COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2016 UPDATE
COMMENTS/TESTIMONY RECEIVED JUNE 9 through JUNE 23, 2016

Name Organization Topic(s) Method
Adams, Brian & Semrau, Skagit County Trails, Public Letter (6/23/16)
John Parks & Rec Health, Open Space

Anderson, Rev. Robert Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Andrak, MJ; LeMieux, LU; & | Guemes Ferry Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Steele, Lorrie Trail Committee
Baumert, David W. Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Benjamin, Max Guemes Testimony + email
(6/21/16)
Blacken, Lars Guemes Email (6/21/16)
Bravinder, Phyllis Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Brown, Michael C. GIPAC Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Burdock, Joseph Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Bush, Allen Guemes Testimony
Bynum, Ellen FOSC Concurrency, GMA | Testimony + letter
Trailing Issues, (6/23/16)
Process, Maps,
Appendices,
Multiple Policy &
Code Issues
Clark, Michael & Guemes Email (6/19/16)
Hendrickson, Kristy J.
Crowl, Liz McNett Non-Motorized Testimony + email
Transportation, (6/23/16)
Open Space,
Process
Cunningham, Brenda Non-Motorized Email (6/23/16)
Transportation,
Open Space
Darvill, Ginny Open Space, Non- | Testimony
Motorized
Transportation
Davis, Donna Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Davis, Gary GIPAC Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Dolph, Ivar & Phyllis Open Space Email (6/17/16)
Doran, Molly Skagit Land Trust | Non-Motorized Testimony + email
Transportation,
Open Space
Dunlap, William W. Non-Motorized Testimony + email
Transportation, (6/20/16)
Open Space
Ehlers, Carol Process, MRO Testimony
Erbstoeszer, Marie & John Public Health, Non- | Testimony + email
MD Motorized (6/22/16)
Transportation,
Open Space
Estes, Brian Non-Motorized Email (6/20/16)
Transportation
Everett, Bill & Karen Guemes Email (6/21/16)
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Everett, Karen Guemes Testimony
Ferrel, Sequoia Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Fouts, Juby Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Fox, Nancy GIPAC Guemes Testimony + emails
(6/21 & 6/23/16)
Frank, Edwin Guemes Email (6/20/16)
Freitas, Christopher Non-Motorized Testimony
Transportation,
Trails
Fritsch, Ken Junk Vehicles Testimony
Garrett, Gary & Kari; Wise, Guemes Email (6/19/16)
Elsa
Gastellum, Carolyn Open Space, Non- Email (6/22/16)
Motorized
Transportation,
Trails
Good, Randy & Aileen Non-Motorized Testimony + letter
Transportation, (6/23/16)
Trails, Freight Rall
Good, Randy FOSC Non-Motorized Letter (6/20/16)
Transportation,
Trails
Good, Shannon Non-Motorized Email (6/21/16)
Transportation,
Railroad Noise
Gray, JoAnne & Michael Guemes Testimony + letters
(6/20/16)
Hagland, Gary Open Space, Trails, | Testimony + email
Private Property (6/23/16)
Rights, Non-
Motorized
Transportation
Hallberg, Jeroldine Non-Motorized Email (6/23/16)
Transportation,
Open Space, Trails
Hammerly, Ramona Open Space, Non- Email (6/23/16)
Motorized
Transportation,
Trails
Hanson, Jana Non-Motorized Email (6/22/16)
Transportation,
Open Space
Harma, Kit Guemes Testimony + email
(6/22/16)
Havens, Dyvon Marie Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Hawes, Steve & Janise Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Hayes, Ramon Mayor, La Non-Motorized Testimony
Conner Transportation
Hinton, Jim Overregulation Email (6/23/16)
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Hintze, Craig Guemes Email (6/21/16)
Johnson, Cassie Walker; Guemes Email (6/20/16)
Beaumont, Jessica Walker;

Brinnon, Colby; Simons,

Jennifer

Kirchner, Larry & Mary Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Kooiman, Marianne & Guemes Email (6/23/16)

Businger, Joost

LaFollette, Jere &
Sanderson, Wende

Non-Motorized
Transportation,
Open Space, Trails

Email (6/23/16)

Lagerlund, Nels

Agricultural
Advisory Board

Setbacks

Letter (6/23/16)

Landefeld, Stewart M. Guemes Email (6/22/16)

Larsen, Leslie I. & Nancy A. Guemes Email (6/21/16)

Lee, Harold & Hella Non-Motorized Email (6/19/16)
Transportation,

Open Space, Trails

Levine, Dr. Rick

Non-Motorized
Transportation,
Open Space, Trails

Email (6/19/16)

Lindsay, Kathryn M.

Non-Motorized
Transportation,
Open Space, Trails

Email (6/22/16)

Lipscomb, Brian Requirements for Testimony
Ag-NRL
Landowners/Buyers,
Process
Madden, Mark Guemes Testimony + letter
(6/20/16) + email
(6/22/16)
Malmquist, David Guemes Email (6/21/16)
Manns, Tim Skagit Audubon Non-Motorized Testimony + letter
Society Transportation, (6/23/16)

Open Space, Trails

Mardesich, Jayne

Process, Guemes

FAX (6/23/16)

Matchett, Holiday Guemes Email (6/21/16)
McCarthey, William Guemes Email (6/20/16)
Melcher, Joan Open Space, Non- | Testimony
Motorized
Transportation,
Trails
Moe, Allen Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Moulton, Carolyn Non-Motorized Email (6/23/16)
Transportation

Mullen, Valerie J.

Junk, Open Space

Emails (6/23/16)

Munsell, Bob

Guemes

Letter (6/20/16)

Murray, Diane

Guemes

Email (6/23/16)

Myers, Richard

Guemes

Email (6/22/16)
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Neilson, Dianne Elizabeth & Guemes Testimony + email

Douglas Walter (6/20/16)

Nielson, Dianne Guemes Email (6/23/16)

Nelson, Forrest Guemes Email (6/19/16)

Nicolls, Richard T. MD & Gail Guemes Email (6/22/16)

Moore

Nicolls, Gail Guemes Email (6/22/16)

Odden, Kari Non-Motorized Email (6/21/16)
Transportation,

Open Space, Trails

O’Donnell, Susan

Guemes

Email (6/23/16)

Orsini, Ginger Guemes Testimony
Orsini, Stephen D. Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Osborne, Leo E. & Lane, Guemes Email (6/22/16)

Jane

Oullette MD, Tracy

Non-Motorized
Transportation,
Open Space, Trails

Email (6/17/16)

Palmer, Joan H.

Guemes

Email (6/22/16)

Passarelli, Donald & Anne Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Pellett, Howard GIPOA Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Phillips, Wendell Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Pope, John Non-Motorized Email (6/23/16)
Transportation
Rawson, Kit Non-Motorized Email (6/20/16)
Transportation,
Open Space, Trails
Ricks, Rodger Guemes Email (6/21/16)
Rodgers, Mike & Marcia Guemes Emails (6/20/16)
Rooks, Hal GIPAC Guemes Testimony + email

(6/22/16)

Rose, Valerie

Non-Motorized
Transportation,
Open Space, Trails

Email (6/19/16)

Rotton, Belinda

Non-Motorized

Email (6/23/16)

Transportation,
Open Space
Saver, Wendy Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Schmokel, Tonia R. Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Simons, Mark Guemes Email (6/20/16)
Simons, Matt & Kara Guemes Email (6/21/16)
Simons, Mike Guemes Email (6/22/16)
Snell, Constance Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Souders, Jim & Alice Guemes Email (6/20/16)
Stauffer, Ed GMA, Process, Testimony + email
Trails, Rural (6/23/16)
Community
Stewart, Joe & Margaret Open Space, Junk Letter (6/22/16)

Vehicles
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Stinson, Rebecca (Becky) Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Sue
Talman, Linda Non-Motorized Testimony
Transportation
Trask, Barbara & van den Open Space, Non- Email (6/23/16)
Engh, Ger Motorized
Transportation
Ullman, Bud Guemes Email (6/22/16)
VanValkenburg, John & Open Space, Junk Email (6/23/16)
Kristen
Walden, Edith Guemes Testimony + email
(6/22/16)
Walker, Robert P. & Family Guemes Email (6/19/16)
Waller, Patricia Guemes Email (6/23/16)

Ware, Kevin; Omdal, Steven; | Port of Skagit Open Space, Trails | Letter (6/17/16)
Shuler, William
Ware, Michael Skagit County Open Space, Non- Letter (6/22/16)
Cattlemen’s Motorized
Association Transportation,

Trails, Private
Property Rights,
Junk Storage

Wicklund, Bert Guemes Email (6/20/16)
Winkes, Anne Non-Motorized Testimony + email
Transportation, (6/23/16)

Open Space, Public
Health, Property
Values

Winkes, Ken

Non-Motorized
Transportation,
Trails, Open Space

Email (6/23/16)

Woolworth, Phyllis

Guemes

Email (6/23/16)

Young, Melody Guemes Email (6/23/16)
Zimmerman, Chris Non-Motorized Email (6/23/16)
Transportation,
Open Space

The comments below were

improperly submitted.

Bouffiou, Cleo

Email (6/22/16)

Champeaux-Wolner, Tina

Email (6/23/16)

Clark, Edith G.

Email (6/21/16)

Cummings, Robert & Naomi

Email (6/23/16)

Downes, Dorothy

Emails (6/20/16)

Fernandez, Stephanie

Emails (6/23/16)

Gladish, Andy

Email (6/23/16)

Klinger, NikKki

Email (6/20/16)




COMPREHENSIVE PLAN 2016 UPDATE

COMMENTS/TESTIMONY RECEIVED JUNE 9 through JUNE 23, 2016

Lindsey, Thomas

Email (6/23/16)

Lippert, Jim Email (6/23/16)
Macri, Martha J. & Alexander, | Email (6/22/16)
Judy

Munsey, Connie

Email (6/23/16)

Ohms, Barbara & Mark

Email (6/23/16)

Orsini, Virginia

Email (6/22/16)

Pearson, Duane

Emails (6/20 & 6/23/16)

Rombeek, Susan

Email (6/22/16)

Sargent, Colleen

Email (6/23/16)

Schnabel, Barbara M.

Email (6/22/16)

Spahr, Mark & Cecilia

Email (6/22/16)

Steffy, Carol M.

Email (6/22/16)

Waller, Patsi

Email (6/18/16)
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Comprehensive Plan Comments

June 22, 2016

Trails continue to be the most important recreational amenity we can
provide the public. Trails support numerous healthy pastimes,
including hiking, biking, horse riding, wildlife watching, as well as
other vibrant recreational activities. From a Parks and Recreation
perspective, we know how important it is to prioritize trails in our
planning processes, as they are relatively inexpensive to maintain in
measure to the value they provide.

With a growing amount of press coverage about illnesses attributed
to expanding waistlines, physical inactivity is now widely recognized
as an American health epidemic. Studies show that over a third of
Americans are obese and more than half are overweight. People that
are overweight or obese are at greater risk of an onset of chronic
health issues, including coronary heart disease, type-2 diabetes, and
cancer. Putting the epidemic into a perspective of longevity, a recent
study indicates that children being born in 2015 aren’t projected to
live as long as those born in prior years.

The best way in which to reverse the growing obesity epidemic and
increase the health of our citizens is for parks and recreation
representatives to respond to surveys, use patterns, public input, and
comprehensive plans by ensuring trails are prevalently provided in
our community. As park and recreational providers, we must listen to
the demands of the public in our jurisdictional communities. As a
board, we have been involved in numerous local surveys and
community forums in our community and can say with absolute
conviction that trails and waterfront access continue to rank one and
two respectively on the recreational needs list for the people of
Skagit County. In looking at the State Comprehensive Outdoor
Recreation Plan, we see the same survey trends i.e., (1) people want
trails and, (2) the closer the trails are to the doorstep, the more likely
they are to be utilized.

Open Space Lands support a network of trails in Skagit County and we
believe we need to continue to expand our recreational spaces as our
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population continues to increase. Open Space Lands provide
recreational activities, allow for the uninhibited movement of wildlife
, support habitat for the biotic community, and allow all citizens,
regardless of personal resources, access to public spaces.

Skagit County Parks and Recreation strongly encourage the
promotion of trails and open spaces in creating a better community
for our citizens.

Sincerely,

Brian Adams

John Semrau



From: RobertHAnderson

To: PDS comments
Subject: Fwd: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update Minor correction
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 8:54:56 PM

This was sent by deadline, but | remembered the acronym incorrectly - too many organizations
on Guemes starting with GI...Should have been GIPAC, not GIPOA. Sorry. Bob Anderson

Begin forwarded message:

From: RobertHAnderson <earthspiritcircle@earthlink.net>
Date: June 23, 2016 11:05:33 AM PDT

To: pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

Bcc: Nancy Fox <nancy@nancyfox.com>

Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

From: Rev. Robert Anderson, 6966 Holiday Blvd. Anacortes (Guemes Island)
360-293-3770

The sub-area plan from the duly-elected members of GIPOA has been in the
pipeline for years and was developed with open meetings with all Islanders over a
long period and fully transparent for any Islander who was willing to look at it.
Last minute and totally-false assertions by a few Guemians trying to scuttle hard
and honest work by some of the most professional, fair and informed people on
Island, should not be considered credible by the Commissioners. It has been a
devious and reprehensible tactic by a tiny minority on Guemes over many years
to choose to avoid participating in a public discussion and decision-making and
then raise unfounded and long-disproved accusations to derail the open
democratic process supported by the huge majority of Islanders. Do NOT let this
tactic sway you to the detriment of protecting our vulnerable Island within the
Plan Update process. It is long past time for you to include the work of GIPOA in
your recommendations.

Sincerely, Rev. Robert Anderson


mailto:earthspiritcircle@earthlink.net
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:earthspiritcircle@earthlink.net
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:nancy@nancyfox.com

From: Mary Jo Andrak

To: PDS comments

Cc: lorriesteele@yahoo.com; 2lemew@gmail.com; Maryam Schutz
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 4:39:59 PM

This email isin support of the proposed Guemes Island Planning and Advisory Committee and implementation of
Guemes Island Subarea Plan.

The Guemes Ferry Trail Committeeisin full support of GIPAC and implementation of the adopted Guemes Island
Subarea plan. The focus of the SAP isto protect the rural character of theisland, keep a modest scale of
development, and not impact the Island's sole source aquifer.

The Guemes Island Sub Area Plan is the result of 20 year planning process and involved hundreds of property
owners. Implementation is a must!

Guemes Ferry Trail Committee
MJ Andrak

7033 Holiday Blvd

Guemes Island, WA 98221

LU LeMieux
7365 West Shore Drive
GUemes Idand , WA 98221

Lorrie Stecle

5521 No Name Rd
GUemes Idand , WA 98221

Sent from my iPad


mailto:mjandrak@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:lorriesteele@yahoo.com
mailto:2lemew@gmail.com
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From: David Baumert

To: PDS comments
Subject: David W. Baumert, 4615 230th TER SE, Sammamish, WA 98075, 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 4:27:51 PM

Comments on proposed 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update, Planning and Development

Services,
1800 Continental Place, Mount Vernon, WA 98273

Hi,
| would like to inform the planners that | fully support the Guemes Island Planning and
Advisory Committee (GIPAC) and implementation of the adopted Guemes Island Subarea Plan
(SAP). I urge the BoC to enact the Guemes Island Zoning Overlay as proposed.

wn a vacation cabin on Guemes island and highly value the rural character and absence of
commercial development. | am also concerned that limited water resources on the island
cannot support an expansion in development.

rase let me know if you have any questions.

icerely,

vid W. Baumert

15 230th TER SE
mmamish, WA 98075
1 425-785-7007


mailto:davidbaumert@hotmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

From: Holiday Matchett

To: PDS comments
Subject: Comprehensive Plan 2016 Update
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 10:05:05 PM

Dear Commissioners,

Thank you for the meeting of Tuesday evening on June 21, 2016. | spoke about my
family's life on Guemes. | feel that | did not close in an appropriate manner . | will do
so in this letter. | do support the work of the County Staff, the Guemes Island Sub-
area group and their joint accomplishment. Please accept their work and make it part
of the county code.

Thank you again.

Sincerely, Max Benjamin, 6232 East Lux Sit Lane, Guemes Island, Anacortes
Washington, 98221


mailto:holidaywm@yahoo.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

From: Lars Blacken

To: PDS comments

Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 8:13:56 PM
Hello,

My name is Lars E. Blacken, of 19712 33" Dr. SE, Bothell, WA. 98012. | am hereby submitting my
comment opposing additional building code regulation(s) on Guemes Island.

My family and | share a cabin at 6346 West Shore Dr. Guemes Island, WA 98221, which was built over
40 year ago and passed down to us from my grandparents. We currently do our best to use and maintain
the property, and continue to enjoy the island the way it has been from those very early days.

The changes proposed are not in our best interest as they would unnecessarily dictate building criteria,
limiting our options and property value. Indeed it seems that no actual benefit would or could be realized,

as no homes or buildable properties are located ‘behind’ the impacted buildings in our area. |IE the ocean
view is not currently (or ever likely) obstructed.

As mentioned, we enjoy our West Beach cabin the way it has always been, and believe the building code
regulations should remain unchanged accordingly.

Lars
Blacken

Senior Technical Designer

+1 206 496 1936/ T
+1 425 404 0120/ M

TEAGUE


mailto:lblacken@teague.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

From: Phyllis Bravinder

To: PDS comments
Subject: Fwd: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 4:11:17 PM

Please ignore my previous email asit contained unedited aspects of my comments

---------- Forwarded message ----------

From: Phyllis Bravinder <gobravinder@gmail.com>
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016

Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

To: "pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us' <pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us>

1. Asalandowner on Guemes Island for more than 50 years, | fully support the Guemes
Island Planning and Advisory Committee (GIPAC). In addition, | urge the BoC to move
forward with the implementation of the adopted Guemes Island Subarea Plan (SAP). For the
well-being of al Guemes residents, present and future, | implore the BoC to enact the Guemes
Island Zoning Overlay as proposed.

During various periods of time over those five decades of property ownership here, my (now
late) husband and | were involved with Peace Corpsin Africa. As often as possible we, along
with our children, visited my parents who lived on Guemes Island. We all understood the
importance of the community working together and the inclusion of al in the decision making
process. This has taken place with GIPAC. Those who claim exclusion have chosen that for
themselves. It takes effort and a serious ongoing commitment to be involved with community
decisions that require an understanding of the issues at hand.

Long alandowner, | had a house built here beginning in 2007 and have been ayear round
resident since 2009. Living hereisajoy. The peaceful nature of thisisland and the
picturesque rural settings are incredibly special. We have seen what happens to many other
areas when alack of planning isthe norm.

2. Thefocus of the SAP isto protect the rural character of the island, just asamajor goal of
County's Comprehensive Plan is to protect the rural character of Skagit County. Most houses
on the island are one-and-a-half stories high. In developing the SAP, it became clear that most
islanders want to keep the modest scale of development.

3. Our sole source aquifer isacritical aspect addressed through the SAP. In placeswhereiit
has been necessary to install Desalination equipment, the cost can become exclusionary for
many people. Guemes has residents of all income levels. With our aquifer aready in a
compromised state, we need to support efforts to build accordingly.


mailto:gobravinder@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
mailto:gobravinder@gmail.com
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4. Many beach lots were platted for vacation camping sites or small fishing cottages and are
considerably smaller than the 2.5 acre minimum required under current zoning. GIPAC has
recognized this and has worked with the county to allow flexibility for homeowners wanting
to build on those sites.

5. Thereality to be addressed is that the Guemes Island Subarea Plan is not new. It was the
result of a 20-year planning process that involved hundreds of island residents and property
owners. It was adopted by the Board of Commissioners 5 years ago after an extensive public
process. It islong overdue for the County to move forward with the adoption of code that
implements the plan. Now isthe time to put that code in place.

Respectfully,

Phyllis D Bravinder
5787 Section Ave
Anacortes, WA 98221

360-588-6556



From: Michael

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 1:28:06 PM

Dear board of Commissioners,

My name is Michael C. Brown and live at 4366 Clark pt Rd on Guemes Island. | have lived
on Guemes since 2002, full time since 2006, and am writing to you about the 2016
Comprehensive Plan Update now being undertaken by the county.

| have been a board member of the Guemes Island Planning Advisory Committee ( GIPAC)
for 2 years now and have been working with my fellow board members to help codify the
Guemes Island Sub Area Plan, which the county approved in 2011. | joined the board because
preserving the rural character on Guemes was something that | shared with the large majority
of my fellow Guemians. As you probably know, we have a sea water intrusion problem here
and being a sole source aquifer means that we have to be very careful as we move forward to
preserve this precious resource.

When the island was platted more than 100 years ago, most of the beach front lots were
small 50 foot wide lots designed for camping or small cabins. ( Keep in mind the last potlatch
held here by the Samish Indians was in 1911!). Most of the island today has 1 to 1 1/2 story
houses, which helps to define its rural character. While we understand that people would like
to build or remodel on their lots, keeping the building envelope in scale with their neighbors
on 50 foot wide substandard lots will help to preserve that character.

The Guemes Sub Area Plan was 20 years in the making, involving hundreds of Guemes
residents, who had input all along the way. it is time now for the County to move forward
with the adoption of code to implement it.

Sincerely,

Michael C. Brown


mailto:pinotmaster@msn.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

From: Joseph Burdock

To: PDS comments

Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 3:26:07 PM
Hello,

These comments have to do with the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. As aresident of
Guemes Island for 25 years, having raised two daughters here, and my wifeis buried here, |
would like your support for keeping Guemes Island rural. | urge you to adopt all proposals by
GIPAC. And aso adopt and pass the Guemes Island subarea plan.

Thank you,

Joseph Burdock
5117 So. Shore Drive
Anacortes, WA 98221.


mailto:jepburdock48@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

Friends of Skagit County
Mount Vernon WA 98273-2632

e Common Good ¢ Common Goals ¢ Common Ground e

June 21, 2016

Skagit County Commissioners
1800 Continental Place
Mount Vernon, WA 98273

RE: Comments on the proposed 2016 Comprehensive Plan update and related documents.
Dear Commissioners Dahlstedt, Janicki and Wesen:

Friends of Skagit County submits the following information to you for review and consideration in your
deliberations and decisions on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan (CP) update. We ask that you review our
comments submitted to the Skagit County Planning Commission as well as the following concerns in making
your decisions.

The comments are on the 2016 Skagit County Comprehensive Plan 2016-2036 (Public Comment Second Draft -
06-09-2016 tracked version) unless otherwise referenced. The lack of comments on certain sections should not
be construed as acceptance. We may submit additional informal comments if needed.

Summary of Issues
1. There appears to be no concurrency review of any proposed changes proposed for the 2016 update. Updates
to the Concurrency Management System do not appear to be included.

2. It is unclear whether all of the 24 trailing issues listed in Ordinance # 020070009 that adopted the 2007
Comprehensive Plan were brought to the Planning Commission for review or addressed in the 2016 update
process.

3. Editing, deleting, moving sections or adding to the proposed CP update should comply with the applicable
RCWs, WACs and WWGMHB rulings.

4. Since the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) update has not yet been completed, we assume Chapter 6 —
Shorelines is the currently adopted SMP. Definitions in the SMP update should be the same as those used in the
CP.

5. Map changes, corrections and/or designations are incomplete.

6. Update of appendices is needed. The County should retain appendices C & D and plan to update in future
CP updates.

7. Please remove the proposed 37 projects under the Economic Development Element of the plan. Most of
these projects have had no public notice and review, nor has each project been analyzed for how it may
contribute to and/or affect related transportation projects, both motorized and non-motorized.

www.friendsofskagitcounty.org friends@fidalgo.net
360-419-0988 phone Donate at: www.networkforgood.org
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8. Please edit language about agriculture to reflect a wider understanding of farming practices and use USDA
and other farm related data with GIS, Census and other available data. The language in the plan leaves the
impression that agriculture is not a major economic driver in Skagit County.

9. Please review the attached comments (12 pages total, by page number) that Friends submitted to the
Planning Commission for inclusion in the 2016 CP update.

EXAMPLE(S) FOR EACH COMMENT ABOVE:

1. There appears to be no concurrency review of any proposed changes proposed for the 2016 update.
Updates to the Concurrency Management System do not appear to be included.

EXAMPLE(S):

The 2007 CP contained a Concurrency System under the Capital Facilities Profile (page 5 of 11). Under this
the County maintained a concurrency implementation and monitoring system that included an annual report on
Facility Capacities and LOS; reviewed permit applications in the UGAs; kept records of cumulative impacts of
all development permits approved each fiscal year; showed changes to planned capacities; did a review of
concurrency implementation policies and strategies to determine effectiveness among other factors. This does
not appear to be included in the 2016 CP update.

2. It is unclear whether all of the 24 trailing issues listed in Ordinance # 020070009 that adopted the 2007
Comprehensive Plan were brought to the Planning Commission for review or addressed in the 2016 update
process.

EXAMPLE(S):

Trailing issue #11 Review MRO (mineral resource overlay) layer, has not been addressed in the update.
Clarification of conflicts between MRO and underlying zonings is not included. Also, deed corrections after
MRO land is restored and not longer mined has not been addressed.

3. Editing, deleting, moving sections or adding to the proposed CP update should comply with the applicable
RCWs, WACs and WWGMHB rulings.

EXAMPLE(S):

Staff suggested moving the Essential Public Facilities (EPF) section from the Capital Facilities Element to the
Land Use Element. RCW 36.70a.070 (5) Rural Element states: “The following provisions shall apply to the
rural element.... (b) Rural development....The rural element shall provide for a variety of rural densities, uses,

%

essential public facilities and rural governmental services needed..... .

“A rural element must provide for a variety of rural density uses, EPFs and rural government services....”
Butler v. Lewis County 99-2-0027¢(FDO 6-30-00), a WWGMHB ruling. We suggest moving the EPF section
to the Rural Element as required by GMA.

Subarea plans are adopted through the land use element. See Berschauer v. Tumwater 94-2-0002 (FDO, 7-27-
94), WWGMHB ruling. The proposed 2016 update only lists Bay View Ridge in the land use element. We
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suggest listing all subarea plans in the land use element and referencing Chapter 12 Implementation or moving
the community plan section to the land use element.

4. Since the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) update has not yet been completed, we assume Chapter 6 —
Shorelines is the currently adopted SMP.

EXAMPLE(S):
Changes to the SMP that modify, change or are in conflict with the Shoreline Element will need to be addressed

in a future CP update.
Definitions in the SMP update should be the same as those used in the CP.
5. Map changes, corrections and/or designations are incomplefte.

EXAMPLE(S):
Federal designation of parts of the Skagit and other rivers in Skagit County (scenic or wild and scenic) are not

included in the CP zoning maps.
6. Update of appendices is needed.

EXAMPLE(S):

Appendix A - Definitions

We appreciate the re-writing of many of the definitions to clarify information for the reader. We request that the
references to the RCWs, dates of adoption and/or other information that would enable a reader to more easily
find the original laws be left in the definitions.

Appendix B — Milestones in the Comprehensive Planning Process Timeline
We suggest updating the milestones from May, 1997 to present.

Citizen Advisory Committees in the Development of the 1997 Plan
We appreciate leaving this historical information in the plan and urge an update for the 2007

Appendix C — Descriptions of Related Plans, Studies and Regulations

We strongly suggest retaining this section and appointing a CAC or staff to update for the next CP update. Staff
give no reason for deletion of the information. This section provides historical information, references and
information that facilitates the public’s use and understanding of the CP. While not required, it provides
information that enhances public participation and serves as a reference for the Planning Commission and other
County staff.

Appendix D — Adopting and Amending Ordinances

Again, we strong suggest retaining this section of the proposed CP update and updating the appendix in future.
Like Appendix C above, while not required, Appendix D provides information that enhances public
participation and serves as a reference for the Planning Commission and other County staff.
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7. Please remove the proposed 37 projects under the Economic Development Element of the plan. Most of
these projects have had no public notice and review, nor has each project been analyzed for how it may
contribute to and/or affect related transportation projects, both motorized and non-motorized.

These projects have different status as to who introduced them, how they were vetted, how they will be funded
and what effect or contribution they might have to an overall transportation plan. Public Works must do a better
job of creating a comprehensive plan and a process that is transparent to use in adding projects to their work list.
Planning and Development Services cannot arbitrarily add projects into the Comprehensive Plan without public
process.

8. Please edit language about agriculture to reflect a wider understanding of farming practices and use USDA
and other farm related data with GIS, Census and other available data. The language in the plan leaves the
impression that agriculture is not a major economic driver in Skagit County.

EXAMPLE: Page 112 Agricultural Natural Resource Lands

“Skagit County has designated an estimated 88,564 aces of land as Agricultural lands, although significantly
fewer acres are in full agricultural production in any given year.”

Commented A54 — Uses GIS information to justify this statement. What happened to the zoning designation
totals from parcel information? Or USDA reported acreage? Or WSU Extension annual survey information
about acreage? It is inappropriate to use only one source for the total unless it is ground trothed.

We suggest saying “.... fewer acres are in full agricultural production due to the rotation pattern of planting to
manage pests and soil health.”

Policy 4A 1.1 Agriculture Resource Lands Designation Criteria (b) as written will prohibit the additional
designation of Ag-NRL. Please add a reference to WAC 365-190-050 (6) which allows cities and counties to
“classify additional agricultural lands of local importance” and describes the process for this designation. If the
County wants to “mitigate” for the continuous conversion of Ag-NRL to other uses there must be a reference to
the process for designating additional farmland to replace the land lost to farming.

EXAMPLE: page 316 Economic Development — Agriculture — needs re-writing.

We question the limited data chosen to produce the statements in this section. If Skagit County’s agriculture is
still the largest economic driver the statement: “... While the region is well known for agriculture, as of 2013, it
is no longer the county’s largest sector”. The statement “More recently, the number of small farms has
increased and demand for organic, locally grown food has diversified the mix of products”. Where is the data
on this? At the Population Health Data meeting the EWU consultant stated that he did not have the data on
organic farms. Are these “smaller” farms being run on Ag-NRL lands or on rural lands?

The statement on page 317 “Skagit County has designated almost 90,000 acres as ag lands, though less than that
is in full production in any given year.” is misleading. It would be more accurate to say “Due to rotation of the
more than 80 crops grown in the valley, land may be in production for different lengths of time during any
given year.”

9. Please review the attached comments (12 pages total, by page number) that Friends submitted to the
Planning Commission for inclusion in the 2016 CP update.
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We submitted detailed comments on the following issues. The Planning Commission recommendations
addressed some, but not all of these concerns. The following is a partial list of items for your attention and
review:

1) Work to identify open space lands rather than implementing the UGA Open Space Concept Plan.

2) Maintain C-31 until more equitable language can be created and public notice and hearing can be held.

3) Include references to existing plans and update appendices to ensure correct public information is in the
update.

4) Reject additions which are not legally required or which did not fall within your scope of work, especially
where additional work, public notice and review, or consultation between County Departments or cities is
needed.

5) Clarify the process for creating the 20 Year TIP list as well as the process for the 6 Year TIP. Publish a draft
process and complete public notice and review before adopting. If this includes NOT creating the
Transportation Systems Plan, please say how the activities in that planning process are completed. Explain the
Transportation Technical Appendix function and process.

Lastly, we ask that you consider accepting applications from citizens who wish to serve on a standing
Comprehensive Plan Advisory Committee whose duties include public education and information as well as
creating a plan for the upcoming CP updates. With fewer staff it will be essential to involve the public more
fully in planning as well as other government functions.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you have questions or need additional information, please
feel free to contact us.

Yours sincerely,

Ms. Ellen Bynum
Executive Director

EB/
cc: FOSC Board; Skagit County Planning Commission.
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Friends of Skagit County
PO Box 2632
Mount Vernon WA 98273-2632

e Common Good ¢ Common Goals ¢ Common Ground e

April 14, 2016

Skagit County Planning Commission @

Skagit County Planning & Development Services
1800 Continental Place
Mount Vernon, WA 98273

RE: Comments on the proposed 2016 Comprehensive Plan update and related documents.
Dear Planning Commissioners:

Friends of Skagit County submits the following information to you for review and consideration in your
deliberations and recommendations on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan (CP) update to the Board of County
Commissioners (BOCC). The BOCC appointed the Planning Commission (PC) as the Citizens Advisory
Committee (CAC) for the CP update. We assume you are serving as both the representatives of the citizens as
well as evaluators of your own advice to the BOCC. This process is unlike when an outside CAC is appointed
and you, as the PC, review their work. We therefore urge you to add information, where appropriate, to make
clear in your recommendations to the BOCC when a proposed change is from the public, staff or is your own
recommendation.

General Comments
We are submitting our own comments and some from members of the public who brought some of these parts
of the CP to our attention. Should you need more or different information, please contact us.

The comments are with regard to the 2016 Skagit County Comprehensive Plan 2016-2036 (Public Comment
Draft 03-04-2016 tracked version) unless otherwise referenced. The lack of comments on certain sections
should not be construed as acceptance. We reserve the right to submit additional informal comments to
complete this review.

The 2016 CP update process should update and clarify sections (when needed) to produce an updated plan that
clearly defines allowed land uses, creates certainty for investment, protects the environment and conserves the
natural resources based economy. The aim is to keep Skagit a rural county into the future while managing
growth appropriately.

The timeframe for review of the CP and related documents was compromised by the Shoreline update. The
County’s schedule for the 2016 update should have followed the timeframe used by Anacortes for their
comprehensive plan update and started the CP update in 2013. We recommend appointment of a CAC as well
as citizen sub-committees for any future CP update.

Staff identification of sections (goals, headings, etc.) needing additional information, clarification of definitions
and the addition of references all appear to help readers in understanding the plan. Some of the sections cited as
not having goals, may be because many of the goals are written as methods to achieve a goal.
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Proposed Development Regulations changes were not given separate public notice or a public work session for
open public discussion of the changes. While this may not be required, the concern is that the public has not
had the opportunity to fully review and comment on these changes.

Goals in any Comprehensive Plan should be measurable. Citizens, staff and elected leaders have no way to
determine whether theproposals included in the 2016 CP update will succeed in meeting these goals. Nor is
there a way to determine if the past goals carried forward were met. Most of the goals in the 2016 CP update
are from the orlglnal CP. We recommend the County consider a yearlong citizen led review of the goals to re-
wrlte them w1th metrics that can be replicated in future updates.

The pr.,‘oposed CP update is sometimes missing references to related plans and documents that are often contain
essential information relating to the CP goals and policies. For example the County’s Natural Hazard
Mitigation Plan and the County Stormwater Plan is mentioned but without an active link in the web version.
We suggest an additional appendix with links and an explanation as to how to obtain print copies of these
important plans be added.

We note that a thorough and complete review of the 2016 CP update and supporting memos, transcripts of PC
and BOCC meetings, referenced documents, RCWs, WACs, Federal laws and regulations and other documents
was not possible in the 60 day review period. We suggest the PC consider extending the public comment period
for 30 days and during that time hold work sessions that are open to the public to clarify questions.

Comments on Sections of the Plan }
Page 37: Please change “More and better incentives” to “Other options and incentives”. Please add economic
incentives to this list. Please remove the word “toolbox” and “tools” use the word “method”.

Page 41 — The proposed changes to the Countywide Planning Policies (CPP) should make decisions concerning
sizes and uses in urban growth areas and coordination with the cities more efficient. Note: There has been no
work session or public discussion session on the CPPs.

Page 43 - [The policy further defines the process for consideration of sites for specific major industrial
developments outside of urban growth areas.] (CPP 2.9). Comment — Is this a footnote to CPP 2.9? Does
location of major industrial developments outside of UGAS comply with GMA?

Page 44 — How will the long-range cumulative effects of proposed uses on the environment, both on and off-site
be measured?

Page 47 — Please note “(same as city/town limits) beside towns where UGAs are the same as municipal
boundaries. Add also page 67.

We assume the requirements in Policy 2A-1.6 have not been met.

Page 53 — Open Space. Please see additional discussion of the SC UGA OSP further in these comments.

Goal 2B Goal B Open Space - Please correct “Recognize the important functions served by private and public
open space, designate and map public open space of regional importance, and designate open space corridors
within and between urban growth areas.” to reflect the language in the settlement. “...conserve open space
areas, greenbelts and corridors within and between UGAs...” (not around).
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We suggest clarification of this goal to reflect the mapping of open space proposed in Policy 2B-1.1.

According to the introduction to Open Space only public open space areas (including those of regional or
statewide significance) are included on the CP/Zoning Map. The settlement agreement does not specify
whether only public open spaces should be mapped. We appreciated that by not mapping open spaces such as.
private resource lands, the public is not misled into thinking private lands are available for public access. '
However by not mapping private open spaces, the County and the public does not have a full picture of the
current UGA open spaces and the OS corridors between UGAs. We suggest adding language to the plan and/or
code that require consulting a map and list of both public and private OS lands when parks, critical areas, trails,
habitat or other OS identified projects are proposed to avoid unnecessary purchase or acquisition of OS lands by
the County.

The Department of Commerce (DOC) checklist states: “Identification of open space corridors within and
between urban growth areas, including lands useful for recreation, wildlife habitat, trails, and connection
of critical areas.” Emphasis added. We assume that “recreational lands” could be open space; however
this is not completely clear in the definitions.

13b. of the DOC checklist lists “.... open spaces, parks and recreation, and playgrounds; and schools and school
grounds. WAC 365-196-820(1).” when discussing codes for proposed subdivisions.

The Capital facilities plan identifies parks and recreational facilities that we take to mean built structures or
changes to the lands created for recreational purposes. The CP should be changed to address this.

Page 54 — Ika Island is a privately owned island managed for forestry. Since the mapping for OS did not
included private open space we suggest the removal of this property. Please double check the ownership of
these properties.

(a) Neighborhood and community parks. These should be linked by open space networks whenever
possible. Comment: There is no definition of OS networks. What does this mean? Actual physical
connections, adjacent OS?

(d) Areas that take advantage of natural processes, wetlands, tidal actions and unusual landscape features such
as cliffs and bluffs. Please clarify the safety, ecological and geological hazards of public access to cliffs and
bluffs, public or private.

Page 55 — Implementation of the SC UGA OS plan should not occur without further editing to separate existing
from the conceptual areas and further clarification to ensure private OS is considered in the future planning for
acquiring OS land within and between UGAs. The plan also lacks a way to measure the effectiveness and the
cumulative impacts of open space lands on the landscape as well as economic impacts.

Page 59-60 — Please qualify that the remaining farmland must have a conservation easement or other deed
restriction.

Page 60 — We agree that Planned Unit Developments should only be located inside UGAs.
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Page 62 — Essential Public Facilities. Please consider adding some assessment of the economic and cumulative
impact of such facilities be done before their development begins.

Page 73 —Is the County Waste and Recycle facility an essential public facility, and/or water or waste treatment
facilities?

Page 76 — We do not favor locating new rural commercial or industrial facilities in existing Rural Villages and
Rural Centers without more criteria to be certain their location does not compromise the rural character.
Residents must be involved in any proposed development and have final approval or rejection of these projects.
The same additional criteria and policies for siting are needed for major industrial developments outside UGAs.

Page 80 — The language explaining the “missing” goal can be re-written to be the goal. Also page 82.

Page 82 — Extension of public water services should be vetted to consider the impacts that public water will
have on septic systems, especially in geo-hazardous areas, steep slopes, shorelines and critical areas. Further,
an analysis of any proposed ULID should include economic effects on land values, taxation and promotion of
sprawl.

Page 91 — Rural Village. Please add language that allows the residents of the proposed new village to determine
the development of their community.

Page 95 — The timeline provision for permit completion was added to prevent speculative purchases of land and
to promote orderly development. Does the removal of a performance timeline promote speculation?

Page 103 — Please put the explanation for the removal into the document so there is acknowledgement that
agricultural and industrial processing is being addressed, rather than removing the concept entirely.

Page 112 — 113 — Does this language reduce the current level of protection of resource lands?

Page 125- 126. Please add the suggestions of the PC to include legally permitted rainwater catchment systems
from above in the document.

Page 130 — Good addition to help keep farmland in farming in rural resource lands.

Page 132-133 — Please add a policy on non-conversion of Ag-NRL until an economic analysis of the effects of
cumulative loss of land for long-term food security is completed and a program for future food production is
established. :

Page 137 — Please add an economic analysis of the effects of the loss of farmland to the criteria considered.
Add any legal requirements for de-designation so that the public understands this is a rare (if ever) event in
Skagit County.

Page 146 — Wildfire planning should be coordinated with other requirements of the CP. Example: The
Firewise program often removes understory plants from land, which would be detrimental to areas concerned
with geo-hazards, shorelines and/or stormwater management.
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Page 153 — Heading suggestion: Conservation of Rural Resource Lands.

Page 159 — Please add topography and geology as criteria for designation. Also there is no language concerning
de-designation of MRO in streams, for example, or the process for de-designation.

Page 174 — Was the NR Clearinghouse a requirement of legal action? What is the rationale for changing the
“shall” to “should”?

Page 177 — Ag NRL — Should include a discussion of conversion of farmland to others uses compromising the
long-term food production security.

Page 180 — Was the addition of the area east of the Fire Mountain Boy Scout Camp added by request and was it
reviewed as part of an annual update to the CP?

Page 198. We disagree that the older plans should be removed and request that they be referenced in an
appended list of historical and current plans with links for web access and information on how to obtain paper
copies. BAS does change over time; however, new science is almost always built on older science and these
plans can often reduce costs and duplication of research, staff work and provide continuity for policies and
programs.

Page 220 — (k) Please add phrase allowing legal rainwater catchment systems as a criteria for development
consistent with Rural section.

Page 208 — Fish and Wildlife Conservation Areas. Please add (x) Public tidelands outside of dikes should be
considered for restoration using appropriate scale dikes or other structures that would create long-term habitat
and reduce the loss of productive farmland being converted for fish and wildlife habitat. Include consideration
of the long-term economic consequences of food production loss to the county, region and state in evaluating
tidelands for habitat.

Page 214 — Is there a timeline for the “comparative review” of shoreline policies and regulations to GMA?

Page 221 — The County should plan a public process to review and revise, if needed, the CPPs before the next
CP update.

Page 228 — Manufactured Housing. Add “and other applicable local laws”.

Page 229 onward. Suggest the chapter follow the same format as other chapters and the data and information
that has been added to the plan be placed in an Appendix on Housing, rather than in the plan.

Page 261 - Transportation Element Comments

We request the removal of the eleven proposed projects (listed without numbers) that were added to the
Transportation Technical Appendix (TTA). The TTA was not noticed in the BOCC docketing. These projects
have not received public notice, review or comments.

Page 264 — Consider adding a CPP recognizing the need for design and construction of roads to safely
accommodate farm and other heavy equipment.
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Page 274 - "policy 8A-7.3 Encourage the enhancement and expansion of freight rail service to and from
economic activity centers." Please add: "Encourage the return of the Sedro Woolley to Concrete rail corridor to

active rail use to revitalize east county's economic recovery."

Page 282 — Public Involvement. Work with the WSDOT to provide public review and comment on
transportation projects proposed by the state for Skagit County. Currently there is no local citizen review and
comment of these projects, nor any appeal process.

Page 284 — Transportation Profile. Suggest keeping format like other chapters and creating an appendix for
detailed information.

Page 312 — Criteria for extension of public water supplies is not included. Add legally permitted rainwater
catchment systems as a way to permit development.

Page 314 — (ii) Add reference to rainwater catchment systems or footnote.
Page 315 — Limitation on uses and densities. Add, “...where connectivity can be scientifically proven.”

Page 325 — Add incentives for residential and commercial solar installation offered by PSE and/or others
(HUD).

Page 360 — Add policy to allow tourists to contribute to programs to conserve the rural character of Skagit
County like the Farmland Legacy Program through tax-deductible contributions.

Page 364 — Ports 11F-3.2. Revise to reflect the legal role of the port — to provide infrastructure for economic
development — and clarify that economic development is the role of EDASC and the two must be coordinated.

Page 376 — Agriculture. Please revise the statement about “largest sector” to explain what this means. As we
understand it the sector is still the largest economic driver in Skagit County. To our knowledge it has not been
the largest employer at all times.

Please leave in the sentence about “other significant crops”.
Add page 376 — Asian vegetable seed % of world’s seed.

The increase in small farms and demand for organic food is not the cause of diversified crops in Skagit County.
Please revise. Skagit County has always been diversified with over 80 different crops grown in up to 3 season
rotations.

Page 380 — Utilities. Please add the other systems that supply water to rural Skagit including the City of
Anacortes and the numerous small water systems.

Page 382 — County Weaknesses — Consider adding a sentence on in-commuters who are supplying the
workforce, presumably because the local population does not fill those jobs.

Page 403 — Community Plans. The missing goals can be written from the sentences below the goals.
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Page 411- Subarea Plans — Should also state that the subarea plans are available upon request to PD&S, not just
on the website. We suggest making at least one copy of the CP update, including referenced plans be available
at public libraries.

Appendices — Comments .

Technical Appendices under separate cover are not all addressed in the 2016 CP update. For example, Skagit
County Coordinated Water system Plan — Regional Supplement, 2000 and any additional updates is not
included.

Page 441 - Appendix B — Milestones in the CP process should be updated and remain in the CP appendices.

Page 451 - Citizen Advisory Committees in the 1997 Plan — please add the members of the CAC for the
subsequent updates, including the members of the PC appointed for this update as the CAC.

Page 412 - Acronyms

We understand the need to update agency names and acronyms for current accuracy; however, we request that
in cases where the titles have changed, please include the former name and acronym for reference. Example:
Department of Commerce is now DOC but someone looking for CTED — Community, Trade and Economic
Development may not know the new name.

Please use the complete name of the agency at least once in the document. Example: Skagit County Public
Utility District #1.

Page 415 - Definitions

The addition of GMA language helps clarify these. Has staff verified that the language in the definitions
supports and/or clarifies any federal, state or other local laws as written? Definitions used in the Skagit County
Code (SCC) should be referenced in the CP when the definition is necessary to understanding the CP and/or the
SCC. Example: “vesting”. C-1 Vesting of Applications. Vesting is not included in Title 14 of the SCC. The
public has no way the public can know how vesting applies to the CP or the SCC without reading the changes in
the RCW.

Please leave the references to the legal descriptions in the definitions. Example: Act — the Growth
Management Act. Reinstate — “....as enacted in chapter 17, Laws of 1990, 1st Ex. Session, and chapter 32,
Laws of 1991, Ist Special Session, State of Washington....” or other language allowing the public to know
where to find the documents and law that is referenced.

Page 436 — please add “...persons with chronic illnesses like multiple sclerosis who receive qualified disability
services and support.” to this list. Also, physically disabled, like those using walkers, wheelchairs and the like.

Page 427 — Land Conservation — please add “for the future” or some other temporal language that shows the
conservation is considered over a period of time or for future use.

Page 423 — Ecological function is not solely land, but the inter-relationships between biological species, man
and environment. Definition needs revision to be more accurate.

Page 418 — Capital Cost — change is more accurate.
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Page 416. Agriculture and Agricultural land — leave in the RCW reference in parentheses.

Page 417 — BMP definition should agree with state or federal definition. Example: DOE Storm and Surface
Water BMP says: “Best Management Practices (BMPs) are a method by which the adverse impacts of
development and redevelopment are controlled through their application. BMPs are defined in the state's storm
water Manual as ‘schedules of activities, prohibitions of practices, maintenance procedures, and structural
and/or managerial practices, that when used singly or in combination, prevent or reduce the release of pollutants
to waters of Washington State.” The types of BMPs identified by the state are source control, runoff treatment,
and flow control.

The primary purpose of using BMPs is to protect beneficial uses of water resources through the reduction of
pollutant loads and concentrations, and through reduction of discharges (volumetric flow rates) causing stream
channel erosion.”

Appendices Removed Should be Re-instated
Appendix C — Descriptions of related plans, studies and regulations

While the staff may think that this section is not important, Appendix C gives an uninformed reader part of the
history and background needed to understand the current and past CPs. Even though some of this information
is integrated into the 2016 CP update, we suggest that staff update this Appendix to include in the 2016 CP
update to provide better access for the public to public information.

Appendix D — Adopting and Amending Ordinances

Staff cannot overlook the value of updating these to not only provide history and perspectives on Skagit County
Comprehensive Planning, but also to provide a chronological reference for public access to past County
planning. Not providing this appendix requires a citizen to have access to and a working knowledge of Skagit
County’s early planning activities and documents and Skagit County ordinances and resolutions that apply to
land use decisions. Citizens should have access to these decisions without requiring extensive searching, and
staff have the ability to update this document with very little work.

Technical Appendices that were under separate cover are not all addressed in the 2016 CP update. For example,
Skagit County Coordinated Water system Plan — Regional Supplement, 2000 and any additional updates is not
included. We suggest at the minimum a list of these publications with URL links and/or information as to how
the public can obtain a paper copy.

Staff Proposed Changes to the Development Code
C-7 Cleanup: Watershed management. The term should be defined and remain in the CP because of state
agencies use of the term in regulatory and planning activities such as WRIAs.

C-9 CaRD Density Shifting — We support clarification to prevent historical mis-use continuing to future CaRDs.

C-10 removal of the term “unclassified uses”. Is the term in the GMA and/or other state laws and should it be
retained in the CP, rather than removed?

C-12, C-13 and C-14 were developed to protect NRLs from litigation about activities on these lands. We would
not want changes of these requirements to diminish the protection and conservation of NRLs.
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C-12 and C-13 NRL Disclosure Mailing and Title Notice. The County should explore other ways to provide
notice to owners of and those near NRL including posting a map to the website that lists parcel numbers that are
zoned Ag-NRL, referencing the map URL on tax statements, developing an email notification system and
sending emails for notification, advertising the URL and information on Skagit 21, distributing press releases to
media annually concerning the website, etc.

Currently, most realtors provide the disclosure statement with the purchase and sale agreement. Both buyers
and sellers sign the statement. The seller is required to record a statement with the auditor on the title of the
property. We suggest that the county require that the statement attaches to the deed so that the statement will
show at each subsequent transfer of the property. This would eliminate the time and cost of filing this
document at each closing. If the County wishes to have a statement that the buyer acknowledges the attachment
to the deed, the statements signed at the purchase agreement should suffice. Legal review by the County to
determine if this is possible would be needed.

C-14 Notification of Development adjacent to NRL. An additional intent of notice to NRL and adjacent lands
owners is to allow them to contest the proposed development in a timely manner. This is an added purpose to
C-12 and C-13. Currently, in Ag-NRL the applicant must secure the signature of the neighbor(s) and when this
is not possible, staff are authorized to sign off on this requirement. does not provide uniform application of the
requirement.

We urge the Department to work toward electronic notification and/or a web-based notification system to
identify all parcels within the 500 ft. (or other requirement) and mail a letter or e-mail to those owners
containing the permit or development application. One option would be an electronic map showing
development and permit applications and adjacent parcel numbers with links to e-mail notification and/or letter
generation for mailing.

C-18 SEPA Admin Appeals. From the CP update staff report: “State law allows only one administrative
appeal for SEPA threshold determinations. “ We understand there can be one open record and one closed
record appeal under SEPA. Please add language that clarifies that a Hearing Examiner’s decision is appealable
to the GMHB, Shorelines and other appeal boards and into the court system.

From the proposed Development Regulations — “Consistent with SCC 16.12.210, Appeals, the decision of the
Hearing Examiner on a SEPA threshold determination is final and no appeal to the Board is allowed.” The SCC
citation is in error. We assume it is 14.12.210. We do not support adding this language. Skagit County land
use decisions by the Hearing Examiner are appealable to the BOCC. We suggest, for consistency and equity,
that SEPA, as part of land use decisions should be appealed to the BOCC as well, even though appeal is not
required by SEPA. (emphasis added).

C-19 Administrative Reduction in Setback. Change language to read, “It also limits administrative reductions
in setbacks to 50% of the required setback;...” Please add “up to” before “50%” to clarify.

C-29 AEO Maximum Building Size. Removes maximum building sizes. Does the proposed removal of
building size and the open space and setback requirements comply with the Federal aviation environs
standards?

www.friendsofskagitcounty.org friends@fidalgo.net
360-419-0988 phone Donate at: www.networkforgood.org
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C-31 Storage of Junk and C-32 Recreational Vehicles. We are concerned that the definition of “junk” and the
requirement of more than 500 sq. ft. on a parcel to be fenced may be read to include artists” sculptures or
student projects. Requiring a legally established business for compliance may put some of these citizens in
violation of this regulation. The requirement in New Section 14.15.945 (3) (a) “No person may use a
recreational vehicle as a dwelling unit” appears to prohibit use of an RV as a temporary dwelling on a building
site. Section (3) (b) “No person may occupy a recreational vehicle for more than 180 days in any 12-month
period” appears to preclude the use of an RV in state park RV sites. More clarification is needed to determine
how these proposed regulations would apply to Homeowners Associations, RV park businesses, summer camps
and other recreational gathering places. Section (3) (c) and (d) specify “.... more than one...” and “...more
than two...” respectively as the limits of recreational vehicles on any lot without a special use permit for that
purpose. Please clarify this language so that persons restoring, repairing or needing proximity to their RV for
various purposes would not be required to apply for and receive a special use permit. As currently written
making violations of this regulation a Class 1 Civil Infraction with a possible penalty of $250 reads more like a
revenue scheme rather than an attempt to clean up junk.

C-34 Rural Business. Limiting expansion of rural businesses should encourage rural businesses that need
additional space to relocate to larger existing facilities or urban areas. The regulation does not limit the number
of expansions possible, but relies on a maximum size allowance based on existing use as of 1990.

NC-1 Maximum Lot Coverage in Rural Reserve. The sliding scale amounts of coverage are an improvement
over the 35% lot coverage blanket approach. We assume the maximum lot coverage was determined from other
rural codes and that the requirement does not apply to existing development in this zone. Given that some
number of acres of Rural Reserve is used for agricultural purposes that may require temporary or permanent
structures such as greenhouses or processing sheds, we suggest that an exception for agricultural uses be added.
We assume the county no longer sites marijuana production facilities in Rural Reserve.

Comments on Public Process

Public notice did not include amendments to the Shoreline element of the CP. R20140374 Attachment 2 did list
the SMP under the proposed amendments to the Skagit County Code (SCC). We assume the Shoreline Master
Program (SMP) will be docketed, in whole or in part, or incorporated by reference into the Shoreline element of
the CP at a future date.

The County has never completed the South Fidalgo Sub-area plan required by a number of GMHB appeal final
decisions and orders. We suggest the county secure grant funding and/or put this plan in the next budget cycle
so that it can be completed.

Proposed Map Amendments Comments

City of Burlington UGA (CP-2). The Raspberry Ridge development was located in the County due to the
donation of the property by farmers who recognized the need for farmworker housing. The City of Burlington
approved the expansion and annexation of the development. The city argued that Raspberry Ridge needed
sewer hook-up to solve a public health issue; however, the County failed to regard its own policies prohibiting
or limiting floodplain development by locating residential development in the floodplain. At a minimum, if the
Planning Commission approves this expansion the PC should require (as a condition of permission) Burlington
remove an equivalent amount of acres from its UGA in order to keep its UGAs sized to its projected future
development need.

www.friendsofskagitcounty.org friends@fidalgo.net
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Comments about other plans

A series of planning documents related to watershed, drainage or stormwater management, which must be used
in planning, are either omitted or not referenced in the 2016 CP update. These include: Samish Watershed
Action Plan, 1995; Nookachamps Watershed Non-Point Action Plan, April, 1995; Big Lake Drainage
Management Plan (and other drainage management plans); Padilla Bay — Bay View Watershed Non-point
Action Plan, 1995; South Fidalgo Island Stormwater Management Plan, 2010. We suggest an appendix for
these documents.

The public notice stated the 2016 CP update was to: Incorporate by reference existing subarea plans, the
County’s Parks and Recreation plan, and the Capital Facilities Plan, and consolidate appropriate components
into the Capital Facilities Element.

The staff report stated the BOCC resolution directed: Integrate existing subarea plans, the Skagit County Parks
and Recreation plan, and the Capital Facilities Plan with the Comprehensive Plan...

Page 70 — Open Space Areas. The Skagit County Urban Growth Area (UGA) Open Space Concept Plan (UGA
OSCP) (2009) was adopted by Resolution by the BOCC, although the PC recommended against adoption. We
request that the full and correct title of this plan be used in referencing the plan in the CP. Please add a sentence
in the introductory paragraph for this section stating that not all open space is open for public use.

To date the plan has not been included in any Comprehensive Plan update process except its addition at this
time. The SC UGA OSC plan been not been implemented, nor should it be in its entirety and not without further
review and editing to clarify which parcels and areas identified are existing open space and which are proposed
ideas that were included in the plan. The SC UGA OSC is not included in R20140374 scoping list by the
BOCC.

Implementation of this plan as written is problematic given the lack of definition, clarity and policies to ensure
protection of Skagit’s natural resource lands.

We understand the SC UGA OSC was developed as a requirement to settle Growth Management Hearings
Board cases that involved a ruling to include identification and mapping of existing open space among other
requirements. The GMHB said:

Counties are required to identify “green belt and open space areas” within UGAs and to
“identify open space corridors within and between” UGAs. Official maps, which do not show
these areas fail to comply with the GMA. Evergreen Islands, et. al. v. Skagit County 00-2-0046¢
(Final Decision and Order, 2-6-01).

The compliance order stated: (9) Within 180 days, adopt maps or some other clear mechanism to identify
greenbelts and open space areas within UGAs and open space corridors within and between UGAs.
Evergreen Islands, et. al. v. Skagit County No. 00-2-0046¢, Compliance Order — General Issues. (Emphasis
added.)

RCW 36.70A.110(2) requires counties to include "greenbelt and open space areas" in its UGAs.

RCW 36.70A.160 requires counties to "identify open space corridors within and between urban growth areas."
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Open space corridors is not defined in the CP. The public may interpret this to mean a path or trail for human
use when the original intent may have been for wildlife. or critical areas.

We recommend that if the plan is included in the 2016 PC update, some qualifications be attached to the
inclusion. Portions of the plan fulfill the requirements and other parts of the plan were not required by the
agreement and over-reach both the order and its intent. We ask that the PC recommend further qualify the
inclusion of the plan by requiring an update process for the SC UGA OSC Plan in the next two years.

Other Comments
Maps of Samish basin do not include the designated floodway.

Please remove the word “toolbox” and “tools” when describing land use methods and use the word “method”,
“planning methods”, “choices” or other suitable describing word. Despite the use of this term in planning
circles, we think the public prefers plain words when these suffice.

Thank you for your time and consideration. Should you have questions or need additional information, please
feel free to contact us.

Yours sincerely,

Ms. Ellen Bynum
Executive Director

EB/
cc: FOSC Board

www.friendsofskagitcounty.org friends@fidalgo.net
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2005 GMA Update

Appendix A
List of “Trailing Issues”

Following is the list of “trailing issues™ identified by the Department or the Planning
Commission during the 2005 GMA Update process. Trailing issues are simply those that the
Department and/or the Planning Commission have determined are important but that are e
outside the scope of the Update or require more time and analysis than was available during
the timeframe of the Update. The trailing issues can generally be grouped into the following
4 categories:

1. Studies / Inventories

2. Review / Update Existing Policies / Codes

3. Develop New Policies / Codes

4. Mapping (i.e. Identification / Designation and/or Specific Property / Area Reviews)

By agreement of the Planning Commission and the Department, adoption of specific
policies/codes/maps related to these trailing issues is not recommended as part of the Update,
but instead additional follow-up work is recommended. The Planning Commission has
identified the trailing issues of highest importance to them (listed in Section 1 in prioritized
order) and also those issues deserving further consideration at a later date (listed in Section 2
in a non-prioritized order). Additional work on any of these items is subject to resource
availability and identification as part of the Planning and Development Services’ work
program, as approved by the Board of County Commissioners.

SECTION 1: PRIORITY ISSUES

tio

{11 .
Perform study of rural lots to develop an

p. 14

1 5 Lack of a Rural Lands Inventory.
Issue 4 accurate inventory.
2 4 Effectiveness of existing CaRD p. 12-13 Initiate CaRD development review in
regulations. Issue 1 2007 and explore potential additional
modifications to CaRD policies and
{Finding 93) regulations.
3 4 Study RES properties and other I-5 See discussion | Develop I-5 corridor plan. Amend Comp

corridor properties for visual effects on w/ CPA05-48. | Plan as necessary and adopt

“gateways” to Skagit County. Develop Also see implementing code amendments.
design standards for RFS zoned parcels. | discussion

following
(Finding 154, 166, 167, 168) CPAQS-87

Evaluate the I-5/Cook Rd. area (including
the Cook Rd./Hwy 99 and Green

See discussion
w/ CPAQ5-44

Consider application of a new land use
designation that allows the transition of

Rd./Cook Rd. intersections and Also see Rural Reserve properties to commercial
surrounding area) for possible application | discussion w/ | use while permanently protecting against
of a commercial transition zone to RRv CPAO0S5-52 any future conversion of Ag-NRL land to

properties. (Finding 154) non-resource designation.

! Planning Commission members each selected 5 items from this list as their ‘top priorities’. The ‘rank’ of each
item reflects how many PC members selected that item as a top priority. A total of 45 votes were cast.

? Finding/Recommendation # refers to June 21, 2007, Planning Commission Recorded Motion.

? Page and issue # refer to August 1, 2006, memorandum responding to major comment themes.
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T

' 3 Desire to increase flood/Ag land p.3-4 Further evaluate REM Goal A6 and
protection. Issue 5 REM policies 5A-6.1 and 5A-6.2 and
p. 10-11 work to develop possible policy and code
Issue 1,2 revisions for 2007 or 2008 amendment
(Finding 67, 68, Recommendation R6) cycle.
6 3 Apparent inconsistencies in Secondary p. 4-5 Consider convening working group for
Forest Lands designation criteria and Issue 1, and re-examination and development of

regulations including use as ‘buffer’ to IF, | Aug. 22, 2006 | comprehensive solution.
inconsistency in application, densities and | deliberations
availability of public services.

(Finding 57, Recommendation R1)

7 3 Feasibility of Secondary Forest density p.6 Convene working group to examine

bonus program, | Issue 4, and issues and study program feasibility.
Nov. 4, 2007
(Finding 57, Recommendation R3) deliberations

8 3 Lack of identified Extreme High and High | p. 16-17 Designate areas and consider adopting
Fire Hazard areas and regulations to Issue 9 governing regulations including
reduce wildland/ urban interface fires. congideration of a ‘Firewise program’

consistent with NRL Element Policy 4B-
(Finding 58) 2.11.

9 3 Current prohibition of creating N/A Consider implementation of new
substandard lots in exchange for provision in 14.16 “Conservation
permanent conservation easements. Preservation.”

10 3 Review for designation inconsistencies in | Jan. 30,2007 | Include any preferred amendments in

D {F-, SF- and RRc-NRL. deliberations | next CPA cycle, including any of the

map amendments proposed by the Forest
Advisory Board, but not acted on as part
{Recommendation R1) of the GMA Update.

11 3 Review MRO layer - specifically the See discussion | Consider amendments to the MRO layer
requirement that an underlying NRL zone | w/ CPA05-29 | or regulations if warranted.

is required and situations where only a
portion of any given parcel is designated
MRO, which may result in permitting
difficulties for an MRO land owner.
(Finding 61, 135, 136, Rec. R4, R5)

12 2 Need for new regulations to address p. 1-3 Convene working group of stakeholders
Habitat Enhancement/ Restoration Issue | to amend current proposal or develop
projects in Ag-NRL zone. alternative within 6 months of 2005
(Finding 104, Recommendation R10) GMA Update adoption,

13 2 Current lack of design guidelines for rural | N/A Consider developing a Rural Guidebook.
areas. Including design standards and drainage

(quantity and qualify)} on commercial
parcels. (See Snohomish County

example)
14 1 Lack of protection provisions for See August Consider protections for farms in rural
preexisting farms lying outside of Ag- 15, 2006 zones pre-dating current CP and UDC
NRL designated lands. transcript p. adoptions in future CP amendment cycle.

(Recommendation R13) ' 46-47,
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~

Review appropriateness of lot coverage See Oct. 24, Consider revisions to development
allowances in RI (and RRv within Fidalgo | 2006 PC regulations in future amendment cycle if
Subarea Plan). Deliberations | changes are deemed necessary.
(Recommendation R12)

16 1 Review pre-existing, small lot See SC05-23 | Consider possibility of developing
developments in Ag-NRL near BFF ‘active Ag’ overlay to show farmed land
Trucking property and in other areas. vs. Ag soils (developed lands).

(Finding 184)
SECTION 2: ISSUES FOR FUTURE CONSIDERATION

17 Feasibility of Compensatory Incentive p. 6, Issue 4, | Convene working group to examine
Program (CIP) and Aug. 24, | issues and study program feasibility.

2007
(Recommendation R2) deliberations

18 Appropriateness of permitting levels for | p. 15-16 Explore possible code amendments
minor utility uses in rural and resource Issue 7 revising permit levels for minor utility
zoning designations. projects.

19 14.16.500, Permitted uses, in OSRSI may | p. 23 Explore issue with State and County
be overly restrictive. ‘Typical’ patk uses | Issue 5 parks departments and consider possible
should be allowed. reforms as part of next available code

update cycle, likely in 2007,

20 Airport policies needed in Comprehensive | Transportation | Check with Gary and/or Jeroldine
Plan to match those in Bayview Ridge section
Subarea Plan.

21 Review Fidalgo Subarea Plan Citizen See Nov. 2, Consider revisions to development
Advisory Committee recommendations of | 2006 PC regulations in future amendment cycle if
revised SPU list for RL Deliberations | changes are desired.

(Recommendation R11) '

22 Limited scope Lake Cavanaugh Rural See Nov. 9, Perform study, including contact with
Village study to review potential locations | 2006 Rural large lot property owners within the
for community general store w/in RV or Map Memo — | village. Potential Comprehensive Plan
on P116133 as proposed in CPA05-65. PC Delibs Amendment (CPA) if P116133 identified
(Finding 163) 12/5 as desirable store site.

23 Review Wooding property on Fidalgo N/A Review property for consistency with
Island for possible redesignation. RRc-NRL designation criteria and

process changes in future amendment
cycle if appropriate.

24 Deferred Map Amendments on attached N/A See attached list for process/cycle.
list.
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From: Mike Clark

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Sunday, June 19, 2016 6:32:20 PM

Dear Skagit County Board of County Commissioners,

This email provides our comments regarding the proposed changes to the Skagit County
Comprehensive Plan, Land Use/Zoning Map, and Development Regulations as part of Skagit
County’s 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update.

The GIPAC (Guemes Island Planning Advisory Committee) has proposed building restrictions
from the Guemes Island Subarea Plan limiting new buildings to 12 foot sidewalls above the
ground at the setback line and limiting building heights to 12 feet plus one foot for every foot
away from the setback line. We are strongly opposed to this proposal. Even if the sidewall
height is measured from the floor elevation, as we understand Planning Department staff has
recommended for homes in a flood zone, this building height limit is not necessary and will
have significant negative impacts.

This change is a solution in search of a problem. We oppose these changes which restrict
building and hurt property values for no useful purpose. Although it has been stated that this
proposal has broad community support, we do not feel this is true as we are part of the
community and don't support it. The GIPAC does not speak for us and does not speak for
other property owners we know on Guemes Island. This is the same group which was strongly
opposed to more ferry runs after 6:00 PM until 8:30 PM on weeknights and at that time
claimed to also speak for Guemes Island. The Guemes Island property owners we know
wanted extended ferry hours, are very happy with this change, and enjoy it very much.

These restrictions have the following negative impacts:
. reduce the frontage home surface area limiting view windows
. eliminate designs with side roof gables
increase construction costs by forcing second story rooms toward the center of the first floor
away from load bearing exterior walls

. restrict originality in design and make all new homes look alike
. increase scale differential next compared to existing larger homes
. reduce current property values.

Requiring an Administrative Variance for construction of a home built to currently existing
standards is not a good solution. Approval would be dependent upon Planning Department
staff with no fixed schedule or guarantee for obtaining one. It will add costs, add delays to
building, and adversely impact property values as potential buyers would be reluctant to
gamble on a variance being approved.


mailto:theclarkmike@msn.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

Again, we are opposed to the changes limiting new buildings to 12 foot sidewalls above the
ground at the setback line. The current height restrictions are sufficient.

Sincerely,

Michael Clark and Kristy J. Hendrickson
Geumes Island Property owners

6356 West Shore Road

Anacortes, WA 98221

Mailing address
2531 NE 97th Street
Seattle, WA 98115



From: Liz McNett Crowl

To: PDS comments
Subject: Comments on proposed “2016 Comprehensive Plan Update”
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 3:39:21 PM

June 23, 2016

Skagit County Board of Commissioners

c/o of Skagit County Planning and Development Services
1800 Continental Place

Mount Vernon, WA 98273

Dear Commissioner’s:
| am writing to offer comments concerning the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan 2016-2036.

| support implementation of the Skagit Countywide UGA Open Space Concept Plan. Well-designed and maintained
open space and corridors within and between urban growth areas can provide a buffer between our urban and rural
areas, aswell as provide avariety of environments that benefit human health, Agricultural lands, fish and wildlife
habitat, connection between critical areas, and opportunities for recreation and active transportation. | support the
language proposed by the Board of County Commissioners (BOCC) stating the intent of Skagit County to work with
community partners — governments, organizations, residents and property owners —to identify, prioritize, and
conserve open space corridors.

As| stated in my public comments made to the Board at the June 20 public hearing, | strongly support the
Comprehensive Plan’ sinclusion of policies supporting non-motorized transportation. Inclusion of the non-motorized
element and project list are essential components of a comprehensive transportation element that considers the needs
of al users. The proposed plan includes a number of features that demonstrate that Skagit County is on track to
support a multimodal transportation system that will provide for the needs of our residents and visitors for the next
20 years. | would emphasize that it isimportant to understand that while separated trails are highly supported and
desired by our residents, most of our active transportation facilities and improvements are on shared County roads,
where increased shoulder width, choice of road surface and process, and signage can create safer options for
residents and visitors who choose active transportation modes. It isimportant for the BOCC to direct Public Works
staff to consider al usersin their role as transportation program managers; each time they plan aroad, perform
maintenance such as repaving or striping they should consider all users, and accommodation should become the
norm rather than the exception. Having a plan with measurable, prioritized active transportation projects with annual
progress goals would create a framework for a project-by-project network transformation.

| believe that Skagit County should work diligently to move the Cascade Trail and Centennial Trail projects forward
aswell as support studying the Coast to Cascade Corridor/United States Bike Route 10. Possibly exploring public-
private partnerships and working with community partners, similar to what is proposed for open space. Regional

trail corridors are important in providing safe active transportation routes for residents and visitors. | also believe
that we should embrace the potential for growing and promoting access to our County’s outdoor recreation
attractions and the impact of economic benefits associated with them. The Economic Benefits of Outdoor Recreation
in Washington is summarized in this five-page fact sheet:
http://www.rco.wa.gov/documents/ ORTF/Outdoor Economi csFact Sheet. pdf

Recreation markets play an important role in connecting urban and rural communities. The recreation market is one
of the largest markets in the state for moving income from urban to rural areas and building jobs in more rural areas.

| heard people comment during public comment periods both at the Planning Commission level and at the June 20,
2016 BOCC public hearing, that the 20 year list of projects must have public input. Thisis not true; it isnot a
requirement. County staff has clarified this on several occasions. Skagit County needs to have a 20-year
transportation plan and financing component. This should include anticipated projects, even if it’sjust along-term
wish list. The 20-year plan should include a broader set of projects than the 6-year TIP, and should be the universe
of projects from which the 6-year Tip may be selected when certain projects are needed and/or there is a specific


mailto:beactive30@earthlink.net
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us
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funding source to pay for them. Not including them would disproportionately affect non-motorized users and would
limit regional mobility. We don’t want a plan that limits us, we want a plan that shapes and envisions a better future!

Many concerns have been expressed regarding non-motorized transportation, especialy in reference to open space,
future trails, property rights and public access. Conducting effective public outreach isin the County’s best interest
in putting these concerns to rest, and key in addressing people'sinitial fears early and openly. Perhaps a public
participation plan for Skagit County, not just one for transportation, would be beneficial.

| support the continued acquisition of property that enables our transportation network, especially regiona active
transportation corridors and routes, to be expanded and open spaces to be created. Creation of an implementation
plan is critical and amissing part of what is proposed in this Non-motorized Plan. | would like to see an
implementation plan that includes goals, prioritization criteria, benchmarks, and performance measures. Skagit
County has an annual plan, budget, and schedule for roadwork and should have one for non-motorized
transportation as well.

As aresident of the Skagit Valley for over 50 years, a health professional for over 40 years, an avid hiker, walker,
and biker, | value the quality of likein Skagit County and am truly excited about the changes | seein the 2016
Comprehensive Plan Update. We are taking steps to make our county a healthy and vibrant place to live, work, and

play.
Thank you,
Liz McNett Crowl

13797 Trumpeter Lane
Mount Vernon, WA 98273



From: Brenda Cunningham

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 9:58:07 AM

Dear Honorable Skagit County Commissioners,

| am writing to express my support for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update as recommended by
the Planning Commission. Specifically, it is important to retain the non-motorized transportation
project list in the update. Although there has been some concern expressed by the Planning
Commission that some of these project were not vetted in public documents, | feel the county staff
has done a commendable job of bringing projects forward from existing plans as well as making
suggestions where they have seen safety needs based on their work in the community. Many
citizens are not aware of the safety concerns that county employees see in the course of their jobs. |
appreciate them bringing forward these projects, which can then have public review at a later date.
Having them on the 20-year list does not make them “shovel-ready”, but rather brings them to the
attention of concerned citizens who can then participate in public review if a project is further
developed.

These non-motorized transportation projects will improve the quality of life for many of us in the
county. We see other counties in western Washington with well-developed bike trails and lanes and
see the increase in healthy outdoor activities. This benefits the residents of the county as well as
drawing visitors to our valley.

| encourage you to direct staff to update and implement the Open Space Plan as well. It is
unfortunate that the phrase “Open Space” is used to described many different concepts. | hope that
someday we can come up with a less confusing term to distinguish land that is non-residential, non-
commercial space, left as such for the agricultural, scenic and wildlife values, from the lands that are
publicly accessible. The Open Space Plan refers to the former lands, those that are not necessarily
open to the public, but rather are to be kept as agricultural lands and greenspaces to buffer our
human-built environments, cleaning the air and water and providing a visual respite from the city
developments. The longer we wait to implement the Open Space Plan the less likely these farms and
forests will be available for protection from development.

Once again, | want to commend your staff for the clarifications they provided in the public meetings
and the professional manner in which they conducted themselves. | was very impressed. | am also
impressed by the breadth of subjects that you, as Commissioners, must master in order to address
these issues. Thank you for your work and for the opportunity to comment on this important
update.

Brenda Cunningham

1220 South 11t Street
Mount Vernon, WA 98274
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From: Donna Davis

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 5:20:47 PM

Dear Skagit County Commissioners, and Planning and Development Services personnel,

| have been made aware of the sudden opposition to the Guemes Island Subarea Plan. | fully
support our Guemes Island Planning and Advisory Committee (GIPAC), and the full
implementation of the adopted Guemes Island Subarea plan. | strongly urge you to enact the
Guemes Island Zoning Overlay exactly asit has been proposed by GIPAC.

We have owned property on Guemes Island since 1997, and have resided here full time since
1999. | believe that the Zoning Overlay proposed by GIPAC is critical to preserving the rural
character of thisisland that we cherish.

| have been aware of the hard work of GIPAC during all of the years since we bought our
property, and their perseverance during years of delays of trying to get the Guemes Island
Subarea Plan on to the County's agendato have it considered. GIPAC's activities and their
plans to help preserve our island have always been well publicized. | was dismayed when |
recently learned that the Guemes Island Subarea Plan - which took so many years to get that
hearing, and was finally, sensibly adopted by the Board of Commissioners 5 years ago - had
not already been fully implemented!

We live near the center of the island by choice, but it has been disconcerting to me to see the
inappropriate homes that have occasionally been built aong the shorefront, which have often
inconsiderately blocked the views from more modest homes that predated them. | believe that
restrictions regarding the height of new buildingsis a sound idea.

The overriding reason that "devel opment as usual” in the rest of Skagit County will not work
on Guemes Island is our limited supply of water. There are aready serious shortages of water
along the shores of the island, and the homeowners in those areas are suffering. More homes
and/or larger homes will soon render everyone's property without a water supply - and
subsequently without value.

Please move forward immediately with the adoption of code that implements this crucial
Subarea Plan in the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update!

Thank you,

Donna Davis

5530 Homestead Lane

Anacortes, WA 98221
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From: Gary Davis

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 9:59:03 PM

GIPAC has done an excellent job of representing Guemes Island residents
honorably for along time. | personally participated in their efforts

by writing the mission statement in a poem that was adopted by the
county some years ago. | amin support of The Guemes Island Zoning
Overlay as written and proposed by GIPAC and | urge you to adopt it
without change.

Thank you,

Gary Davis
5530 Homestead Lane

Anacortes, WA 98221


mailto:b4mb00la@gmail.com
mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

From: Dolph lvar

To: PDS comments
Subject: Comments: Comp Plan
Date: Friday, June 17, 2016 5:47:13 PM

Skagit County Comprehensive Plan:
Dear Commissioners:

| support Skagit County’s intent to identify and protect open space corridors. Greenbelt wildlife corridors,
both rural and inter-urban, are more important than ever because the building industry is using them up by
the thousands of acres yearly. Please protect and enlarge Open Space, the combination of both public and
private lands, for wildlife habitat, parks, scenic beauty, and historical value. We need it for our physical and
spiritual health, for clean air, for the support of habitat for wild creatures which are disappearing and
threatened more and more with climate change.

It is important that NO motorized vehicles are allowed to go in these Open Space areas. They can be used
for walking trails, and occasionally, for bicycles, though in a limited way.

Please enlarge wildlife corridors all over Skagit County.

I live in Anacortes, and | would like to see them enlarged there as well as all over the county.
thank you,

Phyllis Dolph

Ivar and Phyllis Dolph

2320 26th St.

Anacortes, WA
98221
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From: Molly Doran

To: PDS comments
Subject: Skagit Land Trust (Molly Doran), 1020 S 3rd Mt Vernon WA, 2016 Comp Plan Update
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 4:08:02 PM

2016 Comp Plan Update

Skagit Land Trust (SLT) submitted comments during the original comment period for the
Comprehensive Plan Update, thus these comments only on changes to the original proposal.

1) Skagit Land Trust supports the inclusion of a 20-year list of non-motorized projects as part of the
updated 2016 Comprehensive Plan. In every survey conducted in the past decade, 70 -80% of Skagit
respondents consistently state there are not enough trails and bike paths in the county. They want
more. Many more. For many citizens, non-motorized paths such as Phase | of the Centennial Trail
cannot happen fast enough. | can say unequivocally that trails are strongly supported by our 1500
members. During our 2011 fundraising campaign to purchase 220 acres at Barney Lake and an
adjacent railway corridor on that property (that would later become part of the Centennial Trail
corridor) - many new donors from the community came forth. They loved the idea of a future
Centennial Trail along this section of Barney Lake/hwy 9. When this project happens - and we hope it
will - this near-urban path alongside a large conservation area will become one of Skagit County's
main wildlife and scenic attractions.

2) Skagit Land Trust supports Skagit County's intent listed in 2B-1.3 to continue co-operating with
local partners to identify and protect Open Space Corridors. Many people don't understand what
open space entails. Open Space is defined as a combination of public and private lands - rural, urban
and inter-urban - that form greenbelts of agricultural land, trails, wildlife habitat, parks, significant
scenic or historic lands etc. Under this definition many groups, agencies, programs and landowners
are currently working to conserve open space locally. From Farmland Legacy to the Skagit
Watershed Council to private nonprofits like SLT and The Nature Conservancy to state and federal
agencies, tribes, municipalities, the county and various utility companies, forest companies etc - we
have done a lot. The issue is, there are many of us and we need to collaborate in order to plan well
and use scarce resources wisely. We go much further together, with private and public funds, and
private and public willing landowners - than ships sailing on our singular charted course.

A key plan Skagit Land Trust uses to determine our open space priorities is Skagit County's 2009
Open Space Concept Plan. This plan is a great start, but it was meant to be a start - not the end - of
planning for open space. We use this plan today, but we need a team approach to efficiently
implement it. We need to what is already protected, agency/group's priorities, future land use
conflicts we may be able to avoid, gaps in land types and uses, goals, and how our priorities connect
and interlink. We need to discuss how can we leverage funding, how to bring private and public
funds to the table for open space etc. We need leadership and organization beyond a loose
collaboration of partners who connect on a project by project basis. In addition, Skagit County's 2009
Open Space Concept Plan is currently out of date for use in applying for State grants (to qualify for
use plans must have been updated in the last six years) . This puts many of us in Skagit County, who
rely on publically vetted plans when applying for grant funds, at a competitive disadvantage. We
support the inclusion of the 2B-1.3 and hope that it leads to affirmative steps in Open Space
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Planning and Implementation for all of us working on this in Skagit County.

Finally we would like to thank the County staff, the Board of Commissioners and the Planning
Commission for their hard work to make sure all voices were heard during this 2016 Comprehensive
Plan update. Planning is not a straight forward or easy process as it pulls from so many constituents,
existing plans and affects many. We appreciate that all of these groups of people in charge sought
clarity, transparency, and inclusion. It was refreshing to see various staff or Planning Commissioners
say - "Let's take a look at this again- we may have acted too fast" "We want to get this right" . It was
very educational for many of us tracking the process. We felt well informed and updated. We could
ask a question at any time and quickly get a response. Thank you for your hard work.

Molly Doran
Executive Director
Skagit Land Trust
1020 S 3rd

Mount Vernon, WA
98273

360.428.7878
mollyd@skagitlandtrust.org

skagitlandtrust.org

Receive Skagit Land Trust news & events by email
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From: Bill Dunlap

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 12:41:22 PM

| am writing in regard to the “2016 Comprehensive Plan Update’.

| urge you to include in the plan al of the original eleven non-motorized transportation
projects. Asthe county population grows non-motorized transportation planning becomes
more important. While walking and bicycling on the edge of county roads may have been safe
enough with the automobile traffic of fifty years ago, when | was growing up, it is not now
and certainly won't get any safer in the future. Encouraging non-motorized transportation will
keep us healthier, make our children more self-reliant, keep our air and water cleaner, and
make it more fun to live and work here. We can look to Lynnwood and Marysville for
examples of how things look when planning is only done around the needs of automobiles.

| al'so urge you to give a higher priority to preserving open space corridors, especially those
within and near the urban growth areas. Delay would mean the open space would disappear
forever. We should implement our existing open space plan and continue to update the plan as
the facts on the ground change.

Sincerely,
William W. Dunlap
22461 Mount Vernon Big Lake Road

Mount Vernon, WA 98274

Tel: 306-428-8146
Email: williamwdunlap@gmail.com

June 20, 2016
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From: Erbstoeszer

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 9:23:24 AM

Comments regarding:
Skagit County Comprehensive Plan 2016 Update as released June 10, 2016

Comments provided by: Marie and John Erbstoeszer.

Honorable Skagit County Commissioners: Thank you for re-opening the Public Comment Period for
the Updated Draft of the 2016 County Comprehensive Plan.

We have lived at 217 E. Division Street in Mount Vernon, WA 98274 since 1975. We moved to Skagit
County as young healthcare professionals desiring a place that would provide us with opportunities
to use our training and skills, offer needed services to the residents of Skagit County and be a good
setting to raise a family and enjoy the area. John worked as a family practice MD and | worked as a
Consultant in Health Services Planning and Development. Skagit County not only met but exceeded
our expectations and continues to be where we call home and continue to live after 40 plus years.
Many of the attributes such as the natural environment, the small towns, the friendliness, the rural
settings, the access to wonderful outdoor recreation that attracted us to Skagit County are still here
today but none of these can be taken for granted. Therefore, we were very pleased and encouraged
by the overall planning that Skagit County was engaged in as it updated its Comprehensive Plan for
2016 and we submitted initial comments on April 13, 2016. We now recognize that the original
Draft Comprehensive Plan Update for 2016 has been revised and a new Draft was released on June
10, 2016. Therefore, we are submitting these additional comments which are in reference to the
current June draft.

Our careers in health care and our personal interests have highlighted how important it is to have
access to health, wellness and physical activities. Public Health and Medical publications repeatedly
cite the benefits and importance of regular exercise as a means of improving and maintaining the
health of the public. Access to walking and bicycling facilities are among the excellent ways of
addressing significant population health issues such as, heart health, blood pressure, obesity, etc.
Just recently on May 16, 2016, the National Institutes of Health released a report titled, “Increased
Physical Activity Associated with Lower Risk of 13 Types of Cancer.” The existing body of scientific
knowledge clearly indicates that a healthy community and healthy County must have access to and
encourage opportunities for outdoor exercise such as walking, bicycling, just plain playing, etc.

An important local effort right here in Skagit County has taken initial steps focusing on Community
Health. In 2015 Skagit County Public Health and Community Services launched the Population
Health Trust as a means for creating a plan to improve Community Health throughout all of Skagit
County. Some sections of the Comprehensive Plan are very important for the role they will have in
contributing to enhancing and sustaining healthy lifestyles.

Therefore, we ask that the Skagit County Commissioners adopt the revised draft Comprehensive
Plan 2016 Update which was released on June 10, 2016.
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In particular, we strongly support:

- The recommended inclusion of a 20-year list of non-motorized projects as part of the
updated Comprehensive Plan, Transportation Element. The inclusion of the non-
motorized projects is essential for enhancing and sustaining healthy lifestyles.
Furthermore, having a Non-Motorized Plan with identified projects is important in the
development of programs and funding for a variety of public facilities, including Federal
funding support for sidewalks, access to transit activities, trails and road improvements
projects. In addition, the inclusion of identified projects in the Non-Motorized Plan
meets policy and legislation direction from the Washington Growth Management Act
and is consistent with policies adopted by the Skagit Council of Governments and the
Washington State Department of Transportation.

- Modifying proposed policy 2B-1.3 to indicate Skagit County’s intent to continue
cooperating with local partners to identify and protect open space corridors consistent
with the GMA requirements. It is a given that Skagit County is growing and changing.
However, if more open space areas are not protected, they could be lost and never
recovered. The natural beauty and resources of Skagit County are key environmental
attributes and must not be lost.

Skagit County is a vibrant and great place to live, work, and play. Plus, it is increasingly becoming a
visitors’ destination for recreation. We need to make sure it continues to have these attributes for
many generations to come.

Again, may we commend each of you, Skagit County Commissioners, and the staff of the Planning
and Development Services for all of the work done in preparing the 2016 Update to the
Comprehensive Plan and for re-opening the Public Comment Period. You became aware of the
increased Public interest and concerns about the sections of the initial draft plan which were being
either eliminated or altered and you were responsive. In the Leadership Skagit Program of which
Skagit County Government is a sponsor, one of the five Practices of Exemplary Leadership is “Model
the Way.” By reopening the Public Comment period, you have definitely “Modeled the Way” of
open government and encouragement of public participation.

Thank you.

Marie Erbstoeszer, MHA
John Erbstoeszer, MD

217 East Division Street
Mount Vernon, WA 98274

June 22, 2016






From: brian estes

To: PDS comments
Subject: Please include non-motorized amenities in new comprehensive plan
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 4:19:58 PM

Please include hiking, walking, biking, and other non-motorized projects in your
revision to the comprehensive plan under consideration. As population increases in
the county, we need open and safe spaces to recreate.

Thanks.

All the Best

Brian Estes
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From: Karen Everett

To: PDS comments
Subject: Comp Plan 2016 Update
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 1:50:48 PM

Wiliam E. Everett, IlI

Karen M. Everett

5052 Guemes Island Rd (also P61720,P61719)
Anacortes, WA 98221

RE: Comp Plan 2016 Update
Dear County Commissioners,

I've lived on Guemes Island for 22 years and my husband for 64 years (off and on), and on the

North Beach of Guemes for over a decade. Our son is a 4t generation Guemes Islander. Also
for the past 12 years, I've been a REALTOR specializing in Guemes Island properties.

| was the first speaker at last nights” meeting—in opposition to some of the building height
and setback requirements.

What | didn’t mention last night is that I've been very involved over the years with supporting
the sustainability of Guemes and protecting our “rural lifestyle.” In fact, | was the co-founding
member of “Save Guemes Mountain” project, where the community raised over $2 million
dollars during the recession to buy out the sellers of that property. | truly appreciate all of the
hard work of GIPAC, and like all of the committee members that | know personally. | am
strongly in favor of doing everything to help voluntarily put properties into conservation
easements, as well. Currently, there are hundreds of acres in conservation easements on
Guemes. There are plenty of people who have willingly done this since this movement really
gained islander’s attention with the AIA (American Institute of Architects) Sustainability
workshops over a decade ago.

What my husband and | are not in favor of are some of the severe restrictions placed upon us,
specifically, again, the side & height restrictions. And while we’ve been aware they were
working on a new sub-area plan, it wasn’t until we started the process of attempting to build
on one of our waterfront lots that it really became clear what was going to happen. As | said
last night, until recently, | was only marginally aware of how restrictive they were!!

It took talking to a building contractor to make sense of what those new restrictions would
look like in a house.... That’s when we really started paying attention. Admittedly, this is at
the tail end of Skagit County’s Comp Plan process, but better late than never, right?
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The Everett family has owned our properties since 1917 — nearly 100 years and four
generations. In my husband’s childhood, there was a house where we would like to build, and
we always thought there could be one there again. Those specific new restrictions would
significantly impact our dream of downsizing and building a cottage there to live out the rest
of our days.

Again, while we do appreciate the GIPAC and their zealous efforts to protect our gorgeous
island and its environment, we feel that part of their proposal goes too far. We feel that
those who’ve already built their dream homes without these restrictions would just like to
freeze Guemes island in time; their projects are done already, at the expense of those of us
who haven’t yet been able to or can’t afford to build yet.

It was said last night that these proposals have been in the works and highly publicized for
years in our local newspaper, The Guemes Tide, and in the online presence called Linetime.
That you’d have to be severely disconnected with the community to not be aware of the new
plan. While it’s true that these media have covered the story, it's human nature to only pay
really close attention to something and truly understand it’s ramifications IN DETAIL when it is
directly in front of you and affects you. Call us guilty of that, fine.

And keep this in mind, too: as a REALTOR who has talked to many, many buyers on Guemes
Island over the years, | believe there are many hundreds of owners of vacant land (and also
homes) on Guemes who aren’t even aware of the proposed changes, because they don’t live
here and don’t read The Guemes Tide nor look at Linetime, nor are they able or serve on any
committee and have their voice heard.

This decision not only affects those small waterfront lots such as ours and others on North
Beach & West Beach, it will have a huge effect on the whole neighborhood of Holiday
Hideaway on the southeast corner of the island.

Please reconsider and modify the severity of these restrictions for the final draft.

Thank you for your time.

Bill & Karen Everett

Karen Everett, REALTOR, Broker



Coldwell Banker Bain, Anacortes
360.202.7373
kareneverett.cbbain.com

International Diamond Society, Coldwell Banker / Previews International
Properties Specialist / Certified Residential Specialist / Luxury Home Specialist
| Accredited Buyer's Specialist /

2011-2015 Awards of Excellence, REALTOR Association / Board of Directors,
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From: Sequoia Ferrel

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 comprehensive plan update
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 9:13:26 PM

We have lived on Guemes Island for 30years and my husband, L ane Parks was an initiator of
the first group of people working on the comp plan. There have been many many people who
have put in alot of hard work to represent the best interests of the Guemes residents. | am
thankful and respectful of their hard work and am wholly in support the implementation of the
subarea plan. | have asmall farm on the island.

Thanks for your consideration.

Sequoia Ferrel

GaiaRising Farm
7389 Chestnut Lane
Anacortes, Wa 98221
360-293-2980

galarisingfarm.net
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From: Juby Fouts

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 12:15:08 PM

Dear Skagit County Board of Commissioners,
| am writing this email to urge you to adopt the 2016 Comprehensive Plan

Update for Guemes Island, including the Guemes Island Zoning Overlay.

| have been a part of many organizations on Guemes Island, including Guemes
Dist. 17 Volunteer Fire Department.

In case no one has mentioned the difficulty of getting our Fire rigs and
equipment down narrow roads/lots for waterfront fire protection, that is
addressed in the Zoning overlay.

The Guemes Island Planning and Advisory Committee (GIPAC) is comprised of
respected, intelligent Guemes Island residents. Ten years ago, the American
Institute of Architects wrote a very comprehensive “Sustainable Design
Assessment Team Report” for Guemes. Much of our GIPAC plan is not only
scientifically supported, it is supported by the majority of Guemes Island
residents—YOU WOULD DO WELL TO ADOPT IT!

Sincerely,

Juby Fouts

6443 Nootka Ln.
Guemes Island, WA
360-293-2704
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From: Nancy Fox

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Tuesday, June 21, 2016 1:32:12 PM

Date: June 20, 2016
Memo to: Skagit County Board of Commissioners

From: Nancy Fox, Chair, Guemes Island Planning and Advisory Committee; Address. 7207
Channel View Drive, Anacortes, WA 98221

Re: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update

| am writing on behalf of the Guemes Island Planning and Advisory Committee, which has
been closely following the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update process. We previously
submitted comments in support of the proposed Guemes Island Zoning Overlay and the
proposed Seawater Intrusion Policy to be codified within the Critical Areas Ordinance; both of
these are important measures aimed at implementing the adopted Guemes Island Subarea Plan.

At thistime, we would like to add our comments on a couple of recent changes to the zoning
overlay and bring to your attention two omissions we would like to see addressed.

1. Changesto the Guemes|sland Zoning Overlay

The Planning Department proposed, and the Planning Commission accepted, two changes to
the proposed zoning overlay for Guemes Island: measuring building height from flood
elevation rather than ground level, and allowing administrative variances from the height and
setback standards of the overlay. These changes are intended to address a property owner’s
concern about the effect of the new standards on small beach lots, and we support these
changes.

The administrative variance process will allow the County to grant some flexibility to property
owners on very small lots where large houses have been built on adjacent lots. Unfortunately,
this has occurred on a number of sitesin the past 5 yearsin the interim between when the
Guemes Plan was adopted and the County’ s finally taking up legislation to implement the
plan. It isunfortunate that this has occurred, but we agree that it warrants flexibility for
property owners caught in this situation.

Measuring building heights from flood elevation also makes sense to us, since houses built in
flood areas are required to be elevated for flood mitigation.

2. Open space protection for CaRDs

We are concerned that one of our recommendations relating to open space in a CaRD
development was omitted from the department’ s proposed code and therefore did not receive
proper consideration by the Planning Commission. Policy 4.21 in our Guemes Island Subarea
Plan states. “ The County should ensure that open space set aside by a CaRD subdivision is
permanently protected.”

Open space land designated through a CaRD on Guemes should not be reserved for future
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urban development because Guemes is outside any urban growth area and is subject to serious
water availability limitations. It is our understanding that our plan recommendation was
omitted from the proposed code not due to a substantive disagreement with the provision but
due to an oversight. The department has stated that it intends a substantial update of the CaRD
ordinance at some point in the future, and indicates the Guemes proposal can be taken up at
that time. It seems to us that the implementing language can and should be included in the
Guemes overlay right now. Down the road, when the CaRD ordinanceisreviewed in its
entirety, the Guemes provision can be refined as needed to mesh with the broader program.

We believe this should be addressed now, rather than at some undefined point in the future,
because -- as we have seen with the building heights/setbacks issues discussed immediately
above -- the passage of time allows development to occur that would not have been allowed if
the Subarea Plan restrictions had been implemented in atimely fashion when the Plan was
approved in 2011. Instead, we are now trying to figure out how to put the proverbial
development genie back in the bottle, and we do not want to face this problem with CaRD
open spaces also.

We ask that the following code language added to SCC 14.16.360 Guemes I sland
Overlay:

New Section 8. Any open space designated through a CaRD subdivision on Guemes I sland
must be permanently preserved though the filing of a protective easement or covenant prior
to final subdivision approval.

3._Gap in enforceability of the Seawater | ntrusion Policy

GIPAC has repeatedly expressed its support for codification of the Seawater Intrusion Policy,
and we are glad to see this proposed by the Planning Department. We are very concerned,
however, about a gap in enforceability of the code. In cases where anew well isdrilled
without any tiesto a development permit, there is no mechanism to ensure county review prior
to drilling, nor away to apply the regulations relating to new wells. As currently written, an
associated development permit isthe only trigger for County review. A recent situation on
Guemes Island, with anew well to be drilled without any advance review by the County, has
heightened community awareness of thisissue and increased our level of concern about the
need for closing this gap in the code.

We ask that the following code language beincluded in in SCC 14.24.380(2) Seawater
Intrusion Areas, Application Requirements (as a substitute for the language currently
proposed):

(a) For wells. Application for a new well must be submitted for review prior to drilling
any new well. Such applications must include the following: ....

Thank you for your consideration.



From: Nancy Fox

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Thursday, June 23, 2016 4:26:57 PM

| am writing on behalf of the Guemes Island Planning and Advisory Committee (GIPAC),
with comments on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. These comments are in addition to
comments our committee has previously submitted, and are aimed at responding to a question
raised by several people testifying at the Board of Commissioners meeting on June 20.
Specifically, | would like to make sure our committee has been clear in explaining the purpose
of the proposed Guemes Island Zoning Overlay.

Some shoreline property owners challenging the building envel ope standards in the proposed
zoning overlay have implied that preserving shoreline views for upland property ownersisthe
reason behind the new standards. In fact, the primary purpose of the proposed overlay isto
accomplish the following goals in the adopted Guemes Island Subarea Plan.

e o Preservetherura character of GuemesIsland overall. Thiswas a core purpose and
value expressed by alarge majority of participants in the development of the Guemes
Island Subarea Plan.

e o Maintain the historical scale of development on the island, and avoid significant

conflicts in scale between large new homes and smaller existing residences. Thisisa
particular concern due to the large number of substandard lots on Guemes Island, many
of which were originally platted as camping sites or for small beach cabins. Current
zoning allows vastly larger structures than most existing island residences.

e o Mitigate the impact of increased water demand on the island’ s sole source aquifer
that is associated with large new homes. Maintaining sustainable development and
avoiding further degradation of the island’ s groundwater supply through saltwater
intrusion is of paramount concern to Guemes Islanders. Seawater intrusion isa
particular problem in some of the shoreline areas where vacant lots and small existing
homes are being replaced with large new residences.

<!--[if 'supportLists]-->

GIPAC acknowledges the concern expressed by some who testified that the proposed zoning
overlay will place limits on what they can build on their property. We would suggest,
however, that the small size and narrow width of their lots represent the primary building
constraints.

The proposed zoning overlay still allows for expansion of buildings on small lots. To provide
additional flexibility, we support the recent changes made by the Planning Commission: to
measure building height from flood el evation rather than grade, and to allow administrative
variances where warranted from the height and setback provisions of the proposed overlay.

We are extremely grateful for the cooperation we have received from county staff to finally
begin the process of implementing the Guemes Island Subarea Plan. We urge you to adopt the
proposed changes to the 2016 Comprehensive Plan that have been approved by the Planning
Commission and the Planning and Development Services Department.
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Thank you for your consideration.

Nancy Fox, Chair, Guemes Island Planning and Advisory Committee

7202 Channel View Drive
Anacortes, WA 98221



From: Edwin Frank

To: PDS comments
Subject: Fw: Comprehensive Plan Update Comments
Date: Monday, June 20, 2016 2:23:28 PM

From: edwinfrank@comcast.net
Sent: Monday, June 20, 2016 2:00 PM

To: pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

Subject: Comprehensive Plan Update Commenets

| have reviewed the Guemes Island Overlay proposal and offer the following
comments.

PROPOSED REVISION

C-26 Guemes Island Subarea Plan 14.04.020 Definitions The following definitions are added:
Actual structure height: the height of a structure as measured from the average ground
elevation to the top of the structure.

COMMENT: This definition may work for relatively flat parcels in areas outside of designated
flood zones. In these areas it seems reasonable to measure the height of a structure from the
base floor elevation for the flood zone. Not recognizing the flood elevation could reduce the
interior ceiling height to less than the minimum required by the Building Code. For sites that
have more grade change, where is the average grade established, the building site, footprint
or one of the exterior wall lines?

PROPOSED REVISION

New Section 14.16.360 Guemes Island Overlay

(1) Purpose. This Section describes additional development standards for Guemes Island.
(2) Applicability. This Section applies to all development within all zones on Guemes Island,
and is to be applied in conjunction with the underlying zoning regulations.

(3) Permitted Uses. Reserved. (4) Administrative Special Uses. Reserved.

(5) Hearing Examiner Special Uses. Reserved.

(6) Prohibited Uses. (a) Accessory Dwelling Units (ADUs) where the water source contains
chloride levels greater than 25 ppm.

(7) Dimensional Standards.

(a) Setbacks.

(i) Front setback for fences: Fences that are less than 50% opaque and more than 3 feet tall
must be setback at least ten feet.

(i) Side: Each side setback must be at least 8 feet. The total of both side setbacks must be at
least 30 feet, or 30% of the lot width at its widest point, whichever is less.

(b) Maximum Height.

(i) Structures: The actual structure height may not exceed 12 feet at the side setback. The
actual structure height may increase by one foot for each foot inside the required side
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setback, up to a maximum actual structure height of 30 feet.

COMMENT:

(7)a(i) This an interesting concept. Does this mean that fences more than 50% open must be
set back from the front property line?

(7) b (i) This proposed restriction may not be an issue for larger parcels but is problematic for
existing, smaller, platted parcels. If this proposal is for view protection, it is most likely in
conflict with part 14.02.010 (14) Protect and promote the public health, safety and general
welfare, with respect for private property and private property rights.

This part needs to be removed. The provision would encourage expansion of footprints of
structures on the smaller parcels to the maximum width of the parcel and limit access to back
yards and beaches. It would also encourage the removal of trees that are intended to be
protected by other provisions of Skagit County Code. When sloping lots are developed, where
is the average grade established? Which building line controls? One could be required to
build substantially underground on some sites.

If fire protection is the issue, use of provisions of the Building Code could be effectively used
without adversely impacting use of a property.

SUMMARY

This proposed rule change is poorly constructed and appears to provide no benefit to the
general public. The provisions are unique to a land area that is very similar to other land areas
in Skagit County by population density. This proposed language should not be adopted.

Edwin Frank, CBO Ret.

PO Box 1598

Anacortes, WA 98221-6598
360.293.5534
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2016 Comprehensive Plan Update - Guemes Island
Sunday, June 19, 2016 7:52:01 PM

From: Kari and Gary Garrett, Elsa Wise, owners of 5144 South Shore Drive,
Anacortes, WA 98221; 360 293 2307; garrett@grgarrett.com

To: Skagit County Board of Commissioners

We are opposed to the GIPAC’s proposed building restrictions as currently
stated:

Public comment from property owners was not directly solicited,
specifically those waterfront properties that would be most affected.
The restrictions as written are far too “cookie cutter” and do not take
into account the significant distinctions of an island such as Guemes as to
lot size and geographic location (low bank, high bank, wetlands, small
parcels, etc.)

Architectural originality and structural innovation will be stifled, if not
prohibited, absent lengthy and costly administrative review processes
which will most likely be backburnered as against conforming project
applications from an already overburdened County staff

Lenders will not bankroll an “iffy proposition” and current bank lending
covenants may be adversely affected triggering potential defaults.

State and Federal regulations, either current or pending, do not seem to
be adequately addressed

Potential Skagit County property tax revenue will be reduced and said
reduction may negatively impact Guemes Island funding as current and
potential property owners will find development and remodeling
restrictive

Property values will inevitably decline which will deprive property
owners of income they are entitled to relative to similar island properties
in Skagit and Island Counties. Retirement portfolios, in particular those
for seniors, will be crippled, in effect, depriving the most needy of their
retirement expectations as property values fall.
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A fuller, inclusive and more professional assessment needs to be undertaken
before the County proceeds with consideration of the Comprehensive Plan.

Thank you for your consideration and we would appreciate direct
communication from the County on this significant plan. We will be unable to
attend the June 20 Public Hearing but appreciate the opportunity to provide
the County Board of Commissioners with our thoughts.

Gary and Kari Garrett, Elsa Wise — family owners of Guemes Island property
since 1935.



From: Carolyn and Ed Gastellum

To: PDS comments
Subject: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
Date: Wednesday, June 22, 2016 10:09:14 PM

To: Skagit County Board of Commissioners
These comments are submitted to you regarding the 2016 Skagit County Comprehensive Plan update.

My family and | moved to Mount Vernon in 1989 when my husband was selected as the Assistant Superintendent
for North Cascades National Park Complex. We moved here from the southwest and quickly put down our rootsin
Skagit County because we immediately valued our farmlands, Skagit river habitats, mountains, forests, lakes,
shorelines, marine environments, and the individual character of each of the townslocated in our county. Today,
more than ever before because of increasing pressures for development, it is essential to include protection for open
space corridorsin the Comprehensive Plan.  That iswhy | strongly support the proposed language for policy 2B-1.3
that says Skagit County will work with partners to identify and conserve open space corridors. No onethat | know
who loves Skagit wants our county to look like Lynnwood with its paved over farmlands, lack of forests, and
grossly urbanized environments. That iswhy now isthe time to assure that Skagit County has a strong open space
plan that has broad community support, is transparent and easy to understand, and is actively used.

Our children grew up with a deep appreciation for the beauty found within Skagit County because we have shared
many hiking trails and walking paths over the years. My husband often rode his bike from our Mount Vernon home
to his officein Sedro Woolley and in the summers our daughter did the same thing to get to her summer job. Today
| see more and more people commuting and doing errands by bicycle which makes the need for safer bicycle routes
greater than ever before. Recreational bike riding, horseback riding, and walking for health and enjoyment are
activities that are increasingly popular and essential to the well being of people of al ages. | support the non-
motorized bicycle, pedestrian, and equestrian trail projects that are on the 20-year list in the 2016 Comprehensive
Plan draft because they will provide greater safety for users and aso can be counted among the quality of life
benefits that draw people to Skagit County. Opportunities for recreation as well as practical uses of non-motorized
transportation projects for commuting or doing errands brings economic benefit to our county.

| appreciate the public process over time that has allowed citizens to comment on the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. |
appreciate the work done by Skagit County planning staff and you, our county commissioners. It is my hope and
expectation that the 20-year list of non-motorized projects and the open space language in the draft plan will be
adopted and put into action.

Thank you.
Carolyn Gastellum

14451 Ashley Place
Anacortes, WA 98221
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Skagit County Commissioners
1800 Continental Place
Mount Vernon Wa. 98273

June 18, 2016
Re: Skagit County 2016 Comprehensive Plan update.

Please consider adding the following language in BOLD into the 2016
Comprehensive Plan Update in efforts to enhance economic recovery in east
Skagit County.

Skagit County Comp Plan page 257- Freight and Economic Development.

Add to Policy 8A-7.3

The Sedro Woolley to Concrete rail corridor was railbanked in 1993.
Under the intent of rail banking the rail corridor can be reactivated
back to rail service at any time. Encourage return of rail use to
promote economic recovery of east county.

The return of rail service will play an important role in the economic recovery
of east Skagit County’s abundant natural resources.

W yop-for your consideration. | ZE
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35482 SR 20
Sedro Woolley Wa. 98284
360-856-1199
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RE: 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update, Transportation Technical
Appendix

Regarding projects added to County Transportation Improvement
Program (TIP) in Transportation Technical Appendix.

Pages 57 - 61 Exhibit 26 of March 2016 Comp Plan update draft.
This project list was reviewed by the county planning commission
and adopted by the County Commissioners December last year.

Somehow these 11 projects, without ID numbers, listed under non-
motorized heading have mysteriously been added without going
through the process of a public meeting, a public hearing with
planning commission and a public hearing with the county
commissioners. No vote by commissioners to include these 11
projects that cost 71 million dollars.

No public knowledge of these 11 projects. Two of these non-
motorized trails, results in loss of 120 acres of farmland. Another
shows a trail drawn through a dairy farmers farm.

All other projects have ID#, have gone through the county public
process already in place to add projects onto the county TIP as
described in this 2016 Comp Plan update.

May 20, 2016, now comes the Staff Report #4 which removes
some projects, combines several, reshapes and renames several,



adds 2 new ones, now at 9 projects all without public notice or
review.

Unethically, staff Walters and Johnson insert false information
under their Staff Recommendations and Rational which the
planning commission members believed to be true.

Examples of False information:

County Staff recommendations on 1. The Wiseman Creek
Boardwalk, 2. The Bicycle Route 13 Centennial Trail, and 3. The
Coast to Cascades (Cascade Trail as identified on the Staff Report
#4 which planning commissions motion was based on. ) have
statements that these 3 projects were adopted onto the SCOG
Regional Transportation Plan (RTP). How can that be?

The BOCC has not even voted to include these 3 projects onto the
county 6yr. TIP, so 