
Planning Commission 

Public Hearing and Regular Meeting 

Thursday, March 9, 2017 

6:00 – 9:00 PM 

Council Chamber 

280 Madison Ave N 

Bainbridge Island, WA  98110 
 

 

**TIMES ARE ESTIMATES** 

 

 
 

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

 

 

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

AGENDA 

 

6:00 PM    CALL TO ORDER 
                   Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure  
 
6:05 PM  REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES 
  January 12, 2017 

February 9, 2017   
 
6:10 PM  PUBLIC COMMENT 
                  Accept public comment on off agenda items 

  
6:15 PM NICKUM OPEN SPACE TAX CLASSIFICATION (PLN50744 OS) 
 Public Hearing & Recommendation 
 Project Manager:  Jennifer Sutton 
 
6:30 PM CARLSON OPEN SPACE TAX CLASSIFICATION (PLN50745 OS) 
 Public Hearing & Recommendation 
 Project Manager:  Jennifer Sutton 
 
6:45 PM BAINBRIDGE LANDING (PLN 50520 SPR/SUB) 

SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW/SUBDIVISION 
  Recommendation 
  Project Manager: Heather Wright 
 
7:45 PM MADRONA SCHOOL (PLN 18970B SPR/CUP) 

SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW/CONDITIONAL USE PERMIT 
  Recommendation 
  Project Manager: Joshua Machen 
 
8:55 PM  NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
 
9:00 PM      ADJOURN  

https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/f8e59bcf-ea36-4b00-b85c-a70b01226a0d?_conv=1
https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/8306e14e-4d3e-4490-a3e5-a6430128ec87?_conv=1
https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/c4ddd0e1-2564-454f-89a1-a643012ffa6d?_conv=1
https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/5a64faed-f824-4a29-bced-a65601083d19?_conv=1
https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/ed08a39b-13df-4d7e-b9dd-a656010b45d1?_conv=1
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – October 5, 2016 and October 13, 2016 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
MONTESSORI COUNTRY SCHOOL SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW/CONDITIONAL USE 
PERMIT 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair J. Mack Pearl opened the meeting at 7:05 PM.  Planning Commissioners in attendance 
were Michael Lewars, William Chester and Michael Killion. Lisa Macchio, Maradel Gale and 
Jon Quitslund were absent and excused.  City Staff present were Planning Manager Joshua 
Machen, Planner Kelly Tayara and Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely who monitored 
recording and prepared minutes. 
 
The agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts. 
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – October 5, 2016 and October 13, 2016 
Commissioner Killion noted that Commissioner Quitslund’s name was missing from the list of 
attendees on the October 5, 2016 minutes.  Ms. Rasely stated she would add his name to the 
minutes. 
 

Motion:  I move we approve the minutes. 
Lewars/Killion:  Passed Unanimously 4-0 
 

As Commissioners Lewars and Chester were not present for the October 13, 2016 meeting, those 
minutes were carried over to the next Planning Commission meeting. 
 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
None. 
 
MONTESSORI COUNTRY SCHOOL SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW/CONDITIONAL 
USE PERMIT 
City Planner Kelly Tayara gave a brief introduction of the project introducing Ms. Meghan 
Skotheim who gave an overview of the vision behind the expansion of their school.  She stated 
the new campus would allow them to enroll the students on their waiting list. 
 
Brandon Hōgg gave a presentation of the proposed school improvements highlighting the 
wooded nature of the site as well as showing the landscaping plan that retained that wooded 
nature as well as added trees to the buffer.  He described the buildings as ranging across the land 
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by grade level and stated not all the buildings were being proposed at this time.  One-way traffic 
circulation was described citing an increased separation between access points for additional 
safety.  Parking spaces were separated from the drive aisle as well.  Commissioner Killion asked 
how close the neighboring property to the north’s driveway was to the exit.  Mr. Hōgg estimated 
80 feet.  He stated the start and stop times of the grade levels were staggered to create less impact 
on the traffic in the neighborhood. 
 
Public Comment 
Denise McDonnell, Citizen – Stated she lived about 150’ from the SW corner of the site and 
was stated her intent was to mitigate any concerns so the project could move forward and 
commence work on their project which sounded very exciting.  Ms. McDonnell had expressed 
some concerns and considerations related to the expected increase in noise associated with the 
increase in students and staff within her SEPA comments submitted back in July 2016.  She 
wanted to respectful challenge the assessment in completing the approval process regarding the 
noise levels associated with this increase.  She estimated an increase of 76% based on the 
number of heads that would be added.  Ms. McDonnell stated her home office was located 150 
feet from the children’s play area and that between the hours of 7:00 AM to 5:00 PM, Monday 
through Friday, she conducted business that included conference calls and clients on the phone 
with her.  She felt the increased noise level would have an impact on the quality and 
effectiveness of her work which would in turn could impact her income.  Ms. McDonnel stated 
she had spoken with City Planner Tayara who had estimated the noise decibels as 60-65.  She 
went on to reference the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) as saying that was the 
equivalent to office noise.  Ms. Tayara was reported to have said the impact to Ms. McDonnell’s 
home with the windows closed would be that of a dishwasher.  Ms. McDonnell felt it was 
important to note that she was challenging the noise level being that as an office noise level.  She 
went on to quote the WAC stating “in a residential area, the maximum amount of noise coming 
into a property is 55 decibels from another residential area and 57 decibels from a commercial 
area.”  She compared that standard with the project chart for the decibel levels for everyday 
noises, she estimated the noise level as more around the noise of a lawnmower and that was 
estimated by WAC at 100 decibels.  Ms. McDonnell reiterated she was strongly challenging the 
estimation of decibels associated with the noise and what has been cited in the WAC and other 
sources and respectfully requested consideration to conduct some type of noise abatement test 
which the WAC had set standards and adoption of any of the solutions she had proposed in her 
SEPA comments which centered around sound absorption and landscape architecture that could 
help deflect the noise associated with the increased head counts.  She went on to say she had 
recommended specific types of trees and plants which were known for their sound absorption 
qualities.  Chair Pearl asked if Ms. McDonnell felt it was the current noise or the increase in 
noise?  Ms. McDonnell replied it was the increase in noise.   
 
Patty Christiansen, Citizen – Stated she was the daughter of school founder Dorothy King and 
was the head of the school for 27 years.  She was really excited about the project saying it was 
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the dream of the school for a very long time to have the full spectrum and that it would be one of 
the very few schools in Washington State that ran from infancy through sixth grade.  Ms. 
Christiansen said the school had been there for a very long time and thought over the years there 
had been times when they worked with neighbors and the Parks Department and she believed 
there was a way to make it work so that there would not be an impact for the neighbors.  She was 
really excited to see the design of the new driveway saying it would take care of a huge issue and 
wanted to say she was excited and hoped to see it go forth. 
 
Mr. Hōgg, Architect – Addressed Condition 9 of the Staff Report stating it was a hardship to 
put chain link fence around the construction site and asked for orange plastic fencing as a cost 
saving measure instead.   
 
Kia Micau, Landscape Architect – Addressed the concerns of Ms. McDonnell about noise 
mitigation stating in the planting plan there was additional vegetation being proposed that would 
help buffer or reduce the amount of playground noise.   
 
Chair Pearl asked the applicant if there was a willingness to work with the homeowner about this 
issue.  Ms. Skotheim nodded they were willing.  Commissioner Lewars asked whether the new 
students were the ones coming from the facility on High School Road and then projecting the 
toddler numbers would not increase.  Ms. Skotheim stated the number of toddler students would 
not increase, the play yard closest to Ms. McDonnell’s home was the toddler play yard and the 
primary-aged playground was separated by a hedge from the pre-school playground.  She also 
stated the students would have outdoor time on different schedules so there would not be an 
increase in the number of children out on the playground at the same time.  After further 
questions from Commissioner Killion, Ms. Skotheim also stated they anticipated utilizing Battle 
Point Park for physical education classes. 
 
Chair Pearl asked about the tree retention plan and whether there was a covenant to preserve the 
trees.  Discussion ensued about whether the trees in the drain field area were required to be 
retained.   
 
Commissioner Killion asked if it was known how many trees they were planning on cutting 
down.  The applicant was unsure of the exact number.  Planning Manager Machen was asked if it 
was possible to use the orange netting fence instead of a chain link fence.  He stated both were 
included in City Code, but that it was up to the Planning Director’s discretion.  The 
Commissioners agreed they felt the applicant should come up with a plan for which areas would 
require chain link versus netting fence and they would find that acceptable.  The Development 
Engineering condition of widening Arrow Point Drive was discussed stating the Non-Motorized 
Transportation Plan required 3 to 5 foot gravel shoulders. 
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Motion:   We recommend approval of this site plan review conditioned, I guess, on 
the two things that we talked about.  I hope Jane or Kelly or somebody has gotten 
those down right?  One of them had to do with the fencing, whether it was plastic or 
chain link and the other one had to do with this whole business of the covenant with 
the trees (the covenant on the whole 65%). 
 
City Planner Kelly Tayara - Okay, so perhaps I’ll try to summarize, say 
recommendation for approval provided that the condition related to fencing, that that 
chain link versus orange construction fencing be left to the discretion of the director.   
 
Chair Mack Pearl – That there’s a diagram provided that shows what they intend to do 
and that it gets reviewed by the Director.  
 
City Planner Kelly Tayara – And that the Declaration of Covenant include the 
 
Chair Mack Pearl – Or we just strike that line that says, “except for the drain field “so 
the whole thing that shows on C-2 has the protective covenant on it.   
 
City Planner Kelly Tayara -  Okay, got it. 
 
Chair Mack Pearl – Strike on 6-S. 
 
Commissioner William Chester – The area in the reserve drain field area should not be 
included in the covenant.  That one’s been taken out.  Okay? 
 
City Planner Kelly Tayara – Got it. 
 
Chair Mack Pearl – Is there a second? 
 
Commissioner William Chester – Second. 
 
Chair Mack Pearl – Bill.  Any more discussion?  All in favor? 
 
All Commissioners say, “Aye.” 
 
Chair Mack Pearl – Opposed? 
 
Silence. 
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Chair Mack Pearl – It passes, so, thank you all for coming. 
 

Lewars/Chester:  Passed Unanimously 4-0 
 
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:09 PM. 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – October 13, 2016 
PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
GROW COMMUNITY PHASE 2 SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW MAJOR 
AMENDMENT/FINAL SUBDIVISION ALTERATION - Recommendation 
REVIEW OF MAJOR SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW PROJECTS - Discussion 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
ADJOURN 
 
CALL TO ORDER – Call to Order, Agenda Review, Conflict Disclosure 
Chair Mack Pearl called the meeting to order at 6:34 PM.  Commissioners in attendance were 
Michael Lewars, Maradel Gale, Jon Quitslund, William Chester and Michael Killion.  Lisa 
Macchio was absent and excused.  City Staff present were Planning Director Gary Christensen, 
Planning Manager Josh Machen, Senior Planner Heather Wright and Administrative Specialist 
Jane Rasely who monitored recording and prepared minutes.  
 
The agenda was reviewed.  There were not any conflicts  
 
REVIEW AND APPROVAL OF MINUTES – October 13, 2016 
Commissioner Quitslund asked that the quoted term “undesirable” be removed and replaced with 
the words “poorly planned.”   
 

Motion:  I move they be approved as amended. 
Gale/Killion:  Passed Unanimously 5-0 
 
 

PUBLIC COMMENT – Accept public comment on off agenda items 
None. 
 
GROW COMMUNITY PHASE 2 SITE PLAN & DESIGN REVIEW MAJOR 
AMENDMENT/FINAL SUBDIVISION ALTERATION - Recommendation 
Planning Manager Joshua Machen gave an overview of the proposed changes to the site plan of 
the Grow Community which included open spaces and garden plots.  He highlighted the change 
from mixed use commercial to additional housing.  Mr. Machen referenced amendments that had 
changed certain aspects of the community center and presented the changes in the open space for 
the subdivision.  Commissioner Gale asked which buildings on the site plan had already been 
constructed.  Mr. Greg Lotakis clarified which buildings had been built, which were under 
construction and which were not.  Mr. Machen went on to describe four single family homes 
poised to the east and west of Building Q (the building in question) stating all four homes shared 
a common bottom floor parking garage together while providing a private garage within the 
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community garage for each single-family home.   Commissioner Lewars asked if the condos 
were going to be sold or rented.  Mr. Lotakis stated that at this time they were planned as rental 
units but were designed with possible future sale in mind.  Mr. Lotakis also introduced project 
architect Glen Hartman and managing investor John Ellis. He went on to describe the differences 
between the originally proposed and approved mixed-use building and the current proposed 
multi-family building.  Discussion continued with buffer width.  Chair Pearl asked why a 
sidewalk would be allowed within a buffer.  Mr. Machen stated the City’s code allowed it.  
Commissioner Quitslund felt the applicant was transforming Shepard Way.  Commissioner 
Killion asked what the City hoped to accomplish by participating in the HDDP program.  Senior 
Planner Heather Wright stated there were basically three goals:  1) Innovative site design;  
2) Housing unit size cap; and 3) Different housing types.  Commissioner Lewars asked what was 
currently required in the way of affordable housing in order to achieve HDDP status.  Mr. 
Lotakis stated 10%.  Ms. Wright concurred that was the current standard.  Mr. Machen reminded 
the Commissioners that this project was vested to previous HDDP provisions that did not require 
affordable housing.  Commissioner Killion asked for specific water/sewer capacity information.  
Ms. Wright referred him to Aaron Claiborne in the City’s Operations and Maintenance Division.  
Commissioner Gale shared her experience at the beginning of the Grow Community project 
detailing community meetings led by Marja Preston and the One Planet model.  It bothered her 
that the finished product was not anything like the conceptual design presented then.  Changes 
she mentioned had to do with parking, community gardens and the on-site school that had not 
materialized.  Commissioner Quitslund was glad to hear there were successful integrations 
between Phase I and Phase II and felt if the effort was made, it would grow.  Commissioner 
Lewars felt that although modest, this was a small step in the right direction in terms of traffic on 
Shepard Way and a number of much smaller units.   
 
Charles Schmid, Citizen – Stated he worked on trails and that the trail went between Grow and 
Madison but on a bigger scale it went all the way down Shepard, past the strawberry plant all the 
way to Gowen Place.  He said it was important to have the feeling of being on a trail which in the 
past had been a public trail.  He asked to see the landscape plan and asked about the trees on the 
plan placed within 5 feet of the asphalt, the 5-foot wide sidewalk and then 5 feet more of 
vegetation.  He then read from page 5 of the staff report: “Consistent with the hearing examiner’s 
condition on the plat, plantings along Shepard Way shall be in a 10-foot buffer and meet the full 
screen landscaping requirements.  (Note:  5 feet of the buffer will be occupied by sidewalk.)”  He 
stated that he had attended the Design Review Board (DRB) meetings and the motion made by 
Chair, Alan Grainger was “We’ve reviewed the Grow Community Phase III  and we are 
recommending approval of revised plans submitted today, 11/21/16, with one condition:  that the 
applicant ensure full screen requirements per hearing examiner’s condition 42 are met and that 
Josh Machen confirms whether the 10-feet wide landscaping buffer can be met.  The hearing 
examiner said 10 feet.  The Design Review Board said 10 feet.  Mr. Schmid stated it was really 
wrong to have it be changing things like that it, especially saying HDDP was going to justify it.  
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HDDP was supposed to make things better though you could call it innovative to change 
vegetation into concrete.  It was just wrong.   
 
Conversation ensued about the changes made to the end of the dirt trail, Shepard Way, to create a 
more urban setting with sidewalk, curb and gutters.  Mr. Machen stated the from the edge of the 
curb to the building was about 12 feet up to 20 feet in certain areas.  He went on to say the 
project still had to meet the number of tree and shrub requirements for a full screen within the 
space (even though the sidewalk takes up five feet of the space) which meant it would be fairly 
densely planted.   
 

Motion:  I move that we recommend what the staff has recommended and was 
reviewed tonight. 
Lewars/Chester:  Passed 3-2 

 
REVIEW OF MAJOR SITE PLAN AND DESIGN REVIEW PROJECTS - Discussion 
Planning Director Gary Christensen opened the discussion by speaking about the general trend in 
the Planning world to have early coordination, collaboration and consultation on projects.  He 
stated regulations and requirements had become more complex and there was a lot more discussion 
occurring early on in the design review process.  Mr. Christensen said City Staff had discussed the 
idea of doing just that by bringing certain land use proposals to the Planning Commission earlier 
on for their review, collaboration, consultation and so forth.  He went on to say this was in 
particularly in regard to major site plan and design reviews as was recently discovered in the 
Bainbridge Island Municipal Code (BIMC).  He said that not only should they be following this 
code, but that it also made a lot of sense.  BIMC 2.16.040 D4c dealt with site plan and design 
reviews, more specifically major site plan review and those actions that were to come before the 
Planning Commission.  He cited the code: “The director shall determine what the major issues are 
and the specific aspects of the project” and that “the director should identify those and bring them 
to the Planning Commission early on.  Mr. Christensen said the form would not necessarily be a 
staff report but something in advance of the Department doing its thorough review.  He described 
how he envisioned this process playing out was by staff identifying the major issues and some of 
the major aspects of the proposal and would prepare a directive memorandum with a project 
description, major issues and other specific project aspects that would be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission.  There would already have been a DRB recommendation as well as criteria for the 
Planning Commission to consider and make recommendations to staff on.  Mr. Christensen felt 
one of the major objectives to that kind of process was that it allowed the Planning Commission 
to be involved early on in the design review process.  It gave them an opportunity to influence, 
suggest and recommend issues with regards to major projects earlier instead of feeling as though 
the project was complete when it came before them.  So instead of feeling like they were simply 
rubberstamping a project, they would have the chance to make constructive comments and 
recommendations.  Mr. Christensen told the Commissioners they just wanted to talk about this 
approach and gauge their interest in it.   
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Commissioner Quitslund asked where this approach would take place relative to the Pre-App 
process.  Mr. Machen answered that it would still take place during the site plan design review 
process which was after the Pre-App.  He also said it was still part of the formal process and they 
were still having to follow the code as part of the formal process.  Mr. Machen said the Grow 
Community project they had just recommended was a prime example.  They had spent four months 
making sure everything was right and in place before it was presented to the Planning Commission 
which may leave the Commissioners feeling as though they did not have any meaningful input.  
Commissioner Gale asked which activities would fall under this.  Mr. Machen stated major site 
plan and design review which was required by any commercial or multi-family development.  
Chair Pearl asked if this was in addition to the normal review they were performing currently.  Mr. 
Machen said no, it would be an earlier opportunity to provide input to the director versus at the 
11th hour the stamp that goes to the director.  He felt having their review earlier in the process gave 
them the opportunity to have more meaningful input than it did at the end.  He stated it was still 
incumbent upon staff and the director that every project meets every aspect of the BIMC.  The 
question was asked if the projects would come back for a second review and Mr. Machen stated 
they would not.  The Planning Commissioners felt the projects had to come back to them again a 
second time.  Commissioner Chester argued the earlier review should happen before the DRB 
made a recommendation because once the DRB review was completed, the design was set.  
Commissioner Lewars agreed they should review the projects earlier but added they needed to see 
the projects at the end as well.  Commissioner Gale agreed she would not want it to be an either/or 
situation.  Mr. Christensen mentioned that while City Council was reviewing the draft 
Comprehensive Plan, they were discussing the roles of the Planning Commission and the DRB 
and whether there should be more involvement in a wider range of project review and the results 
of that discussion were yet unknown.  He went on to say there would be more discussion on this 
in the future.  Commissioner Quitslund offered the idea of a retreat with the Planning 
Commissioners and Staff to sort out their priorities and work plan.   
 
NEW/OLD BUSINESS  
None. 
 
ADJOURN 
The meeting was adjourned at 8:47 PM. 
 
 
Approved by:   
 
 
_______________________________  _________________________________ 
J. Mack Pearl, Chair     Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 



  

Open Space Land 

Program Summary 
Chapter 84.34 RCW provides property tax relief for properties that meet certain use requirements.  Open space land 
is defined as any of the following: 

1. Land zoned for open space  

2. Any land area, the preservation of which, in its present use, would: 

a) conserve and enhance natural or scenic resources 
b) protect streams or water supply 
c) promote conservation of soils, wetlands, beaches or tidal marshes 
d) enhance the value to the public of abutting or neighboring parks, forest, wildlife preserves, nature 

reservations or sanctuaries or other open space 
e) enhance recreation opportunities 
f) preserve historic sites 
g) preserve visual quality along highway, road, and street corridors or scenic vistas 
h) retain in its natural state tracts of land not less than one acre situated in an urban area and open to public 

use on such conditions as may be reasonably required by the legislative body granting the open space 
classification 

3. Any land meeting the definition of “farm and agricultural conservation land”, which means either: 

a) Land previously classified as farm and agricultural land that no longer meets the criteria and is reclassified 
under open space land. 

b) “Traditional farmland”, not classified, that has not been irrevocably devoted to a use inconsistent with 
agricultural uses, and that has a high potential of returning to commercial agricultural. 

 

Basis of Assessment 
Kitsap County has adopted an Open Space Plan (WAC 458-30-330) that results in values based on sensitive 
characteristics of the land and its benefit to the public.  If a parcel of land qualifies with two sensitive characteristics, 
taxable value would be reduced by 50%.  If a parcel qualifies with three sensitive characteristics, and if a permanent 
conservation easement exists on the property, taxable value would be reduced by 80%.  If public access is allowed, 
in appropriate measure so that the integrity of the land is not compromised, an additional 10% reduction would be 
granted.  Generally, if the land characteristics make it reasonable, public access in some measure is expected as 
part of the public benefit for the classification.  If a residence exists on the parcel, a minimum one-acre residence site 
is excluded from classification. 
 

Application Requirements 
Applications must be filed with the Department of Community Development.  An application fee will apply.  If the 
property is located within city limits other city fees may also apply.  A farm plan may be required.  The application may 
be for an entire parcel or any portion thereof.  Complete applications received on or before December 31 are 
processed during the next calendar year for the following year’s taxes.   
 

Review Process 
Applications are reviewed by the Department of Community Development and by the city planning department, if the 
property is located within a city limits.  Following a public hearing, applications are approved or denied by the Board 
of County Commissioners and, if in a city, by the city council. Denial may be appealed in Superior Court.  Upon 
approval, an Open Space Taxation Agreement will be sent to the applicant, who may accept or reject the agreement. 
The signed agreement is recorded with the county auditor.    

(Continued on the back) 



Property Use Restrictions 
Land approved for classification as open space will be subject to certain use restrictions, designed to ensure that the 
natural character of the land will not be disturbed.  While specific restrictions may vary from property to property, the 
following is a list of standard conditions that will apply to most properties: 

1. No motorized vehicles 
2. No domestic animals or livestock (except on “traditional farm land”) 
3. No clearing of vegetation 
4. No hunting, fishing, or trapping 
5. No camping 
6. No smoking, campfires, or firearms 
7. No mining, storage or excavation of materials 
8. No dumping 

All conditions of approval become part of the recorded agreement. 
 

Removal of Classification 
Classification will be removed, and back taxes imposed, upon the occurrence of any of the following: 

• Owner’s request:  The request for withdrawal must be made in writing and signed by all owners.  Forms for 
withdrawal are available from the assessor.  . 

• Change of use:  Determination is made by Kitsap County that the property is no longer primarily devoted to the 
use for which it was classified.  

• Sale or transfer of the property, and the new owner does not wish to continue classification:  Back taxes must be 
collected before the conveyance is recorded.  
 

Transfer of Ownership 
A new owner may request to continue classification by signing a “Notice of Continuance”.  All new owners must sign, 
and an updated management plan may be required.  The new owners assume all tax liability accrued by the previous 
owner, including liability related to this classification. 
 

Back Taxes 
Back taxes equal the difference between the tax paid under open space classification and the tax at true and fair 
value for the current year and the last seven years, plus interest at 1% per month.  A 20% penalty is also applied if 
the property was classified less than ten years or a 2 year written notice of removal was not given or if there was a 
change in use. Back taxes are not collected under the following circumstances: 

1. Transfer to a government entity in exchange for other land within the state 
2. Land is taken by power of eminent domain or transferred in anticipation of the exercise of such power 
3. A natural disaster changes the use of the property 
4. Official action by the state, county, or city disallows the present use of such land 
5. Transfer of land to a church when such land would qualify for a property tax exemption pursuant to 

RCW 84.36.020 
6. Acquisition of property interests by public agencies for the purpose of preserving open space lands and 

riparian easements 

Back taxes become due 30 days following notification of the owner, and are subject to additional interest of 1% per 
month after the due date.   
 

                                                                 Kitsap County Assessor’s Office 

                                                                       614 Division Street MS-22 

                                                                    Port Orchard, WA 98366-4677 

                                                                      Telephone: (360) 337-7160 

                                                                                Fax: (360) 337-4874 

                                                                E-mail: assessor@co.kitsap.wa.us 

                                                                       www.kitsapgov.com/assr/ 

 

 

REV 3/16 



1 
 

 

 

Applicant: William and Cathy Nickum 

  8387 Fletcher Bay Road NE 

  Bainbridge Island, WA  98110 

 

Request: The applicant has submitted an application to the Kitsap County Assessor’s Office 

(attached) to classify 4.15 acres of a 5.88 acre parcel as “Open Space Land” for current 

use assessment under Revised Code of Washington (RCW) Chapter 84.34. 

 

Tax account number:  202502-4-050-2002 
 

Zoning & Comprehensive  

Plan Designation: R-0.4, One unit per 100,000 square feet zone/ Open Space Residential(OSR)-0.4 

 

 

Based on the analysis, staff recommends approval of the Nickum application to classify a portion of 

their property as “Open Space Land” pursuant to RCW 84.34.020(1)(b). 

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.34
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The Planning Commission’s is responsible for reviewing and making recommendations on all Open 

Space Classification Applications.  The recommendation is forwarded on to a joint meeting of County 

Commissioners and City Council for a decision. 

 

City of Bainbridge Island Comprehensive Plan 

The property is designated Open Space Residential (OSR-0.4) in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Open Space Residential District is designated for areas appropriate for low-density, residential 
development and a variety of agricultural and forestry uses and the preservation of open space. 
 
Zoning and Land Use 

The property is zoned R-0.4, One Unit per 100,000 square feet zone.  The property currently one 
residence and accessory buildings upon it, concentrated in the northern quarter of the property. The 
residence was constructed in 1985.  At 5.88 acres in size, the property theoretically could yield one 
additional single-family residential lot, if subdivided. However, the southern three quarters of the 
property qualifies as “critical areas” and associated buffers pursuant to BIMC Chapter 16.20, which 
would make additional subdivision difficult.  Those critical areas are Springbrook Creek, a fish bearing 
stream, wetlands surrounding the stream and required buffers to the stream and wetland.  Those 
buffers extend north to the residence. 
 
Current Use Tax Reduction 
The Kitsap County Assessor’s Office is working to complete a property tax comparison table to 

understand the tax implications of the Nickum Current Use Assessment application. That comparison 

will be available to the Planning Commission at the February 23, 2017 Commission meeting. 

Findings 

The application has been reviewed for consistency with the Kitsap County Open Space Plan (April, 
1987, amended October, 1992) and found to be consistent with the criteria for current use assessment 
for Open Space Classification- Open Space Land.  The Nickum property currently has several high 
priority natural resources- the fish bearing stream, associated wetlands, riparian wildlife habitat, and 
enhancing the value of the abutting or neighboring properties that are also classified as open space 
under the current use tax program- see photo. Those adjacent conservation properties also protect 
Springbrook creek and associated wetlands and are located: 

 One property immediately north of the Nickum property; and 

 Two properties across Springbrook Creek, adjacent to the south and west of the Nickum property; 
and 

 The large Boundy Farm property, located upstream to the southeast of the Nickum property. 
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Nickum Property 
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Applicant: William Carlson 

  7211 48th Way NW 

  Olympia, WA  98502 

 

Request: The applicant has submitted an application to the Kitsap County Assessor’s Office 

(attached) to classify a total of 21.65 acres as “Open Space Land” for current use 

assessment under Revised Code of Washington (RCW) Chapter 84.34.  The total acreage 

represents 3 adjacent properties, located south of Arrowpoint Drive.  Two of the 

properties are currently classified as “Forest Land” under the current use assessment 

program; this application would transfer those two properties from “Forest Land” to 

“Open Space Land”. 

 

Tax account  

Numbers:  172502-1-028-2002 (5.66 Acres) 

172502-1-029-2001 (5.66 Acres, designated “Forest Land”) 

172502-1-041-2005 (10.33 Acres, designated “Forest Land”, “Forest to Sky Trail”) 

  

http://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=84.34
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Zoning & Comprehensive  

Plan Designation: R-0.4, One unit per 100,000 square feet zone/ Open Space Residential(OSR)-0.4 

 

 

Based on the analysis, staff recommends approval of the Carlson application to classify the entirety of 

the three properties as “Open Space Land” pursuant to RCW 84.34.020(1)(b). 

The Planning Commission’s is responsible for reviewing and making recommendations on all Open 

Space Classification Applications.  The recommendation is forwarded on to a joint meeting of County 

Commissioners and City Council for a decision. 

 

City of Bainbridge Island Comprehensive Plan 

The property is designated Open Space Residential (OSR-0.4) in the City’s Comprehensive Plan.  The 
Open Space Residential District is designated for areas appropriate for low-density, residential 
development and a variety of agricultural and forestry uses and the preservation of open space. 
 
Zoning and Land Use 

The property is zoned R-0.4, One Unit per 100,000 square feet zone.  The three properties do not have 
any residences upon them. At 21.62 acres in size, the property theoretically could yield nine single-
family residential lots if subdivided.  
 
Conservation Easements 
In 2015, Mr. Carlson entered into a conservation easement with the Bainbridge Island Metropolitan 
Parks & Recreation District (BIMPRD) and the Bainbridge Island Land Trust for all three properties (see 
attached). The conservation easement on the three properties create a habitat corridor between the 
Grand Forest and Battle Point Parks by conserving the properties as forest, taking two of them out of 
the “Forest Land” program, a program intended for ongoing timber harvest. A portion of the BIMPRD 
“Forest to Sky Trail” that connects the two parks has been constructed on the southernmost property, 
172502-1-041-2005. Public access on the trail is a part of the conservation easement. A stream running 
north/south cuts through the middle of the properties. 
 
Current Use Tax Reduction 
The Kitsap County Assessor’s Office is working to complete a property tax comparison table to 

understand the tax implications of the Carlson Current Use Assessment application. It is possible that 

the property taxes may increase for the two properties are currently classified as “Forest Land” under 

the current use program.  That comparison will be available to the Planning Commission at the March 

9, 2017 Commission meeting. 
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Findings 

The application has been reviewed for consistency with the Kitsap County Open Space Plan (KCC 
Chapter 18.12) and found to be consistent with the criteria for current use assessment for Open Space 
Classification- Open Space Land.  The Carlson property currently has several high, medium, and even 
low priority natural resources- see table below.  
 

Resource List: Carlson Property 

(KCC 18.12.020) 

High Priority Resources 

2.    Wetlands, Ponds and Streams 

5.    Significant Wildlife Habitats 

7.    Urban Open Space 

11.    Conservation easement 

12.    Land or interest acquired for open space or conservation futures 

Medium Priority Resources 

2.    Secondary Stream Buffers 

4.    Public Lands Buffer 

Low Priority Resources 

4.    Preservation of visual quality 
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Department of Planning and Community Development 

 

Directive Memorandum 

 

Date:  February 9, 2017 

To:  Planning Commission 

From:   Heather Wright, Senior Planner 

  Gary R. Christensen, AICP, Director 

Project:    Bainbridge Landing 

File Number:  PLN50520SPR & SUB 

  

 

As prescribed in BIMC 2.16.040(D)(4)(C),  in the case of a major site plan and design review application 

(reference doc A), the planning commission shall review the application prior to the final decision by the 

director. The  director  shall  determine  the major  issues  and  specific  aspects  of  the  project  that  the 

planning commission should review, and shall forward this review directive to the planning commission. 

The planning commission shall review the application based on the director’s review directive, the DRB 

recommendation, and the decision criteria, consider the application at a public meeting where public 

comments  will  be  taken,  and  forward  its  recommendation  to  the  director  in  accordance  with  BIMC 

2.16.030(C)‐(E).  

 

Project Description: 

The applicant is requesting a site plan and design review approval to develop the 4.86‐acre site with 140 

residential units  including 18 townhomes, 7  lofts and a 115‐unit apartment building.   The project also 

includes the removal and relocation of an existing historic home to the north of the subject property. In 

addition, the applicant is proposing a one acre park at the east side of the project site, abutting Ferncliff. 

The park will be used to acquire a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) Bonus (. 

The applicant is proposing to subdivide the property into 27 lots; 25 single family, one multi‐family, and a 

one‐acre park (reference doc O).  

The site design incorporates various amenities, including internal, handicapped accessible public walking 

trails,  a  courtyard,  underground  parking,  bicycle  parking,  electric  vehicle  charging  stations,  and  the 

aforementioned one‐acre park.  

The project is designed as Tier 1 under the Housing Design Demonstration Project (HDDP) program, and 

will be considered as a LEED community. In accordance with the HDDP program, Tier I projects are required 

https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/8306e14e-4d3e-4490-a3e5-a6430128ec87?_conv=1
https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/c4ddd0e1-2564-454f-89a1-a643012ffa6d?_conv=1
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to 1) restrict home size to no greater than 1,600 square feet, 2) receive a minimum of five points in the 

housing diversity category, 3) receive a minimum of 16 points in innovative site development practices. 

No affordable housing is required. Leadership in Energy and Environmental Design (LEED) is a third‐party 

green building certification program and nationally accepted benchmark for the design, construction, and 

operation of high‐performance green buildings and neighborhoods (reference doc B).  

Major Issues and Other Specific Project Aspects to be Reviewed by the Planning Commission: 

1. Housing Design Demonstration Project, HDDP: 

 

The project has been submitted as a Tier I LEED. Tier I projects do not receive a density bonus, are 

not  required  to provide affordable housing, must achieve at  least 16 points  in  innovative  site 

development, must construct homes not greater than 1,600 square feet and receive at  least 5 

points in the Housing Diversity category.  

 

The project meets the purpose and the goals of the HDDP program and exceeds the minimum 

requirements by providing a variety of housing choices (townhomes, flats, age in place, lofts, 1, 2 

& 3 bedroom apartments), encourages development of smaller homes by providing residences 

ranging in size from 1,414 to 1,600 square feet and provides innovative building design and green 

building practices by implementing LEED standards into the development (reference doc B).  

 

2. Proposed Access: 

The project is proposing two points of access; a two way public road connecting Gilmore to Cave 

and a one‐way public road from Ferncliff  to Cave Avenue. The residents of Cave Avenue have 

requested that there not be any additional traffic on Cave Avenue and that any through roads go 

to Ferncliff Avenue. They are particularly concerned about the traffic that is currently stacking at 

the Cave Avenue/Winslow intersection during peak ferry times.  

The BIMC requires connections to existing off‐site roads that abut the subject property shall be 

required where practicable, except through critical areas and/or their buffers. Ferncliff, Gilmore 

and Cave Avenues abut the subject property. Gilmore encroaches on the property, and at  the 

point of entrance from Ferncliff, the applicant is proposing to connect and share the drive. The 

project also proposes a northern,  two‐way  road  that connects Ferncliff  to Cave Avenue and a 

southern, one‐way road that also connects from Ferncliff to Cave Avenue. 

The city contracted an independent third party traffic consultant (Transportation Solutions, Inc.) 

to perform a traffic impact analysis on the project (reference doc P). Trip generation rates were 

calculated for the proposed public park,  the detached single  family homes and the apartment 

units. The project was calculated to generate a total of 33 new vehicle trips during the AM peak 

hour and 39 during the PM peak hour. 

The report evaluated the south access road under eastbound and westbound one‐way circulation  

scenarios  to  identify  any  safety  or  operational  differences  between  on‐site  circulation  

alternatives.  The  report  concluded  that direction of  travel on  the  south access  road will  have 

relatively little impact on intersection delay and level of service (LOS). 
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Additionally, the report provided PM near‐term and long‐term level of service forecasts. There 

are no forecasted intersection LOS failures by 2035. New site access intersections are forecasted 

to operate at LOS B or better through 2035. Project generated trips accessing the site via Cave 

Avenue will be impacted by westbound queue stacking from the intersection of Winslow Way and 

SR 305, however no mitigation is recommended due to the low minor approach volume.  

In addition to the traffic analysis, the two points of access were reviewed by the city’s fire marshal. 

The fire code requires projects having more than 100 dwelling units be equipped throughout with 

two separate and approved fire apparatus access roads. 

Pursuant to BIMC 18.15.020, unless approved by the director, only a single access to public right‐

of‐way is allowed for an individual lot. More than one access may be allowed by the director if 

the director determines, based on drawings or other information submitted by the applicant, that 

(a) the proposed site access includes measures that mitigate any identified negative impacts or 

effects that would result from the additional access point(s); and (b) the additional access point(s) 

will improve on‐site or off‐site traffic flow or is necessary for, or will help facilitate, compliance 

with other requirements of this chapter.  

 

The Director suggests utilizing two access points. The access roads were reviewed and approved 

by the City’s third party traffic engineer. The report provided analysis on traffic, site access and 

circulation,  sight  distance  evaluation and  crash analysis. Negative  impacts were not  identified 

from these two access points; and mitigation was not recommended. 

 

The additional access point will improve on‐site traffic circulation due to the size of the lot and 

the  change  in  topography  across  the  site.  Further,  this  deviation  meets  City’s  fire  marshal 

requirement that the project provide two separate and approved fire apparatus access roads.  

3. Fire Flow: To meet the fire flow requirements for this project, the applicant has proposed two 

options based on conversations with the City’s public works department (reference doc K). These 

options are to: 1) extend an 8” waterline from the Vineyard Lane development under the bridge 

over the ravine stream across private property to connect to the existing water  line  in Gowen 

Place or 2) develop a large water tank on site with a pump and back‐up generator.  

 

These two options were not considered during the initial submission of the land use applications. 

Due to this change, the project was renoticed to inform the public of these two options (reference 

doc  E).  The  City  received  public  comments  regarding  these  options.  The  City  issued  a  SEPA 

condition for option 1, which could require a Special Use Review Permit and replanting of any 

disturbed areas (reference doc S). 

In  response to  these options,  the  fire marshal submitted a second comment  letter supporting 

Option 1. Connection to the existing 8” high pressure zone water main will provide adequate fire 

flow  (1500  gpm)  for  the  project.  Implementation  of  this  option  will  improve  fire  flow  in  the 

adjacent community as well. Option 2 is a viable option. The system shall be designed to meet the 

requirements of NFPA 13 and other related documents.   
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The  applicant  is  also  most  interested  in  pursuing  option  1,  yet  it  will  require  approval  from 

neighbors. The decision will be decided on by the time the applicant begins utility construction 

on‐site; and any necessary land use permits shall be secured.  

4. Floor Area Ratio: The base FAR is .4, or 84,854.88 square feet and the maximum with bonus is 

1.1 is 233,350 square feet.  

The definition of floor area excludes portions of parking located underneath a building footprint. 

While  some  of  the  buildings  have  partial  underbuilding  parking,  with  the  exception  of  the 

apartment building, the applicant included all underbuilding parking in the floor area calculation.  

The project  is proposing 154,229 square feet of floor area. Pursuant to 18.12.030(E). up to 60 

percent of the maximum residential, commercial or mixed use FAR bonus may be achieved by 

providing  community  open  space  of  one  acre,  or  20  percent  of  the  parcel  area, whichever  is 

greater. 20% of 4.87 acres is .974 acres. The applicant is proposing over an acre of open space, 

the greater of 20%.  

The  amount  of  FAR  bonus  available  with  this  incentive  is  89,097  square  feet  (233,350‐

84,854.88=148,496 X .60). Of the 154,229 square feet proposed, 84,854 is the base and 69,375 

will be acquired through the density bonus.  

The requirements for this community open space is that it shall be located in or in the immediate 

vicinity of locations identified in Figure 4.1 of the Winslow master plan, it must be located on the 

same parcel  that  is being developed, and must be on  land that would be otherwise buildable. 

Adequate public access to the community open space must be provided. The city shall consider 

approving the bonus, taking into consideration the configuration, public use and accessibility of 

the proposed open space.  

The applicant is proposing a 1.01‐acre park along Ferncliff Avenue frontage. The site was identified 

in the Winslow Master Plan as a target site for a 1‐acre park, and the adjoining Harbor Square 

Development has a park  immediately south of  the site  that was also created as a FAR density 

bonus. This area would be buildable, with the exception of the 20’ landscape buffer.  

The  City  is  contemplating  approving  the  bonus  and  has  considered  the  configuration 

(consolidated along a public road), public use (park is slated to be given to the Parks District for 

design and maintenance), and accessibility (abuts the neighboring one‐acre park at Harbor Square 

and the proposed paths adjoining and through the park).  

The Parks District will not begin their public outreach for the design of the park until 2018. The 

City has corresponded with the Parks District to find out how they envision the use of the park. 

The District  foresees  this  as neighborhood, walk‐in park  that will  be  characteristically passive.  

They anticipate the development of a playground structure similar to a comparable neighborhood 

park recently developed in Lynwood Center (Schel Chelb Park).  

The applicant anticipates beginning construction on the units that require the bonus prior to the 

Parks district development of the park. The applicant has indicated their intent is to at a minimum 

grade and seed the park and establish walking paths in lieu of the Parks Districts development. 

The applicant has indicated that they plan to bond for a complete park, and intend for the amount 

to cover for a play structure and benches.    
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5. Buffer and Building Height Modifications; Transition Standards in the Ferry Terminal Overlay 

District. The landscaping and height restrictions illustrated below apply to this transition area. The 

diagram shows the buffers required prior to the dedication of right‐of‐way. For Cave Avenue, 10’ 

of  the partial  landscaping  screen  is  in  the 10’ of  city dedicated  right‐of‐way and 10’  is on  the 

subject property. The applicant  is meeting the entire partial screen buffer requirements within 

the 10’ on the subject property, while providing a sidewalk within the 10’ of dedicated right‐of‐

way.  

 

The western portion of the 20’ partial landscaping screen on Gilmore Way is currently developed 

with Gilmore Way, as the road encroaches on the subject property. The applicant is meeting the 

partial landscaping screen requirements despite this existing, nonconforming encroachment. 

 

The applicant is proposing to meet the Ferncliff Avenue screen.  

 

The City is considering conditioning the project to require the applicant to replant the entire 20’ 

buffer  along Gilmore  in  the event  that Gilmore  is  realigned on  the easement.  The  city  is  also 

considering approving a larger buffer on Ferncliff; allowing the park the entire park to provide the 

entire buffer requirements rather than limiting it to the 20’ frontage and to require planting in 

the  dedicated  portion  of  the  Cave Avenue  right‐of‐way,  in  addition  to  the  10’  on  the  subject 

property.  



 

Bainbridge Landing     Page 6 of 10  

 
 

6. Trees, Modification of Requirements: The site has six trees located within the buffer of Ferncliff 
Avenue  (reference  doc N).  The  code  requires  trees within  a  buffer  to  be  retained,  unless  the 
applicant requests and the director approves a modification.  
 
The Code states that if the significant tree and tree stand retention requirements of this section 
create  an  unnecessary  hardship,  the  applicant may  request  a modification.  The  director may 
administratively approve a modification of the significant tree and tree stand requirements of this 
section if the director finds that the following standards have been met: 

 
a. The modification is necessary because of special circumstances relating to the location 
of existing significant trees and tree stands that prevent compliance with this section; and 
 
b. The special circumstances of the subject property make the strict enforcement of the 
provisions of this section an unnecessary hardship to the property owner; and 
 
c. The special circumstances of the subject property are not the result of the actions of 
the applicant; and 
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d. The  approving  of  the modification  will  not  be materially  detrimental  to  the  public 
welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in the vicinity and land use district 
in which the subject property is located; and 
 
e. The modification is consistent with the purpose and intent of this chapter; and 
 
f. The site design incorporates the retention of other natural vegetation in consolidated 
locations that promotes the natural vegetated character of the site.  
Six trees with adequate health which are located within buffers are proposed for removal.  
 

The application provides support for a modification. The applicant explained that the modification 

is necessary due to special circumstances relating to the location of the existing trees. Four of the 

trees are located within new public roadways (3 in the NE corner entry drive and 1 in the SW entry 

drive). Locations for these roads were determined to be optimal to minimize disturbance of other 

mature  trees along Ferncliff  and  to utilize an existing gravel  driveway  (Gilmore). Not allowing 

access  in  these  locations would present an unnecessary hardship  to  the property owner.  The 

special circumstances ‐ locations for functional and safe ingress/egress as defined in collaboration 

with City engineers ‐ are not the result of the actions of the applicant. The modification will not 

be materially detrimental to the public welfare or injurious to the property or improvements in 

the vicinity and land use district. The modification is consistent with the purpose and intent of the 

Landscaping chapter‐ the intent of the partial screen buffers are being met through the retention 

of other trees and the planting of new trees (subsection e). Last, the site design incorporates the 

retention of other natural vegetation, particularly in the 1‐acre open space being preserved and 

ultimately given to the Parks Dept. which will preserve more than a dozen mature trees. 

Staff  recommends  that  the Director  approve  the modification  and allow  these  six  trees  to be 

removed.  

 
 
 
 

Design Review Board Recommendation: 

The Design Review Board (DRB) reviewed the application at three different meetings. The first meeting 

occurred during the pre‐application phase and the remaining two meetings occurred on October 17 and 

November 21, 2016. The DRB review was two‐fold: to review the proposal for consistency with the City’s 

multi‐family and commercial/mixed use design guidelines (reference doc F); and to make general site and 

building design recommendations.  

On October 17, 2015, the Design Review Board motioned to approve the plan with the condition that the 

architect return to the DRB with exterior materials and placements on the building (reference doc G).  

On November 21, 2016, the applicant met again with the DRB and brought forth three different material 

designs  including hybrid  (wood  in multiple places), durable  (pre‐finished,  interlock system and natural 

(new scheme) sheets and panels, rusted look. The DRB motioned 4‐1 that they were in favor of the natural 

palette color. The applicant has agreed to follow the DRB recommendation and provide warm, natural 

colors (reference doc H). 

Public Comment: 
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A  range  of  concerns were  voiced  including  traffic,  design,  environment  (air  emissions,  environmental 

health due to noise and light and glare), abutting trees and the type of units proposed (request for less 

rental units). The overwhelming concern was in relation to traffic, and particularly the impact on Cave 

Avenue (reference doc D, I, Q, R).  

The abutting Harbor Square residents have asked for protection of their abutting Heritage tree during 

construction. They have also requested heavy landscaping between the two sites, with fast growing trees 

to protect the residents from the lights and glare of the units and vehicles.  

Overall, to address concerns voiced, staff will condition the project to provide frontage improvements on 

Cave and Ferncliff Avenues, to protect the heritage tree on the abutting property, and to adhere to noise, 

light and air pollution requirements (reference doc S). 

The  Historic  Preservation  Commission  (HPC)  was  interested  in  the  historic  home  on  the  project  site 
(reference doc J). To address their concerns and to ensure the Cave history is preserved, the City applied 
SEPA conditions to the project: should the home not be relocated or preserved on‐site, the home shall be 
offered for sale for relocation. To satisfy this condition, the applicant shall provide copies of any attempts 
to sale prior to receiving approval of a demolition permit for the home. A completed Washington State 
Historic Property Inventory Field Form shall be recorded with the State Department of Archeology and 
Historic Preservation prior  to  the moving or demolition of  the historic home on the property. Historic 
signage shall be included in the park design to commemorate the Cave family.  
 
Major Site Plan and Design Review Decision Criteria to be Reviewed by the Planning Commission: 

1.  The locations of the buildings and structures, open spaces, landscaping, pedestrian, bicycle and 
vehicular  circulation  systems  are  adequate,  safe,  efficient  and  in  conformance  with  the 
nonmotorized  transportation  plan;  The  project  was  designed  to  maximize  open  space  with 
underground parking,  and  in  turn  provide  safe  and efficient  pedestrian  and bicycle  passage 
through the site with limited vehicle interaction.  With the few proposed parking spaces located 
on‐street  and  below  ground,  the  internal  site  provides  open  space  comprised  of  a  park, 
courtyard and landscaping. The site provides pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular circulation that 
is found to be adequate, safe and efficient. The site will provide two‐way vehicular traffic on 
the  proposed  north  access  road,  and  one‐way  on  the  southern  access  road.  Sidewalks  are 
proposed through the development and along Cave and Ferncliff Avenue frontages as well as 
off‐site connecting to Cave Avenue.     

 
2.  The site plan and design is consistent with all applicable design guidelines in BIMC Title 18, unless 

strict  adherence  to  a  guideline  has  been modified  as  a  housing  design  demonstration  project 
pursuant  to  BIMC  2.16.020.Q;  The  proposed  residential  designs  were  reviewed  against  the 
Commercial and Mixed Use, Mixed Use Town Center and Ferry Terminal design guidelines at 
three Design Review Board meetings. The project is found to be in compliance with the design 
guidelines, as recommended by the Design Review Board.   

 
3.  No harmful or unhealthful conditions are likely to result from the proposed site plan; No harmful 

or  unhealthful  conditions  are  likely  to  result  from  the  proposed  site  plan.  Infrastructure 
improvements are provided to ensure that water and sewer and storm systems continue to 
operate  without  causing  any  harm.  The  project  is  also  conditioned  to  comply  with  SEPA 
requirements to avoid or mitigate any potentially harmful impacts. 
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4.  The site plan and design  is  in conformance with the comprehensive plan and other applicable 
adopted  community  plans;  As  conditioned,  the  site  plan  and  design  is  found  to  be  in 
conformance with the Comprehensive Plan and other adopted community plans. The project 
provides a variety of housing within close proximity to downtown and the ferry and provides 
non‐motorized  improvements  and  internal,  publicly  accessible  pathways  to  encourage 
residents to utilize non‐motorized transportation options for work, recreation and to patronize 
local businesses. The project also encourages the preservation of historic resources by recording 
historical  documents  at  the  Bainbridge  Island  Historical  Museum  and  providing  signage 
commemorating the past at the proposed community park. In summary, the project was found 
to comply with the Land Use, Housing, and Non‐motorized Transportation Elements goals and 
policies including Historic Preservation Goal 2, Housing Element Goals 1 &3, Policies H1.5, 3.1 
and Non‐motorized Goals 1 & 2, Policies 1.3, 1.8 & 2.2. 

 
5.  The site plan and design has been prepared consistent with the purpose of the site design review 

process and open space goals;  
 

Purpose.  The purpose of  site design  review  is  to  establish  a  comprehensive  site plan  and 

design  review  process  that  ensures  compliance  with  the  adopted  plans,  policies,  and 

ordinances of the city. The overall goal of this chapter is to minimize land alteration, provide 

greater site development flexibility and consequently provide more creative and imaginative 

design than generally is possible under conventional zoning regulations. It is further intended 

to provide for the review of development proposals with respect to overall site design and to 

provide a means for guiding development in a logical, safe, attractive, and expedient manner, 

while also allowing property to be developed in phases. An additional purpose is to promote 

those specific purposes for each zoning district stated in Chapter 18.06 BIMC. Ferry Terminal 

Overlay District.  

The project complies with the adopted plans, policies and ordinances of the city. The project 

also meets the purpose of the ferry terminal overlay district; which is to provide an attractive 

setting for ferry and associated transportation‐oriented uses and serve as the entry‐point into 

Winslow. This district is also intended as a new pedestrian‐ and transit‐oriented, mixed use 

neighborhood  that  complements  the  character  and  vitality  of  the  core  and  serves  the 

neighborhood and commuters. The proposed single and multi‐family dwelling neighborhood 

is pedestrian and transit oriented due to its proximity to the ferry and the proposed sidewalk 

improvements through the site and along Cave and Ferncliff Avenues.  

Reference Documents:     

(note all reference material may be accessed via the City’s Website Online Permit Portal‐Smartgov)  

 

Bainbridge Landing Site Plan Review 

(The following reference materials can be found under the “submittals” and “notes” sections 

under this file number: PLN50520SPR) 

 

A. Project Application 7/14/2016 

B.     MISCELLANEOUS (LEED Design Package, HDDP Approval Criteria Scoring) 7/14/2016 & 

7/15/2016 

C.   50520 Harbor Square Critical Root Zones 8/12/2016 
D. Public Comment 8/27/2016, 9/8/2016 

https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/8306e14e-4d3e-4490-a3e5-a6430128ec87?_conv=1
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E.   Revised Notice of Application 12/30/2016 
F.    Design Guideline Checklist 7/14/2016  
G. Design Review Board Official Minutes 11/21/2016 

H. Exterior Materials Design Package, 50520 SPR Exterior Material Design Package 

11/15/2016 

I.    Public Comments 1/10/2017, 1/14/2017, 1/17/2017, 2/7/2017 

J.    Historical Narrative 8/17/2016 
K.    REVISION 1, 12/21/2016 
L.    Site Plan (Drawing Sets, 50520 SPR ARCH FINAL SET 7/14/2016 
M. Landscape plans (50520 Landscape Drawings, 50520 Supplemental Landscape Info) 

7/15/2016. 

N. Tree Retention Plan, 50520 Tree Retention Analysis Date 7/15/2016 

 

Bainbridge Landing Subdivision  

(The following reference materials can be found under the “submittals” and “notes” sections 

under this file number: PLN50520SUB) 

 

O. Project Application 7/14/2016 

P.    Traffic Study/Analysis Review, Final TIA from consultant 11/22/2016 

Q. Public Comment attached 1/10/2017 

R.    Comment from Tawresey 1/17/2017 

S.    SEPA Decision 02/02/2017 
 

https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/c4ddd0e1-2564-454f-89a1-a643012ffa6d?_conv=1
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Department of Planning and Community Development 

 

Directive Memorandum 

 

Date:  February 27, 2017 

To:  Planning Commission 

From:   Josh Machen, AICP, Planning Manager 

  Gary R. Christensen, ACIP, Director 

Project:    Madrona School 

File Number:  PLN18970B CUP and PLN18970B SPR 

  

  

As prescribed in BIMC 2.16.040(D)(4)(C),  in the case of a major site plan and design review application 

(reference doc A), the planning commission shall review the application prior to the final decision by the 

director. The  director  shall  determine  the major  issues  and  specific  aspects  of  the  project  that  the 

planning commission should review, and shall forward this review directive to the planning commission. 

The planning commission shall review the application based on the director’s review directive, the DRB 

recommendation, and the decision criteria, consider the application at a public meeting where public 

comments  will  be  taken,  and  forward  its  recommendation  to  the  director  in  accordance  with  BIMC 

2.16.030(C‐E).  

 

Project Description: 

Construction of a new K‐8 private school to accommodate 200 students and 27 teachers and staff, which 

includes classrooms, offices, and a gymnasium/auditorium.  Site improvements include 39+ parking 

spaces, play field, stormwater facilities and on‐site septic system.  An existing residence, barn and two 

sheds will be demolished (Reference Documents A & B) 

Major Issues and Other Specific Project Aspects to be Reviewed by the Planning Commission: 

1. Neighborhood compatibility‐The proposal is for a private school to be developed within a R‐1 
zoning district,  which is primarily single‐family residential development.  A conditional use 
permit is required for a private school and associated facilities and may only be allowed if 
through design or conditions it can be shown that the proposal is harmonious and compatible 
with the neighborhood character, physical characteristics, and quality of the development in the 
vicinity of the subject property.  
 

2. Traffic ‐ A school has distinctive traffic patterns and impacts.  Although the subject property is 
located on an arterial road, traffic flow and circulation impacts were identified.  Initially, a traffic 

https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/5a64faed-f824-4a29-bced-a65601083d19?_conv=1
https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/ed08a39b-13df-4d7e-b9dd-a656010b45d1?_conv=1
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analysis was conducted and a report was prepared and later an addendum was completed 
specifically addressing the intersection of Sportsman’s Club Road and Highway 305 (Reference 
Documents E and F).  The City’s Development Engineer has reviewed the traffic reports and 
has found that the school will not have a significant adverse impact on traffic requiring off‐site 
improvements. 
 

3. Parking ‐ Parking is a specific aspect of the project that the Planning Commission needs to review 
and approve.  Any parking over the actual demand must be approved by the Planning Commission.  
The proposal has provided for 39 parking stalls and an additional 5 flex parking stalls that can be 
used outside of drop‐off and pick‐up times.  The proposal also suggests using the play field for 
temporary overflow parking for events.  The proposed development will serve a maximum of 200 
students and 27 staff.  The required parking is 40 spaces.  The proposed parking lot provides 39 
dedicated spaces and an addition five load/unload spaces that will be available for long term 
parking outside of  the pick‐up/drop‐off periods.   The parking  lot  includes two handicapped‐
accessible parking space.   Additionally, to accommodate all‐school event parking, such as an 
open  house,  the  school  has  identified  overflow  parking within  the  playfield  and  a  possible 
shuttle  service  program  from  nearby  neighborhood  community  lots,  such  as  Rolling  Bay 
Presbyterian Church or the Grange. 

Design Review Board Recommendation: 

The Design Review Board (DRB) reviewed the application at two different meetings. On December 19, 

2017, the DRB meet to review the pre‐application phase and the Site Plan and Design Review process. The 

DRB  review  was  two‐fold:  to  review  the  proposal  for  consistency  with  the  City’s  multi‐family  and 

commercial/mixed  use  design  guidelines);  and,  to  make  general  site  and  building  design 

recommendations.  

1. Site Design.  Create small parking clusters connected by vegetated landscaping and pedestrian 

walkways.  Parking lots should be located behind or to the side of buildings.  Pedestrian walkways 

should offer connections to adjoining properties.  Exterior lighting should not exceed 14 feet in 

height and should incorporate shields.  Trash containers should be shielded from view.  The 

development provides a buffer more than 25‐feet wide from N. Madison Avenue, and the parking 

lot lies between the buffer and the buildings, which are set back over 185 feet from the right‐of‐

way.  Parking facilities are located in a manner that provides appropriate separation between 

vehicular traffic and the campus.  The parking lot is comprised of grouped spaces which are 

separated by landscape areas.        

Pedestrian walkways provide internal connection between the buildings and between the parking 

lot and the buildings.  The development provides numerous outdoor spaces, including 

playgrounds, play fields and trails; while most are oriented behind the buildings to serve the 

student population, one courtyard features prominently in front of the buildings and is the 

terminus of the pedestrian walkway connection to Arrow Point Drive.   

The proposed outdoor lighting must meet the design guidelines, and the project will be 

conditioned to demonstrate compliance with regulations at time of building permit application.  

Trash containers are located along the east side of the class room building and are screened from 

view. 

2. Building Design.  Buildings should utilize elements such as massing, materials, windows, canopies, 

and pitched or terraced roof forms to create a visually distinct base and cap.  Building materials and 
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patterns should be varied to produce variations in texture.  Building elevations shall be vertically and 

horizontally modulated to avoid massive scale.  Facades facing public ways shall incorporate 

setbacks or articulation, and shall include features such as columns or recessed entries.  Blank walls 

shall not be visible to public spaces.  Building designs should respond to nearby buildings by using 

shared elements, materials or massing.  Principal entrances should be visually prominent and 

incorporate elements such as setbacks, recesses, and porches.  Rooftop mechanical equipment 

should be concealed by and integrated within the roof form.  The architect’s goal is to create a 

campus that exemplifies environmentally sensitive building practices and design.  Buildings are 

oriented to capture natural light and provide views of the outdoors.  Building materials include 

natural wood siding and large windows that let in natural light and views of the natural landscape. 

While many of the buildings are two‐story, they use the natural topography to blend in to the site, 

and no blank walls are proposed.  Covered walkways, porches and canopies afford protection 

from the elements.  Rooftop mechanical equipment is proposed to be screened integrated in to 

the building form with similar building materials.    

Public Comment: 

1. Neighborhood/Zoning Compatibility: 

Several public comments were received regarding the scale of the proposed development and the 

structures are too large and non‐compatible with the existing residential neighborhood character. 

The  school does  represent a distinct  change  from the single‐family homes within  the  immediate 

vicinity.  The property upon which the school is proposed is 4.79 acres in total which under current 

zoning could support up to five single‐family residences each with an accessory dwelling unit and 

associated out buildings.  Under the conditional use permit requirements, the allowed lot coverage 

(the area of the lot allowed to be covered by buildings) is limited to half the amount that would be 

allowed if single‐family homes and accessory structures were proposed on this same site. 

 

Multiple comments suggested that the zoning should not allow a use that is similar to a commercial 

development and questioned why private schools are allowed in a residential zone.  The zoning for 

the subject property is R‐1, Residential one unit per acre zone.  However, within the R‐1 zone allows 

schools (public or private) under the provisions of obtaining a conditional use permit.  Washington 

State laws grant local jurisdictions (i.e., city) land use regulatory authority.   The elected City Officials 

of Bainbridge Island have adopted zoning definitions for commercial and educational development 

and adopted zoning regulations as to where these uses may be allowed, or allowed through a 

conditional use permit.  It is the applicant’s responsibility to demonstrate that the proposed use can 

meet all of the criteria of the conditional use permit. 

 

2. Traffic and vehicular trips: 
Several public comments expressed concern regarding the number of vehicular trips proposed to 
the subject property each day and the impact those trips may have on adjacent roadways and 
transportation systems. The school facility poses a significant increase in vehicular trips per day 
when compared to single‐family homes.  According to the submitted traffic study, the school at full 
capacity is expected to generate 720 daily trips, 360 in and 360 out.  This is precisely why 
educational facilities that require a conditional use permit must be located on roads classified as 
residential suburban, collector, or arterial on the Bainbridge Island functional road classification 
map.  N. Madison Avenue NE is listed as an arterial road on the classification map.  Two traffic 
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studies were performed to address the issue of traffic generation and the impact that the proposed 
development would have on surrounding roadways.  Typically, traffic calculations look at the PM 
peak hour because that is the hour of highest congestion.  The proposed development’s typical 
traffic patterns fall outside of this peak hour, so the school is likely to have little to no impacts on 
the PM peak hour.  However, in consideration of public comments received a second traffic study 
was performed to analyze the morning peak hour and specifically the potential impact on the 
Sportsman’s Club/SR305 intersection.  The traffic studies indicate that this intersection will fail in 
the year2040 with or without the proposed school.  The City has generally accepted that these 
major intersection improvements that serve major portions of the island are a City and State 
responsibility and that individual project are not expected to make the improvements when their 
portion of the impact is very minimal. 
 

3. Noise from children: 
Only a couple of public comments expressed concern regarding noise emanating from children’s 
play. While many of the surrounding properties are developed with single‐family homes, only one is 
in proximity to the playfield to be impacted by noise from children’s play.  The closest house is 
approximately 75 feet away from the property line and as proposed the playfields would be over 
100 feet from the residence and will have a new 15‐foot landscape buffer and possible fence 
between the properties. 
 

4. Visual impact: 
A few public comments received expressed concern that the proposed school would have a 
negative visual impact on the surrounding residential neighborhood character. As proposed and 
required by the municipal code, the proposed project is providing a dense buffer of existing trees 
and shrubs along N. Madison Avenue.  The closest parking spaces will be almost 45 feet back from 
the edge of right‐of‐way.  Existing native tree and shrub buffer also exists along the north, east and 
half of the south property lines.  Where no buffer exists along a portion of the south property line a 
new 15‐foot full screen buffer will be planted as part of this proposed development.  These buffers 
will help ensure the residential nature of area is not visually altered by the proposed private school. 
 

5. Lighting: 
Concerns were raised that the school may employ high intruding parking lot lighting or lighting for 
the play fields that would adversely impact surrounding properties. As part of their application the 
school was required to submit a lighting plan with proposed fixtures.  As proposed, only a few low 
bollard lights are proposed around the parking area and pedestrian paths and there are some entry 
sconces proposed on the buildings. The proposed fixtures are all shielded and downlight only. 
 

6. Parking: 
Public comments were received regarding the adequacy of the number of parking spaces being 
provided, especially for large events involving the whole school.  The proposed school is providing 
39 parking stalls in addition to five load/unload spaces that would be available for long‐term 
parking outside of pick‐up/drop‐off times.  The number of stalls is consistent with the City’s 
regulations for schools including staff, parents and visitors.  The school has recognized for large 
events alternative parking would be necessary.  For these events, the school play field could be 
accessed and used for overflow parking in addition to shuttle programs from either Rolling Bay 
Presbyterian Church or from the Grange Hall parking lot. 
 

7. Signs: 
Concerns were raised that a large lighted sign at the entrance of the school on Madison could detract 
from the residential neighborhood character.  A school sign, consistent with the municipal code and 



Madrona School Conditional Use Permit/Site Plan and Design Review
    Page 5 of 7  

as specified in a conditional use permit, would be limited in size, and be required to meet lighting 
requirements, and to assure e compatibility with the surrounding neighborhood.  Any sign not visible 
from the public right‐of‐way or adjacent property is not considered a regulated sign under the City’s 
regulations. 
 

8. No rental clause: 
A concern was raised that the school would rent out their space to commercial endeavors during 
non‐school  hours  causing  additional  traffic  and potential  impacts on  the  surrounding properties.  
Often schools or other public facilities are rented out to other non‐profit clubs or religious groups for 
use on off hours.   No commercial businesses would be allowed to use the school facilities as this 
would be a violation of the municipal code.  Other uses wanting to rent space from the school would 
have to demonstrate that their intended use would not adversely affect the neighborhood, cause a 
burden on parking or have any other impact greater than the school use. 

 
Major Site Plan and Design Review Decision Criteria to be Reviewed by the Planning Commission: 

1. The locations of the buildings and structures, open spaces, landscaping, pedestrian, bicycle and 

vehicular circulation systems are adequate, safe, efficient and in conformance with the Non‐

Motorized Transportation Plan.  The City Engineer finds that with conditions, the project will 

provide adequate circulation systems and is consistent with the Non‐Motorized Transportation 

Plan.  (Reference Document G) 

 

2. The site plan and design is consistent with applicable design guidelines.  The Design Review Board 

recommends approval of the project as proposed. 

 

3.  The site plan and design is in conformance with the comprehensive plan and other applicable 
adopted community plans.  The project provides for relocation of a not‐for‐profit educational 
facility which includes an arts education program and fosters appreciation of the natural 
environment. 
 

4. The site plan and design has been prepared consistent with the purpose of  the site design review 
process and open space goals;  
 

Purpose. The purpose of site design review is to establish a comprehensive site plan and design review 

process that ensures compliance with the adopted plans, policies, and ordinances of the city. The overall 

goal of this chapter is to minimize land alteration, provide greater site development flexibility and 

consequently provide more creative and imaginative design than generally is possible under 

conventional zoning regulations. It is further intended to provide for the review of development 

proposals with respect to overall site design and to provide a means for guiding development in a 

logical, safe, attractive, and expedient manner, while also allowing property to be developed in phases. 

An additional purpose is to promote those specific purposes for each zoning district stated in Chapter 

18.06 BIMC. R‐1 District. 

Conditional Use Permit Decision Criteria to be Reviewed by the Planning Commission 

1. The conditional use is harmonious and compatible in design, character and appearance with the 

intended character and quality of development in the vicinity of the subject property and with the 

physical characteristics of the subject property.  

The school is located on a 4.79‐acre property that is adjacent to N. Madison Avenue, a secondary 
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arterial road.  The proposed buildings are one and two‐story buildings that conform to the natural 

topography of the land and are designed to complement the natural setting.           

2. The conditional use will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate vicinity 

of the subject property. 

The proposed school is providing significant setbacks, landscape screening and fencing to ensure 

the development will not be materially detrimental to uses or property in the immediate vicinity. 

The stormwater system has been designed by a professional engineer and requires monitoring to 

ensure that water leaving the site is not increased due to the development.   

3. The conditional use is in accord with the Comprehensive Plan and other applicable adopted 

community plans, including the Non‐Motorized Transportation Plan. 

The development is in accord with economic and cultural goals contained in the Comprehensive 

Plan.  The Madrona School provides a diverse Waldorf educational experience that is not available 

elsewhere on the Island. 

4. All necessary measures have been taken to eliminate or reduce to the greatest extent possible the 

impacts that the proposed use may have on the immediate vicinity of the subject property.   

The project will be conditioned to take special care to protect and retain trees and vegetation 

within buffers.  The school has agreed to a carpooling/rideshare program to limit traffic and to 

staggered start times to ensure that traffic along N. Madison Avenue is not adversely affected 

during drop‐off and pick‐up times.  The school has also indicated that they plan on providing a 

shuttle plan for alternative parking for large school events.  Off‐site parking and shuttle could 

occur from the Rolling Bay Presbyterian Church or the Grange (Reference Document H) 

5. A conditional use may be approved with conditions. If no reasonable conditions can be imposed that 

ensure the application meets the decision criteria of this chapter, then the application shall be 

denied. 

 

6. Additional Decision Criteria for Institutions in Residential Zones: 

a) All sites must front on roads classified as residential suburban, collector or arterial on the Bainbridge 

Island functional road classification map.  The property fronts N. Madison Avenue NE classified as 

an arterial road, and therefore the site meets this requirement.   

b) If the traffic study shows an impact on the level of service, those impacts have been mitigated as 

required by the City Engineer.  The City Engineer finds the traffic study shows an acceptable level 

of service impact with the conditional use and issued a certificate of concurrency.     

c) If the application is located outside the Winslow Study Area, the project shall provide vegetated 

perimeter buffers in compliance with BIMC 18.15.010.  The site is outside the Winslow Study Area.  

As provided in BIMC 18.15.010, buffer averaging is utilized to reduce the buffers to the minimum 

allowed width of 15 feet, while increasing the buffer in the areas that have existing mature trees 

and shrubs.   

d) The proposal meets the Commercial / Mixed Use Design Guidelines.  Compliance with the 

Commercial / Mixed Use guidelines, is discussed above under the Design Review Board 

Recommendation section.  The Design Review Board unanimously recommends approval of the 

project.   
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e) The scale of proposed construction including bulk and height and architectural design features is

compatible with the immediately surrounding area.  The buildings are single story and incorporate

various materials designed to be compatible with the natural setting.

f) If the facility will have attendees and employees numbering fewer than 50 or an assembly seating

area of less than 50, the Director may waive any or all of the additional decision criteria

requirements for institutions in residential zones.  This criterion is not applicable, as there are more

than 50 students and staff.

g) Lot coverage does not exceed 50 percent of the allowable lot coverage in the zone in which the

institution is located.  Maximum lot coverage in the R‐1 zoning district is 15 percent; institutions

including religious facilities may not exceed 50 percent of the allowable lot coverage (i.e. 7.5

percent).  Lot coverage is approximately 16,260 square feet, or 7.4 percent of the lot area, and

therefore meets this requirement.

Reference Documents:     

(note all reference material may be accessed via the City’s Website Online Permit Portal‐Smartgov or by 

clicking on the Hyper‐links below)  

Madrona School Site Plan Review 

(The following reference documents can be found under the “submittals” and “notes” sections under 

this file number: PLN18970B SPR) 

A. 18970B SPR MADRONA SCHOOL APP 

B. 18970 CUP set (Drawings) 

Madrona School Conditional Use Permit  

(The following reference materials can be found under the “submittals” and “notes” sections 

under this file number: PLN18970B CUP ) 

C. 18970B CUP MADRONA SCHOOL APP  

D. 18970 Traffic Impact Analysis 

E. 18970B CUP Traffic and parking mitigation plan 

F. 2017‐01‐24 Madrona School SR 305 Analysis 

G. 18970 CUP‐SPR DE COA 

H. 18970B CUP Traffic and parking mitigation plan  

https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/ed08a39b-13df-4d7e-b9dd-a656010b45d1?_conv=1
https://ci-bainbridgeisland-wa.smartgovcommunity.com/PermittingPublic/PermitDetailPublic/Index/5a64faed-f824-4a29-bced-a65601083d19?_conv=1
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