
 

 
 

 

 
CITY OF BAINBRIDGE ISLAND 

 
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 
Regularly Scheduled Meeting 
Monday, May 4, 2015 at 2:00 p.m.  

    

 
 

  
Location:   

Bainbridge Island City Hall 
 City Council Conference Room 

280 Madison Avenue North  
Bainbridge Island, Washington 98110 

 
AGENDA 

 
2:00 p.m. 

   

  
Call to Order (Attendance, Agenda, Ethics) 
 

2:00 – 2:15 p.m. 
 
 
 

2:15 – 2:45 p.m. 
 

 
          2:45 – 3:15 p.m. 
           

 
3:15 – 3:30 p.m. 

 
 
 

3:30 – 4:30 p.m. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

4:30 – 5:00 p.m. 
 

5:00 p.m. 
 
 
 

 Approval of Minutes  
March 2, 2015 Meeting, and 
March 16, 2015 Meeting 
 
Finalization of the City’s Donation Program 
Kathy Cook – Director of Planning & Community Development 
 
Revision to the Ericksen Avenue Design Guidelines 
Kathy Cook – Director of Planning & Community Development 
 
Pleasant Beach Village Homes PLN13880DSPRA 
Review with planner prior to client presentation. 
Planner:  Joshua Machen - Current Planning Manager 
 
Pleasant Beach Village Homes PLN13880DSPRA 
Review with client. 
Location:  Dotson Loop 
Site plan review amendment to modify the building design for the duplex homes approved 
under previous site plan reviews.  The proposed number of duplex homes will be increased 
by two units from 12 to 14.  The footprint of the homes is modified with the addition of a 16’ 
x 26’ wing.   
 
Old and New Business 
 
Adjournment 

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

 

 

mailto:jrasely@bainbridgewa.gov


 

 

 

 

 

CITY OF BAINBRIDGE ISLAND 
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

Regularly Scheduled Meeting Minutes 
Monday, March 2, 2015 at 2:00 p.m. 

City Council Conference Room 
280 Madison Ave N 

Bainbridge Island, Washington  98110  

 

 

 

 

Call to Order (Attendance, Agenda, Ethics) 
Approval of Minutes – February 2, 2015 Meeting 
Waterfront Park Rowing Center PLN50155 PRE Pre-Application 
Pleasant Beach Resort PLN13880D SPR Site Plan Review 
Old and New Business 
Adjournment 

 
Call to Order (Attendance, Agenda, Ethics) 
Chair Mark Levine called the meeting to order at 2:02 PM.  Design Review Board Members in attendance were 
Adrian Sawyer, Alan Grainger, Jim McNett, Chuck Depew and Peter Perry.  City Staff in attendance were 
Senior Planner Heather Beckmann, Capital Projects Manager Mark Epstein, and Planning Manager Joshua 
Machen.  Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely monitored recording and prepared the minutes. 
 
Approval of Minutes – February 2, 2015 Meeting 
Alan Grainger moved to accept the February 2, 2015 meeting minutes.  Peter Perry seconded the motion which 
was approved 5-0 with Chuck Depew abstaining since he did not attend that meeting. 
 
Waterfront Park Rowing Center PLN50155 PRE Pre-application 
Senior Planner Heather Beckmann gave an overview of the project highlighting the unique aspects including the 
timing of it with the Waterfront Park (WFP) Master Plan noting that it does not have an extra layer of specific 
guidelines as residential and commercial buildings do.  She mentioned the developer is looking for design 
feedback like that given during the first two phases of Waterfront Park redevelopment and that the project will 
still be going through a major site plan review. 
 
Alan asked why this was not a commercial building when the second floor is meeting space.  Heather replied 
that it is more of a storage building and the applicant has not yet determined what the second story meeting 
space will be used for.  It is possible that space will only be primarily used by the rowing team.  Parking was 
also brought up based upon the status of the building.  Since it is unknown how it will be used, the applicant 
will provide more information at the actual Site Plan Review and the parking will flow from the use.  She stated 
the applicant has had conversations with both City Manager Doug Schulze and Planning Director Kathy Cook 
about parking and that this is one of those uses that the City does not have a set amount of parking the developer 
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must provide.  She stated the developer’s impression is that parking is not an issue because the demand for 
parking should not increase based upon their project. 
 
Jim asked whether the City was going to allocate spaces for the building.  Mark Epstein replied no, the City will 
not allocate parking spaces for it.  He also explained that the Rowing Club is building the project, but handing 
the deed over to the City after the project is completed.  Jim stated the only real issue about this building is the 
lack of parking.   
 
Alan brought up that it will then be a public building with a private use.  Mark stated that the developer and 
Director Kathy Cook had met and felt the current parking situation will be adequate.   
 
Chuck brought up that really it is a public project, a City project and the City should be an applicant. 
 
Jim brought up that the parking doesn’t work now, so when you build this with the hope of increasing activity 
in the park, we will have even more parking issues.   
 
Mark spoke about looking at the big picture overall at the City and not taking it in pieces.  The last six months, 
the DRB has been talking about the problem of parking because individual projects add up to a larger parking 
issue than the individual pieces/projects provide.  Heather replied there would be more discussion about parking 
as the project continues. 
 
The applicant was invited in at 2:17 PM. 
 
Bruce Anderson gave an overview of the project for the Rowing Club. He spoke about using the same footprint 
of the tennis court they are currently using for storage.  The ground floor will be dedicated storage and the 
second floor will be locker rooms, office space and a multi-use room to serve primarily as a training room and 
meeting space.  That space would be available for the public to use when the rowing schedule will 
accommodate it.  The City has allocated this part of the park which was removed from the restrictions imposed 
by the State when the purchase of land for WFP was made. 
 
Mark asked how many rowers there are:  120 junior rowers in the spring, 110 in the fall and 60-80 Masters.  
The number of rowers was a determinant for the size of the building.  Eagle Harbor can only support about 120 
rowers at one time.  Discussion ensued about the size of potential regattas and how many rowers would be 
coming in and out.  A model of the proposed building was displayed and spoken about.  
 
Bruce spoke about creating an open gathering space to the east of the proposed building.  There will be an ADA 
accessible route between Brien and Shannon.  The grading may change as the project progresses.  Currently 
planned for 18 inches below Brien but could go up by 3 feet to even out the 18” access.  He also stated they are 
looking at “quiet” architecture to blend into the surrounding marine environment. 
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Jim asked whether there would be any way for an outsider to know this was a rowing building.  Bruce replied 
when the doors were open, they would.  The glassed in lobby would become a rowing statement with equipment 
displays.  Chuck asked if there had been any thought to using Native American long house art.  They had not. 
 
Bruce spoke about having Olaf Ribeiro out to look at trees that would need to be removed.  The subject of tree 
count came up and Heather said there is a formula to determine trees necessary for buildings like this. 
 
Alan spoke about the possibility of switching the high roof around to help facilitate what could become a 
performing arts area in the outdoor common space.  Jim felt either way the roof sat, it would still do that.  The 
issue of storm water was then brought up and discussed.  Mark Epstein stated they were still figuring out how 
that will work. 
 
Alan asked about the time line in relation to the park.  Bruce replied that they were going through the design 
and planning stages and then will fundraise to build.  The City has given them a five year window of time to 
break ground on this project.  Alan then brought up the issue of parking.  Bruce responded that he looked at the 
current parking adjacent to WFP and potential this building.  He spoke about the informal traffic study they 
conducted and trying to figure out what the parking need would be if the community center and the rowing 
center both held an evening event at the same time.  Bruce felt the parking added up to more than what would 
be required and more than doubled what the City code required.  He mentioned the rowing club has also been 
monitoring parking and traffic during drop off and pick up times.  Jim asked Bruce if they could come up with a 
real number for parking spaces. 
 
Mark asked Heather if there was any action they had to do.  She said today was not a recommendation, just a 
preview, so there were not any actions necessary today. 
 
Pleasant Beach Resort PLN13880D SPR Site Plan Review 
Planning Manager Josh Machen gave an overview of the project calling it the donut hole in the master plan they 
would now be filling in with an inn/resort. 
 
Chuck asked about the drawings being dated November 2014 and asked if anything had been changed.  Josh 
confirmed these were the plans submitted with the application in November.  Jim stated his only issue was that 
the handicap access is at the top of the facility and why was there not a lift in the main building even though 
there is a handicapped unit on the lower floor.  Alan agreed and said that was his issue as well.  Even though 
Pitt’s Path had now been graded and is not as steep as it was once thought, the ADA access is still in an 
awkward place when there is a better location available. 
 
Mark asked if Josh had any comments or things to talk about.  Josh stated he did not.  Mark asked if the 
developer had made any of the changes discussed at the pre-application meeting.  Josh replied the developer did 
not make any changes.  There was discussion of whether there were still 13 units and 15 parking spaces and 
whether that proposed parking would be adequate for guests and staff. 
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The developer was invited in at 3:35 PM.  Charlie Wenzlau presented the site plan via the computer screen.  
The question of street grade was discussed and it was noted that the grade change from front to back was about 
10-12 feet.  He mentioned that since the pre-application meeting, they had fine tuned all the grading and only 
one cottage was not accessible now.   
 
Alan mentioned that because the ADA parking space is not the closest to the building, it will not meet the ADA 
Act.  Jim asked Charlie why he did not put a space up at the drop-off point.  Charlie said they had changed it.  
Chuck brought up that the ramp is on the wrong side of the parking space as well.  Charlie said he would look at 
that again.  The parking facilities that will be in place once the pool is completed were displayed with a total 
excess of 10 parking spots from pool parking available for use by the Inn. 
 
Peter asked about the major flow of humans as they arrive and where they go.  Adrian asked about signage and 
where it would be displayed.  Chuck asked if there would be signage offering the best way to get to check-in. 
Jim asked if there was not a lift in the lodge because of cost.  Charlie replied that was the case at this point.  Jim 
definitely felt there should be one handicapped spot by the drop-off.  Alan had concerns about the ADA parking 
as well.  Adrian like the project as did Chuck, but he thought the lodge would have been better at the bottom of 
the slope.  Peter thought it was a great project as well with beautiful landscaping. 
 
Chuck went through the Guideline Checklist to make sure the guidelines were met: 

1. Façade – Yes 
2. Modulate Buildings – Yes 
3. Blank Walls – Yes 
4. Visually Prominent Façade – Yes 
5. Pedestrian Scale – Yes 
6. Contiguous Frontages – Yes 
7. Reduce Scale – Yes 
8. Public Outdoor Spaces – Yes 
9. Soften Impact – Yes 
10. Compatibility with Neighborhood – Yes 
11. Minimize Intrusive Signage – Yes 
12. Pedestrian Routes – Yes, ADA Parking Spot 
13. Provide Pedestrian Access – Yes, ADA Parking Spot 
14. Weather Protection – Yes 
15. Smaller Scale Commercial Building – Yes 
16. Reduce Visual Impact of Parking – Yes 

 
Lynwood Center Guidelines: 

1. Adopted Lynwood Center Plan – Yes 
2. Minimize Impact of Parking – Yes 
3. Encourage Continuation of Existing Character – Yes 

a. Alan stated Charlie’s design while more Arts and Crafts, was very sympathetic to the 
neighborhood character.  The variation in style was still complimentary to the Tudor character. 
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4. Encourage Multiple Use of Sidewalks – Yes 
a. Chuck disagrees that the same guidelines apply only on public streets feeling they do not 

designate a publically owned street.  Chuck thinks it misses this guideline. 
 
Discussion of trees ensued when Peter asked if there were any on the historic register which there were not.  
Alan complimented the landscape plan as well thought out and extensive. 
Chuck moved for final approval/Seconded by Adrian.  
Jim recommended they look for one handicapped parking spot at the drop off point of the lodge. 
Motion passed unanimously. 
 
Old and New Business 
Chuck mentioned that he will be out of town for the next meeting on 3/16/15.  Mark asked if everyone else will 
be here to fulfill the quorum for that meeting. 
 
Jim asked if anyone had questions about the historical marker information he sent out and spoke about markers 
for historical buildings.  Fade out of laminated signs was discussed as well as the number of historical spots on 
the island.  Mark asked about the input they gave when asked about memorial donations and no one knew what 
happened to that information.  Jim said this was different because two other citizen groups were also interested 
in these historical signs (Historical Preservation and Road Ends Committees).  Jim felt there could be a 
committee that meets twice a year to talk about verbiage and come up with a sign that goes through the DRB.  
Discussion continued of where funds would come from for the signs as well as recommendations the DRB 
would be making to the City. 
 
Adjournment 
The DRB meeting was adjourned at 4:36 PM. 

 

Approved by: 
 
 
__________________________________   _______________________________ 
Mark Levine       Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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CITY OF BAINBRIDGE ISLAND 
DESIGN REVIEW BOARD 

Regularly Scheduled Meeting Minutes 
Monday, March 16, 2015 at 2:00 p.m. 

City Council Conference Room 
280 Madison Ave N 

Bainbridge Island, Washington  98110  

 

 

 

 

Call to Order (Attendance, Agenda, Ethics) 
Approval of Minutes – February 23, 2015 Meeting 
Update on HPC Process for Reviewing Historical Markers 
Creative Space PLN50177PRE Pre-Application 
Old and New Business 
Adjournment 

 
Call to Order (Attendance, Agenda, Ethics) 
Chair Mark Levine called the meeting to order at 2:02 PM.  Design Review Board members in attendance were 
Adrian Sawyer, Jim McNett and Peter Perry.  City Staff present were Deputy City Manager Morgan Smith, 
Planning Director Kathy Cook and Senior Planner Heather Beckmann.  Administrative Specialist Jane Rasely 
monitored recording and prepared the minutes. 
 
Approval of Minutes – February 23, 2015 Meeting 
Peter Perry moved to approve the minutes from the February 23, 2015 meeting.  Adrian Sawyer seconded the 
motion and the minutes were unanimously approved. 
 
Mark stated they received a letter from Susan Buckles wondering if they were interested in having Ethics 
training, but they deferred since they had participated in the training in the last few months.  It was stated when 
they have their 7th member join, they will participate again.  Morgan spoke to the new cycle of training 
happening in the 2nd quarter of the year. 
 
Update on HPC Process for Reviewing Historical Markers 
Morgan Smith gave an update on the historical marker project and which direction that has gone since two 
meetings ago when the DRB discussed signage design.  She mentioned that the Historical Preservation 
Commission (HPC) seemed to be the logical place for this project to reside and which they are open to.  HPC 
and Morgan are working together to revise a set of guidelines one of the HPC members brought forward to fit 
the needs of the City.  They will start with 3 different potential markers to test the process and discover which 
pieces of the process they may have forgotten.  She described the three different projects two of which were 
proposed by citizens and one that will be brought forward by City staff.  Jim McNett asked how the projects 
will be funded.  Morgan replied that at this time, the City will only receive proposals that come with the backing 
of funds because there are no funds available from the City at this time.  Jim asked why it would not come out 
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of the City’s budget.  Morgan stated the staff proposed marker would be part of the Fletcher Bay Landing 
project.  Adrian asked if the privately funded markers would have a logo/name of donating group on them.  
Morgan replied she didn’t know because they would have to be accepted by the City.  Peter asked about who 
the stakeholders were and then discussed having the signage keep up with technology, information, etc.  He 
mentioned QR codes specifically.  Jim mentioned that he had done a lot of background work with mock-ups, 
cost matrices, estimates, etc.  While he forgot them at home, he stated he would scan and send them to Morgan.  
Mark mentioned that the DRB joined forces with the HPC and Road Ends Committee to come up with a group 
consensus.  He asked Morgan what she needed from the DRB.  Morgan stated that she was hoping for less 
“players” in the situation now.  She discussed the possibility of piggy-backing onto the Historical Society’s 
technology and information.  The discussion turned to a mix of materials including the use of traditional 
materials (i.e., bronze signs, etc.) joined with QR codes or some other technology that could be embedded in the 
traditional signage.  Jim mentioned that he felt it was part of the City’s responsibility to have this in their budget 
and play catch up with what they have fallen behind on.  Morgan felt there was a natural partnership between 
the City and the Historical Museum.  She reiterated that the HPC was the natural lead on this project but the 
ultimate responsibility for determining the “type” of sign should fall on the Public Works Director because he 
had to balance the look, functionality, longevity, and upkeep, etc.   
 
Creative Space PLN50177PRE Pre-Application 
At 2:43 PM Senior Planner Heather Beckman gave an overview of the Creative Space project.  The developer 
was invited in at 2:45 PM.  Michael Wangen and Dave Christianson were present.  Michael Wangen offered up 
an overview of the project saying it is intended to be its name, literally.  The project will provide rental space 
for individuals who want to pursue creative activities that require a large amount of space.  It is not intended to 
be a place of commerce, though there may be infrequent retail events to sell creative wares.  The genesis of this 
project was to provide straight storage space with a higher number of units that were smaller, but there was not 
any passion for that project, so it evolved into providing space for people to work on things.  Dave spoke about 
the impetus to create a space for artisans to work. He anticipates 10-15 users with 40’x48’ units citing a lower 
impact and less intense space than other current projects.  He mentioned that he was also the developer of Toad 
Holler and Moji Lane. 

 
Jim asked about bathroom spaces.  Dave stated they had not completely formulated plans for them yet but there 
may be one or two in each unit.  He mentioned trying to keep space rental at $.75 per square foot because he 
would like it to be affordable for people. 
 
Peter asked how many times per year the City would allow retail events.  Heather quoted BIMC saying it is 
limited by how many days in a row you hold a retail event, limited to what is manufactured onsite, subordinate 
to primary use.  No signage is allowed and no additional parking is required.  “Semi-annual sales to the public 
of items manufactured onsite is allowed provided the events last no more than two consecutive days. 

 
Michael presented the idea of designing the units as duplexes so they have light on 3 sides as well as 
eliminating the need for fire sprinklers. 
 
Mark asked about parking.  Michael offered that there will be a total of 32 parking spaces for 16 units (2 per 
unit).  Parking will be right outside the buildings.  Mark mentioned that does not allow for people coming in.  
Michael mentioned there were a few floater/visitor spaces along the front as you come in to the development.  
Jim asked about handicapped parking.  Michael responded saying there will be accessible parking as well as an 
ADA bathroom.  He went on to describe the “piazza” or outdoor triangular room in the middle of the 
development.  Mark mentioned he was worried about trucks being able to navigate through the space for 
deliveries, etc.  The developer agreed that it was tight and spoke about an access road they are hoping to 
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develop.  Peter asked about using a plastic parking grid to create impervious surfaces.  Jim asked if they had 
shown this to the BIFD yet.  Dave replied no, but he felt the BIFD would be amenable to what they have 
designed. 
 
Jim asked again about how many living units you can have there.  Heather stated they could have one living 
unit there, which they are doing.  Peter asked how many trees will be cut down and the developer was not sure 
exactly how many stating the lot did not have a lot of trees on it.  Peter specifically asked to know the number 
because he was concerned about the topsoil going away.  Dave mentioned that the soil is sandy gravel.  Adrian 
asked if there would be a keyed gate as well as gates at fire exits.  Dave stated yes.  Peter asked where the heavy 
runoff will go.  It was stated that storm runoff will depend upon how parking ends up being developed. 
 
Jim asked if they would be naturally ventilated.  Dave stated there would be radiant heat in the floors.  Jim 
asked about air conditioning and Dave stated he will not put air conditioning in.  Jim and Dave spoke about 
solar power being used for heating the water for the in-floor radiant heat. 
 
Jim then asked about palette of materials.  Dave replied it will be metal exterior and look industrial much like 
his other projects.  Discussion of vinyl versus casement windows occurred.  Mark would like a common area 
and would like the parking situation to be looked at because he felt it would be too tight.  Peter mentioned the 
wetlands and the worry about where the runoff went.  Heather mentioned she would speak with a development 
engineer about that.  Michael answered that question by saying there are three options:  1) Storm water system; 
2) Runoff going down the drain will be treated through the septic system or 3) Possibly creating a pocket plant. 
 
Light Industrial Checklist: 

1. Site Design/View from Road – Yes 
2. Maintain Wooded Character – Yes 
3. Minimize Disruption to Visible Landscape – Yes 
4. Maintain Island Landscape – Yes 
5. Impact to Roads – Yes 
6. Site Design Loading Docks – N/A 
7. Agricultural Uses in Open Spaces – N/A 
8. Link to Park Area – N/A; Possibly in Future 
9. Site Design Shielded Lighting – Yes 
10. Building Design Encouraging Different Shapes and Details – Yes 
11. Building Design – Yes 
12. Building Design Materials – Yes 

 
Heather mentioned the public meeting for Creative Space would be held that night. 
 
Mark brought up the parking committee report and asked Heather to communicate the request to have a parking 
committee begin again because he sees this problem coming to a head in the near future.  Discussion of 
Lynwood Center in particular was mentioned.  He stated we need to be mindful of the City’s future.  Jim 
mentioned there are a lot of traffic plans, but no parking plans.  Heather mentioned that Planning Director Kathy 
Cook was liaison to the Parking Committee so she would start there and see where it led from there. 
 
Peter brought up the trail Dave had mentioned and what can they do about great ideas like his.  Jim mentioned 
Non-motorized Transportation Committee as a great venue to discuss these options and perhaps get them 
developed.  Heather said she would route the plans to the Non-motorized Transportation Committee and bring it 
to their attention. 
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Old and New Business 
Next Design Review Board meeting will be held April 6th. 

 
Adjournment 
Meeting was adjourned at 4:03 PM. 
 
 
 
 
 

Approved by: 
 
 
__________________________________   _______________________________ 
Mark Levine       Jane Rasely, Administrative Specialist 
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City of Bainbridge Island 
Donation Policy 

 
The purpose of this policy is to establish guidelines, standards and procedures for the installation and 
care of donated public improvements, either as a result of a cash or physical property donation. These 
donations may include, but are not limited to, benches, bicycle racks, picnic tables, drinking 
fountains, and other types of public space accessories. This policy does not apply to buildings, land, 
or naming rights.  The City desires to encourage donations, while at the same time, manage aesthetic 
impacts and mitigate on-going maintenance costs. 
  
The City strongly encourages donations that improve the public space ability to meet the varied 
recreational, social, wellness, and educational needs of users.   
 
Guidelines established by this policy will apply to all donations made after the effective date of this 
policy. Donations made prior to the adoption of this policy shall be subject to applicable sections of 
this policy.  
 

Standards for Donations  
 

Definitions of New Donations: New donations are those made after the adoption date of this policy.  
 
Acquisition or Purchase: The City and the community have an interest in ensuring that public space 
elements that are purchased and installed be of high quality related to style, appearance, durability 
and ease of maintenance. City staff will be responsible for coordinating purchases and installations of 
all public space elements, unless mutual agreement for alternative coordination has been reached.  
 
Appearance and Aesthetics: The City and the community have an interest in ensuring the best 
appearance and aesthetic quality of their public facilities.  Public space elements should reflect the 
character of the space or facility. All public space elements will be installed in such a manner that 
will not substantially change the character of a facility or its intended use.  
 
Maintenance: Donated public space elements will become City property once installed and/or 
permanently placed in the mutually agreed upon location.  Accordingly, the City has the duty to 
provide only routine maintenance and repair of the donation for up to five years post signed donation 
policy agreement.  Within the five-year period, the City is not obligated to replace the gift or public 
space improvement if it is stolen, vandalized, worn out, irreparably damaged, destroyed or expires. 
 
Repair: The community has an interest in ensuring that all public space elements remain in good 
repair. In addition, the community has an interest in ensuring that the short and long-term repair costs 
are reasonable. Repair parts and materials must be readily available. Donated public space elements 
must be of high quality to ensure longevity, be resistant to the elements, wear and tear, and acts of 
vandalism.  
 
Cost: The City has an interest in ensuring that the donor covers the full-cost for the purchase, 
installation, and maintenance during the expected life cycle of donated public space elements. The 
City also has an interest in ensuring that on-going maintenance costs do not negatively impact the 
resources available for maintenance of other City facilities. Consequently, the City may assess, at the 

 



 

time of purchase, a charge sufficient to cover anticipated on-going maintenance of donated public 
space elements during their anticipated life cycle.  
 

Procedure for Making Donations  
 

The City’s Public Works Department will manage all donations located on City property. 
 
The donor must contact the Public Works Director to determine whether a donation will be accepted 
and the conditions of acceptance.  If the donation is accepted, the donor will work with City staff to 
complete Donation Agreement (appendix A). 
 
Donations of benches, tables, bicycle racks, drinking fountains and similar amenities, which are not 
on the list of approved amenities (appendix B) will be reviewed by the Design Review Board prior to 
City Council acceptance of the donations. 
 
Final approval will be granted by the City Council for the acceptance of all donations. 
 

Criteria For Acceptance  
 

To accept donation/s of a public space element for a specific facility, the donation must 1) meet a true 
need of the facility, 2) not interfere with the intended current or future use of the facility and 3) not 
require the relocation of other equipment or infrastructure to accommodate the donation. The City 
reserves the right to deem a space and/or facility fully developed and thus rejects the donation.  
 
The City reserves the right to accept or deny any/all donations.   
 
Below are general donation guidelines.  These guidelines are intended to be general in nature and do 
not serve as formal acceptance criteria.  
 
Guidelines: 
All determinations will be based upon, but not limited to, the following guidelines: 
 

1. Flowers, shrubs, bushes 
a. Donated plants become the exclusive property and maintenance responsibility of the 

City. 
b. Only those plantings that require a maintenance effort consistent with other plantings 

will be considered. 
c. Site preparation, installation and site restoration will be the responsibility of the City.  
d. Only perennial flowering plants will be permitted and incorporated in existing beds. 
e. The placement of plants will be based on the variety, color, mature height, size etc.  

Compatibility with surrounding areas will be a strong consideration for planted 
materials and their location. 

 
2. Trees 

a. Donated trees become the exclusive property and maintenance responsibility of the 
City. 

b. Site preparation, installation, and site restoration will be the responsibility of the City. 

 



 

c. Tree placement/location will be based upon variety of tree selected, mature height, 
size etc.  Compatibility with surrounding areas will be a strong consideration for trees 
and their location. 

d. Accordingly, the size and specie of tree or trees donated shall be limited to those 
determined by the City. 

 
3. Signage 

a. Interpretive signs may be installed at sites that are appropriate for describing the 
history, geology, environment, and flora and fauna of a particular area. Interpretive 
signs shall be of a size that is in keeping with the character of the site. Interpretive 
signs shall be of a design that meets requirements for access to the disabled. 
Interpretive signs shall be designed in such a manner that is consistent with other 
interpretive signs on the site. Interpretive signs shall be constructed of materials that 
are of high quality, vandal resistant, and able to withstand harsh environmental 
conditions. 

b. Donation Acknowledgements/Memorial Plaques: Donation acknowledgments will be 
determined by City staff. 

 
4. Benches, Tables, Bicycle Racks, Drinking Fountains, and Other Amenities 

a. Donated benches become the exclusive property and maintenance responsibility of the 
City. 

b. Site preparation, installation, and site restoration will be the responsibility of the City. 
c. The amenity must be similar to or complement other amenities in the area. 

 
5. Buildings, Structures, and Public Art 

a. Donated buildings, structures (including playgrounds) and public art are not 
considered as part of this policy. 

 
Conditions  

 
Installation: Installation of donated public space elements, including any donor acknowledgement, 
will be completed by City personnel, unless mutual agreement for other arrangements has been 
reached. The installation will be scheduled at a time and date as determined by Public Works 
Operations and Maintenance, so as not to unnecessarily interfere with routine maintenance activities.  
 
Removal and/or Relocation: This section applies to both existing and new donations. The City 
reserves the right to remove and/or relocate donated public space elements and their associated 
signage, when they interfere with site safety, maintenance or construction activities.   
 
Approved by the City Council on ________, 2014  

 



 

APPENDIX A 
 
 

Agreement Between 
City of Bainbridge Island 

and 
[Donors’ Name] 

for donation 
 
THIS AGREEMENT, entered into this          day of                                  , 201_, is by and between the 
City of Bainbridge Island (the “City”), a municipal corporation, and Donors’ Name, (the “Donor”), 
Donors’ Address. 
 
WHEREAS the Donor and the City recognize the importance of public facilities and amenities; 
 
WHEREAS the Donor has offered to donate (specify item- planting, park amenity, etc.); 
 
NOW, THEREFORE, the City and the Donor, for the consideration and under the described 
conditions and obligations, hereinafter set forth and agree as follows: 
 
Section 1. The donation, known as name of item, as described below, is donated in its entirety to 

the citizens of Bainbridge Island to be hereafter owned by the City of Bainbridge 
Island and managed on behalf of the citizens by the Department of Public Works. 

 
Section 2. Description and Location: The item is (describe). 
 Space or Facility: 
 Location: 
 Additional information: (does it have a plaque?) 
 
Section 3.  The City reserves the right to move/remove and/or retire the said donation following 

cessation of a five year period.  The five year period shall commence upon the date 
entered into and indicated above. 

 
Section 4. Maintenance   
 The City shall be responsible for maintenance of the item, including any reasonable 

repairs, and will have the discretion to not replace and/or repair the donation, if it is 
deemed damaged beyond reasonable repair and/or replacement, suffers repeated 
vandalism, and/or expires prior to cessation of the five year period.  Maintenance or 
replacement of the item will be at the City’s sole discretion.   

 
Section 5.  Term   
 The initial term of this agreement shall be five years.   Following cessation of the five 

year period, the City may treat the donation, as it would any other City property 
similar in nature. 

 
IN WITNESS WHEREOF, the parties hereto have caused this agreement to be executed by their duly 
authorized officials: 
 
 



 

IN WITNESS whereof the parties have executed this Agreement on the date set forth above. 
 
 
                                                    _________________________________     By,
       By, 
City of Bainbridge Island    Donor 
280 North Madison Avenue    Address  
Bainbridge Island, WA 98110     
     
ATTEST: 
City Clerk 
 
______________________________                                                
City of Bainbridge Island 
 
Approved as to form:                                                 
 
 
______________________________ 
City Attorney’s Office 
 
Date                                  , 201__ 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
  

 



 

APPENDIX B 
 

APPROVED BENCHES 
 
 
 

Name:  

 
 

  
 

 
Giverny Bench 

Vendor:  Thomas 
Baker 

Website: http://www.thosbaker.com  

Description: Adapted from the original found in Claude Monet's gardens, this bench has 
arching backs and deep seats. 
Made from premium teak timber, fairly harvested from plantation grown 
trees over 40 years old, this bench is tomorrow's heirloom. 

Cost: $995 

Notes:  

 

http://www.thosbaker.com/


 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Balustrade Bench 

Vendor:  Landscape 
Forms 

Website: http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-
us/Pages/default.aspx  

Description: A Landscape Forms classic: handsome, durable and timely as ever. Offered in 
select woods and PolySite recycled plastic for indoor and outdoor 
applications. 

Cost: Quote available by request 

Notes:  

1  

http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx


 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Name:  

 
 

 
 

 
Gretchen Bench 

Vendor:  Landscape 
Forms 

Website: http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-
us/Pages/default.aspx 

Description: A Landscape Forms classic: handsome, durable and timely as ever. Offered in 
select woods and PolySite recycled plastic for indoor and outdoor 
applications 

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  

1  

http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx


 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Name: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Plainwell Bench 

Vendor:  Landscape 
Forms 

Website: http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-
us/Pages/default.aspx 

Description: Good design entices and endures. Plainwell combines exuberant gesture with 
a commanding posture and stance. The harmonic balance invites attention 
and transcends time. A master of versatility, Plainwell in wood expresses 
traditional values, while in aluminum it reveals a contemporary spirit. 

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  

1  

http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx


 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Name:  

 
 

 
 

 
Classic Teak Garden Bench 

Vendor:  Allegro 
Classics 

Website: http://www.allegroclassics.com/  

Description: Stoutly built, classically styled bench features hand selected, premium teak 
frames. Precise mortis and tenon construction. Available in 4, 5 or 6 foot 
widths. Some assembly required. 

Cost: $1020.00 

Notes:  

1  

http://www.allegroclassics.com/


 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Knight Bench 

Vendor:  Forms + 
Surfaces 

Website: https://www.forms-surfaces.com/  

Description: Knight Benches blend understated refinement, high-performance green 
materials, and the simple forms of the rest of the Knight family. 

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  

1  

https://www.forms-surfaces.com/


 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Name:  
 

 

 
 

 
Madison Memorial Bench 

Vendor:  The Bench 
Factory 

Website: http://www.thebenchfactory.com/  

Description: Handsome recycled plastic boards with high-gloss inlay engraved lettering. Contoured 
seat & back provide hours of comfortable seating. No painting, rotting, peeling, 
rusting or cracking. Black powder-coated cast aluminum frame pre-drilled for surface 
mounting. Easy to assemble with included stainless steel hardware 

 
Cost: $815.91 

Notes:  

1  

http://www.thebenchfactory.com/


 

Name: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Classic Memorial Bench 
with Color Inlay 

Vendor:  The Bench 
Factory 

Website: http://www.thebenchfactory.com/  

Description: 50-year guarantee against breakage 
Letter height is 2" 
Font is Times New Roman 
Maximum characters (including spaces) per board is: 22 characters 

 
Cost: $527.25 

Notes:  
 
 
 
  

1  

http://www.thebenchfactory.com/


 

 

APPROVED TABLES 
 
 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Accessible Table with 
Benches 

Vendor:  TimberForm Website: http://www.columbia-cascade.com/  

Description: ADA Accessible. Black powder coated frame. Kiln dried Douglas fir 
slats.  

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  

2  

http://www.columbia-cascade.com/


 

 
 
 
 
 
 

Name:  

 
 

 
 

 
Gretchen Picnic Table 

Vendor:  Landscape 
Forms 

Website: http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-
us/Pages/default.aspx  

Description: Handsome, practical and durable Gretchen picnic table features a built-in 
umbrella holder and clever angled supports to offer wheelchair access at 
either end; special ADA compliant style with longer table top also offered. To 
create a shady seat, just add Equinox umbrellas 

Cost: Quote available by request 

Notes:  

 

http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx


 

APPROVED TRASH RECEPTACLES 
 

Name: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Big Belly Solar Trash 
Container 

Vendor:  Big Belly 
Solar 

Website: http://bigbelly.com/  

Description: Available in waste and recycling models 

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
  

 

http://bigbelly.com/


 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Litter Container with 
Ash/Dome Top 

Vendor:  TimberForm Website: http://www.columbia-cascade.com/  

Description: Powder-coated recycled cast iron and key-locking steel top.  
Choose from ten standard colors.  

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
  

 

http://www.columbia-cascade.com/


 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Gretchen Litter Ash 
Receptacle 

Vendor:  Landscape 
Forms 

Website: http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-
us/Pages/default.aspx 

Description: A Landscape Forms classic: handsome, durable and timely as ever. Offered in 
select woods and PolySite recycled plastic for indoor and outdoor 
applications. Teams with Gretchen bench and picnic table for a coordinated 
look. 
 Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
  

 

http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx


 

APPROVED BIKE RACKS 
 
 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Spokesman Bike Rack 

Vendor:  Spokesman 
Bike Racks 

Website: No website available 

Description: 2 bike capacity.  

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  Local vendor; will discount 10% off price for donations to the City 
 
  

 



 

Name:  

 
 

 
 

 
Bicilinea Bike Rack 

Vendor:  Landscape 
Forms 

Website: http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-
us/Pages/default.aspx  

Description: Urban utility and sweeping gesture come together in this robust polished 
stainless steel bike rack. Tubular arms mounted to a simple rectilinear 
support arc gracefully to the ground. Bicilinea is shipped as a complete 10-
foot unit that holds up to 8 bikes or a 20-foot unit that holds up to 16. 
 Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
  

 

http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx


 

Name: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Tactil Bike Rack 

Vendor:  Landscape 
Forms 

Website: http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-
us/Pages/default.aspx 

Description: A handy new bike rack for city cycles. Cheerful, uninhibited and very sturdy. 
Minimal, elegant in their simplicity, and beautifully resolved, they bring an 
international spirit to our collection of outdoor furnishings for creating a 
sense of place. 

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
  

 

http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx
http://www.landscapeforms.com/en-us/Pages/default.aspx


 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Capitol Bike Rack 

Vendor:  Forms + 
Surfaces 

Website: https://www.forms-surfaces.com/  

Description: The Capitol Bike Rack’s clean, bold lines are perfect for cityscapes and 
contemporary architectural settings. Solid cast aluminum construction. 
Durable powdercoat finish. Varied configuration options for creating multiple 
locking points. High recycled content; fully recyclable.  
 Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
  

 

https://www.forms-surfaces.com/


 

APPROVED DRINKING FOUNTAINS 
 

Name: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Elkay 4420 

Vendor:  Elkay Website: http://www.elkay.com/  

Description: Outdoor tubular pedestal fountain ideal for parks and recreational areas. Powder-
coated exterior over a corrosion-resistant primary coating to provide protection 
from the elements. 

Cost:  $4,264.00 

Notes:  
 
  

 

http://www.elkay.com/


 

 
Name:  

 
 

 
 

 
Barrier Free Pedestal 
Model 3377FR 

Vendor:  Haws Website: http://www.hawsco.com/  

Description: Model 3377, barrier-free, pedestal drinking fountain with a satin finish 
stainless steel bowl and bracket, with 100% lead-free waterways, and 
galvanized steel green powder-coated finish pedestal. 

Cost:  Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 

http://www.hawsco.com/


 

APPROVED INTERPRETIVE SIGNAGE 
 

Name:  

 
 

 
 

 
Waypoint Interpretive Sign 

Vendor:  Local Vendor Website:  

Description: Custom, locally crafted signage.  

Cost: Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
  

 



 

 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Interpretive Sign 

Vendor:  Garth 
Edwards 

Website:  

Description: Custom, locally crafted signage.  

Cost: Quote available by request 

Notes:  
  

 



 

 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Interpretive Sign 

Vendor:  Garth 
Edwards 

Website:  

Description: Custom, locally crafted signage.  

Cost: Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 

  

 



 

 

Name:  
 

 
 
 

 
Interpretive Sign 

Vendor:  Garth 
Edwards 

Website:  

Description: Custom, locally crafted signage.  

Cost: Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 

  

 



 

APPROVED BUS SHELTERS 

 
Name: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Timber Bus Shelter 

Vendor:  Vermont 
Timber 
Works 

Website: http://www.vermonttimberworks.com/  

Description: Custom built timber bus shelters.  

Cost: Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 
 
  

 

http://www.vermonttimberworks.com/


 

 

 

Name: 

 
 

 
 
 

 
Sierra Shelter 

Vendor:  Tolar Mfg Website: http://www.tolarmfg.com/  

Description: The Sierra Series line is one of Tolar's initial-and still most popular-transit 
shelter designs that was originally engineered for a project in San Diego in 
1991. As styles and community expectations have evolved over the years, we 
have added even more choices to the line. 

Cost: Quote available by request 

Notes:  
 

 

http://www.tolarmfg.com/


 
 City of Bainbridge Island 

 PLANNING & COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT  
 

MEMORANDUM 
 

TO:  Design Review Board 

   

FROM: Kathy Cook 

  Planning Director 

 

DATE:  May 1, 2015 

 

RE:  Ericksen Avenue Design Guideline SD3 

 

 

The Design Review Board agenda for May 4, 2015 includes a discussion of the Design 

Guidelines for the Ericksen Avenue Overlay District.  The purpose of this memo is to provide 

background information for this discussion. 

 

The City Council approved Ordinance 2013-07 on April 10, 2013, adopting revisions to the 

Design Guidelines for the Ericksen Avenue Overlay District.  Recently, several property owners 

who have researched the legislative history of the adoption process have come forward, stating 

that the way the adopted guidelines were codified does not match the intent of the Council's 

adopting motion.  The specific concern is Design Guideline SD3, which currently reads: 

 

SD3. Ravine View Corridors: On the east side of Ericksen Avenue from 
Winslow Way to 200 feet north of Wyatt Way (where the Winslow Ravine leaves 
Ericksen to cross under highway 305), the total of both side yard setbacks should 
be at least 30% of the width of the frontage on Ericksen.  Driveways may be in 
the setbacks, but the open-air view from the street through to the Winslow 
Ravine shall remain unobstructed by buildings or fences.  

 

The concern that has been expressed is that the Council intended to provide more flexibility in 

this guideline, and that the codified version shown above is not correct.  Staff has reviewed the 

minutes from the meeting and listened to the full transcript, and it appears that this may be 

correct, as indicated in the following sequence: 

 

1) The original packet that went to the Council on April 10, 2013  had two “shalls,” reading: 

 

SD3.   Ravine View Corridors: On the east side of Ericksen Avenue from Winslow 
Way to 200 feet north of Wyatt Way (where the Winslow Ravine leaves Ericksen to 
cross under highway 305), the total of both side yard setbacks shall be at least 30% of 
the width of the frontage on Ericksen. Driveways may be in the setbacks, but the open-
air view from the street through to the Winslow Ravine shall remain unobstructed by 
buildings or fences.  
 

 



 
 
 
 

2) After hearing public comment regarding the impacts of SD3 on property owners, the 

Council passed a motion that would have modified Guideline SD3 by changing the “shall” in the 

second sentence as follows: 

 

SD3.  Ravine View Corridors:   On the east side of Ericksen Avenue from Winslow 
Way to 200 feet north of Wyatt Way (where the Winslow Ravine leaves Ericksen to 
cross under highway 305), the total of both side yard setbacks shall be at least 30% of 
the width of the frontage on Ericksen. Driveways may be in the setbacks, but the open-
air view from the street through to the Winslow Ravine shall should remain 
unobstructed by buildings or fences.  
 
 

3)  However, the language that was codified changed the first “shall” to “should” and did not 

address the second sentence: 

 

SD3.  Ravine View Corridors:  On the east side of Ericksen Avenue from Winslow 
Way to 200 feet north of Wyatt Way (where the Winslow Ravine leaves Ericksen to 
cross under highway 305), the total of both side yard setbacks shall should be at least 
30% of the width of the frontage on Ericksen. Driveways may be in the setbacks, but 
the open-air view from the street through to the Winslow Ravine shall remain 
unobstructed by buildings or fences.  

 

 It is clear that the codified version does not reflect the Council’s motion (changing the second 

“shall” to “should.”)  In addition, in listening to the transcript of the Council discussion, it appears 

that the Council’s intent may have been to add flexibility by changing both “shalls” to “shoulds.” 

 

Mayor Blair has requested that staff brief the Council on this issue at an upcoming Council 

meeting, and ask whether the full Council supports amending the Department's work plan to 

include reviewing Guideline #SD3.  This discussion is currently scheduled for the Council 

meeting on May 19, and staff wanted to make sure the DRB was informed of this beforehand. 

 

 

 







































PROJECT

DATE

ALL RIGHTS RESERVED. NO PORTION OF THIS DRAWING
MAY BE USED, ALTERED, DUPLICATED OR TRANSFERRED
WITHOUT THE EXPRESSED WRITTEN PERMISSION OF
WENZLAU ARCHITECTS.
COPYRIGHT 2015 BY WENZLAU ARCHITECTS.

PBV PHASE 3

NO. DESCRIPTION DATE

P
B

V
 - 

V
IL

LA
G

E
 H

O
M

E
S

B
A

IN
B

R
ID

G
E

 IS
LA

N
D

, 9
81

10

O
W

N
E

R
: P

B
P

B
S

, L
LC

MAY 01, 2015
1336

4 
9

0
M

 A
 D

 I 
S

O
 N

A
 V

 E
   

N
 . 

, 
S

U
I T

 E
 1

 0
 5

B
 A

 I 
N

B
 R

ID
 G

 E
I S

L
A

 N
 D

 ,
W

A
   

9 
8

11
0

T 
.  

 2
 0

 6
 . 

78
0 

.  6
 8

8
.

W
W

 W
 . 

W
 E

 N
Z 

LA
 U

 A
 R

 C
 H

 I 
T 

E
 C

 T
 S

. C
 O

 M

SITE PLAN REVIEW

1 VILLAGE HOME - AERIAL SITE PHOTOS
N.T.S.

AERIAL SITE PHOTOS

A6

A

B

C

A. MASTER SITE CONTEXT   
 AERIAL VIEW

B. BIRD’S-EYE VIEW OF  
 IMMEDIATE SITE

C. SITE AERIAL VIEW






























	DRB Agenda 050415
	DRB Minutes DRAFT 030215
	DRB Minutes DRAFT 031615
	05012015 Donation Policy
	Agreement Between
	City of Bainbridge Island
	and
	[Donors’ Name]
	for donation
	Section 3.  The City reserves the right to move/remove and/or retire the said donation following cessation of a five year period.  The five year period shall commence upon the date entered into and indicated above.
	Section 4. Maintenance
	The City shall be responsible for maintenance of the item, including any reasonable repairs, and will have the discretion to not replace and/or repair the donation, if it is deemed damaged beyond reasonable repair and/or replacement, suffers repeated...
	Section 5.  Term
	The initial term of this agreement shall be five years.   Following cessation of the five year period, the City may treat the donation, as it would any other City property similar in nature.


	Guideline SD-3 Memo to DRB 05-04-15
	Pleasant Beach Application SPRA
	Pleasant Beach Design Plan Set
	PBV_PHASE 3_SPR VILLAGE HOMES-A6-AERIAL_SITE_PHOTOS_2015-05-01
	Pleasant Beach  Tree Analysis
	Pleasant Beach  Tree Retention Plan
	Pleasant Beach Design Checklist



