of citizens’, staff’s, Planning Commission’s, and BoCC’s time has been spent on review and consideration of the Transportation Improvement Plan, particularly on non-motorized transportation projects like the Cascade Trail proposals. These reviews were an inordinate and unnecessary diversion of important resources. We are not prioritizing County resources well. The Proposed Update does not adequately address these types of issues.



In general, too many County resources are applied to provide opportunities for a very small number people at the expense of addressing real issues with real importance. Paving streets is a better use of taxpayer dollars than is paving sparsely used trails.



Suggested Alternative: The Comprehensive Plan Update should study and address these types of issues and amend the Comprehensive Plan accordingly to prevent such an inordinate waste of both the County’s and citizens’ resources in the future.



10. Public comments and expressly stated objections. County Legal staff has recently advised that, unless opposition is expressly stated in a verbal or written public comment that comment is deemed supportive. That is unacceptable.



Suggested Alternative: Skagit County Code, and Skagit County Policies, at the appropriate places in the appropriate documents, should unequivocally, unambiguously, and directly state that a verbal or written comment will be considered in opposition or in support of an issue or proposal if, and only if, that statement expressly uses common language and a “reasonable person” test of interpretation of the language used that denotes either opposition or support. All verbal or written statements not expressly using common language of opposition or support shall merely be considered as statements made without characterization of them as being in opposition or being supportive.



11. I oppose Proposed Change #2, the consideration of urban planning approaches that increase physical activity. “Urban” planning will be the detriment of Skagit County. We have far more important and critical concerns than government “increasing physical activity” for anyone.

 

Suggested Alternative: Delete Proposed Change #2 in its entirety from the Proposed Update.



12. A $5,000 fee for submitting a Comprehensive Plan amendment is egregious. A fee of that magnitude is purposefully restrictive of citizen’s guaranteed free speech and is wholly contradictory of, and restricts, the Washington State Constitution Article 1, Section 1 requirement for “consent of the governed”.



Suggested Alternative: At a minimum, the BoCC should use their already existing authority to waive any and all fees for submittal of a proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment.



13. Overregulation threatens Skagit County’s future. If we continue the current trajectory of overregulation we will not be able to maintain our current economic base nor be able to attract the types of businesses that will secure our economic future. 



Suggested Alternative: Through appropriate revisions, our Comprehensive Plan and Skagit County Code should require in depth analysis of the effects of regulations imposed prior to adopting those regulations. There should also be a complete and thorough review of existing regulations with regard to their effect on our economy.  



14. [bookmark: _GoBack]Cost benefit analysis should be required for every proposed project.  Currently, no true cost/benefit analysis is performed on County project proposals or planned actions. It is citizens’ tax dollars that are at risk of being wasted or misapplied if cost/benefit analysis is not performed.



Suggested Alternative: The Comprehensive Plan and related SCC should require a thorough, detailed, true cost benefit analysis be performed for every project and planned action under consideration to determine which projects and planned actions are advisable to pursue. 



15. Project proposals and planned actions lack needs analyses and performance metrics. How do we know if a proposed project or planned action is truly needed ? We don’t. How do we know if projects and planned actions have been successful ? Currently, that’s anybody’s guess because we don’t actually know. Including needs analysis and performance metrics will provide insight as to what has worked as intended and what has not, giving us wisdom and rational facts to apply to the next proposal or planned action.



Suggested Alternative: Through a Comprehensive Plan amendment, SCC should be revised to require needs analysis and performance metrics as primary criteria for project and planned action approvals.





SUMMARY:



Our Comprehensive Plan is the citizens’ plan. By design, the Growth Management Act requires that the Comprehensive Plan “express the public’s interest”, should have “citizen participation and coordination” and “encourage involvement of citizens in the planning process”. The Washington Constitution requires our government to be by the “consent of the governed”. The Proposed Scope and Update is upside down with regard to citizen participation. I trust that the BoCC will address these issues as well as the specific concerns and opinions I have raised, above.



Thank you for your time and consideration.



Roger Mitchell

Bow
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ROGER H. MITCHELL 
1155 Chuckanut Ridge Drive 

Bow, Washington 98232 
360.766.8914 

rmsendit@startouch.net 
 

submitted via email to pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us and commissioners@co.skagit.wa.us 
(please confirm date and time of receipt) 

 
 

Board of County Commissioners      19 November 2014 
Kirk Johnson, Contact Person, Comprehensive Plan Update 
1800 Continental Place 
Mount Vernon, Washington 98273 
 
Dear Commissioner Dahlstedt, Commissioner Dillon, Commissioner Wesen, and Mr. Johnson, 
 
This written comment expands and augments my verbal comments made on 17 November 2014 
regarding the 7-year Comprehensive Plan Update as proposed by County Staff. 
 
The Proposed Update has taken the “Comprehensive” out of “Comprehensive Plan 
Update”. The Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) requires this Update. We’re told that 
County resources are strained and the Proposed Update reflects an attempt to “limit the scope” 
and focus on only what staff determined was most important. That’s false economy. If a complete 
review and update are done only once in 7 years then we owe it to ourselves to do it right. Thus 
far, I don’t believe we’re on a track to do this Update either right or responsibly.  
 
If insufficient county personnel, time, and our tax dollars are a problem then other things should 
be dropped or put on hold to refocus the resources on the comprehensive plan update. If making 
a determination of what to work on, or not to work on, is too difficult then I, and a group of 
volunteer citizens, will be more than happy to reallocate County resources and provide a blueprint 
for doing so in 72 hours or less. 
 
The following acronyms are used throughout the discussion, below: 
 
GMA = Growth Management Act (RCW 36.70A) 
Update = 7-year required update of the Comprehensive Plan 
Proposed Update = the 8 October 2014 Establishing the Scope of Skagit County’s 2016 
Comprehensive Plan Update document 
BoCC = Skagit County Board of County Commissioners 
SCC = Skagit County Code 
CAC = Citizens’ Advisory Committee 
 
As presented, I oppose the Proposed Update.  
 
Below, I have briefly identified some of my specific concerns and opinions with regard to the 
Proposed Update and, in each case, I have offered at least one doable, practical, Suggested 
Alternative. I’m always willing to discuss any of these in greater detail and depth. 
 
1. The Proposed Update process is upside down. I oppose staff drafting the Proposed 

Update in a virtual vacuum. As proposed, the update process is woefully inadequate with 
regard to sufficient citizen input.  

 
This is NOT the staff’s Comprehensive Plan. 
This is NOT the Board’s Comprehensive Plan. 
 
This is the CITIZENS’ Comprehensive Plan. 
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Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 36.70A: 

 
• at section 010  suggests growth planning needs to “express the public’s interest” 

 
• at section 020 states goal 11 is to have “citizen participation and coordination. 

Encourage involvement of citizens in the planning process…” 
 

Suggested Alternative: Citizens, at work sessions with staff, should have determined the 
content of the Proposed Update. The process should be bottom up. There is still plenty of 
time to do this – and do it right. 

 
2. There is no formal Public Participation Plan. Staff will tell you that a Public Participation 

Plan exists but it is scattered throughout many different portions of the Comprehensive Plan, 
SCC, and other documents. Everyone agrees that no such Plan exists all in one place for 
easy access and review by citizens. As presented, the Proposed Update has an 
unacceptable level of over-reliance on staff. 

 
Suggested Alternative #1: appoint a small, workable committee (5-7 people) composed of 
volunteer citizens and one Planning Department staff member and task them with drafting a 
proposed Public Participation Plan. This task should be completed before any other 
Comprehensive Plan Update work is done. The Comprehensive Plan Update should proceed 
only after a proposed Public Participation Plan is drafted, is subject to a public hearing,  
approved by the BoCC, and implemented. 
 
Suggested Alternative #2: Assign the initial task of drafting Public Participation Plan to a 
small citizens’ committee chaired by Roger Mitchell, Ellen Bynum, or Diane Freethy. That 
committee will consult with Ryan Walters and provide a draft Public Participation in 14 days 
(probably much sooner). 
 
In both Suggested Alternatives, the emphasis will be less on ‘reinventing the wheel” and 
more on consolidating and updating the disparate elements of public participation scattered 
throughout various documents into a coordinated, inclusive, focused Public Participation Plan 
proposal. 

 
3. I oppose using the Planning Commission as the Citizen Advisory Committee. To do so 

would conflict with SCC 14.08 and, potentially, other statutes. To me, common sense 
suggests that you cannot have the same group that creates the Update be the same group 
that ultimately suggests approval or rejection of that same Update. 

 
Suggested Alternative #1: With input from citizens with regard to composition, size, and 
individual volunteers, appoint a Citizens Advisory Committee. 
 
Suggested Alternative #2: With input and recommendations from citizens, break the 
proposed Comprehensive Plan amendments and proposed SCC changes into separate, 
individual tasks and, with input from citizens with regard to composition, size, and individual 
volunteers, form a specific CAC for each separate task. 

 
4. The Proposed Update ignores the 15+ year controversy over a Bayview Ridge plan.  
 

Suggested Alternative: Bayview Ridge needs a zoning classification specific to its special 
circumstances. 

  
5. The Proposed Update fails to adequately address forestry. Forestry helped create Skagit 

County and remains a key economic factor for the County. Forestry’s needs are not being 
addressed. Much has changed in the Forestry industry and in forest lands held privately.  
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Suggested Alternative: A complete and comprehensive review of the needs of the Forestry 
industry and of private forest landowners should be a part of the Comprehensive Plan 
Update. The current Forestry Advisory Board, augmented by volunteer private forest 
landowners, should take the lead in this review and draft proposed amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan to be included in the Update. 

 
6. Skagit County Code needs a complete review and revision. The Proposed Update is 

insufficient with regard to a complete Code revision. Everyone knows that this needs to be 
done. The Code is increasingly complex, fragmented, and in possible conflict with itself and 
other statutes.  

 
Suggested Alternative: Skagit county code needs a complete review and revision. Yes, this 
is a laborious task but there are citizens who would willingly volunteer to help with the project 
and the County should take advantage of that. The Update is the perfect vehicle for us to get 
this important task underway. 

 
7. The Proposed Update is essentially silent on water issues facing Skagit County. Water 

is the biggest, most pervasive, most potentially detrimental issue facing the County. Water is 
on of the X required elements mandated by the GMA for Comprehensive Plans. 

 
Suggested Alternative: A major effort should be undertaken to assess the present and 
future access to water for every citizen of Skagit County, whether that access is by private 
well, local water associations, or the Public Utility District. This issue is smoldering and has 
the potential to completely devastate the traditional culture, way of life, quality of life, 
livelihood, economics, and social relationships within our county. As a priority, The 
Comprehensive Pan Update should address solutions to the vexing water issues we currently 
face and those we will face in the near future. We cannot leave our fate up to Olympia. 

 
8. The Proposed Update does not address the increasingly inadequate and insufficient 

representation of rural citizens in local government. Rural residents comprise 48,000 of 
our county’s 117,00 people (41%)% yet they have the least representation of any group of 
citizens. 
 
Suggested Alternative #1: The Comprehensive Plan Update should include a complete 
review and revision of the RCW 36.70A.070 (5) Rural Element by a CAC comprised only of 
rural citizens. 
 
Suggested Alternative #2: A citizens group should identify specific rural geographic groups 
throughout the County. The Comprehensive Plan should be amended to require that there 
are quarterly BoCC work sessions held at which each of these rural geographic groups can 
present and discuss concerns, ideas, and suggestions specific to their area.  

 
9. Inordinate diversion and waste of County resources. Recently, a significant amount of 

citizens’, staff’s, Planning Commission’s, and BoCC’s time has been spent on review and 
consideration of the Transportation Improvement Plan, particularly on non-motorized 
transportation projects like the Cascade Trail proposals. These reviews were an inordinate 
and unnecessary diversion of important resources. We are not prioritizing County resources 
well. The Proposed Update does not adequately address these types of issues. 

 
In general, too many County resources are applied to provide opportunities for a very small 
number people at the expense of addressing real issues with real importance. Paving streets 
is a better use of taxpayer dollars than is paving sparsely used trails. 

 
Suggested Alternative: The Comprehensive Plan Update should study and address these 
types of issues and amend the Comprehensive Plan accordingly to prevent such an 
inordinate waste of both the County’s and citizens’ resources in the future. 
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10. Public comments and expressly stated objections. County Legal staff has recently 
advised that, unless opposition is expressly stated in a verbal or written public comment that 
comment is deemed supportive. That is unacceptable. 

 
Suggested Alternative: Skagit County Code, and Skagit County Policies, at the appropriate 
places in the appropriate documents, should unequivocally, unambiguously, and directly state 
that a verbal or written comment will be considered in opposition or in support of an issue or 
proposal if, and only if, that statement expressly uses common language and a “reasonable 
person” test of interpretation of the language used that denotes either opposition or support. 
All verbal or written statements not expressly using common language of opposition or 
support shall merely be considered as statements made without characterization of them as 
being in opposition or being supportive. 
 

11. I oppose Proposed Change #2, the consideration of urban planning approaches that 
increase physical activity. “Urban” planning will be the detriment of Skagit County. We have 
far more important and critical concerns than government “increasing physical activity” for 
anyone. 

  
Suggested Alternative: Delete Proposed Change #2 in its entirety from the Proposed 
Update. 

 
12. A $5,000 fee for submitting a Comprehensive Plan amendment is egregious. A fee of 

that magnitude is purposefully restrictive of citizen’s guaranteed free speech and is wholly 
contradictory of, and restricts, the Washington State Constitution Article 1, Section 1 
requirement for “consent of the governed”. 

 
Suggested Alternative: At a minimum, the BoCC should use their already existing authority 
to waive any and all fees for submittal of a proposed Comprehensive Plan amendment. 

 
13. Overregulation threatens Skagit County’s future. If we continue the current trajectory of 

overregulation we will not be able to maintain our current economic base nor be able to 
attract the types of businesses that will secure our economic future.  

 
Suggested Alternative: Through appropriate revisions, our Comprehensive Plan and Skagit 
County Code should require in depth analysis of the effects of regulations imposed prior to 
adopting those regulations. There should also be a complete and thorough review of existing 
regulations with regard to their effect on our economy.   

 
14. Cost benefit analysis should be required for every proposed project.  Currently, no true 

cost/benefit analysis is performed on County project proposals or planned actions. It is 
citizens’ tax dollars that are at risk of being wasted or misapplied if cost/benefit analysis is not 
performed. 
 
Suggested Alternative: The Comprehensive Plan and related SCC should require a 
thorough, detailed, true cost benefit analysis be performed for every project and planned 
action under consideration to determine which projects and planned actions are advisable to 
pursue.  

 
15. Project proposals and planned actions lack needs analyses and performance metrics. 

How do we know if a proposed project or planned action is truly needed ? We don’t. How do 
we know if projects and planned actions have been successful ? Currently, that’s anybody’s 
guess because we don’t actually know. Including needs analysis and performance metrics 
will provide insight as to what has worked as intended and what has not, giving us wisdom 
and rational facts to apply to the next proposal or planned action. 
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Suggested Alternative: Through a Comprehensive Plan amendment, SCC should be 
revised to require needs analysis and performance metrics as primary criteria for project and 
planned action approvals. 
 
 

SUMMARY: 
 
Our Comprehensive Plan is the citizens’ plan. By design, the Growth Management Act requires 
that the Comprehensive Plan “express the public’s interest”, should have “citizen participation and 
coordination” and “encourage involvement of citizens in the planning process”. The Washington 
Constitution requires our government to be by the “consent of the governed”. The Proposed 
Scope and Update is upside down with regard to citizen participation. I trust that the BoCC will 
address these issues as well as the specific concerns and opinions I have raised, above. 
 
Thank you for your time and consideration. 
 
Roger Mitchell 
Bow 
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From: Stephen Orsini
To: PDS comments
Cc: Orsini & Stephen Virginia
Subject: Comments to 2016 Comp Plan Update
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 1:39:41 PM

Dear Board of County Commissioners:

I am writing to urge inclusion of planning and, yes even the attempt to find funds, to support 
bicycling and non-motorized transport in Skagit County.  The expansion of bicycle friendly 
lanes on roadways and trails has the benefit health through physical exercise and can reduce, 
especially when the bicycle is used to commute to work,  the production of CO2 with its 
proven deleterious affect on global warming.  Further, such lanes and trails add to the sense of 
livability for the County which is an attraction to people interested in starting a business in 
Skagit County.  I live in an unincorporated part of Skagit County and find that the 
encouragement of physical activity, bicycling and walking should not just be left to the 
County's municipalities.

Particularly please make sure that the following is re-included in the 2006 Update:

"2. Consider urban planning approaches that increase physical activity. The County did not address 
this requirement, added in 2005 per RCW 36.70A.070(1) and WAC 365-196-405 (2)(j), in the 2005 
Update. The County will review and potentially add to existing policies that address this 
requirement, including:

a. Policy 2A-6.3: “Concentrate facilities and services within Urban Growth Areas, using urban 
design principles, to make them desirable places to live, work and play; increased the opportunities 
for walking and biking within the community"

Thank you,

Stephen Orsini
4971 Guemes Island Road
Anacortes, WA 98221
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From: Tim Rosenhan
To: PDS comments
Subject: Fwd: Comment on the Comp Plan Update - Non-Motorized Transportation
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 1:41:44 PM

Tim Rosenhan
Innova Kayak
(360) 707-2855

---------- Forwarded message ----------
From: Tim Rosenhan <tim@innovakayak.com>
Date: Thu, Nov 20, 2014 at 1:40 PM
Subject: Comment on the Comp Plan Update - Non-Motorized Transportation
To: Dale Pernula <dalep@co.skagit.wa.us>, KirkJohnson <kirkj@co.skagit.wa.us>

Hi Dale,

I would like to register a comment on the Comprehensive Plan Update concerning the non-
motorized transportation section.  Most people like public trails, as we found out in public
 meetings for the Citizens Commitee for Envision Skagit 2060.  I have an office at the
 business park ot the Port of Skagit, where they have built 12 miles of trails throughout the
 complex.  In Port surveys of the community their public trails are commonly listed as one of
 the things people like best about the Port.  In the recent public hearing at the Bayview School
 on the proposed BVR changes to the Comp Plan, much of the testimony was from citizens
 wanting improved Peterson Road access to the Port trail system. 

Public trails are a key component of tourism in Skagit County.  Our flat terrain and pleasant
 open spaces provide a popular location for dozens of running and biking events each year for
 participants from all over Puget Sound and lower BC.  The County has an excellent non-
motorized plan that should be approved in consideration of the widespread popularity of
 trails. 

However, the non-motorized Comp Plan section has been getting considerable negative input
 from Friends of Skagit County (FOSC) and specifically from one of their Board members,
 Randy Good.  Randy, his wife, and Ed Stauffer are the FOSC board of directors.  Ten years
 ago Randy Good was a litigant against the County for their taking "rails-to-trails" funding to
 create the Cascade Trail from Sedro-Woolley to Concrete. He has been single-minded in his
 opposition to public trail spending since then.  

FOSC's director, Ellen Bynum, has made some outrageous public statements against public
 trail funding, including her allegation in a July 30th, 2014 letter to the Skagit Valley Herald
 where she accused the County of requesting $130,772,000 in non-motorized projects.  I spoke with
 SCOG's Transportation Planner, Gabe Philips, about this alleged figure, and he said that the region is
 "allocated roughly $8,586 in TAP funds and $1,526,547 STP funds annually."  The smaller figure is
 specifically for non-motorized projects, and the larger figure is mostly for motorized projects, but can
 include non-mo projects like sidewalks on bridges.  These actual figures are quite reasonable and even
 stingy.

I would argue that FOSC's position on non-motorized transportation is far from the

mailto:tim@innovakayak.com
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 mainstream view in Skagit County, and in fact represents the distorted perspective of
 one individual obssessed with stopping public trails.

The Comprehensive Plan section on Non-Motorized Transportation should not be
 gutted in response to such a minority voice.

Cheers,

Tim

Tim Rosenhan
Innova Kayak
(360) 707-2855

tel:%28360%29%20707-2855








From: Paul Sherman
To: PDS comments
Subject: Bike commuting
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 1:19:32 PM

I live near Deception Pass and regularly ride to work in Anacortes, day and night, 11 months
 of the year.  I also am a recreational cyclist and ride throughout Skagit, Whatcom and
 Snohomish counties.  We also take regular bike trips to E Washington.  My main concerns to
 improve bicycle safety and enjoyment are:
1.  The unbearable discomfort of chip sealed roads
2.  Lack of bike lanes and safe shoulders

I would appreciate anything you can do to improve these two concerns.  Thank you,
Paul Sherman

-- 
Staying active is key to healthy living

Paul Sherman, P.T.
Sherman Physical Therapy
www.shermanphysicaltherapy.com
1813 O Avenue
Anacortes, WA 98221
360-588-8075

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for use only by
 the recipient/entity and purpose as listed above and is protected by law.  If you are not the
 intended addressee, or the person responsible for delivering it to them, you may not copy,
 forward, disclose or otherwise use it or any part of it in any way, to include any action taken
 based on it.  If you receive this transmission in error please advise us immediately and destroy
 all copies of the original message
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From: Paul Sherman
To: PDS comments
Subject: Follow up to my email
Date: Thursday, November 20, 2014 1:22:33 PM

I just sent an email and wanted to make sure you know that  it is regarding "The Scope of the
 2016 Update of the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan"  My name address is below.

-- 
Staying active is key to healthy living

Paul Sherman, P.T.
Sherman Physical Therapy
www.shermanphysicaltherapy.com
1813 O Avenue
Anacortes, WA 98221
360-588-8075

This email and any files transmitted with it are confidential and intended solely for use only by
 the recipient/entity and purpose as listed above and is protected by law.  If you are not the
 intended addressee, or the person responsible for delivering it to them, you may not copy,
 forward, disclose or otherwise use it or any part of it in any way, to include any action taken
 based on it.  If you receive this transmission in error please advise us immediately and destroy
 all copies of the original message
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From: Andrea
To: PDS comments
Subject: Skagit Co. comp. plan
Date: Wednesday, November 19, 2014 4:45:51 PM

The current scoping proposal for Skagit’s Comp Plan, I think, leaves the “average” Skagit Co. citizen
 without all the necessary information; and it should be in a format that is easy to understand.  Some of
 the codes seem incorrectly stated, and other information is so involved or convoluted that not many
 people would want to take the time to check everything out.
 
Has the mineral overlay ever been addressed as to the criteria for the selection process – who
 owns the mineral rights, etc.? 
 
And, now we have the water fights.  Any real plans?
 
Being a long-time champion of keeping our farmlands intact, I hope that “no net loss” of those
 is still in the picture.  Farmland keeps getting whittled away; and since 1940, we’ve lost about
 ½ of it, yet since that time the county’s population and the world’s population has tripled. 
 When do the cities have to give up anything, such as expansion?  It’s always the resource
 lands that are threatened.  We need these lands.
 
We need a balance of our natural resources, and meaningful habitat, as everyone uses them or
 enjoys their bounty at one point or another.  Is more habitat needed to save the fish or to “sell
 the fish?”  One resource should not out-weigh another.
 
Skagit County is not an urban area, nor should it be.  We don’t need more people to chip away
 at our resource lands – some of which excel here because of soil, water, and weather that is on
 par with other, vanishing, valuable resource lands globally.
 
We need relevant, “ordinary” citizen input to review and comment on their quality of life here
 in order to create a relevant and meaningful plan.
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment.
 
Andrea Xaver
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