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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
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Buckenmeyer, Fred
PDS comments
Walters, Ryan (Anacortes City Council)
Comments on the CFP/TIP
Thursday, October 08, 2015 12:17:19 PM

Regarding the City of Anacortes R Avenue roundabout
In response to the discussion regarding truck traffic navigating the roundabout at 22nd street and R
avenue in Anacortes.
Contrary to what I heard was alleged at the County’s public hearing on the CFP/TIP, trucks have no
problem using the intersection. The roundabout at 22nd and R avenue was designed, engineered
and constructed specifically for large truck traffic. There a large number of trucks that use the
intersection every day without problem. Trucks going to and from the PORT of Anacortes, and
Trident Seafood all use the intersection daily. Notably there have been some exceptionally large
loads that have successfully used the intersection, numerous large yacht hauls and several loads in
excess of 300 feet long have used the intersection with no problems.   The City of Anacortes
employed the engineering and design firm Reid Middleton Inc., one of the leading experts in the
industry, to assist us in the engineering of the improvement.

Fred Buckenmeyer
Public Works Director
City of Anacortes
360.293.1919
CONFIDENTIALITY STATEMENT
This message may contain information that is protected by the attorney-client and/or work product privilege. If this message
was sent to you in error, any use, disclosure or distribution of its contents is prohibited. If you receive this message in error,
please contact me at the telephone number or e-mail address listed above and delete this message without printing, copying, or
forwarding it. Thank you.
P Please consider the environment before deciding to print this e-mail.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Brett Greenwood
PDS comments
comments from Sedro-Woolley SD
Thursday, October 08, 2015 10:46:29 AM

Comment letter attached.

Brett Greenwood
Executive Director of Business & Operations
Sedro-Woolley School District
360-855-3500

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Debra L. Nicholson
Debra L. Nicholson
FW: County to update six-year transportation plan
Tuesday, September 22, 2015 11:09:33 AM

From: Gary Jenson
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 12:52 PM
To: ForrestJones
Subject: FW: County to update six-year transportation plan

Hi Forrest, I’d like to put in my two bits for bicycle-friendly roadways. I work for the county IT dept,
at 1700 E college way. I often take a bus in from my house in Anacortes, and bicycle back home in
the evening. I value wide lanes and shoulders, and clean shoulders. It’s not bad where I ride for the
most part. Given my druthers, I’d choose a pavement resurface over chip-and-seal with its bumpy
surface. I’m not looking at the cost to do that however. I ride extensively out on Young road, and
there’s little traffic, and the bumpy surface isn’t the end of the world. I prefer that to the noise of
US20. I don’t feel that unsafe on US20 – the rumble strip and the wide shoulder work for me. If I
wanted smooth road I can always dodge over a little further to Mclean rd.
I previously worked in Redmond, where I was on designated trails for most of my commute. There
was much greater emphasis on alternative commute strategies down there in king county. We
need to avoid the mess they’ve got down there, and have nice bicycling lanes built into the plans up
here in our lovely area.
Thanks for your ear on my thoughts…
Gary Jenson
Skagit County WA Information Services
(360) 416-1110
garyj@co.skagit.wa.us
***My office phone number has changed from x3340 TO 360-416-1110***
From: Press_Releases@skagitcounty.net [mailto:Press_Releases@skagitcounty.net]
Sent: Thursday, September 17, 2015 12:38 PM
To: Gary Jenson
Subject: County to update six-year transportation plan

Press Release

For Immediate Release: September 17, 2015
Forrest Jones,
Transportation Programs Section Manager, Skagit County Public Works
(360) 416-1422
forrestj@co.skagit.wa.us

County to update six-year transportation plan
SKAGIT COUNTY – On Thursday, October 1, 2015 Skagit County will host a community meeting to discuss

its Six-Year Transportation Improvement Program (2016-2021). This program is the County’s medium-range plan for
road, bridge, ferry, and other related surface water facility projects.
The community is invited to provide feedback, and voice concerns. The session will be held from 5:30 – 7
p.m. at the Skagit County Administrative Building, 1800 Continental Place, Mount Vernon.
For more information, contact Forrest Jones, Transportation Programs Section Manager, Skagit County
Public Works, at (360) 416-1422.
###
--You are currently subscribed to Skagit County's pressreleases e-mail list
as: garyj@co.skagit.wa.us.
To unsubscribe send a blank email to leave-1634248753332.4bf563b0a00f83e8f719b43e9dd9db7c@lists.skagitcounty.net

From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Denise Stiffarm
PDS comments
Ryan R. Walters; Carl Bruner; jstewart@be.wednet.edu
Comments - Proposed Revisions to Chapter 14.30 SCC
Wednesday, October 07, 2015 6:32:24 PM

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to Chapter 14.30 of the
Skagit County Code. These comments are submitted on behalf of the Mount Vernon and
Burlington-Edison School Districts (the “School Districts”). For ease of reference, the comments are
noted below by section.
New Section 14.30.020(2): It is unclear from this Section (and I’m unable to find other information
in the draft ordinance) at which point the impact fee payment applies. With the deletion of the
previous Section14.30.020(3), it may make sense for the New Section 14.30.020(2) to state that the
impact fee payment is due at building permit issuance, at the rate then in effect, unless deferred
pursuant to New Section 14.30.020(3).
New Section 14.30.020(3): The School Districts appreciate that the opportunity to defer payment of
impact fees is limited to the earlier of final inspection or 18 months following the issuance of the
building permit. This collection point is an important tie of the fee payment to an identified point in
the development process to best ensure the payment of impact fees and help the School Districts
construct school capacity improvements in a timely manner. We also appreciate that the proposed
provisions do not provide authority for a single applicant to defer more than 20 single family
permits per year. The County may wish to incorporate explicitly this cap in the code. (See RCW
82.02.050(3)(g)). Finally, for purposes of clarify and consistent with RCW 82.02.050(3)(a)(iii), it
would be helpful to include a statement that the amount of any impact fee deferred is set at the
impact fee amount in effect at the time the applicant applies for a deferral.
New Section 14.30.030: The School Districts suggest that language be added to this section to
recognize, pursuant to the requirements of RCW 82.02.060(7), that each school district’s
boundaries constitutes the service area for purposes of calculating and collecting school impact
fees. The language could read as follows: “For purposes of calculating and imposing school impact
fees, the geographic boundary of each district constitutes a separate service area.”
Section 14.30.090(6): The School Districts question the need to delete Section 14.30.090(6) given
that it tracks RCW 82.020.080(2) and sets forth the requirements for notice of refunds and
disposition of retained fees. The comment accompanying the proposed deletion is not entirely
accurate given the statutory requirement to provide notice of the refund of
unexpended/unencumbered fees when a program terminates. We request that this language be
retained in its entirety to ensure proper implementation.
Section 14.30.090(7): The School Districts recommend that a revised version of the first sentence of
this section be retained. The current language is actually inconsistent with the statute in that it
references the refund being due “if a public facility or facilities system development activity for
which the impact fees were imposed did not occur.” However, RCW 82.02.080(3) states the refund
is due “when the developer does not proceed with the development activity and no impact has

resulted.” The School Districts recommend that the statutory language replace the language in this
first sentence and that this language be carried forward with the amendments. In addition, the
School Districts request that the County retain the language at the end of this same sentence that
addresses situations where a school district has, prior to the refund request, encumbered or
expended impact fees in good faith. This latter language is useful for addressing good faith
implementation of the impact fee program. Thus, the revised and retained sentence would read:
“The County shall also refund to the current owner of property for which impact fees have been
paid all impact fees paid, including interest earned on the impact fees, when the developer does not
proceed with the development activity and no impact has resulted; provided that, if a district has
expended or encumbered the impact fees in good faith prior to the application for a refund, the
district can decline to provide the refund.”). We agree that the remainder of that section is
unnecessary and beyond the statutory requirements.
Former Section 14.30.120: The School Districts are fine with the proposed deletions in this section
with one exception: RCW 82.02.060(1) requires that a local ordinance include a schedule of impact
fees. We suggest that some modified form of Former Section 14.30.120(1) remain in the ordinance
(even if moved to another section) in order to ensure statutory compliance.
Thank you, again, for the opportunity to comment. Please let me know if you have any questions.
Denise Stiffarm

1191 Second Avenue, Suite 2000
Seattle, WA 98101
Denise.Stiffarm@pacificalawgroup.com
Main: 206-245-1700
Direct: 206-602-1203
This electronic message contains information from the law firm of Pacifica Law Group LLP. The contents may be
privileged and confidential and are intended for the use of the intended addressee(s) only. If you are not an
intended addressee, note that any disclosure, copying, distribution, or use of the contents of this message is
prohibited. If you have received this e-mail in error, please contact me at Denise.Stiffarm@pacificalawgroup.com
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Oct. 1, 2015

Randy Good

35482 SR 20, Sedro
Woolley WA

Oct. 1, 2015

Aileen Good

35482 SR 20, Sedro
Woolley WA

Oct. 1, 2015

Carol Ehlers

3558 Wind Crest Lane,
Anacortes WA

Oct. 1, 2015

Carol Ehlers

3558 Wind Crest Lane,
Anacortes WA

COMMENT SUMMARY

Mr. Good would like to see more public comment meetings and/or hearings in the County so citizens have a
chance to give input and voice concerns if needed on projects within the County. This includes State,
County, and City projects.
Mrs. Good would like to make sure that when intersection projects are being built that include Roundabouts,
that consideration is made for the truckers using these intersections. She feels that some of the
roundabouts within the community are not truck friendly. The tires are on these vehicles can cost up $1,000
in some case to replace.
Ms. Ehlers would like the County to work with the State Dot to review improvements at the intersection of
SR 20 and Best Road. When a train goes through there is a backup of cars almost to Young Road. She
believes a right-turn lane could remedy some of this backup issue.
Ms. Ehlers is concerned with the State DOT projects on SR 20 and intersection improvements at Sharpe's
Corner and Gibraltar Road. She believes the proposed improvements would not allow for a break in traffic
to allow motorist to pull out of the intersection of Campbell Lake Road and SR 20
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