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Planning Commission Findings 
Visconsi Site Plan and Design Review/Conditional Use Permit 

SPR/CUP 17735 
 

 
1. The subject property is encumbered by two different zones: High School Road I (HSR I) 

and High School Road II (HSR II).  The difference between these two zones, which both 
allow for commercial development, is in the density that is allowed. 

2. HSR II zone allows by right buildings up to 5,000 square feet.  This is less than is allowed 
by right in HSR I because the HSR II land is “immediately adjacent to a semi-urban, 
residential area of 2.9 to 3.5 units per acre and should have less intense uses than the 
remainder of the High School Road designation, but with a limitation on the size of retail 
uses” (W 5.3 Bainbridge Comp Plan). 

3. Through the acquisition of a Conditional Use Permit (CUP), retail uses in HSR II may be 
expanded to between 5,000 and 14,400 square feet.  Conditional use permits are not a 
right, and applications must be judged in relation to the relevant parts of the code and 
Comprehensive Plan. 

4. One building (#2 on the proposed development map) straddles the HSR I and HSR II 
zones, and a CUP has been requested to permit development to 14,475 square feet. 

5. Four buildings within the development entirely on HSR II-zoned property are designed 
for retail use and CUPs have been requested for three of them, as they will exceed the 
allowed square footage for HSR II. 

6. The largest building (20,000 square feet) within HSR II has been indicated to be for 
medical purposes.  Without this exception (medical), this building would not meet the 
standards for HSR II and would require a CUP, and would be limited to 14,400 square 
feet. 

7. In the development plans, the access roads for the property are moved to the east, 
immediately across from the Ace Hardware entrance, and a second access is further 
east at Polly’s Lane. 

8. Polly’s Lane fronts immediately on single-family residences in the Stonecress 
Development.  This street currently serves the families that live in this neighborhood.  
The proposed plan will turn the street into an access road for the Visconsi development, 
with nothing buffering the traffic passing in front of the homes. 

 
To summarize: 
 
While it is zoned for commercial development, the subject property presents several obstacles 
to the kind of development that is proposed.  Some hindrances exist within the property itself 
and its zoning.  Other constraints arise from its location, adjacent to residential development 
and a Class I wetland, and on the northeast corner of a crucial crossroad where vehicular traffic 
of all kinds is often congested.  Part of the property is forested, and the trees perform valuable 
ecological functions.  Finally, there is no alternative to maintaining the roadway that runs 
through the center of the property, serving the building materials business to the north and 
carrying heavy vehicular traffic.   
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In these circumstances, the developers have asked the architect to site two very large buildings 
(one commercial, one for medical offices) and five other commercial buildings, creating a 
shopping center with roughly 62,000 sq. ft. of space.  We believe that the architect has faced an 
impossible task.  We find that the project, if carried forward, would be in violation of several 
provisions in the Comprehensive Plan and implementing regulations. 
 
The Planning Commission, after careful review of the proposal for a shopping center on this 
property, recommends denial of the permits for this development. 
 
Safety is the biggest issue that calls for denial of the permits for this proposed development.  
There are several major safety concerns: 
 

1. The road through the middle of the proposed shopping center contains three lanes of 
traffic; one road is two-way, the other one-way.  The two-way is separated from the 
one-way road by a narrow planting strip, and there are some designated cross-walks.  
These roads are not small lanes; we are told they meet the standards for city streets.  In 
no other place in our community do we have a situation where one must cross three 
lanes of traffic to get from one part of the shopping center to the other.  Imagine doing 
this as a parent with a stroller and a toddler alongside.  This is a very unsafe situation.  
Unfortunately, the traffic report for the development did not consider internal 
circulation at all. 
 

2. To exacerbate the above situation, the two-way street is expected to carry not only 
traffic into and out of the shopping center development, but it is also the sole entrance 
and egress for a very busy building supply enterprise to the north of the proposed 
development.  There is an unpredictable  stream of large trucks, including semis with 
trailers hauling heavy loads of bricks, concrete blocks, lumber and other building 
supplies.  In addition to these deliveries, there are many contractors who arrive and pick 
up loads for work on the island, and they will be transiting the shopping center.  Neither 
of these types of traffic is well-served by being forced to transit what would be a busy 
shopping center with cars backing into parallel parking spaces and pedestrians crossing 
the road.  Typically contractors are in a hurry to get their supplies and get to their jobs; 
moving slowly through a busy shopping center is not part of their usual experience.  
Suggested mitigation measures, such as speed bumps or raised crosswalks, will likely 
exacerbate the irritation of drivers headed to the building supply company, rather than 
increase the pedestrian and shopping center safety.  Please see Attachments A and B, 
describing traffic related to the ProBuild business.  
 

3. The proposed shopping center will move the main entrance from the current location to 
a point to the east along High School Road, directly across from the entrance to Ace 
Hardware/McDonald’s.  This presents two more safety issues.  The configuration of the 
road includes a rise further to the east which makes visibility of cars and pedestrians 
problematic for cars traveling from east to west, coming over the rise.  There will be cars 
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making left turns into the shopping center, which will create a hazard for west-bound 
High School Road traffic.  Much of the current traffic making the left turns consists of 
larger vehicles accessing the building supply business, and they are currently turning left 
from a point further west of the rise, and thus more visible to west-bound traffic. 
 

4. Pedestrians will be at peril from the proposed development both inside the shopping 
center where they will be crossing two roads consisting of three lanes of traffic (see 1 
above).   In addition, when there is another shopping location across High School Road 
from Ace Hardware, pedestrians will be drawn across the street to access the shopping 
center.  They are not going to walk the distance from Ace Hardware to Hwy. 305 where 
there is a protected crossing.  Instead, pedestrians will cut directly across High School 
Road to the shopping center, thereby endangering themselves and creating a hazard for 
cars moving along High School Road in both directions.  Particularly for westbound cars, 
there is a great potential for pedestrian/auto collisions, due to the rise in the road that 
tends to hide short pedestrians from sight until the driver comes over the rise which is 
not far east of the probable crossing. 
 

5. Polly’s Lane is currently a very small lane, serving primarily as an egress from the 
Stonecress housing development.  Under the proposed plans, this will become a second 
access road into and out of the proposed shopping center.  This is a major safety hazard 
for the residents of Stonecress and their families, inasmuch as there is virtually no 
separation between the enlarged road and the housing currently fronting on Polly’s 
Lane -- houses where children may live who will be confronted by much more traffic 
than is currently the case. 
 

6. Due to the increased traffic on High School Road, including cars attempting to turn left 
into the proposed shopping center, it is likely that some cars will avoid that blockage by 
continuing east to Daylily Lane where they will be able to turn left and enter Stonecress, 
thence continuing around the inner loop to connect with the enlarged Polly’s Lane and 
access the proposed shopping center.  Other vehicles, traveling west on High School 
Road from Ferncliff, may choose to avoid the congestion by making a right turn into this 
same street.  This is a neighborhood with narrow residential lanes which will be greatly 
impacted by increased traffic, and with the potential for creating hazards for the 
community’s children who play in the area.   
 

7. The traffic report commissioned by the city seems very weak in several regards, and 
here is one of them.  Given a shopping center of roughly 62,000 square feet, it is not 
believable that the center will have only one car at a time attempting a left turn from 
High School Road to enter the center from the west.  These turning cars have the 
potential of backing up clear down to the intersection of Hwy. 305, creating a traffic 
hazard at that intersection. 
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These serious safety matters alone require a denial of the permits for this development.  See 
BIMC 2.16.040 E. Decision Criteria  “2.  The locations of the buildings and structures, open 
spaces, landscaping, pedestrian, bicycle and vehicular systems are adequate, safe [and] efficient 
. . .” 
 
 

Role of the Comprehensive Plan 
 
The Comprehensive Plan (CP) serves as a road map for the development of Bainbridge Island.  
Much of the CP is codified in the form of municipal regulations found in the Bainbridge Island 
Municipal Code (BIMC).  However, not all of the CP has been equally codified, and in those 
cases where language is lacking in the code, we must look to the CP for direction.  Indeed, the 
role of the Planning Commission is to look not only at the finer details of a proposed project, 
but also at how a proposal fits into the bigger picture of growth and development on our island 
as represented in our Comprehensive Plan; the Planning Commission is the only land use 
reviewing body charged with this responsibility.  Were this not the case, the Planning Staff 
could merely assess development proposals based on the language of the BIMC, and there 
would be no need for a Planning Commission.  However, that is not the case on Bainbridge 
Island.  Planning Commissioners are expected to represent community values when assessing 
requests for development that would not be allowed outright.  The decision procedures of the 
BIMC explicitly state this:   
 
BIMC 2.16.030. D. (1)(B): Decision Procedures. 1. Criteria for Decision.  “b. The application is 
consistent with the adopted comprehensive plan, and specifically with the character or 
intended character of the area in which the property is located, as described in the 
comprehensive plan.”  BIMC 2.16.040 Site Plans and Design Review. E. Decision Criteria. “7. The 
site plan and design is in conformance with the comprehensive plan . . .” 
 

1. The Comprehensive Plan includes General Land Use Goals which speak to all areas of 
the island.  LU 1.4 is germane to this development:  “New commercial centers should be 
considered only after detailed analysis of the economic impact of the new development 
shows there will be no significant, adverse impact on the existing commercial centers, 
including Winslow.”  It has been suggested that this statement applies only to the 
Neighborhood Service Centers, but a simple, clear reading of the goals belies that 
notion.  In fact, with a footprint of some 62,000 square feet of buildings, this proposed 
development clearly constitutes a new commercial center where there currently is only 
a very limited set of businesses.  And there is no discussion of an economic impact 
analysis of the proposed development on other businesses along the High School Road 
corridor and in downtown Winslow. 

 
2. Goal 5 of the Winslow portion of the Comprehensive Plan relating to the High School 

Road Commercial District states: “The Commercial High School Road District is 
intended to provide for commercial uses that complement downtown Winslow . . . 
while creating a pedestrian-friendly retail area.”   This language is further codified in 
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BIMC 18.06.040.  The potential uses which have been floated in the ongoing discussion 
of the shopping center have not been demonstrated to complement downtown 
Winslow, and this document details how the proposed shopping center is not a 
pedestrian-friendly area. 

 
3. The portion of the High School Road district designated II is discussed in W 5.3, which 

limits overall buildings to no more than 14,400 square feet, and requires a conditional 
use permit for retail uses between 5,000 and 14,400 square feet.  “This portion of High 
School Road, designated HSR II on the Land Use Map, is immediately adjacent to a 
semi-urban, residential area of 2.9 to 3.5 units per acre and should have less intense 
uses than the remainder of the High School Road district.” 

 
4. The BI Municipal Code is silent on the economic element of the Comprehensive Plan.  A 

review of the plan itself, then, is in order.  The Framework of the CP Economic Element 
offers some guidance for the Planning Commission review:  “1. When weighing choices 
regarding our future economy, the fundamental considerations should be the quality 
of the Island’s natural environment and the community’s desire to maintain the visual 
character.”  See also Goal 5 cited above (point 2). 

 
5. Goal 2 of the CP Land Use Element reads: “Provide attractive, conveniently located, 

commercial development that is appropriate in scale, configuration, and location.” 
 

6. The proposed shopping center does not conform to the comprehensive plan in some 
very basic ways, and it is inappropriate, considering the characteristics of the site and 
the existing development on neighboring properties. 

 
7. The location along the edge of a residential development (Stonecress), where an access 

road would front immediately along a row of houses, disrupting the quiet enjoyment of 
these properties; this does not conform to the existing character of the area. 
 

8. The need to sacrifice 832 trees at the outset of the development, which trees are a 
major factor in carbon sequestration and are particularly important at an intersection 
such as this which bears some of the heaviest traffic on our island.  Given the strong 
emphasis in the CP on preserving the island’s natural environment, this is certainly a 
negative aspect of the proposed plan. 
 

9. The existence of a Category I wetland which will be negatively impacted by increased 
run-off from the impermeable surfaces attendant to the proposed development. 
 

10. The city has not required mitigation at the outset of the impacts of the clearing and 
necessary protection and enhancement of the wetland as required by the city’s Critical 
Areas code.  Postponement of this protection leaves the critical area at risk inasmuch as 
the developer may take some time to complete the entire project and once the permits 
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are granted and the site is cleared, the city has little or no control over this aspect of the 
development. 
 

11. The proposed shopping center does not add anything to the community in terms of 
shopping experiences that our community does not already have, and in fact, does not 
“complement downtown Winslow.”  Further, the development has the distinct 
possibility of destroying a unique retail service on the island, which is ProBuild.  There is 
no other comprehensive building supply outlet on Bainbridge, and without ProBuild, 
Island residents would make many more trips off-island to Poulsbo or Silverdale.  The 
attempt to route heavy traffic to this extant business through a busy shopping center 
seems a recipe for driving away the business that currently patronizes ProBuild, and has 
the very real potential of leaving the island with less diverse commercial opportunities 
than it currently enjoys.   

 
 
Several other considerations support denial of the proposed shopping center. 
 
The sizes of the buildings that are allowed within HSR I and HSR II differ significantly.  As 
indicated in the Comprehensive Plan, buildings in HSR II are limited to 5,000 square feet.  The 
applicant has applied for conditional use permits to enable the buildings to exceed this limit.  
The largest retail building, designated Building 2, is proposed at 14,475 Sq. Ft.  This building 
straddles the line between the HSR I and HSR II zones.  In addition to pushing the limit beyond 
that allowed (14,400 sq ft), the developer asks that Building 2 be considered as if it were in two 
parts, in order to not exceed the size limits for HSR II zone.  While this might satisfy the letter of 
the code, it is a disingenuous method to avoid the intent of the code and the comprehensive 
plan – it is essentially lumping two building size limitations into one building.  Planning 
Commission discussion of this matter indicated the extent of this attempt to avoid the 
requirement, when it was suggested by the developer that the entire building could be moved 
south by 29 feet in order to stay within the size limit for the portion resting within HSR II.  It is 
still a very large building.  Further, placing a building so that it straddles the two zones means it 
is actually proposed over property lines, and thus a Boundary Line Adjustment is required.   
 
Upon questioning about the need for conditional use permits for all of the proposed buildings, 
with the exception of Building 5 (which has been designated “medical use”) the statement was 
made that the buildings could be made to conform to the HSR II zoning size limitation by 
dividing them and adding covered walkways between them, reducing the amount of open 
green space in the development.  Five of the proposed retail buildings in the HSR II zone 
currently exceed the standard (they range from 14,475 sq ft to 5,600 sq ft – only one is below 
5,000 sq ft). Even if the buildings are re-arranged to conform to the size limits, and thus do not 
need conditional use permits, the overall development still presents problems of scale for this 
particular site.   
 
Of particular concern is Building 5, which is designed for “medical purposes.”  As such, there are 
no requirements for a conditional use permit.  However, the question comes to mind as to what 
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happens if a proposed medical tenant does not ultimately decide to occupy this space?  Will it 
then convert to retail space, a use which would not have been allowed under any 
circumstances, inasmuch as the building is proposed for 20,000 square feet?   
 
An alternative scenario with this large building, if in fact it becomes a medical center, has to do 
with the lack of parking for this building, sufficient to serve both its workforce and patients.  
Typically, ailing people do not walk to a medical facility, so any sense of a pedestrian-oriented 
use for this building is unlikely.   The plan seems designed to utilize Polly’s Lane for ingress and 
egress to this particular building, which could mean an even greater impact on the residences 
abutting Polly’s Lane from the large numbers of vehicles that would be accessing the medical 
building. 
 
Finally, there is the matter of public participation in decisions such as this.  The proposed 
shopping center has generated massive numbers of written and oral public comments, most of 
them very thoughtful in terms of specifying the concerns of the public; they are not just saying 
“no!”  It is interesting to note that these are not all or even mainly from immediate neighbors 
to the proposed development, but have been submitted by citizens from all over the island.  
BIMC 2.14.020, dealing with the role of the Planning Commission, states in G. Public Meetings 
and Hearings:  “In making a recommendation, the planning commission shall consider the 
applicable decision criteria of this code, the comprehensive plan, all other applicable law, any 
necessary documents and approvals, and any testimony presented verbally or in writing at the 
public meeting.”   These submissions by our island citizens enable the members of the Planning 
Commission to determine with a high level of confidence the inconsistency of the proposed 
development with the vision that has headlined our comprehensive plan.  Specifically, our 
shared vision states that development “should be sensitive to its natural environs, recognizing 
the natural carrying capacity of Bainbridge as an Island, based on the principle that the Island’s 
environmental resources are finite and must be maintained at a sustainable level.”   Our 
citizens designed and put their trust in the Comprehensive Plan to “preserve the special 
character of the island.”  Clearly, in the view of the hundreds of citizens responding to this 
proposal, this development does not meet that test. 
 
For all of the above reasons, the Planning Commission recommends denial of the permits for 
the proposed shopping center development. 
 
14 November 2013 
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Attachment A  
 

Data on ProBuild traffic as provided by the ProBuild branch manager, Perry Blasberg, and the 
yard delivery manager.  Submitted by Amy Chamberlain, October 28, 2013 
 

1) An average of 6 -10 “single” tractor trailer deliveries are made each day to the 
lumberyard. (@ 70’ long) One of these deliveries is usually a “double” tractor trailer. (2 
beds @ 80’ long total) These trucks use the road for inbound and outbound trips since 
there is no other exit. In total, the average trip-count on the ProBuild road each day is 
12 -20 tractor trailer trips.  

2) Each day approximately 250 customers visit ProBuild. Most of these are commercial 
contractors. With inbound and outbound traffic, the average daily trip-count on the 
Probuild road is 500 customer trips.  

3) The drivers of the large tractor trailers coming to ProBuild are professional drivers who 
are skilled and very safety conscious. They would generally be more careful interfacing 
with the public at intersections and crosswalks than the contractors’ vehicles.  

4) Contractor vehicles are generally not driven in a safety conscious manner.  Contractors 
tend to be in a hurry, wanting to get to and from job sites as quickly as possible. These 
vehicles include cars, pickup trucks, vans, commercial trucks and flatbeds.   

5) Large “semi” tractor trailer trucks cannot be rescheduled to deliver during “off” hours 
such as evenings. Commercial truckers work their routes during regular business hours. 

6) Traffic calming measures such as speed bumps and raised sidewalks could help to slow 
traffic to the lumberyard. If speed bumps are used, the long and gentle ones are 
preferred, since it’s less jarring to the heavy loads on the large tractor trailer trucks. This 
might be less effective in slowing smaller contractor vehicles, however. Noise may occur 
from the vibration of vehicles going over the bumps.  

7) During busy times, tractor trailer trucks can get backed up on the ProBuild access road. 
Only one truck can be unloaded at a time, since both sides need to be accessed by 
forklifts. If four trucks arrive at the lumberyard in close succession, backups of 2-3 
tractor trailers along the access road can occur. This causes a 200–300 foot backup 
while the large trucks are waiting to off load. ProBuild would try to minimize this, but 
backups will likely still occur. 

8) ProBuild expressed concern about traffic congestion along High School Road, as traffic 
already can get backed up for customers trying to reach the store. With the new 
development, more traffic would be expected.   
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Attachment B 
 Photo of backed up trucks at ProBuild 

 
 

 


