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 MEMO 
 

REPORT DATE: January 31, 2019 
TO:   San Juan County Planning Commission 
FROM:   Adam Zack, Planner III 
VIA:  Linda Kuller, AICP, Planning Manager  FOR: Briefing - February 15, 2019  
SUBJECT:  Comprehensive Plan Update, 2018 Community Workshops 
ATTACHMENT: 2018 Community Workshop Report 
 Purpose: To brief the Planning Commission on the community feedback received during the 2018Comprehensive Plan (Plan) update community workshops and online survey.  No action is requested. 
 Background:   The Department of Community Development conducted five community workshops andan online survey last fall.  Over ninety people participated in the workshops.  The online survey generated171 responses.  The attached report explains the methods used for collecting input and summarizes theresponses received.   
 Workshop Details

Island Location Date
Lopez Lopez Center for Community and the Arts September 27, 2018
Orcas San Juan County Fire Hall #2, Eastsound October 10, 2018
San Juan San Juan County Fire Hall #3, Friday Harbor October 17, 2018
Shaw Shaw Island Community Center October 26, 2018
Waldron Waldron School November 8, 2018

 The content of the community workshops and online survey was designed to begin education and conversations about issues that the County Council and Planning Commission identified at the August 6, 2018 County Council and August 17, 2018 Planning Commission meetings.  These issues are identified ona Comprehensive Plan issues list.  The questions and map exercises were designed to generate high-levelinput and general feedback.  Further public engagement opportunities will build on what was learnedfrom the workshops and online polling.  
 The community input discussed in the attached report will inform future land use analysis, preparation ofvarious elements of the Plan, and help staff draft preliminary amendments to goals and policies for publicreview.  More Information: More information on the Plan update including the Comprehensive Plan Issues List can be found at: https://www.sanjuanco.com/1306/Comprehensive-Plan-Elements.  To Comment:  Send comments about the Plan update to compplancomments@sanjuanco.com. 
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I. INTRODUCTION 
Last fall, the San Juan County Department of Community Development (DCD) held five workshops 
to gather community feedback about the County’s future.  This information will be used to inform 
the next steps in the Comprehensive Plan (Plan) update process.  The workshops were part of a 
continuous public participation process intended to ensure that islanders are engaged in and 
support the Plan update. 
At workshops held on Lopez, Orcas, San Juan, Shaw, and Waldron islands, staff initiated 
community conversations about topics related to important areas of future concern for the County 
over the next twenty years. The topics were identified by the County Council and Planning 
Commission who took into account previous public comments received in 2017 and 2018.  
Given the topics, staff created questions and exercises to be used in a community dialogue about 
options, goals and policies that could influence the future quality of life in the County.  The 
workshop topics initiated discussions about: 

 Land use;  
 Adequacy of land use designations; 
 Barriers to new development; 
 Adequacy of hotels, resorts and 

campgrounds; 
 Funding of road frontage and other 

transportation improvements in 
Urban Growth Areas; 

 Rural character; 
 Airport growth; 
 Affordable housing; 

 Rural residential cluster development; 
 Vacation rentals; 
 Accessory dwelling units; 
 Voluntary well monitoring;  
 Desalination; 
 Lodging taxes;  
 Economic Development;  
 Locations for and preferred types of 

bicycle/pedestrian paths; and 
 Important places that need preservation

 
These events were designed to provide some education about each topic bringing awareness to the 
conversation.  Obtaining more specific, yet preliminary feedback about these topics was intended to 
help staff evaluate existing Plan goals and policies and draft proposed amendments to them for 
public comment.  
The results of the two workshop components: electronic polling (giving answers to specific 
questions) and a group map exercise are provided in this report for each island.   In addition, the 
polling results were totaled.  For those that could not attend the workshops, an online version of the 
polling session was conducted from October 31 to November 30, 2018.  These results are presented 
in in Section IV of this report. 
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Workshop Format 
The workshop was comprised of two sections, an electronic polling exercise where participants 
responded to questions using pushbutton response ‘clickers’ and  map exercises.  The map exercises 
allowed participants to provide geographically specific comments on a County map.  Folks were 
encourage to write comments on the map related to the polling questions if they felt the selection of 

answers in the exercise did not cover their desired response. 
 
Electronic Polling 
This polling session was presented through a PowerPoint 
presentation. After listening to some facts about the topic, participants 
answered sixteen multiple-choice questions using electronic 
pushbutton clickers, shown in Figure 1.  The questions and responses 
can be found in Tables 1 through 16 in section II.B of this report. 
Map Exercises 
 Following electronic polling, small groups of participants worked on 
four map exercises (a fifth was added for Orcas). Section III, Maps 1 
through 21 of this report provide the aggregated responses to these 
exercises.  Tables 17 through 22 show the written comments from the 
maps. Figure 2 shows a map group on Lopez Island working through 
the map exercises.  The exercises addressed the following: 

Exercise One:  The groups placed at least four red dots on the map, each represented areas 
where future commercial development was desired.   
Exercise Two: The groups highlighted areas they thought appropriate for separated bike-
paths green, areas for wider shoulders yellow, and roads that should be preserved as is pink. 
Exercise Three:  The groups placed green dots on map places that are important to the 
Islands’ sense of place.   
Exercise Four: The groups identified potential locations for affordable housing development.   
Exercise Five: Groups on Orcas identified appropriate locations for bulk fuel storage on the 
maps with yellow dots. 

The original maps each group produced have been scanned and are available on the County 
website.  Links to the scanned original maps are provided in Appendix E.  Staff recommends review 
of each of the individual maps in addition to the aggregated information included in this report.   

Figure 1 Electronic Polling 
Clicker 
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Figure 2 Lopez Map Group 1 works on the map exercise 

Online Poll 
The electronic polling section of the workshop was made available as an online poll.  It received 171 
responses.  Online poll responses are included in Section IV of this report.  The average amount of 
time taken on the online poll was twelve minutes; significantly shorter than the time the polling 
section took during the workshops.  This is likely the result of the amount of questions and 
comments participants would share during the in-person workshops.   
The online respondents and workshop participants answered the same questions; however, the 
results are presented independently in this report.  The workshop included a dialogue about the poll 
question topics whereas the online poll provided individual responses to the questions without 
discussion.  The feedback from the workshop polling section and the online polling should be 
considered separately given the difference in collection and presentation. 
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II. ELECTRONIC POLLING 
II.A. Polling Summary 
During the electronic polling, staff used sixteen multiple-choice questions to engage participants in a 
conversation about Comprehensive Plan topics.  This exercise was designed to take approximately 
35 minutes but ended up going longer to accommodate discussion of the question topics.  The 
questions were divided into topic groups based on the corresponding Plan element. The Plan 
elements addressed were: 

 Land Use (questions one through five); 
 Transportation (questions six through eight); 
 Housing (questions nine through twelve); 
 Water Resources (questions thirteen and fourteen); and 
 Economic Development (questions fifteen and sixteen). 

The questions and results are presented in tables one through sixteen in Section II.B.  The tables 
provide the question, answer options, each workshop group’s responses, and the total combined 
responses.  Some participants did not respond to each question and a non-response can be 
interpreted as either disagreeing with the question premise or insufficient information provided 
before the question.  An example of the presentation used during electronic polling with the 
background information for each question is included in Appendix D.  
The electronic polling results should not be regarded as a complete articulation of the community’s 
desired policy changes.  Staff acknowledges the imprecision and lack of nuance provided by the 
multiple-choice format.  Throughout the workshop process, participants expressed concern over 
how the polling results would be used because of this imprecision.  The primary intent behind the 
polling was to provide information on the topics and begin conversations that would be continued 
in the map exercises.  The electronic polling feedback presented below will be considered in 
conjunction with the map exercise results and online polling to draft initial recommended 
amendments to the Plan for further public review. 
Electronic Polling Key Points of Interest 

 Respondents were generally not interested in increasing the amount of land designated 
for nonresidential development (Table 1); 

 The cost of construction and land were reported as the two most significant barriers to 
new development (Table 3); 

 Visitor accommodations, including vacation rentals, are an issue of concern 
o 98% of participants are in favor of limiting vacation rentals in some capacity (Table 

4), and 



5 | P a g e  
N:\LAND USE\LONG RANGE PROJECTS\PCOMPL-17-0001 Comp_Plan\Public Record\Pub Participation\2018\2018-09_10_Workshops\Results\2019-01-31_DCD_Zack_wksp_Rep.docx 

Electronic Polling Key Points of Interest Continued 
o There was not a preference for additional hotels, resorts, or campgrounds (Table 

5); 
 89% of participants preferred some bicycle and pedestrian improvements (Table 7); 
 There is an interest in examining the accessory dwelling unit (ADU) code to allow ADUs 

for affordable housing (Table 12); 
 74% of respondents said they would participate in a voluntary private well monitoring 

program (Table 13); 
 75% of respondents were concerned about the use of desalination but a consensus concern 

was not determined (Table 14); and  
 The majority of respondents would like to see reduced advertisement of the islands as a 

tourist destination (Table 15). 
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II.B. Polling Results 
Table 1. Does more land need to be designated for nonresidential development?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 

San Juan Percent 
Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

YES 15 65% 8 33% 9 50% 3 20% 1 8% 36 39% 
NO 8 35% 16 67% 9 50% 12 80% 12 92% 57 61% 
Total 23  24  18  15  13  93   

Table 2. Which of the following nonresidential uses do we need more of?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Eating/drinking establishments and shops. 10 53% 4 14% 0 0% 3 17% 0 0% 17 17% 
Industrial or manufacturing businesses. 3 16% 7 24% 5 28% 1 6% 1 8% 17 17% 
Personal and professional services (office spaces). 2 11% 3 10% 4 22% 0 0% 1 8% 10 10% 
Camping facilities. 1 5% 4 14% 6 33% 0 0% 1 8% 12 12% 
None of the above. 3 16% 11 38% 3 17% 14 78% 10 76% 41 42% 
Total 19  29  18  18  13  97   
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Table 3. What is the biggest barrier to new development?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Cost and/or difficulty of construction. 8 38% 8 32% 8 47% 4 22% 2 29% 30 34% 
Cost of the building permit. 1 5% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 1 1% 
Environmental regulations. 1 5% 5 20% 2 12% 2 11% 0 0% 10 11% 
Building and energy code requirements. 3 14% 0 0% 1 6% 2 11% 2 29% 8 9% 
Land cost and availability. 8 38% 12 48% 6 35% 10 56% 3 42% 39 44% 
Total 21  25  17  18  7  88   

Table 4. Given that vacation rentals provide both positive and negative outcomes, is additional regulation needed?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Maintain existing regulations for vacation rentals. 2 9% 2 12% 2 11% 9 53% 2 16% 17 2% 
Require the approval of a homeowners association if responsible for shared road or water system. 5 22% 0 0% 1 5% 2 12% 1 8% 9 10% 
Limit the number of vacation rentals by lottery. 11 50% 10 62% 7 41% 4 23% 6 50% 38 45% 
Limit the number of permits allowed per owner. 4 18% 4 25% 7 41% 2 12% 3 25% 20 24% 
Total 22  16  17  17  12  84  
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Table 5. Should the county find more ways to accommodate hotels, resorts and/or campgrounds?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Additional hotels/resorts and campgrounds are not needed 4 17% 13 42% 4 21% 10 56% 3 33% 34 34% 
Only hotels/resorts 1 4% 1 3% 0 0% 0 12% 1 11% 3 3% 
Only campgrounds 9 39% 12 38% 12 63% 3 23% 4 45% 40 40% 
Hotels/resorts and campgrounds 9 39% 5 16% 3 15% 5 12% 1 11% 23 23% 
Total 23  31  19  18  9  100  

 
Table 6. How should the county fund road frontage improvements in urban growth areas (UGA)?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 

San Juan Percent 
Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

By property owners as development occurs. 8 36% 11 38% 2 11% 6 35% 3 33% 30 32% 
Local Improvement District 4 18% 7 24% 5 29% 5 29% 4 45% 25 27% 
Transportation Benefit District 10 45% 11 38% 10 58% 6 38% 2 22% 39 42% 
Total 22  29  17  17  9  94   
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Table 7. Keeping rural character in mind, which of the following do you prefer?  Lopez Lopez Percent Orcas Orcas Percent San Juan San Juan Percent 
Shaw Shaw Percent Waldron Waldron Percent Total Percent 

A wider shoulder. 1 4% 0 0% 1 5% 0 0% 1 8% 3 4% 
Separated multi-use paths. 2 8% 2 20% 6 33% 6 35% 1 8% 17 21% 
No bicycle and pedestrian improvements. 0 0% 1 10% 1 5% 5 29% 2 16% 9 11% 
Options 1 and 2 where appropriate to the environment and location. 20 87% 7 70% 10 55% 6 35% 8 64% 51 64% 
Total 23  10  18  17  12  80   

Table 8. Given two options facing the county, which of the following do you prefer?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Growth of airport runways to allow for larger planes, resulting in fewer trips per day made by larger planes. 6 27%% 0 0% 4 22% 0 0% 0 0% 10 19% 
Maintain airport runways to limit the size of planes, resulting in an increase of the overall number of trips. 16 73%% 4 100% 14 78% 0 0% 10 100% 44 81% 
Total 22  4  18  0  10  54  
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Table 9. Which of the following options do you think is the most significant barrier to affordable housing development?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

High cost of construction. 7  31% 10 37% 3 15% 1 6% 1 11% 22 24% 
High cost of undeveloped land. 4 18% 6 22% 3 15% 10 64% 1 11% 24 26% 
Limited areas with high enough maximum density. 7 31% 9 33% 6 31% 2 12% 3 33% 27 29% 
County Regulations. 1 4% 2 7% 3 15% 1 6% 1 11% 8 9% 
Neighborhood opposition to affordable housing development. 3 13% 0 0% 4 21% 2 12% 3 33% 12 13% 
Total 22  27  19  16  9  93   

Table 10. Considering the need for affordable housing and the tradeoffs associated with affordable housing density bonuses, what strategy do you prefer?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Maintain current density bonuses in UGA. 6 26% 11 37% 5 23% 4 25% 3 30% 29 30% 
Increase density bonuses within the UGA. 14 60% 15 51% 14 66% 10 63% 7 70% 60 60% 
Do not incentivize affordable housing with density bonuses. 3 13% 3 10% 2 9% 2 12% 0 0% 10 10% 
Total 23  29  21  16  10  99  
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Table 11. How should the county change regulations to promote affordable rural residential cluster development?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Do not change rural residential cluster development regulations. 0 0% 3 60% 6 31% 5 36% 7 58% 21 40% 
Allow private developers to build affordable rural residential cluster developments. 3 100% 0 0% 8 42% 1 7% 2 16% 14 26% 
Allow more than three rural residential cluster developments per year, countywide. 0 0% 0 0% 1 5% 4 29% 0 0% 5 9% 
Allow more than one-hundred rural residential cluster development housing units countywide per decade. 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 0 0% 
A combination of 2, 3, and 4. 0 0% 2 40% 4 21% 4 29% 3 25% 13 25% 
Total 3  5  19  14  12  53   
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Table 12. What do you think is the best way to address ADU regulation?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Do not limit the number of ADUs. 3 13% 2 12% 4 20% 0 0% 3 25% 12 14% 
Allow a greater number ADUs provided they are permanently restricted to be affordable housing. 13 59% 9 56% 5 25% 4 25% 3 25% 34 40% 
Keep the current restrictions on the number of ADUs but change the requirement that ADUs be placed within 100 feet of and share utilities with the primary residence. 1 4% 3 18% 4 20% 5 31% 2 16% 15 17% 
Do not change the ADU code. 3 13% 2 12% 5 25% 7 44% 4 33% 21 24% 
None of the above. 2 9% 0 0% 2 10% 0 0% 0 0% 4 5% 
Total 22  16  20  16  12  86   

 
Table 13. Would you participate in a voluntary private well monitoring program?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 

San Juan Percent 
Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Yes 17 70% 20 77% 17 77% 11 73% 7 70% 72 74% 
No 7 30% 6 23% 5 23% 4 27% 3 30% 25 26% 
Total 24  26  22  15  10  97  
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Table 14. What concerns do you have about the use of desalination?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

I am not concerned about it. 4 16% 6 17% 7 31% 7 41% 3 25% 27 25% 
I am concerned about the impact on the marine environment. 4 16% 9 26% 6 27% 4 24% 5 42% 28 25% 
I am concerned that it will allow more growth and development. 9 36% 13 38% 6 27% 2 12% 2 16% 32 29% 
I am concerned but none of the above options express my opinion. 8 32% 6 17% 3 13% 4 12% 2 16% 23 21% 
Total 25  34  22  17  12  110   
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Table 15. How should the county use lodging tax funds?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

Continue to fund tourism advertising and marketing with lodging tax funds. 0 0% 0 0% 3 14% 0 0% 0 0% 3 3% 
Reduce lodging tax funding for tourism advertising and use some of the funding to improve tourism related infrastructure. 6 25% 8 34% 3 14% 4 25% 0 0% 21 22% 
Stop advertising the islands and use all funding for tourist related infrastructure improvements. 16 66% 18 54% 11 52% 11 69% 1 100% 57 60% 
None of the above. 2 8% 7 21% 4 19% 1 6% 0 0% 14 15% 
Total 24  33  21  16  1  95   
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Table 16. What role should the county take in developing other industries besides tourism?  Lopez # Lopez Percent Orcas # Orcas Percent San Juan # 
San Juan Percent 

Shaw # Shaw Percent Waldron # Waldron Percent Total # Percent 

The County should continue to focus on the industries it already has – primarily tourism. 2 9% 1 3% 4 21% 4 24% 1 12% 12 13% 
The County should have a supporting role for existing agencies and nonprofits by creating new programs to train entrepreneurs and workers. 13 62% 19 68% 7 36% 11 65% 5 63% 55 59% 
The County should take the lead on growing more varied industries here, by creating new programs to train entrepreneurs and workers. 6 28% 8 28% 8 42% 2 13% 2 22% 26 28% 
Total 21  28  19  17  8  93   

 
Table corrected on February 7, 2019.
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III. Map Exercises 
III.A. Map Exercise One: Future Commercial Development 
In Map Exercise One, workshop participants were asked to discuss commercial development both 
on their home island and throughout the County.  The maps provided for this exercise identified 
areas currently designated for nonresidential land use.  These areas were marked with maroon 
coloring on 24’ X 36’ maps. The land use designations shown as designated for nonresidential uses 
were: 

 Rural General Use; 
 Rural Commercial; 
 Rural Industrial; 
 Hamlet Commercial; 
 Village Commercial; 
 Hamlet Industrial; 

 Village Industrial; 
 Activity Centers; 
 Limited Areas of More Intense Rural 

Development (LAMIRD); 
 Master Planned Resorts; and 
 Urban Growth Areas. 

Participants placed red dots on the map to indicate future commercial development.  The red dots 
on Maps 1 through 6 in Sections III.A.1-6 represent workshop respondents’ preferred potential 
locations for future commercial development.  The following maps are the aggregated responses 
from each workshop’s map groups.  Workshop map groups tended to focus on their home island 
but some groups placed responses throughout the County.  These responses are presented as insets 
in the aggregated maps.  Written comments from the workshop map groups are available in a table 
following each aggregated map. 
Connection to Electronic and Online Polling 
Poll questions one and two relate to Map Exercise One.  These questions were: 
 Does more land need to be designated for nonresidential development? (Section II.B Table 1 

and Section IV.B Table 37) 
 Which of the following nonresidential uses do we need more of? (Section II.B Table 2 and 

Section IV.B Table 38) 
A majority of polling respondents, both at the workshops (Table 1) and online (Table 37), did not 
feel that more land needs to be designated for nonresidential development.  In the electronic polling 
section, the most selected response to the second question was ‘None of the above’; correlating to the 
feeling that additional land is not needed for nonresidential development (Section II.B Table 2).  
Both ‘Industrial or manufacturing businesses’ and ‘None of the above’ were the most common 
responses to question two in the online polling (Section IV.B Table 38). 
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III.A.1. Lopez Workshop Exercise One: Commercial Development 
Map 1. Aggregated Lopez Responses to Map Exercise One 
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Table 17. Written Comments on Future Commercial Development – Lopez  Lopez 
Map Number Comment 

1 More: -Food Trucks -Farm Restaurants -Farm Stands selling Lopez goods 
1 (Near the end of Richardson Road at Jones Bay) We want Richardson back. 
1 Food trucks at the ferry 
2 Ridge and top of Whiskey Hill, Restaurant Resort, killer view (not consensus) 
2 (At ferry landing) Offer shops/food 
2 (Near Island Center) General central business area 
4 (At the ferry landing, Figure 3) Food Trucks 
4 (At Island Center) Same zoning as Lopez Village 
4 (At Island Center) Food Truck 
5 Allow food establishments or food trucks at “Island Center,” (i.e. around Sunset Bldvs.) 
5 Island Center should have the same zoning as the Lopez Village. 
5 Food trucks should be allowed in all commercial areas. 
5 For Island Center.  We do not necessarily need more (nonresidential land) in area but more FLEXIBLE & less RESTRICTIVE in coding for Island Center – like the Village Subarea zoning – so that really only these two “commercially zoned areas” – could be similar & accommodate various business options to allow more FOOD establishments in Island Center i.e. Food Trucks & restaurants/cafes etc. in our only 2 commercially zoned areas. 

 

 
Figure 3 Map Group #4 food truck comment 
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Discussion of Lopez Map Responses: Future Commercial Development 
Respondents identified five major places as preferred for future commercial development.  Most of 
these places are within land use designations where commercial uses are allowed whereas some are 
new places for potential commercial activity. The five major areas identified are: 

 Island Center activity center; 
 Lopez Village; 
 The intersection of Mud Bay Road and Mackaye Harbor Road; 
 The end of Richardson Road at Jones Bay; and  
 The ferry landing. 

A handful of places other than these five areas were also identified.  The four points added to Sperry 
Peninsula on Map 1 were from a single group’s map and their presentation to indicated this was a 

tongue-in-cheek use of their remaining red dots. 
The five areas identified for future commercial development 
are largely within existing areas designated for expanded 
nonresidential uses; suggesting two things.  It indicates that 
much of the area where commercial use is already permitted is 
appropriately located and that future commercial development 
should be directed there.   
Island Center 
Island Center (IC), an activity center land use designation near 
the intersection of School and Center Roads, is one of the areas 
where some commercial activity is permitted on Lopez.  Two 
out of the twenty-three workshop participants were property 

owners within the IC activity center and provided comments in support of expanding the types of 
allowable uses there.  Figure 4 shows a clustering of responses near the IC land use designation from 
Lopez Map Group 4.  IC is defined in the Comprehensive Plan in 2.3.B Policy 1.c: 

Island Centers are generally characterized by existing general commercial and general 
industrial uses and may also include some rural commercial and rural industrial uses. 
These centers may be served by community water systems, but have only rural 
governmental services. Island Centers differ from other Activity Centers in that they 
generally do not have a high density residential component included within the center 
boundaries, and new residential development (except where accessory to commercial 
or industrial use) should be prohibited. The commercial and industrial uses located in 
these centers provide goods and services island-wide.1  

                                                        
1 (San Juan County 2010) 

Figure 4 Map Group 4 detail near Island 
Center 
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IC allowable and prohibited uses are found in San Juan County Code (SJCC) 18.30.0302.  This land 
use designation allows some limited commercial development.  For example, the following uses are 
allowed by either provisional or conditional use permits: 

 Day care; 
 Bed and breakfast residence;  
 Automotive fuel, service and repair stations; 
 Personal wireless facilities; and 
 Residential care facilities. 

 There are many commercial uses currently prohibited in IC activity centers.  To name a few: 
 Bed and breakfast inn; 
 Camping facilities; 
 Eating and drinking establishments, including food trucks; 
 Hotel/Motel; 
 Personal and professional services; 
 Nursing homes; and 
 Indoor entertainment facilities. 

Many of the written comments also suggests that there may be a desire for expanded allowable uses 
in IC to spur future commercial development, particularly eating and drinking establishments, see 
Table 17 on page 18. A minor expansion of these uses could be considered without changing the 
Plan’s definition of IC or the other policies for activity centers (Plan section 2.3.B.1-14).  Any 
significant changes to the allowable and prohibited uses in this district would require amending the 
definition of the designation in the Plan or changing the land use designation for this area. 
Lopez Village Urban Growth Area 
Lopez Village is one of two unincorporated urban growth areas (UGAs) in San Juan County.  The 
Plan defines unincorporated UGAs at policy 2.3.A(1)(b) as follows: 

Unincorporated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) are:  
1) adjacent to incorporated towns, are or can be served by municipal water systems 
and municipal sewage treatment facilities, and contain or are appropriate for a mixture 
of uses including general commercial and general industrial and high density 
residential. All or a portion of these areas may be annexed into a town within the 
twenty year planning time frame; or  
2) are non-municipal urban growth areas i.e., they provide community sewage treatment 
facilities and community water systems services at non-rural or urban levels of service, 

                                                        
2 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
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and provide some other services similar to towns but have no incorporated core. 
UGAs provide a variety of housing types and residential densities, some of which are 
at urban-level densities, with the remainder conditioned to not preclude future 
upzoning. The UGAs are pedestrian-oriented with a compact village core.3 

Land use controls in the Lopez Village UGA are found in SJCC 18.30.210.  SJCC 18.30.210(C)(1) 
states, “The village commercial (VC) designation provisions of Tables 18.30.030 (SJCC 18.30.030) and 
6.1 (SJCC 18.60.050) shall apply to the entire Lopez Village urban growth area4”.   
Figure 5 shows the Lopez Village UGA, the dark blue area.  It has a single land use designation of 

Village Commercial (VC) within 
its entirety5.  Many commercial 
uses are allowed within the VC 
designation in Lopez Village as 
provided in SJCC 18.30.030. 
In the future, prohibited and 
allowed uses within the Lopez 
Village UGA will be determined 
by the Lopez Village subarea 
plan.  Adoption of a subarea plan 
is currently being considered by 
the County Council.  Community 
opinion on these regulations is 
being addressed through the 
subarea planning process, a 
separate process from the 2036 
Comprehensive Plan update.   
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
                                                        
3 (San Juan County 2010) 
4 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
5 (San Juan County GIS n.d.) 

Figure 5 Lopez Village UGA, single land use designation 
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The Intersection Of Mud Bay and Mackaye Harbor Roads 
The area at the intersection of Mud Bay and Mackaye Harbor roads is currently designated Rural 
Residential (RR).   This is where the Southend Market and a handful of other nonresidential uses are 
located.  The Plan defines the rural residential land use designation at 2.3.C(c) as follows6:  

c. Rural Residential  
Goal: To protect the predominantly residential character of some rural areas and 
provide for a variety of residential living opportunities at rural densities.  
Policies:  
(1) Areas which are characterized by the following criteria may be designated as 
Rural Residential on the Comprehensive Plan Official Maps:  

i. There are existing small acreage platted areas generally with private 
covenants and restrictions, and some exclusively residential developments 
are expected to continue to occur; and  
ii. Parcels are generally two to five acres in size, and may also include areas 
with lots less than two acres in size.  

(2) Guide the site design of new residential land divisions to retain rural character 
and minimize the demand for and cost of public facilities and services.  
(3) Prohibit cottage enterprises and commercial and industrial uses, other than home 
occupations and uses of comparable impact on residential use.  
(4) Community facilities such as fire stations, club houses and associated recreational 
amenities should be allowed in Rural Residential areas to serve these residential 
communities. 

The list of allowed and prohibited uses for the RR designation are found in San Juan County Code 
(SJCC) 18.30.0407.  Many named commercial uses are not allowed in the RR designation, including 
eating establishment and retail sales.  The RR land use designation for this area may not reflect how 
the community would like to see it develop in the future.  Comments on the map exercise suggest 
this area may be a candidate for re-designation depending on the Land Capacity Analysis.   
 
 
 
                                                        
6 (San Juan County 2010) 
7 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
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The End of Richardson Road at Jones Bay 

 
Figure 6 Aerial photo of the end of Richardson Road at Jones Bay8 

Figure 6 shows the area at the end of Richardson Road at Jones Bay, an area designated Rural Farm 
Forest (RFF).  Most of the peninsula is within the shoreline jurisdiction, with either a shoreline 
designation of Rural shoreline (R) or Rural Farm Forest.  Although some additional commercial 
activity appears desired in this area, examination of this area’s land use and shoreline designations 
will be accompanied by additional public input, full consideration of shoreline implications 
(environmental and regulatory), and protection of the area’s scenic qualities (see staff analysis for 
Exercise Three below).    
The Ferry Landing 
The final area identified for potential commercial development was the Lopez ferry landing.  This 
area is designated Rural General Use (RGU).  Allowed and prohibited uses in the RGU land use 
designation are found in SJCC 18.30.0409.  Many map comments indicated an interest in food trucks 
at this location; see Table 17 above.  Eating and establishments here are currently allowed by 
conditional use permit in the RGU designation.  Much of this area is publicly owned, by either the 
State or the San Juan County Land Bank.  Future commercial development here would be contingent 
on securing the necessary authorization from these public entities. 
 
For reference, Comprehensive Plan RGU goals and policies can be found at 2.3.C(10)(a)10.   
                                                        
8 (Washington State Department of Ecology 2016) 
9 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
10 (San Juan County 2010) 
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a. Rural General Use  
Goal: To provide flexibility for a variety of small-scale, low-impact uses to locate on 
rural lands.  
Policies:  

(1) Areas which are characterized by the following criteria may be designated 
as Rural General Use on the Comprehensive Plan Official Maps:  
i. There is an existing mix of residential development, scattered single family 
residences, small farms, forestry activities, resource-based commercial and 
industrial uses, cottage enterprises, rural commercial and rural industrial uses;  
ii. Parcels are generally five to twenty acres in size; and  
iii. Soils are marginal or unsuitable for intensive commercial agriculture or 
forestry uses.  
(2) Allow resource-based industrial and commercial activities, rural 
commercial, rural industrial, and cottage enterprise uses.  
(3) Establish performance standards for the uses contained in Policy (2), above, 
to minimize adverse environmental and visual impacts. Standards should 
address access, circulation, building height and bulk, lighting, screening, 
signage, noise, odor, vibration, spray, smoke, waste disposal, and storm 
drainage control.  
(4) Allowable uses should be compatible with the existing rural character and 
should not result in more than a minimal and manageable increase in demand 
on existing rural governmental services and facilities, utilities, community 
water systems, sewage disposal systems, and County roads. 

Additional Areas Identified 
Three additional places were identified as potential areas for future commercial development.  One 
was at the intersection of Port Stanley and Ferry Roads, an area designated RGU.  The second was 
near the Marine Center limited area of more intense rural development (LAMIRD), an area currently 
designated for some commercial development.  The third was west of the airport, near where 
Channel Road turns south, another area designated RGU.  All three areas are designated for some 
commercial uses and include undeveloped land.  The land use designation for these areas likely 
does not need substantial change. 
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III.A.2. Orcas Workshop Exercise One: Commercial Development 
Map 2. Aggregated Orcas Responses to Map Exercise One 
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Table 18. Written Comments on Future Commercial Development – Orcas  Orcas 
Map Number Comment 

1 (At intersection of Hawkins and Orcas roads) Near Kennels. 
1 (Near Elsie Road) Quarry 
1 (Between Crow Valley and Orcas Roads) 10 acre County parcel 
1 (Along Mt. Baker Road) Too wide 
2 Other Appropriate industrial:  -wooden-boat building -farming (agro-tourism) -eco-tourism 
2 (At ferry landing) Services: -groceries -coffee -P.O. 
2 (At Olga) Services: -groceries -coffee -P.O. 
2 (At Doe Bay, see Figure 7) Services: -groceries -coffee -P.O. 
3 Do not want any additional.  No commercial expansions and heavy densities on hills west of ES (Eastsound) and Buck Mt.! (stormwater runoff/ silt intrusion would become problem in UGA! 
3 Not in critical areas 

 

 
Figure 7 Map Group 2 comments near Doe Bay 
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Discussion of Orcas Map Responses: Future Commercial Development 
Respondents identified five places preferred for future commercial development.  Four of these are 
located in land use designations that accommodate commercial development and one is a new place 
where potential commercial activity is desired. The five areas are: 

 Eastsound; 
 Country Corner near the intersection of Crescent Beach Drive and Olga Road; 
 Island Center area at the intersection of West Beach and Crow Valley roads; 
 The area near the intersection of Gravel Pit and Orcas roads (not designated for 

commercial development); and  
 Orcas Village. 

The grouping of responses on Orcas Island 
suggests that commercial lands there are 
appropriately designated.  Every response on 
Orcas with one exception shown in Figure 8 was 
placed within an area designated for some 
amount of commercial activity.   
Eastsound 
Six dots were placed in the western area of the 
Eastsound subarea around Mt. Baker Road and 
the Orcas Island Airport.  Some responses were 
placed just outside of the existing urban growth 
area (UGA).  The imprecision of this exercise 

means that more detailed public input is needed to determine if there is a desire to expand the 
Eastsound subarea or UGA west along Mt. Baker Road.   
Country Corner 
The Country Corner area near the intersection of Crescent Beach Drive and Olga Road is regulated 
within the Eastsound Subarea Plan.  The area is composed of six parcels, approximately 14 acres, 
designated for commercial uses as shown in SJCC 18.30.460 Table 1.  The responses suggest that this 
is an appropriate location for commercial development.  The limited area here may need to be 
expanded when additional analysis shows additional designated commercial area is required.  
Additional analysis and refinement of the allowed and prohibited uses here may be more 
appropriate than a geographic expansion of the designation.  Adjusting the allowed uses in Country 
Corner Commercial is one strategy to focus future commercial development in this area. 
 
 

Figure 8 Map Group 1 quarry comment 
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Island Center 
The area at the intersection of West 
Beach and Crow Valley roads 
received two responses.  Figure 9 
shows one response in this location.  
This area is designated Island 
Center (IC) and is the location of 
Island Hardware & Supply.  The 
area is made up of 11 parcels and is 
bordered by Agricultural Resource 
land (AG) to the east and Rural 
Farm Forest (RFF) to the west.   

 
Intersection of Gravel Pit and Orcas Roads 
Another group of responses was placed at the end of Gravel Pit Road between Crow Valley and 
Orcas roads.  An example of responses in this area from Orcas Map Group 1 is shown in Figure 10 
above.   This area is five parcels designated Rural Industrial (RI) surrounded by the AG designation. 
The Orcas transfer station is located in the southeast corner of this area.   
The Comprehensive Plan goal for the RI designation is found on page 19 of the Comprehensive Plan 
Land Use Element:  

Figure 9 Map Group 5 Island Center response 

Figure 10 Map Group 1 responses near Gravel Pit Road 
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To provide areas for rural oriented industrial uses which are not generally compatible 
with activity center land uses, which compliment rural character and development, 
and which can be served by rural governmental services11.  

It may be worthwhile to examine rural industrial goals and policies to adjust for some expanded 
commercial development within this designation.   
Orcas Village 
Three responses to Map Exercise One were placed in Orcas Village, near the ferry landing on Orcas.  
Orcas Village is an activity center with its own subarea plan.  The Orcas Village Subarea Plan 
includes three land use designations: Orcas Village Transportation, Orcas Village Commercial, and 
Orcas Village Residential.  The Orcas Village Subarea Plan land use regulations can be found in 
SJCC 18.30.380 through SJCC 18.30.440.  Amendments to the Orcas Village Subarea Plan should be 
considered in a process separate from the current Comprehensive Plan update.  
Other Responses 
A handful of other places outside of these five areas were identified.  One dot was placed at each of 
the following places: 

 Westsound (Residential Activity Center); 
 Olga (Hamlet Activity Center with its own subarea plan); 
 Rosario (Master Planned Resort and Residential Activity Center); 
 Doe Bay (Residential Activity Center); and 
 Near a quarry, south of Dolphin Bay Road (designated RFF). 

Most of these areas are designated Residential Activity Center (AC) or Hamlet Activity Center by 
the Comprehensive Plan.  The goals and policies for Activity Centers can be found in Section 2.3.B of 
the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element.  Several of these policies relate to commercial 
development.  Policy 2.3.B.1.a states: 

Village Activity Centers have only rural governmental services and are not 
incorporated. They provide a limited variety of residential densities, and are 
pedestrian-oriented with a compact village core. They provide some intensive uses 
and services (including community sewage treatment facilities and community water 
systems), but are not considered capable of or appropriate for urban-level 
development or expansion at this time, only for infill. 

 
 
                                                        
11 (San Juan County 2010) 
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Policy 2.3.B.1.b states: 
Hamlet Activity Centers are residential areas that have some non-rural densities, and 
have small commercial centers which provide goods and services to surrounding rural 
and resource land uses. Hamlets are served by community water systems and may 
have community sewage treatment facilities, but have only rural governmental 
services. 

At policy 2.3.B.3, The Plan further states: 
New general commercial, general industrial, and institutional uses should be located 
in activity centers, as appropriate with the established patterns of development and 
use, to avoid incompatible land uses and the proliferation of these uses in rural areas. 

Finally, policy 2.3.B.8 states: 
Mixed-uses, high-density residential uses, commercial, industrial, and public uses, 
should be located within activity centers where adequate facilities, services, utilities 
and improvements exist or are planned to support the level and type of development 
identified, as appropriate to the existing levels and patterns of development, and the 
established range of uses. 

These policies seem to adequately state the Plan’s intent to direct future commercial development 
into Hamlet and Residential Activity Centers.    
Three additional dots were placed on other islands.  On San Juan Island, one dot was placed near 
Jensen’s Marina and another near the airport.  One group placed a dot on Shaw Island near the 
intersection of Neck Point and Hoffman Cove roads. 



 

31 | P a g e  
N:\LAND USE\LONG RANGE PROJECTS\PCOMPL-17-0001 Comp_Plan\Public Record\Pub Participation\2018\2018-09_10_Workshops\Results\2019-01-31_DCD_Zack_wksp_Rep.docx 

III.A.3. San Juan Map Exercise One: Commercial Development 
Map 3. Aggregated San Juan Workshop Responses to Map Exercise One 
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Map 4. Aggregated Exercise One Responses near Friday Harbor 
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Table 19. Written Comments on Future Commercial Development – San Juan San Juan 
Map Number Comment 

2 (at the end of Mitchell Bay Road) allow more commercial at Snug Harbor. 
2 (At the intersection of Cattle Point and Old Johnson roads) Country farm store 
2 (Cattle Point Road) Trailer Park 
3 (At the end of Lawson Roads) Quarry 
3 (At Gravel Pit, see Figure 11) Concert Venue 
3 (At Jackson Beach) Deep water port 
3 (near fairgrounds) future commercial use near existing UGA 
3 Commercial should be near or in UGA 

 

 
Figure 11 Map Group 3 comments near Pear Point 
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Discussion of San Juan Workshop Map Responses: Future Commercial 
Development 
Many of the places indicated as desired locations for future nonresidential development on San Juan 
Island are in or near the Town of Friday Harbor (TOFH) UGA.  Map 4 on page 32 identifies these 
responses and shows the UGA in dark blue.  San Juan Map Group 1 indicated a desire for more 
commercial opportunities at Snug Harbor.  Many of the other places indicated outside of the area 
near the TOFH are more of an indication of existing conditions, according to the written comments.  
At the San Juan workshop, five points were indicated on Orcas and Lopez islands are discussed in 
the preceding report sections. 
Town of Friday Harbor 
Map 4 depicts the responses located near the TOFH, the only incorporated city in the County.  The 
Town determines their own land use controls within the UGA.  The County coordinates with TOFH 
to realize land use goals within the UGA but does not directly control land use regulations within 
the Town.  The Plan addresses the incorporated UGA at policy 2.3.A(1)(a) as follows: 

a. Towns are incorporated Urban Growth Areas with a full range of urban facilities and 
services, including high-density residential, general commercial, and general industrial 
uses, schools, and neighborhood and community parks. Towns offer a variety of 
housing types and are pedestrian oriented with compact development patterns. They 
have municipal sewage treatment facilities, municipal water systems and provide 
other urban governmental services. Towns are incorporated12. 

The Plan also specifically addresses the TOFH in policy 2.3.A(11) as follows: 
11. The Town of Friday Harbor and the County should prepare and maintain an Urban 
Growth Area Management Agreement in accordance with the San Juan County and 
Town of Friday Harbor Joint Planning Policy adopted in 1992, as amended13. 

Three areas were identified near the UGA in the unincorporated area.  These are: 
 South of the UGA and east of Agyle Avenue, near Jackson Beach; 
 Near the intersection of Cattle Point Road and Madden Lane; and 
 On Beaverton Valley Road, west of town. 

Near Jackson Beach 
The area between Argyle Avenue and Jackson beach is mostly designated Rural Residential (RR) 
and Rural Farm Forest (RFF).  Both land use designations allow only limited commercial activity 
and are largely residential.  The Comprehensive Plan goals and policies relating to Map Exercise 
                                                        
12 (San Juan County 2010, Pg. 10) 
13 (San Juan County 2010, Pg. 12) 
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One and RR are discussed in the Lopez Island section of this report. Figure 12 shows this area in 
detail with the land use designations and workshop responses.  The yellow area is RR, the green 
area is RFF and the red circles are workshop responses. 

 
Figure 12 Jackson Beach area detail with land use designations 

 
Goals and policies for the RFF land use designation are found in the Plan at 2.3.C(10)(b): 

b. Rural Farm-Forest 
Goal: To provide for rural living opportunities which are compatible with small-scale 
farming and forestry activities.  
Policies:  
(1) Areas which are characterized by the following criteria may be designated as Rural 
Farm-Forest lands on the Comprehensive Plan Official Maps:  

i. The predominant land use is farming and forestry mixed with residential 
development;  
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ii. Parcels are generally five or more acres in size; and  
iii. Soils are suitable for small-scale agricultural or forestry uses.  

(2) Adopt site development standards for permissible uses that will maintain a 
predominant portion of the farm and forested areas for farming and forest uses.  
(3) Allow cottage enterprise uses and agriculture- and forestry-related commercial and 
industrial uses, such as processing and limited retailing facilities for farm and forest 
products, to be located on Rural Farm-Forest lands.  
(4) Establish development standards that allow for farm stay accommodations for 
agritourism enterprises.  
(5) Allow the development of farm worker accommodations on Rural Farm-Forest 
lands subject to standards that ensure the occupancy is seasonal and limited to persons 
employed by the proprietor in farm labor for a farm production season only, and that 
ensure compliance with applicable public health and safety requirements.  
(6) Establish performance standards for the uses listed in Policies (3), (4) and (5), above, 
to minimize adverse environmental and visual impacts. Standards should address 
access, circulation, building 19 height and bulk, lighting, screening, signage, noise, 
odor, vibration, spray, smoke, waste disposal, and storm drainage14. 

These policies constrain commercial development in the RFF designation to cottage enterprise, 
agriculture and forestry uses.  The allowed and prohibited uses in the RFF designation can be found 
in San Juan County Code SJCC 18.30.040.  
Intersection of Cattle Point Road and Madden Lane 
This area is designated RFF.  Near the point where Cattle Point Road turns southward is The Corner 
Store, a retail establishment and existing nonconforming use.  This area is not far from an area 
around the Friday Harbor Airport designated Rural General Use (RGU).   
Snug Harbor 
Snug Harbor is located on the west side of San Juan.  It is designated for RR land use and almost 
entirely within the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Master Program (SMP).  The SMP is a component of 
the Comprehensive Plan but will not be amended during the current update process.  For a 
discussion of future commercial development and RR land use, please see Section III.A.1 on page 17. 
 
 
                                                        
14 (San Juan County 2010, Pg. 18) 
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Other Areas on San Juan 
The other areas on San Juan identified by workshop participants appear to be indications of existing 
conditions rather than preferred new locations for commercial development; see Figure 13 below. 

 
Figure 13 San Juan Map Groups 2 and 3 comments on existing developments 
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III.A.4. Shaw Workshop Map Exercise One: Commercial Development 
Map 5. Aggregated Shaw Workshop Responses to Map Exercise One 
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Table 20. Written Comments on Future Commercial Development – Shaw Shaw 
Map Number Comment 

1 (On Ben Nevis Loop, east of Broken Point Road) Possible professional services. 
1 (At ferry dock) Store, PO, marina, public dock 
1 (On Blind Bay Road , near community center) Store, PO 
3 (On Ben Nevis Loop, east of Broken Point Road, see Figure 14) Worker accommodation, shared work space, p.o., store, gym, physical therapy, commercial kitchen 
3 (On Blind Bay Road, near community center) potential store/ p.o. 
3 (At ferry dock) public/private marina 
3 (at ferry dock) p.o./store/deli/pub, parking, potential shared work space, worker accommodation 

 

 
Figure 14 Shaw Map Group 3 comment 
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Discussion of Shaw Workshop Responses: Future Commercial Development 
Map 5 shows three areas on Shaw were identified for potential commercial development.  The 
three places identified are: 

 The Shaw ferry landing; 
 The intersection of Blind Bay and Squaw Bay roads; and 
 Near the intersection of Ben Nevis Loop and Broken Point Road. 

There is limited commercial development on Shaw Island and the three places identified are already 
the location of existing non-residential developments; the a general store, a manufacturing/research 
facility, and a community center.  
Shaw Subarea Plan 
Any discussion of future commercial development on Shaw Island must consider the Shaw Subarea 
Plan.  Amendment of the Subarea Plan is not included in the scope of work for the Plan update.  
Amendments should be considered within a separate project if desired by the community.  The 
Shaw Subarea Plan can be found in SJCC Chapter 16.45.   
Ferry Landing 
The Shaw ferry landing, shown in Figure 15, is designated RFF land use and the Port, Marina and 
Marine Transportation (PMT) shoreline designation.  It is the location of the Shaw store.  Almost all 

of the ferry landing is located within 
the shoreline jurisdiction and is 
governed by the SMP.  The SMP 
goals, policies and land use 
regulations are components of the 
Comprehensive Plan and outside of 
the scope of the Plan update.  
Discussion of Comprehensive Plan 
goals and policies relating to RFF 
land use designation can be found in 
the Section III.A.3 San Juan 
Workshop Map Exercise One on page 
35. 
 

 
 
 
 

Figure 15 Aerial photograph of the Shaw ferry landing 
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Intersection of Blind Bay and Squaw Bay Roads  
The Shaw Island Community Center is located at this intersection, which is designated RFF on the 
Official Comprehensive Plan Map.  Two parcels near this intersection have existing non-residential 
uses: the Shaw Community Center and San Juan County Fire Hall.  These uses are nonconforming to 
the land use regulations of the Shaw Subarea Plan found in SJCC 16.45.180.  Figure 16 shows an 
aerial of this area.  

 
Figure 16 Shaw Community Center and surrounding area 
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Intersection of Ben Nevis Loop and Broken Point Road 
Shaw participants placed three dots near this intersection, which is predominately designated RFF.  
An existing manufacturing and research facility is just east of this intersection; see Figure 17 below.  
The rest of the surrounding area is rural and residential in character divided into many lots 
approximately five-acre in size.   

 
Figure 17 Ben Nevis Loop and Broken Point Road vicinity 
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III.A.5. Waldron Workshop Exercise One: Commercial Development 
Map 6. Aggregated Waldron Workshop Responses to Map Exercise One 
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Table 21. Written Comments on Future Commercial Development – Waldron  Waldron 
Map Number Comment 

1 (With arrow to dot placed on Stuart Island, see Figure 18) Open Air Market 
1 Prefer no commercial development on Waldron 
2 Promote cottage enterprise as lower impact alternative rather than tourism. 
2 (Near Deer Harbor) need parking, summer tourism regularly impacts parking for Waldron – would like a compromise. 

 
 
 
 

 
Figure 18 Waldron Map Group 1 comment on Stuart Island 
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Discussion of Waldron Workshop Responses to Exercise One: Future Commercial 
Development 
Waldron workshop participants identified two places desired for future commercial 
development: Stuart Island and Eastsound.  Discussion of Eastsound and commercial 
development can be found in Section III.A.2 the Orcas workshop Map Exercise One section, on 
page 27. 
Waldron Subarea Plan 
Any discussion of future commercial development on Waldron Island must consider the 
Waldron Limited Development District Subarea Plan (WLDDS).  The Subarea Plan is not 
included in the scope of work for the Plan update and amendments should be considered 
within a project separate from this update, if desired.  The WLDDS can be found in SJCC 
Chapter 16.36.  The land use table governing allowed and prohibited uses for this subarea are 
found in SJCC 16.36.060(G).   
Stuart Island 
One red dot was placed on Stuart Island by Waldron Map Group 1 with the written comment, 
‘Open air market’.  Much of Stuart Island is designated RFF and RR as shown in Figure 19 
below.  For more information about RFF and RR land use designations, see Section III.A.2-3 of 
this report. 

 
Figure 19 Stuart Island land use designations 
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III.B. Map Exercise Two: Bicycle and Pedestrian Infrastructure 
In Map Exercise Two, workshop participants discussed bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure.  
Respondents used three different-colored highlighters to place their responses on the map.  Map 
groups could place responses both on their home island and throughout the County. 

 A green highlighter marked where they would prefer separated, multi-use paths; 
 A yellow highlighter marked where they would prefer wider shoulders; and 
 A pink highlighter marked specific roads that should not have bicycle or pedestrian 

improvements to preserve their rural character. 
Maps 7 through 10 show the aggregated responses from each island workshop.  Typically, the 
workshop map groups placed responses on their home island; responses throughout the County are 
presented in map insets for each aggregated map. 
Connection to Electronic and Online Polling 
Poll question seven relates to Map Exercise Two.  Question seven is: 

 Keeping rural character in mind, which of the following do you prefer? (electronic 
polling: Section II.B Table 7 and online polling: Section IV.B Table 43) 

o Options were wider shoulders, separated paths, a combination of both, and none 
of the above. 

The response ‘Options 1 (wider shoulders) and 2 (separated paths) where appropriate to the 
environment and location’ was selected the most in both electronic (64%) and online (51%) polling.  
This response suggests that there is a demand for this kind of infrastructure but also that siting these 
projects will require additional, targeted community outreach.   Adverse impacts to the visual 
quality of roads can potentially be avoided by consulting with the community to determine 
preferred routes where rural character will be less affected. 
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III.B.1 Lopez Workshop Exercise Two: Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Map 7. Aggregated Lopez Responses to Map Exercise Two 
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Table 22. Written Comments on Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements – Lopez  Lopez 
Map Number Comment 

3 No yellow (wider shoulders) No widening of roads. 
5 Trails: wider shoulders make sense, but separate trails should be put in where they can be. 
5 Mud Bay Road from South End Store to Vista Road is extremely hazardous to bicyclists.  There is no other route to take. 
5 The curves on Center Road north of the school by Midnight’s Farm are hazardous. 
5 (From Mud Bay to Center Road, see Figure 20) Hazardous for bikers 

 

 
Figure 20 Lopez Map Group 5 comment from Mud Bay to Center Road 
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Discussion of Lopez Map Responses: Bicycle and Pedestrian 
There is a distinct response pattern to Map Exercise Two. It suggests a consensus that the primary 
need for bike and pedestrian infrastructure is a north-south 
route on Lopez.  This route would connect the ferry landing 
in the north with locations in the southern part of the island 
near Mud Bay and Mackaye Harbor roads. Additionally, 
there is a correlation between the responses in map 
exercises Two and Three: many of the roads marked to be 
preserved are near places acknowledged for their important 
sense of place. An example of this correlation is shown in 
Figure 21.   

Several possible routes received conflicting 
responses from different map groups.  An 
example near the intersection of Fisherman Bay 
and Center roads is shown in Figure 23.  
Planning for future bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure on Lopez should include further 
public outreach to determine the community’s 
site-specific preferences.  
Center Road 
All Lopez groups identified stretches of Center 
Road as a good location for a north-south route 
for either a wider shoulder (yellow highlighting) 
or separated path (green highlighting).  An 
example from Lopez Map Group 3 is shown in 
Figure 22.  Many of the groups also highlighted 
Mud Bay Road to its intersection with Neck Bay 
Road as such.  No groups marked Center Road 
to be preserved, see Map 7.  Lopez map group 
responses suggest a route from the ferry landing 
along Center Road to Mackaye Harbor Road 
should be the first consideration for future 
bicycle and pedestrian improvements on Lopez.  

There was not the same level of consensus regarding whether there should be wider shoulders or a 
separated path on Center Road.  Workshop groups selected different options on the same route 
(Map 7).  Lopez Map Group 3, for example, showed both a wider shoulder and separated path on 
the same stretch of Center Road.   

Figure 21 Lopez Map Group 3 responses 
near Lopez Village 

Figure 22 Detail from Lopez Map Group 3 
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In electronic polling, the same ambivalence between a preference for wider shoulders and separated 
paths was present (Section II.B Table 7, page 9).  Workshop participants favored a mix of both 
approaches where appropriate.  Workshop respondents were more interested in fitting bicycle and 
pedestrian infrastructure to the location rather than using a single development strategy.   
Roads To Be Preserved 
Most roads on the periphery of Center Road were marked to be preserved for their rural, scenic 
qualities (pink highlighting).  Some groups identified broad swaths of the roads on Lopez to be 
preserved; other groups were more limited in their response.   The response to Exercise Three below 
shows a link roads were identified for preservation as-is and areas important to sense of place.  
Many of the responses to the Exercise Three indicated a primary link between views of Lopez’s 
idyllic pastoral landscape and the Island’s sense of place (Section III.C.1, page 67).  The majority of 
roads marked for preservation for scenic qualities in Map Exercise Two are places identified for their 
sense of place in Exercise Three.  Bike and pedestrian infrastructure projects near these areas should 
include specific consideration of the scenic quality of roadways and the surrounding landscape.  
Such considerations will limit undue degradation of Lopez Island’s sense of place.   
Conflicting Responses 
Some routes were highlighted differently by individual map groups. Some groups felt that certain 
roads needed to be preserved without wider shoulders or separated paths and other groups marked 
the same road for such infrastructure.  For example, many groups disagreed about the same route on 
Fisherman Bay Road between Hummel Lake and Davis Bay roads (Figures 23 and 24). The majority 
of these ambiguous results are concentrated in three places: 

 Southeast near Mud Bay and Cape St. Mary;  
 Southwest in the area around Center Church; and 
 Between the ferry landing and Lopez Village. 

 
Figure 23 Lopez Map Group 5, wider shoulders in SW Lopez (left). Map Group 3, roads to be preserved 

(right). 
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In light of Lopez Map Exercise Two responses, planning for future bike and pedestrian 
improvements on Lopez Island should include a mix of wider shoulders and separated multi-use 
paths.  Additional public outreach to determine the local preference for site-specific projects will 
help determine the community desired approach.  Map responses suggest that a north south route 
along Center Road is a desired location for future infrastructure improvements. The polling 
responses (Section II.B) and Map 7 (Section III.C.1) indicate no distinct preference for either wider 
shoulders or separated paths, but rather a combination.  Visual impact and fit within the 
surrounding landscape could be minimized by utilizing a mix of both improvements.  Minimizing 
visual impacts from these improvements will be important to preserve the sense of place on Lopez 
Island. 

 
Figure 24 all five Lopez Map Groups’ responses regarding the same area in southwest Lopez Island. Yellow 
highlighting for wider shoulders, green for separated paths, and pink for roads to be preserved for scenic 

qualities.  
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III.B.2 Orcas Workshop Map Exercise Two: Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Map 8. Aggregated Orcas Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Two 
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Table 23. Written Comments on Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements – Orcas  Orcas 
Map Number Comment 

1 (Near Crescent Beach Road in Eastsound) Pedestrian Zone, some agree, some disagree 
1 (Along Point Lawrence Road, between Olga and Doe Bay, dotted green line) Maybe? 
1 (At Orcas Road, north of Nordstroms Lane) Keep narrow 
1 (North of Crescent Beach Road in Eastsound) Expand to wetland. 
1 Extra: Paths and Bikeways that don’t follow existing roads is something we support. 
1 (Near Mt. Baker Road) Too wide 
2 (on Deer Harbor Road, near Westsound) Wider Shoulder 
3 (Along Orcas Road) Put bike lane under power lines along arterials. Agree 
3 Ban cars from Crescent Beach Road! 
3 All roads should be safe for cycling the car is out of character with the countryside, not the bicycle! Bicycle paths along the roads enhance the rural character! Bicycle pathways encourage biking and walking pathways separate from the road and car should be everywhere. 
3 Most contentious issue: bike accommodation (at first, then a resolution) 
3 Various opinions! Lots of heated debate! 
3 More ride-share pull-outs on Orcas – Encourage carpooling 
3 Bike lanes – takes out too many mature trees/ weakens riparian and forest edges – historic trees must be preferred 
3 (At Orcas Road north of Nordstroms Lane) 1 member of group would prefer wider road 
3 (At Bailer Hill on San Juan) Need bike shoulder (meant yellow) 
4 (Along Orcas Road, separate path indicated) follow the transmission right of way 
4 (Between Orcas and Crow Valley roads) Exercise 2 follow electric transmission ROW 
4 (Along Crescent Beach Road) Walkable environmental area 
4 Delete/relocate Crescent Beach Road 
4 (Along Main Street in Eastsound) Walkable street (no car traffic) 
4 (Near Olga) Follow Transmission Right of Way where possible 
6 We would like bike paths anywhere they can be put but not on shoulder of roads – separate paths. 
6 No wider shoulders! 
6 (At Crescent Beach Road) Walking Space! 
6 Special attention to narrow dangerous road stretches – separate path & road 
6 (Along Enchanted Forest Road) Bikes only 
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Discussion of Orcas Map Responses: Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Map 8 on page 52, shows the pattern of response to Exercise Two from Orcas Island, which lacked a 
clear consensus among the map groups. Many routes indicated as ideal for bike and pedestrian 
transportation improvements by one group were marked as needing preservation by another.  The 

responses for the area of Orcas Road 
between Nordstroms Lane and Hawkins 
Road, shown in Figure 25, illustrate the 
ambivalence about one area.  Some groups 
felt that Crow Valley Road should have a 
wider shoulder and others indicated it 
should remain the same.  Along Orcas Road, 
groups indicated conflicting responses about 
what approach is best.  This uncertain 
pattern of response to Exercise Two suggests 
that each project should include public 
outreach to determine the preferred 
approach on a per-project basis.         
Two separate map groups suggested that 
separated multi-use paths along Orcas Road 

should use the existing power transmission 
line rights-of-way (Figure 28).  Orcas Map Group 4 recommended this for the entire length of Orcas 
Road, from Orcas Village to Eastsound (Figures 26, 27 and 28).  Orcas Map Group 3 indicated that 
this was a point of consensus (Figure 26).  The consensus for this item in Map Group 3 is of note 
because in two separate comments in Table 23 of this section, they pointed out that Exercise Two 
was contentious within their map group.   

 

Figure 25 Orcas Road detail from Map 8 above 

Figure 26 Detail from Map Group 4 Figure 27 Detail from Map Group 3 
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Figure 28 Orcas Map Group 4 detail 

Another area where some degree of consensus was found is on the stretch of Olga Road between 
Crescent Beach Drive and Rosario Road.  Groups had differing preferences for wider shoulders or 
separated paths on this stretch but were not opposed to possible improvements along this span of 
road.  Further east of Rosario Road along Olga and Point Lawrence roads, the uncertainty resumes.  
The indecision was not only within the aggregated responses but also within some individual map 
groups.  In Figure 29, for example, Map Group 1 was unsure about placing a path along Point 
Lawrence Road between Olga and Doe Bay. 

 
Figure 29 Orcas Map Group 1 map detail 
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Map Exercise Two proved challenging for several of the map groups.  There is no apparent 
consensus where to put bike and pedestrian infrastructure on Orcas Island.  Map group responses 
showed a lack of preference for wider shoulders or separated multi-use paths.  In fact, map groups 3 
and 6 did not place any wider shoulders on Orcas.  Orcas Map Group 6 even commented that they 
did not want any wider shoulders (Figure 30).  Map Group 3 did place a wider shoulder on Bailer 
Hill Road on San Juan Island (Figure 31).  The lack of consensus suggests that additional public 
outreach will help determine the community opinion on bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure. 

 
Figure 30 Orcas Map Group 6 detail 

 

 
Figure 31 Orcas Map Group 3 detail 

 
 



 

57 | P a g e  
N:\LAND USE\LONG RANGE PROJECTS\PCOMPL-17-0001 Comp_Plan\Public Record\Pub Participation\2018\2018-09_10_Workshops\Results\2019-01-31_DCD_Zack_wksp_Rep.docx 

III.B.3 San Juan Workshop Map Exercise Two: Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Map 9. Aggregated San Juan Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Two 
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Table 24. Written Comments on Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements – San Juan San Juan 
Map Number Comment 

3 (Along Roche Harbor Road) More bike path 
3 (Along West Valley Road, see Figure 32) Bike Paths Everywhere 
5 Mud Bay Road from South End Store to Vista Road is extremely hazardous to bicyclists.  There is no other route to take. 
5 The curves on Center Road north of the school by Midnight’s Farm are hazardous. 

 

 
Figure 32 San Juan Map Group 3 bike paths comments 
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Discussion of San Juan Map Results: Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Map 9 on page 57 depicts the aggregated San Juan workshop responses to Map Exercise Two and 
identifies several roads as ideal for bicycle and pedestrian improvements.  These roads are: 

 Roche Harbor Road; 
 West Valley Road; and 
 Bailer Hill Road. 

Three roads on San Juan Island were marked as potential locations for separated multi-use paths 
only.  These roads are: 

 San Juan Valley Road and 
 Cattle Point Road. 

Three areas were marked with conflicting responses by different groups.  The roads with differing 
responses are: 

 Pear Point Road; 
 Beaverton Valley Road; and  
 West Side Road. 

San Juan workshop participants identified a handful of roads on Lopez and Orcas for bicycle and 
pedestrian improvements. San Juan workshop participants highlighted Center and Port Hardy 
roads on Lopez Island and Orcas, Crow Valley, and Olga Roads on Orcas Island.  These responses 
are shown in insets on Map 9.  Discussion of responses to Map Exercise Two on Orcas and Lopez 
islands is included in Sections III.B.1 and III.B.2 of this report. 
Roche Harbor Road 
The entire stretch of Roche Harbor Road from Friday Harbor to Roche Harbor Resort was identified 
as a good location for either wider shoulders or separated multi-use paths.  San Juan Map Groups 1 
and 3 highlighted this entire road for 
separated paths (green highlighting).  
Map Group 2 highlighted all of Roche 
Harbor Road for wider shoulders 
(yellow highlighting).  Map Group 4 
highlighted Roche Harbor Road to its 
intersection with West Valley Road for 
wider shoulders and the remaining 
stretch to the resort for a separated path 
(Figure 33). 
 Figure 33 San Juan Map Group 4 response on Roche Harbor 

Road 
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West Valley Road 
West Valley Road was identified for separated paths and/or wider 
shoulders from its intersection with Boyce Road to where it meets 
Roche Harbor Road.  San Juan Map Group 2 highlighted this stretch 
of West Valley Road for wider shoulders and marked some of this 
road for separated paths (Figure 34).  Map Groups 3 and 4 marked 
this stretch of West Valley Road for separated paths.  Map Group 3 
included the written comment “bike paths everywhere” (Table 24, 
page 58).  Map Groups 1 and 5 did not comment on West Valley 
Road.   
Bailer Hill Road 
Douglas to Bailer Hill roads were other stretches of roads that several 
San Juan map groups identified for potential bike and pedestrian 
infrastructure.  This route runs along the east and south of San Juan 
Valley, skirting an area with large, rural parcels.  San Juan Map 
Group 1 identified only Bailer Hill Road for a separated path, with a 
connection to Cattle Point Road via Little Road.  Map Groups 2, 3 and 
4 all identified Douglas and Bailer Hill roads for separated paths.  

Map Group 3 also indicated wider shoulders on the same segment of road.  The aggregated 
responses for this area are shown in Figure 35 below. 

  
Figure 35 Detail from Map 9, responses near Bailer Hill Road 

 

Figure 34 San Juan Map Group #2 
West Valley Road 
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San Juan Valley Road 
San Juan Map Groups 1, 3, and 4 identified San Juan Valley Road as an ideal location for a separated 
multi-use path.  San Juan Valley Road runs from Friday Harbor to Boyce Road, eventually 
connecting with West Valley Road.  This route is one of four primary options for leaving Friday 
Harbor to get to the west side of the Island. 
Cattle Point Road 
All four San Juan map groups identified Cattle Point Road for a separated multi-use path.  Two of 
the groups stopped at the entrance to American Camp.  A route from Friday Harbor to American 
Camp is likely an ideal route specifically for s separated path given the consensus among all map 
groups.  
Roads to be Preserved 
Only Map Group 4 marked roads on San Juan as needing to be preserved without improvements 
(pink highlighting).  This led to three roads to be marked with conflicting responses by two or more 
workshop groups.  Pear Point, Beaverton Valley and West Side roads were marked with conflicting 
responses.  Map Group 4 also marked False Bay Drive to be preserved, none of the other map 
groups marked False Bay Drive at all.  The four roads marked to be preserved by Map Group 4 are 
routes known for their scenic quality and near places marked in Exercise Three (Map 13, page 77).   
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III.B.4 Shaw Workshop Map Exercise Two: Bicycle and Pedestrian 
Map 10. Aggregated Shaw Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Two 
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Table 25. Written Comments on Bicycle and Pedestrian Improvements – Shaw  Shaw 
Map Number Comment 

1 (Connecting ferry dock with the County park) Walking trail would be nice 
1 (Along Hoffman Cove Road between Neck Point and Hix Bay roads) SUPT Ellis Preserve Walking Trails 

 1  As Shaw residents, it would be excellent to take a ferry to Orcas without a car, yet have a means to go to Eastsound. 
2 (Along Hoffman Cove Road between Neck Point and Hix Bay roads) Interconnected walking trails 
2 (Along Blind Bay Road at Cemetery Hill, see Figure 36) Bike Pullout 

 

 
Figure 36 Shaw Map Group 2 bike pullout comment 
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Discussion of Shaw Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Two: Bicycle and 
Pedestrian 
Shaw workshop participants identified two potential routes for bicycle and pedestrian infrastructure 
in Map Exercise Two.  They were oriented around connecting the Shaw ferry landing with the Shaw 
Community Center and County Park.  The majority of the remaining roads were marked to be 
preserved as-is.  The pattern of response to Map Exercise Two suggests that participants were 
interested in only minimal infrastructure improvements. 
Blind Bay Road to Squaw Bay Road 
The area of Blind Bay Road from the ferry landing to its intersection with Squaw Bay Road was 
marked by two of the three map groups for a separated multi-use path.  Map Group 3 identified this 
route for both a separated path and a wider shoulder in the same area.  This stretch of road closely 
follows the shoreline, has several sharp turns, and stretches without room for both cars and bicycles.  
It connects the ferry landing and the Shaw Community Center and is a midway point between the 

ferry landing and the County Park. 
Map Group 1 did not mark this 
stretch of Blind Bay Road at all.  
Map Group 2 only marked the first 
approximate half-mile of this route 
for a separated path and marked 
the rest of this route with a dashed 
green line.  Approximately the first 
half-mile of Blind Bay Road has the 
most significant sharp turns in this 
section of the road, including the 
turn shown in Figure 37. 

Figure 37 Aerial photo of a sharp turn on Blind Bay Road 
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Figure 38 Shaw responses to Map Exercise Two 

 
Squaw Bay Road to Shaw County Park 
Figure 38 shows the variety of responses Shaw map groups had regarding the area from the Shaw 
Community Center and County Park.  Written comments from Map Group 1 expressed an interest 
in walking trails only.  Map Group 2 did not indicate an interest in adding bicycle and pedestrian 
infrastructure to this route.  Map Group 3 added both wider shoulders and a separated path along 
Squaw Bay Road. 
Roads to be Preserved 
Only Map Group 3 marked any roads on Shaw to be preserved.  They marked every road except for 
Blind Bay and Squaw Bay roads, which they marked for wider shoulders and separated multi-use 
paths.  Overall, there is probably not a lot of interest in development of bicycle and pedestrian paths 
throughout most of Shaw.  Additional public outreach would be needed to identify what routes the 
Shaw community prefers. 
Discussion of Waldron Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Two 
Waldron workshop participants did not provide responses to Map Exercise Two. 
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III.C. Map Exercise Three: Sense of Place 
In Map Exercise Three, participants discussed sense of place and lands to be preserved as-is without 
any significant changes.  Respondents used green dots place their responses on the map.  Map 
groups could place responses both on their home island and throughout the County.  Each map 
group could place no more than six green dots on their map. 
Sense of place refers to spaces with a strong identity, felt by both residents and visitors.  Spaces with 
a strong sense of place would include established neighborhoods, places with unique historical 
value, scenic areas, or significant forestry and agriculture land.  Places like West Side Road on San 
Juan with its beautiful views, Lopez Village’s unique character and scale of development, or the 
ferry landing at Orcas Village and the distinctive buildings there; each contribute to the Islands’ 
sense of place.  The places identified represent places the map groups considered central to the 
identity of the islands. There appeared to be some variations in how respondents interpreted the 
question.  Some responses were placed in places that are existing preserves and some were placed in 
environmentally sensitive areas or other places that may not correlate directly to sense of place.  For 
this report, the responses where interpreted generally as places that are important and valued. 
Maps 11 through 15 show the aggregated responses from each island workshop.  Typically, the 
workshop map groups placed responses on their home island; responses throughout the County are 
presented in map insets for each aggregated map. 
Connection to Electronic and Online Polling 
There was not a poll question specifically asked about sense of place.   
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III.C.1. Lopez Workshop Map Exercise Three: Sense of Place 
Map 11. Aggregated Lopez Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three 
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Table 26. Written Comments on Sense of Place – Lopez  Lopez 
Map Number Comment 

1 Agricultural heritage & the character of the community as a working agricultural community. 
1 (Preserve) Vineyard and agricultural valley 
1 (At Davis Point) Can we preserve this? 
1 Rural ag. Scenic and culturally valued. 
1 (Near Watmough) Scenic and public hikes etc. 
1 (Preserve) Center Church 
2 Center Church and Cemetery 
3 (North of Lopez Village, between Fisherman Bay Road and Lopez Road) Rural agricultural valley with long views. 
3 (Figure 39) Country church, pictoral vista 
4 Center Valley Farmland 
4 (Between Port Stanley Road and Bakerview Road) Agricultural, Horse Drawn Farm, Sweet Grass Farm 
4 Ran out of green dots, Center Church very historical 

 

 
Figure 39 Lopez Map Group 3 country church comment 
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Discussion of Lopez Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three: Sense of Place 
Map 11 shows workshop respondents identified many places on Lopez that are central to the 
Island’s sense of place.  Several places have a tighter grouping of marks: 

 North of Lopez Village between Lopez Road and Fisherman Bay Road; 
 Point Roberts; 
 On Port Stanley Road, south of Bakerview Road; 
 In the valley around the intersection of Fisherman Bay and Davis Bay roads; 
 Near Watmough Preserve (Figure 42); and 
 At Iceberg Point (Figure 40). 

In general, sense of place is often correlated with features of the built environment such as public 
spaces like the park and water tower in Lopez Village or recognizable buildings like Grace Church 
on Fisherman Bay Road. However, the majority of the responses from this exercise are not linked 
with components of the built environment on Lopez.  Sense of place on Lopez seems to be linked to 
idyllic rural views and the island’s natural features rather than features of the built environment.  
Center Church near the north end of Davis Bay Road was the only element of the built environment 
identified as important to Lopez’s sense of place.  

 
Figure 40 aerial photo of Iceberg Point15 

 

                                                        
15 (Washington State Department of Ecology 2016) 
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Many of the written comments for this exercise highlight the importance of scenic areas, particularly 
places with rural open space.  An example from Map Group 1 is shown in Figure 41.  

Future land use decisions should consider 
of the impact to the identified vistas to 
avoid negatively affecting the existing sense 
of place on Lopez.  The groupings in Map 
11 indicate that inland views of rural valleys 
are equally valued with shoreline 
viewpoints. Preserving view corridors and 
scenic qualities of rural areas should be a 
focus of any effort to maintain sense of 
place on Lopez Island.   
Lopez workshop responses suggest that 
road design is one area that can influence 
sense of place on Lopez Island.  Responses 
to Map Exercise Two about bicycle and 

pedestrian improvements (Section III.B.1, page 
47) suggest that many roads should be preserved for their scenic qualities around or near areas 
important for sense of place.  Transportation considerations in the future must contemplate scenic 
qualities in the areas marked in Map Exercise Three and the impact road design may have on the 
scenery.  

 

Figure 41 detail from Lopez Map Group 1 
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Figure 42 aerial photo of Watmough Bay 
 
The Comprehensive Plan addresses open space and scenic resources in the Land Use Element.  
Comprehensive Plan B.2.2.I states: 

2.2.I Open Space and Scenic Resources 
Goal: To protect and conserve open space and scenic resources. 
Policy: 
1. Protect open space and scenic resources identified in the County Open Space and 
Conservation Plan through implementation of a variety of conservation techniques 
including fee acquisition, conservation easements, incentives, overlay districts, 
purchase, retirement, or transfer of development rights, and education programs. 

This policy is general and does not identify specific mechanisms intended to preserve scenic 
resources.  During the Plan update, addressing this policy to address preservation of scenic 
resources with more specificity would bolster Lopez Island’s sense of place.    
Road design and construction is addressed in the Plan’s Transportation Element with policies 
6.5.A.7 through 6.5.A.15.  Policies 7 and 8 of this section are directed at the scenic quality of roads, 
these policies state: 

7. Develop and adopt County road standards that meet minimum WSDOT and other 
applicable agency requirements. The standards should protect rural character, provide 
for safety, the types and intensities of land uses to be served, volumes of traffic and 
transportation modes to be accommodated, and planning principles contained in the 
1995 Scenic Road Manual. These principles include the design and planning 
guidelines addressing the protection of rural character and aesthetics. 
8. Support road designs that follow the goals and guidelines in the 1995 Scenic Road 
Manual until they are superseded by Council adopted road standards described in 
item 7 above. While safety of County roads is a primary concern, the design, 
construction, and maintenance of roads and right-of way trails should minimize 
adverse impacts on the scenic character of roadways that is provided by roadside trees, 
brush and terrain, the routes themselves and vistas from them. 
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III.C.2. Orcas Workshop Map Exercise Three: Sense of Place  
Map 12. Aggregated Orcas Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three 
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Table 27. Written Comments on Sense of Place – Orcas  Orcas 
Map Number Comment 

1 Cayou Slough 
1 (Two miles west of Orcas Village) Killebrew Lake 
1 (At Orcas Ferry Landing) Preserve Character of Marina 
1 (Near Mt. Baker Road, east of Eastsound) Heritage Site 
1 (Near Mt. Baker Road, east of Eastsound) Some don’t agree.  Keep open space in front of barn.  Housing behind? 
1 (Near the intersection of Crow Valley and Orcas roads) Fowlers Pond 
1 Olga: preserve sense of space while allowing for development 
2 (At Crescent Beach Road, east of Eastsound) Crescent Beach, consider removing road 
2 (On Main Road, near Eastsound Waterfront Park) Eastsound Waterfront 
2 (At Turtleback Mountain) Turtleback <3 <3 
2 (At Moran State Park) The whole park <3 <3 <3 <3 
3 Not enough dots! More places could have been indicated.  Not just 6. 
3 (North and south of Eastsound) Protect eelgrass beds 
3 Not really enough green dots! 
3 UGA – wind tunnel 
3 Preserve forests and wtld. Forests on N. Shore in UGA – wind break 
3 Shoreline/wetlands (Eastsound Swale) green dots places 
4 (On Crow Valley Road, south of West Beach Road) Coffelt 
5 Deer Harbor 
5 Crow Valley 
5 Eastsound Village 
5 Madrona Pt. 
5 (At Olga) w/ store/restaurant 
5 (At Moran State Park) All park 
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Discussion of Orcas Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three: Sense of Place 
Orcas workshop respondents to Map Exercise Three spread their 36 responses regarding sense of 
place throughout Orcas Island.  Eastsound and Olga received the most responses.  Five other areas 
receiving more than one response include: 

 Crow Valley between Crow Valley and Orcas roads; 
 Turtleback Mountain Preserve; 
 Deer Harbor; 
 Westsound; and 
 Orcas Village. 

Moran and Obstruction state parks, Killebrew 
Lake, and Doe Bay received one response each. 
The highest concentration of responses were in 
Eastsound shown in Figure 43.  
Eastsound 
Fifteen responses were placed near Eastsound.  
Two of the responses were in the Eastsound 
commercial core, around North Beach Road and 
Prune Alley.  Two responses were placed at the 
northern end of North Beach Road and another 
at the end of Blanchard Road.  There is shoreline 
access at both of these locations.  Another 
response was placed near the intersection of 
Lover’s Lane and Mt. Baker Road.  Two green 
dots were placed along the waterfront at the 
south of Eastsound.  Three responses were 
placed at both Madrona Point and the Land Bank 
property along Crescent Beach Road.  One place 
was indicated east of the UGA, north of Mt. 
Baker Road, and west of Weber Lane, Map 
Group 1 included the note “heritage site” and 
“some don’t agree” (Table 27, page 73).   

 
 
 
 

Figure 43 Detail of area near Eastsound UGA from Map 
12 above 
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Olga 
Six other responses were clustered around Olga.  
Every map group identified Olga as being 
important to Orcas’ sense of place.  Most groups 
did not provide additional comments to clarify the 
particular aspect of Olga that is important for the 
sense of place.  Map Group 5 did provide one 
comment: “w/ store/restaurant”, see detail in Figure 
44.   
 
 

 
Crow Valley 
Four responses were placed between Crow Valley and Orcas roads. 
Key features of this area are scenic views of the pastureland of 
Crow Valley.  Two groups identified the San Juan County Land 
Bank’s Coffelt Farm preserve.  Map Group 1 placed a response at 
the Land Bank’s Fowler’s Pond Preserve near the intersection of 
Crow Valley and Orcas roads (Figure 45).  The agrarian vistas in 
the Crow Valley area should be considered as central components 
of Orcas’ sense of place. 
Turtleback Mountain and Moran State Park 
Both Turtleback Mountain Preserve and Moran State Park were identified as spaces with important 
sense of place to Orcas workshop participants.  Some groups did not place a green dot at these 
locations but indicated their appreciation of these places with comments on their maps, an example 
from Map Group 2 is shown in Figure 46.  Moran State Park is designated Conservancy.   
Because San Juan County does not have a parks/open-space specific land use designation, many of 
the places that would be so designated are designated Conservancy.  The San Juan County 
Comprehensive Plan at policy 2.4.A(1) defines the Conservancy land use designation as: 

1. Areas which are characterized by one or both of the following criteria may be 
designated as Conservancy on the Comprehensive Plan Official Maps:  

a. areas possessing valuable natural features or resources which will tolerate 
only minimal disturbance of the existing terrestrial or freshwater 
environments; or  

Figure 44 Map Group #5 detail near Olga 

Figure 45 Map Group 1 detail 
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b. areas possessing scenic, historical, or recreational qualities of considerable 
local, regional, state or national significance which would be adversely 
affected by extensive modification or intensive use. 

The Land Bank’s Turtleback Mountain Preserve on the western peninsula of Orcas is designated as 
Forest Resource.  The Plan, in policy 2.3.D(5)(b)(1) defines Forest Resource as: 

(1) Lands which are characterized by the following criteria may be designated Forest 
Resource Lands:  

i. are in Forest Land Grades 1-5 on the Department of Natural Resources 
Private Forest Land Grades map;  
ii. parcels are twenty acres or larger, or of a size meeting the Washington State 
requirements for timber open space designation;  
iii. are in a tax deferred status of Designated Forest Land or Open Space-
Timber, or are state trust lands under forest management; and  
iv. are being managed for the long-term production of forest products with 
few non-forest related uses present 

The Turtleback Mountain preserve may be a candidate for re-designation to Conservancy. This re-
designation could be a means to protect further this area’s value to Orcas’ sense of place.  Map 
Exercise three responses suggest that this place’s value to residents is not as resource land for timber 
harvest, but as a scenic recreational natural area. 

 
Figure 46 Map group 2 comment on Turtleback Preserve 
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III.C.3. San Juan Workshop Map Exercise Three: Sense of Place 
Map 13. Aggregated San Juan Workshop Responses to Exercise Three 
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Table 28. Written Comments on Sense of Place – San Juan  San Juan 
Map Number Comment 

1 (Beaverton Valley) Marsh and upland forest  
1 (Beaverton Valley) Farm land 
1 (south of Roche Harbor, east of English Camp) Large undeveloped forest 
1 (between Bailer Hill and San Juan Valley Roads) agricultural land, rural undeveloped character 
1 (southwest corner of Lopez Island) rural farm land 
3 Preserve rural character with more ARL 
3 (at Lime Kiln State Park) Lime Kiln 
3 (Along Bailer Hill Road) Hannah Heights 
3 San Juan Valley Area 
3 Limit Dev. On Pear Point 
3 (At Eagle Cove) Beach 
4 (at the end of Cattle Point Road, see Figure 47) Lighthouse 

 

 
Figure 47 San Juan Map Group 4 lighthouse comment 
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Discussion of San Juan Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three: Sense of 
Place 
San Juan workshop responses to Map Exercise Three are shown on Map 13 on page 77.  San Juan 
workshop participants identified five areas on San Juan Island with multiple responses: Beaverton 
Valley, San Juan Valley, Pear Point, False Bay, and Eagle Cove.  Nine other places identified in Map 
Exercise Three received one response each. 
Rural Views and Pastoral Landscapes 
Six responses were placed near areas characterized by rural views and pastoral landscapes.  The 
areas around Beaverton Valley and San Juan Valley roads received two and three responses 
respectively.  A single response was placed near the intersection of Mitchell Bay and Fieldstone 
roads.  These areas are characterized by views of rural open space and pastoral landscapes.  The 
importance of agriculture and the related rural views were echoed in the written comments in Table 
28 above.  One comment shown in Figure 48 was placed near San Juan Valley stated ‘agricultural 
land, rural undeveloped character’.  These responses appear to link the concept of rural character 
and sense of place.   

 
Figure 48 Map Group 1 comment near San Juan Valley 

 
Rural character is defined in San Juan County Code (SJCC) 18.20.180 “R” definitions as: 

“Rural character” means a quality of the landscape dominated by pastoral, 
agricultural, forested, and natural areas interspersed with single-family homes and 
farm structures. Rural character refers to the patterns of land use and development 
established by the Comprehensive Plan: 

1. In which open space, the natural landscape, and vegetation predominate 
over the built environment; 
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2. That foster traditional rural lifestyles, rural-based economies, and 
opportunities to both live and work in rural areas; 
3. That provide visual landscapes that are traditionally found in rural areas 
and communities; 
4. That are compatible with the use of the land by wildlife and for fish and 
wildlife habitat; 
5. That reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into 
sprawling, low-density development; 
6. That generally do not require the extension of urban governmental services; 
and 
7. That are consistent with the protection of natural surface water flows and 
groundwater and surface water recharge and discharge areas16. 

The patterns of development Beaverton Valley, San Juan Valley, and the area near Mitchell Bay and 
Fieldstone roads seem to fit within how the County defines rural character.  The goals and policies 
for Rural and Resource Lands found in the Land Use Element bolster sense of place by supporting 
rural character.   
San Juan Valley and Mitchell Bay Road area are both designated Agricultural Resource (AG) on the 
Comprehensive Plan official maps.  The AG designation’s goals and policies are found in the Plan 
Land Use Element at policy 2.3.D(5)(a):   

a. Agricultural Resource Lands 
Goal: To ensure the conservation of agricultural resource lands of long-term 
commercial significance for existing and future generations, and protect these lands 
from interference by adjacent uses which may affect the continued use of these lands 
for production of food and agricultural products. 
Policies: 
(1) Lands in agricultural use which are characterized by the following criteria may be 
designated as 
Agricultural Resource Lands: 

i. Areas in parcels of ten acres or larger with soils capable of supporting long 
term commercial agricultural production. The federal Natural Resources 

                                                        
16 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
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Conservation Service (NRCS) identified 34 soil types suitable for farming in 
San Juan County. These soils can be found on page 121 of the 2009 Soil Survey 
of San Juan County, Washington, available at: 
http://soils.usda.gov/survey/online_surveys/washington/#san2009; or 
ii. Lands which meet the criteria in a. above which are under conservation 
easement for agricultural use or which are enrolled in the Open Space-
Agriculture taxation program. 

(2) Limit conversion of Agricultural Resource Lands to permanent non-farm uses 
through implementation of a purchase or transfer of development rights program, 
special tax assessment programs, conservation easements, and conservation site 
design options for residential land divisions and boundary line modifications. 
(3) Allow cottage enterprises that do not interfere with agricultural use, and allow 
agriculture-related activities such as processing and limited retailing facilities for 
locally grown products on farm sites and within agricultural areas consistent with 
allowances in State law for accessory uses in agricultural resource lands. 
(4) Allow farm labor housing and farm stay accommodations subject to specific 
performance standards on Agricultural Resource Lands. 
(5) Limit the location of utility lines and facilities, new roads and road realignments, 
access routes and other non-agricultural public and private facilities, to the least 
disruptive locations within agricultural areas17. 
 

Marine Views and Shoreline Access 
San Juan workshop participants identified several other places characterized by marine views and 
shoreline access: 

 Pear Point; 
 Eagle Cove (Figure 49); 
 False Bay; 
 Cattle Point Lighthouse; 

 West Side Road near Lime Kiln State 
Park; and 

 White Point
 
The Plan addresses open space and scenic resources in the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Element 
at policy B.2.2.I.  This policy is considered in the discussion of Lopez workshop Map Exercise Three.  
Several responses were placed in areas with public shoreline access.  Public shoreline access is 
                                                        
17 (San Juan County 2010) 
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addressed in the Comprehensive Plan Shoreline Master Program (SMP).  The SMP will not be 
updated during the current Plan update.  The Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-26-
090(2)(b)18 requires San Juan County to update the SMP in 2020.  Goals and policies relating to 
shorelines can be addressed during that update. 

 
Figure 49 Aerial photo of Eagle Cove19 

 

                                                        
18 (Washington State Legislature 2018) 
19 (Washington State Department of Ecology 2016) 
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III.C.4. Shaw Workshop Map Exercise Three: Sense of Place 
Map 14. Aggregated Shaw Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three 
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Table 29. Written Comments on Sense of Place – Shaw  Shaw 
Map Number Comment 

1 (At Parks Bay and Indian Cove) Cruise Ship (with a slash through it)  
1 (At Point George) UW Marine Preserve 
1 (East of Hoffman Cove) UW Preserve 
1 (East of Hoffman Cove) Already preserved Cedar Rock Preserve 
1 (At the intersection of Blind Bay and Tolo roads) Our Geese! 
1 (Between Rue Gilson and Squaw Bay Road) SUPT Graham Prerve 
2 (At Parks Bay, Indian Cove, and Blind Bay) No Cruise/big ships 
3 (At Parks Bay, Indian Cove, and Blind Bay) No Cruise Ships 
3 (At Parks bay and Indian Cove, see Figure 50) Cruise Ship head tax 
3 County Park 
3 UW Preserve 
3 (At intersection of Blind Bay, Neck Point, Hoffman Cove and Ben Nevis Loop roads) Library + Museum, School 

 

 
Figure 50 Shaw Map Group 3 cruise ship comments 
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Discussion of Shaw Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three: Sense Of Place 
Six areas on Shaw Island and four marine areas were identified as important for Shaw Island’s sense 
of place.  The Shaw County Park and the area near the Shaw School and Library were the two places 
that received multiple responses. Four other areas on land received one response each: 

 The Shaw ferry landing; 
 The area near the intersection of Tolo and Blind Bay roads; 
 The Cedar Rock Preserve; and  
 The University of Washington Preserve near Ben Nevis Loop. 

The four marine areas with responses were: 
 Squaw Bay; 
 Parks Bay; 
 Near Andy’s Island; and  
 Blind Bay. 

Shaw County Park and the Area Near the Shaw School and Library 
The County Park and area near the Shaw School and Library were the only two areas on Shaw that 
received multiple responses in Map Exercise Three.  Figure 51 shows a response from Map Group 1 
near the Shaw School and Library.  There are only a handful of public spaces like the County Park, 
Shaw School and Library on the island. The Shaw School and Library are two visually distinct 
buildings that contribute to the unique feel of Shaw Island.  The Shaw School is designated Natural 
(N) land use designation and the Shaw Library is designated Rural Farm Forest (RFF).  The Shaw 
County Park is designated Conservancy (C).  Land use regulations on Shaw Island can be found in 
Shaw Subarea Plan at SJCC 16.45.180, which will not be included in the Plan update.  Changes to the 
subarea plan could be considered in a separate planning process.  

 
Figure 51 Map Group 1 Responses near The Shaw School and Library 
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Other Areas 
Four areas on Shaw received one response each.  Two of the four areas are University of Washington 
preserves designated N on the Comprehensive Plan Official Maps. Goals and policies for the N 
designation can be found in the Land Use Element of the Plan at section 2.4.B: 

2.4.B Natural  
Goal: To preserve indigenous plant and animal species and ecosystems in a natural 
state for the benefit of existing and future generations.  
Policies (2.4.B.1–6):  
1. Designate lands as Natural only upon request of the landowner.  
2. Designate as Natural only those areas which are characterized by the presence of 
intact indigenous ecosystems or rare or unusual indigenous plant or animal species 
which are relatively intolerant of human use.  
3. Prohibit uses and activities which would encroach upon and disrupt rare plant and 
animal species and ecosystems.  
4. Prohibit land divisions for residential development.  
5. Prohibit cottage enterprises and all commercial and industrial uses.  
6. Allow uses and activities which promote preservation of the ecosystem and provide 
environmental education opportunities.   

The other two areas that received one response to Map Exercise Three were the Shaw ferry landing 
and the intersection of Blind Bay and Tolo roads.  The Shaw Ferry land is designated RFF and the 
area on Blind Bay Road is designated Rural Residential (RR).  The Plan goals and policies for RFF 
can be found in the discussion of the San Juan Island response to Map Exercise One.  The Plan goals 
and policies for RR are included in the discussion of the Lopez workshop response to Map Exercise 
One.  
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Marine Areas 
There were more green dots placed in marine areas than any of the other workshop groups.  
Concerns were expressed about the presence of cruise ships in these areas during the tourist season.  
An example of a response from Map Group 2 is shown in Figure 52 above.  Each map group made at 
least one written comment decrying cruise ships, suggesting a look at available policy options may 
be necessary. 
 

Figure 52 Shaw Map Group 2 response at 
Indian Cove 
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III.C.5. Waldron Workshop Map Exercise Three: Sense of Place 
Map 15. Aggregated Waldron Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three 
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Table 30. Written Comments on Sense of Place – Waldron  Waldron 
Map Number Comment 

1 School 
1 Cemetery 
1 Blue Moon Farm 
1 (At County dock, see Figure 53) We interpret a green dot to mean no change 
1 SJPT Preserve 
1 Preserve all farms 

 

 
Figure 53 Waldron Map Group 1 comments near County dock 
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Discussion of Waldron Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Three: Sense of 
Place 
Six places were identified by the Waldron community workshop participants as being important to 
Waldron’s sense of place.  These places are: 

 The Waldron School; 
 The Waldron Cemetery; 
 The County dock on Cowlitz Bay; 
 The San Juan Preservation Trust preserve on Point Disney; 
 The end of Sandy Point – North Bay Road; and  
 Blue Moon Farm near the northeast corner of Waldron. 

Workshop respondents indicated that they interpreted the green dots to mean “no change” (Figure 
53).  The Waldron School and Cemetery and the County dock on Cowlitz Bay are three of the most 
prominent public places on an island with limited public spaces.  All three of these areas are 
designated Rural Farm Forest.  Plan goals and policies related to this land use designation are found 
in the Plan Land Use Element at 2.3.C(10)(b) and are included with the discussion of the San Juan 
workshop response to Map Exercise One, Section III.A.3, page 31. 
The three remaining places identified in this exercise: the preserve at Point Disney, the end of Sand 
Point – North Bay Road and at Blue Moon Farm are each distinct places in their own right. 
Point Disney 
Figure 54 shows and aerial photo of The San Juan Preservation Trust (SJPT) preserve at Point 
Disney, a 427-acre private preserve on Waldron Island.  SJPT is a 501(c)(3) nonprofit organization 
founded in 197920.  SJPT is a private organization.  The area around Point Disney designated Natural 
(N) on the Comprehensive Plan Official Maps.  The goals and policies for this land use designation 
are found in the Plan Land Use Element at 2.4.B: 

2.4.B Natural 
Goal: To preserve indigenous plant and animal species and ecosystems in a natural 
state for the benefit of existing and future generations. 
Policies (2.4.B.1–6): 

1. Designate lands as Natural only upon request of the landowner. 

                                                        
20 (San Juan Preservation Trust 2018) 
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2. Designate as Natural only those areas which are characterized by the 
presence of intact indigenous ecosystems or rare or unusual indigenous plant 
or animal species which are relatively intolerant of human use. 
3. Prohibit uses and activities which would encroach upon and disrupt rare 
plant and animal species and ecosystems. 
4. Prohibit land divisions for residential development. 
5. Prohibit cottage enterprises and all commercial and industrial uses. 
6. Allow uses and activities which promote preservation of the ecosystem and 
provide environmental education opportunities21. 

The goals and policies for the N land use designation and the land use controls of San Juan County 
Code (SJCC) Title 18 will help to maintain this area in its natural state.  Additional protection of this 
area is probably not necessary under current conditions. 

 
Figure 54 Aerial photograph of Point Disney 

 
                                                        
21 (San Juan County 2010) 
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The end of Sand Point – North Bay Road 
The end of Sand Point – North Bay road is shown in Figure 55 below.  This area is designated Rural 
Farm Forest (RFF) as is most of Waldron Island.  This is one of the three places on Waldron where 
County roads meet the shoreline, providing a shoreline access point.    This area is likely valued for 
its shoreline access and the scenic quality of the beach in this area.  As noted in Table 30 on page 89, 
Waldron participants placed their responses in places they would like to see remain the same and 
this area is likely valued as-is in part for its access to the beach. 

 
Figure 55 Aerial photograph of the end of Sand Point - North Bay Road22 

 
 
 
 
 
 
                                                        
22 (Washington State Department of Ecology 2016) 
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Blue Moon Farm 
Figure 56 below shows an aerial photo of Blue Moon Farm marked on the Waldron map, located in 
the northeast corner of Waldron Island.  This area is designated RFF.  The Plan’s goals and policies 
are included in the discussion of the San Juan workshop response to Map Exercise One.  A common 
theme among all group responses to Map Exercise Three is the importance of rural open-space and 
pastoral views.  Beyond views and economic value as resource land, the idyllic pastoral places in the 
County appear to have a special place in the overall identity of this archipelago; this area is one such 
place on Waldron.   

 
Figure 56 Aerial photo of area marked “Blue Moon Farm”23 

 
  

                                                        
23 (Washington State Department of Ecology 2016) 
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III.D. Map Exercise Four: Future Affordable Housing  
In Map Exercise Four, participants discussed future affordable housing.  Respondents used blue 
dots to identify preferred locations for affordable housing.  Map groups could place responses both 
on their home island and throughout the County.  Each map group was asked to place at least four 
blue dots on their map. 
Maps 16 through 20 show the aggregated responses from each island workshop.  Typically, the 
workshop map groups placed responses on their home island; responses throughout the County are 
presented in map insets for each aggregated map. 
Connection to Electronic and Online Polling 
Poll questions nine, ten, eleven, and twelve relate to Map Exercise Four.  These questions were: 

 Which of the following options do you think is the most significant barrier to affordable 
housing development? (Section II.B Tables 9 and Section IV.B Table 45) 

 Considering the need for affordable housing and the tradeoffs associated with affordable 
housing density bonuses, what strategy do you prefer? (Section II.B Table 10 and Section IV.B 
Table 46) 

 How should the county change regulations to promote affordable rural residential cluster 
development? (Section II.B Table 11 and Section IV.B Table 47) 

 What do you think is the best way to address ADU regulation? (Section II.B Table 12 and 
Section IV.B Table 48) 

Electronic polling responses can be found in Section II.B, Tables 9, 10, 11, and 12 starting on page 10.  
Online polling responses to these questions can be found in Section IV.B, Tables 45, 46, 47, and 48 
starting on page 131.   
Rural Residential Cluster Development 
Throughout Section III.D rural residential cluster development is discussed because it is one of the 
affordable housing density bonuses available in rural areas. The development standards for this 
kind of development are codified in SJCC 18.60.230.  The development standards limit who can 
develop rural residential clusters and the overall numbers allowed per island and Countywide.  
SJCC 18.60.230 states: 

18.60.230 Rural residential cluster development. 
A. Purpose. A rural residential cluster development is a small cluster of residences and 
related structures intended to provide opportunities for affordable housing and small 
scale agriculture in rural areas. The standards and procedures provided below are 
intended to ensure that such developments remain compatible with the rural, 
agricultural and natural character of rural and resource lands; prohibit suburban 
sprawl; and do not require urban-level services. 
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B. Applicability. An applicant intending to develop a rural residential cluster must file 
a use permit application, subdivision or binding site plan application appropriate to 
the project as provided in SJCC 18.80.180. 
C. Minimum Standards. 

1. Land Use Districts. 
a. The rural residential cluster may be located within any of the 
following land use districts: village residential, hamlet residential, 
rural residential, or rural farm forest. 
b. A rural residential cluster shall not be located in an urban growth 
area nor in any of the following land use districts: rural general use, 
island center, master planned resort, agricultural resource, forest 
resource, conservancy, natural, or any industrial or commercial 
district. The developed portion of a rural residential cluster shall not 
be located in lands subject to the Shoreline Management Act. 

2. Project Site and Unit Ownership. 
a. The project site shall consist of the entirety of one or more legal lots 
of record, and shall be in a single ownership by a public agency, or by 
a business or nonprofit corporation in the business of providing 
affordable housing. Any portion of the site not sold for affordable 
housing shall remain in such ownership as part of the rural residential 
cluster development for the duration of the use. 
b. Individual residential units may be rented, leased or sold, consistent 
with the purpose of this section. 
c. Further subdivision of the parcel or parcels shall be consistent with 
the purpose of this section. 

3. Affordable Housing. 
a. All residential units within a rural residential cluster must be 
affordable housing meeting the standards of SJCC 18.60.260. 
b. Prior to issuance of any building permit for the project, the applicant 
shall grant a restrictive use easement for the site to San Juan County 
for the purpose of affordable housing development, subject to such 
conditions and limitations as the County may require. 
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4. Site Design. 
a. The site design of the rural residential cluster development shall 
comply with the site design guidelines of subsection (G) of this section. 
b. The site design of the project as a whole shall comply with the 
applicable dimensional standards of Table 6.1 or 6.2 in SJCC 18.60.050 
with respect to adjacent properties. 

5. Maximum Allowable Residential Density and Number of Dwelling Units. 
a. A rural residential cluster development shall not be subject to the 
density requirements of the land use district in which it is located, 
except for such requirements in which rural residential development 
is regulated by name. 
b. A rural residential cluster development shall have a maximum 
density of two units per acre and a maximum of eight dwelling units. 

6. Allowed and Accessory Uses, and Accessory Structures. Only residential 
uses are allowed except as provided below. Accessory residential units are 
prohibited. Accessory uses shall be limited to those appropriate and necessary 
to residential and agricultural use, including the following: 

a. Agricultural buildings for housing of animals, storage of 
agricultural equipment or products, maintenance of equipment used 
on the site, or processing of agricultural products grown on the site, if 
otherwise permitted in the district in which the project is located; 
b. Structures for the on-site sale of products grown or manufactured 
on the site, not to exceed 500 square feet of floor area, if otherwise 
permitted in the district in which the project is located; 
c. Common kitchen, meeting or recreation spaces for residents and 
their guests; 
d. Offices for a nonprofit housing provider owning or operating the 
project, not to exceed 500 square feet of floor area. 

The total enclosed floor area of structures including dwelling units and 
accessory structures shall not exceed 1,500 square feet per dwelling unit. 
7. Access to Shorelines – Common Easements. A rural residential cluster 
adjacent to water and subject to the jurisdiction of the Shoreline Master 
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Program shall dedicate a common area for residents’ access to the shoreline 
area. 
8. Water Quality. Meet the requirements specified in SJCC 18.60.020, 
18.60.060(B) and 18.60.070. 
9. Water Quantity. Demonstrate adequate and available water to serve the 
development (see also SJCC 18.60.020). 
10. Stormwater Management. Meet the requirements and standards of SJCC 
18.60.060(B) and (C) and 18.60.070. 
11. Open space and landscaped areas shall be designed as an integrated part 
of the rural residential cluster rather than as an isolated element. A 
landscaping plan shall be prepared consistent with the requirements of and 
incorporating the development standards in SJCC 18.60.160. Landscape 
screening shall be established along the perimeter, appropriate to the project 
and its surrounding environment, if required by the administrator. All existing 
trees greater than six inches in diameter at breast height within the project area 
and its buffer areas shall be retained whenever feasible. 
12. Roads, streets, and access drives within and adjacent to the rural residential 
cluster shall meet the requirements specified in SJCC 18.60.080 through 
18.60.180 and Table 6.3 in SJCC 18.60.100. 
13. Parking shall be screened from view from public rights-of-way. 

D. Limitation on Number of Rural Residential Clusters. The number of rural 
residential cluster developments shall not exceed the following: 

1. On San Juan, Orcas, Lopez and Shaw Islands combined, outside of village, 
hamlet or residential activity centers: 

a. Not more than three clusters in any one calendar year; 
b. In any calendar decade: 

i. Not more than 100 dwelling units; and 
ii. Not more than 50 dwelling units on any one island. 

2. On other islands, not more than 10 dwelling units on any one island per 
calendar decade. 



 

98 | P a g e  
N:\LAND USE\LONG RANGE PROJECTS\PCOMPL-17-0001 Comp_Plan\Public Record\Pub Participation\2018\2018-09_10_Workshops\Results\2019-01-31_DCD_Zack_wksp_Rep.docx 

3. The administrator shall establish procedures for submitting applications for 
rural residential cluster developments, and may establish criteria for 
competitive evaluation of such applications if more applications are received 
than may be approved for a given calendar year period. Such evaluation may 
consider the location of the proposed clusters in relation to identified housing 
need; the number of units provided; the availability of units to income groups 
and household types, including families with children, in greatest need of 
affordable housing; the current allocation of such clusters among the various 
islands; the design and location of the clusters for which applications are 
received; and the demonstrated ability of the applicant to perform based on 
financial and other factors. In developing such criteria and evaluating 
competing projects, the administrator shall consult with the housing advisory 
board. 

E. Timely Development Required. Rural residential cluster developments are intended 
to meet a portion of the County’s needs for affordable housing, and the expectation 
that rural residential cluster developments will be constructed promptly following 
approval is an important consideration in evaluating such projects. Approval of a rural 
residential cluster may be withdrawn if the applicant does not meet any of the 
following milestones for development of the proposed project: 

1. Building permits issued for at least 50 percent of the units no later than 18 
months from final approval of the short subdivision, long subdivision or 
binding site plan for the rural residential cluster; 
2. Building construction shall commence no later than 36 months from final 
approval of the short subdivision, long subdivision or binding site plan for the 
rural residential cluster; 
3. Project constructed and all units available for occupancy no later than 18 
months from approval. 

F. Separation. A rural residential cluster development located outside of a village, 
hamlet or residential activity center shall not be developed in such a way that any 
habitable structure is located within 1,200 feet of a habitable structure in another rural 
residential cluster development located outside of a village, hamlet or residential 
activity center. 
G. Design Guidelines. The plot plan (cf. SJCC 18.80.020(C)(11)(c)) and building plans 
shall demonstrate compliance with the following design guidelines. The application 
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submitted for the project shall specifically indicate how the project addresses each of 
the following design issues: 

1. Visual Shielding from Surrounding Uses and County Roads. 
a. The project design shall provide for effective use of terrain, 
landscape screening, natural vegetation, and the layout and design of 
structures, to minimize the visibility and the visual impact of the 
project, as seen from existing residences on surrounding properties, 
and from County roads. 
b. The administrator may require that a visual study including a visual 
prototype review period be provided. The building prototype shall be 
a temporary framework sufficiently visible to clearly and accurately 
show the proposed volume of structures on the site from those 
locations from which the structures would be visible. 

2. Small-Scale Structures and Articulated Building Surfaces. The visual 
character of the project shall express the single-family residential character of 
the project, and shall avoid use of large or bulky structures, large blank 
surfaces, large retaining walls or other site improvements. In order to 
minimize the height, bulk and visual impact of the project, the following 
limitations shall apply: 
a. No structure shall include more than 3,500 square feet of covered floor area. 
b. No structure shall include more than four dwelling units. 
c. No structure shall exceed a building height of two stories or 30 feet. 
d. Any structure incorporating more than one dwelling unit shall provide an 
obvious exterior expression of each dwelling unit using one or more of the 
following methods: 

i. A horizontal setback at least six feet deep between units for a distance 
of at least 12 feet; 
ii. Articulated surfaces in which a variation of at least six feet in the 
setback at least six feet wide occurs at least every 30 feet; 
iii. Articulated surfaces in which the horizontal alignment of the 
exterior wall of adjacent residential units varies by at least 22.5 
degrees; 
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iv. A difference of at least 22.5 degrees in the horizontal direction of 
roof pitch, or a difference in roof elevation of at least two feet in height, 
for a minimum distance of 12 feet, between units; 
v. Other architectural devices approved by the administrator 
providing at least the visual identification of individual dwelling units 
provided by subsections (G)(2)(d)(i) through (iv) of this section. 

3. Conservation Design. All rural residential cluster development, including 
development in activity centers, shall be subject to the conservation design 
standards of SJCC 18.70.060(B)(10). (Ord. 7-2005 § 18; Ord. 12-2001 § 6; Ord. 
11-2000 § 5; Ord. 2-1998 Exh. B § 6.21)24 

                                                        
24 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
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III.D.1. Lopez Workshop Map Exercise Four: Affordable Housing 
Map 16. Aggregated Lopez Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four 
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Table 31. Written Comments on Future Affordable Housing – Lopez  Lopez 
Map Number Comment 

2 House boats? (See blue dot placed in water, west of Channel Road) 
3 Weeks Road by Post Office, mixed use including small business, concern about wetlands 
5 (See Figure 57) MORE AFFORDABLE HOUSING 
5 More med. income housing 

 

 
Figure 57 Lopez Map Group 5 did not equivocate on the need for affordable housing 
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Discussion of Lopez Map Responses to Map Exercise Four: Affordable Housing 
Many of the areas identified by Lopez workshop participants for future affordable housing 
developments shown on Map 16 in this section were placed in the same places identified in Map 
Exercise One.  Most of the responses are centered on three places: 

 Lopez Village UGA; 
 Island Center activity center; and 
 Near the Southend Market, at the intersection of Mud Bay and Mackaye Harbor roads. 

These are places already characterized by higher levels of development than much of the 
surrounding rural area. The Lopez Village UGA has the highest maximum density of these three 
places, four dwelling units per acre.  The Island Center activity center has a maximum density of ten 
acres per dwelling unit.  The area at the intersection of Mud Bay and Mackaye Harbor roads has a 
maximum density of five acres per dwelling unit.  Density is determined by San Juan county Code 
(SJCC) 18.60.050 and the Comprehensive Plan official maps. 
Five additional areas identified for possible development of affordable housing: 

 The peninsula between Mud Bay and Hunter Bay; 
 Near the intersection of Mackaye Harbor Road and Tennis Avenue; 
 On Lopez Sound Road; 
 Near the intersection of Mud Bay Road and Peavey Boulevard; and 
 Off the western shore of Lopez, near the end of Channel Road. 

Three of these areas are in or near existing subdivisions.  The area on Lopez Sound Road is 
designated Rural Farm Forest (RFF) with a density of fifteen acres per dwelling unit.  The point off 
the western shore included a comment, “House Boats?” (Table 31).   
These five places are rural areas with low maximum density under the current Plan (typically 5 to 10 
dwelling units per acre).  These areas should be considered as secondary locations for future 
affordable housing developments.  Rural residential cluster development is currently allowed in the 
RFF, Rural Residential, Village Residential, and Hamlet Residential designations (SJCC 
18.60.230(C)(1)(a)).  They would require density bonuses like those provided in rural residential 
cluster development to be viable affordable housing locations.  Rural residential cluster 
development standards are found in SJCC 18.60.230 (page 101 of this report).  Rural residential 
cluster development regulations could be examined and adjusted as a means to incentivize 
affordable housing developments in these rural of areas.   
Polling question 11 (Section II.B, Table 11) asked about the possible amendment of rural residential 
cluster development regulations.  A slight majority of poll responses was in favor of adjusting these 
regulations but there was not a clear consensus on the desired approach for amendment.  Further 
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examination of this section of development code can be paired with additional public engagement to 
ascertain the community’s preferred amendments. 
Lopez Map Group 2 suggested houseboats as a possibility for affordable housing shown in Figure 
29.  Houseboat regulations are included in SJCC 18.50.540(E).  One of the current regulations in San 
Juan County Code and state law require live aboard vessels to be located in marinas.  It is unlikely 
that a change in these regulations could affect the supply of affordable housing, however, because 
there are a limited number of marinas. 

 
Three additional locations were identified on Sperry Peninsula.  These were indicated to be a joke 
placement of the extra blue dots provided.  These points can probably be disregarded. 

 
Figure 59 A Lopez community workshop participant shares Map Group 3’s results. 

  

Figure 58 Lopez Map Group 2 detail 
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III.D.2. Orcas Workshop Map Exercise Four: Affordable Housing 
Map 17. Aggregated Orcas Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four 
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Table 31. Written Comments on Future Affordable Housing – Orcas  Orcas 
Map Number Comment 

1 (Near Crow Valley Road) More farm-related housing in general --> Coffelt 
4 ( See Figure 60) General Note All residential qualify for affordable ADU.  Allow conversion of misc. structures to affordable ADU 
5 Klein Lot. 
5 (Near Country Corner) McKay 

 

 
Figure 60 Orcas Map Group 4 ADU comment 
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Discussion of Orcas Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four: Affordable 
Housing 
Most of the Orcas responses shown on Map 17 on page 105 of this report are centered on Eastsound 
and the nearby area.  Orcas Village and the Rosario area also received more than one response.  Doe 
Bay, Crow Valley, and Friday Harbor had one response each. 
The response pattern to this exercise suggests that the same areas identified in Map Exercise One 
regarding future commercial development are ideal areas for affordable housing efforts on Orcas. 
These areas are within the Eastsound UGA with some added emphasis on outlying activity centers.  
This focus could take the form of increased density bonuses in the UGA.  In poll question 10 (Section 
II.B Table 10), we asked a question about increasing density bonuses in UGAs.  The majority of 
respondents felt that density bonuses should be increased in the UGAs. The County could consider 
adding an affordable housing density bonus to Orcas activity centers like Orcas Village or the 
Rosario area.  For example, Orcas Village does not have a density bonus for affordable housing.  It 
has a density of two acres per dwelling unit. 
Two other areas that received responses, the end of Lampard Road on San Juan Island and in Crow 
Valley on Orcas, are both designated Agricultural Resource land.  These responses articulated the 
desire for farm-worker housing.  An example from Map Group 1 is shown in Figure 61.  Interest in 
this type of affordable housing comes up often in discussions of affordable housing and agriculture.  
Farm stay and farm worker accommodations regulations can be found at SJCC 18.40.23025.  These 
regulations provide some added housing allowances for accommodations in resource land 
designations but require the site to be in the assessor’s tax category of agricultural open space.   

 
Figure 61 Orcas Map Group 1 detail, Crow Valley 

 
 
 

                                                        
25 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
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III.D.3. San Juan Workshop Map Exercise Four: Affordable Housing 
Map 18. Aggregated San Juan Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four 
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Table 32. Written Comments on Future Affordable Housing – San Juan San Juan 
Map Number Comment 

3 (along Cattle Point Road) Affordable housing near corner 
3 Affordable housing near fair grounds 
3 Work with town to increase density in SJ UGA -ADUs -Affordable Housing on land bank parcel in town 
3 (Along Roche Harbor Road, outside of town) Include in UGA? affordable 
3 Pressure on town of Friday Harbor to allow innovative housing – affordable housing. 
4 (See Figure 62) Keep affordable housing near UGA 

 

 
Figure 62 San Juan Map Group 4 comment near Friday Harbor 
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Discussion of San Juan Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four 
San Juan Workshop participants placed six of their nineteen responses in and around the Town of 
Friday Harbor (TOFH) urban growth area (UGA).  The area around the TOFH was the only area that 
received multiple responses from San Juan Workshop participants.  Eight responses were placed in 
the outlying areas of San Juan Island.  One blue dot each was placed in Lopez Village, Eastsound, 
and Shaw Island.   
Friday Harbor UGA 
Three out of the four San Juan map groups placed blue dots around the Friday Harbor UGA.  Two 
groups only placed their dots near the UGA and one group did not place any dots there.  The 
concentration of responses around the UGA suggests a desire to focus affordable housing 
developments in the currently designated urban area on San Juan.  Written comments from Map 
Group 3 shown in Figure 63 express a distinct interest in directing affordable housing development 
to the UGA instead of the outlying rural areas. 

 
Figure 63 San Juan Map Group 3 comment about coordinating with the TOFH 

 
The Plan goals and policies relating to the TOFH UGA are included in the Land Use Element section 
2.3.A.  The Plan specifically addresses the TOFH in policy 11 of that section: 

11. The Town of Friday Harbor and the County should prepare and maintain an Urban 
Growth Area Management Agreement in accordance with the San Juan County and 
Town of Friday Harbor Joint Planning Policy adopted in 1992, as amended26. 

                                                        
26 (San Juan County 2010) 
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Outlying San Juan Island 
Eight responses to Map Exercise Four were placed outside the area around the TOFH.  The 
responses were placed: 
 At the intersection of Madden Lane and 

Cattle Point Road; 
 At the intersection of Douglas and San Juan 

Valley roads; 
 At the intersection of Egg Lake and Three 

Corner Lake roads;  

 Between Misty Isle Drive and Boundary 
Point Road; 

 At the intersection of Westcott Drive and 
Roche Harbor Road; 

 At Roche Harbor Resort; and  
 Near English Camp on West Valley Road.

 
The areas near Westcott Bay, the intersection of Cattle Point Road and Madden Lane, and on Egg 
Lake Road are designated Rural Farm Forest (RFF) on the Comprehensive Plan official map.  All 
three of these areas have a maximum density of five acres per dwelling unit.  These areas may be 
suitable for rural residential cluster development, a density bonus for affordable housing in the RFF 
and other rural land use designations.  Rural residential cluster development is defined in San Juan 
County Code (SJCC) 18.20.180 “R” definitions:  

“Rural residential cluster” means a small cluster of residences and related structures 
that is intended to provide opportunities for affordable housing in rural areas, while 
remaining compatible with the rural, agricultural and natural character of rural lands 
and not requiring urban-level services27. 

The development standards to rural residential cluster development are found at SJCC 18.60.230.  
The Plan does not have a specific policy for this type of development.  Developing a general rural 
policy for this type of development may help to guide additional amendment to these development 
standards if the County decides amendment is necessary.  Electronic polling question 11 asked 
respondents about rural residential cluster development standards and responses indicated there 
may be interest in reexamining the development standards (Section II.B Table 11). 
Two responses were placed near areas designated as either Forest Resource (FOR) or Agricultural 
Resource (AG) lands.  These points are along West Valley Road and between Misty Isle Drive and 
Boundary Point Road.  The AG and FOR designations allow for farm stay and farm worker housing 
as outlined in SJCC 18.40.230, but these uses must be subordinate to an agricultural use and on a site 
in the assessor’s tax category for agriculture open space28.  This requirement restricts the places that 
this kind of development  is possible in resource lands. 

                                                        
27 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
28 (San Juan County Code 2018) 
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III.D.4. Shaw Workshop Map Exercise Four: Affordable Housing 
Map 19. Aggregated Shaw Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four 
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Table 33. Written Comments on Future Affordable Housing – Shaw Shaw 
Map Number Comment 

1 (On Ben Nevis Loop, east of Broken Point Road) NMT affordable housing units 
1 Affordable housing units, small scale, similar to Lopez 
2 (See Figure 64) If affordable housing were to happen these locations seem the most reasonable. 

 

 
Figure 64 Shaw Map Group 2 affordable housing comment 
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Discussion of Shaw Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four: Affordable 
Housing 
Three map groups on Shaw completed Map Exercise Four, placing seven total blue dots on the map.  
The instructions for Map Exercise Four requested each group place at least four blue dots each.  Map 
Group 2 was the only group that placed all four of the requested blue dots during Map Exercise 
Four.  The limited responses to Map Exercise Four on Shaw suggests there is lower a demand for 
affordable housing on Shaw than on other islands. 
Shaw workshop participants identified three preferred places for affordable housing on Shaw 
Island: 

 The Shaw ferry landing; 
 Near the community center; and 
 At the intersection of Ben Nevis Loop and Broken Point Road. 

The only area that received more than one response from Shaw Map Groups was near the Shaw 
ferry landing.  Two additional places were indicated on San Juan Island: Roche Harbor and Friday 
Harbor.   
Shaw Ferry Landing 
Most of the area around the Shaw ferry landing is designated Rural Farm Forest (RFF) with a 
density of five acres per dwelling unit.  This area could be a potential site for rural residential cluster 
development or a similar rural density bonus.  There are limited employment opportunities on Shaw 
because the subarea plan limits the amount of nonresidential development that can take place there; 
it would make sense to place affordable housing on Shaw near the ferry terminal so residents could 
access transportation to employment opportunities.   
An alternate option for placing more housing in this area might be to consider the possibility of 
making the area around the ferry landing a residential activity center on the scale of Olga or Doe Bay 
on Orcas.  This would likely entail amending the Shaw Subarea Plan in addition to the 
Comprehensive Plan and it would be contingent on the results of the Land Capacity Analysis and 
the designation criteria for Residential Activity Center.  There does not appear to be any interest in 
amending the subarea plan or land use re-designation on Shaw.  The Shaw community should be 
engaged in any contemplation of re-designation or amendments to the Shaw Subarea Plan. 
Near the Shaw Community Center 
The Shaw Community Center is located at the intersection of Blind Bay and Squaw Bay roads.  This 
area is designated RFF with a density of five acres per dwelling unit.  The area is approximately 
equidistant from both the ferry landing and the Shaw School and Library.  Shaw Map Group 2 
placed a response to Map Exercise Four in this area.  The rural location and low maximum density 
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make this area a possible candidate for the use of rural residential cluster development density 
bonus. 
At the intersection of Ben Nevis loop and Broken Point Road 
This area is home to the Shaw Island School and Library.  The majority of the area is designated 
Natural (N) on the Comprehensive Plan official maps.  Figure 65 shows the land use designations in 
this area.   
 

 
Figure 65 Land Use Designations near Shaw School 

 
The Comprehensive Plan has goals and policies for the N land use designation in the Land Use 
Element at 2.4.B.  The Plan States:  

Goal: To preserve indigenous plant and animal species and ecosystems in a natural 
state for the benefit of existing and future generations.  
Policies (2.4.B.1–6):  

1. Designate lands as Natural only upon request of the landowner.  
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2. Designate as Natural only those areas which are characterized by the 
presence of intact indigenous ecosystems or rare or unusual indigenous plant 
or animal species which are relatively intolerant of human use.  
3. Prohibit uses and activities which would encroach upon and disrupt rare 
plant and animal species and ecosystems.  
4. Prohibit land divisions for residential development.  
5. Prohibit cottage enterprises and all commercial and industrial uses.  
6. Allow uses and activities which promote preservation of the ecosystem and 
provide environmental education opportunities. 

Affordable housing would be greatly limited in this area by the N land use designation, given the 
corresponding Plan goals and policies.  Affordable housing in this area is limited further by the 
regulations in San Juan County Code (SJCC) Table 18.30.040 Allowable and Prohibited Uses in 
Rural, Resource, and Special Land Use Designations.  The land use controls in this table prohibit 
many residential uses, including rural residential cluster development.  Placing affordable housing 
in this location would likely require changing the land use designation, a process that would need to 
involve additional public outreach to ensure this is what the community wants.  
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III.D.5. Waldron Workshop Map Exercise Four: Affordable Housing 
Map 20. Aggregated Waldron Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four 
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Table 34. Written Comments on Future Affordable Housing – Waldron  Waldron 
Map Number Comment 

1 (Near Cemetery, see Figure 66) Maybe 
2 (Near Deer Harbor) Affordable housing for elderly 
2 Housing options for aging/elderly 

 

 
Figure 66 Waldron Map Group 1 affordable housing comment 
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Discussion of Waldron Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Four: Affordable 
Housing 
Waldron map groups placed two blue dots total during Map Exercise Four.  One was placed near 
Deer Harbor on Orcas Island and the other was placed near the Waldron School.  At the Waldron 
workshop, as on Shaw, fewer blue dots than the Map Exercise Four minimum were placed on the 
map.  This seems to suggest that the perceived level of need for affordable housing among 
workshop participants was lower than at workshops on other islands.   
Near the Waldron School 
The area surrounding the Waldron School is designated Rural Farm Forest (RFF) with a density of 
10 acres per dwelling unit.  This area might be an ideal site for the use of the rural residential cluster 
density bonus for affordable housing.  Under current regulations, this kind of development is the 
only way to increase the density for affordable housing in the RFF land use designation.    
Deer Harbor 
The area near Deer Harbor that Waldron workshop participants identified is designated RFF with a 
density of five acres per dwelling unit (Map 20, page 117).  As with the area near the Waldron 
School, this area would be a potential candidate for the use of the rural residential cluster density 
bonus.  It may be more appropriate to place affordable housing within the existing residential 
activity center of Deer Harbor Hamlet, north of the Waldron workshop response.  It is worth noting 
that none of the six Orcas map groups placed a response near Deer Harbor.  
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III.E. Map Exercise Five: Bulk Fuel Storage on Orcas 
Map Exercise Five was only conducted at the Orcas Island workshop.  In Map Exercise Five, Orcas 
workshop respondents were asked to identify ideal locations for bulk fuel storage with yellow dots.  
The map groups were asked to place at least one yellow dot specifically on Orcas Island. 
The Orcas community recently expressed concern over the placement of bulk-fuel storage facilities.  
The community was concerned about safety and proximity to other residential and commercial uses.  
These facilities are a necessary part of the Islands’ infrastructure and must be placed somewhere.  
The County would like your group’s input on where exactly you feel this use fits on Orcas.   
There are three kinds of bulk fuel storage defined in San Juan County Code (SJCC) 18.20.020: 

“Bulk fuel storage plant or terminal” means an area where flammable or combustible 
liquids are received by tank vessel, pipelines, tank car, or tank vehicle and are stored 
or blended in bulk for the purpose of distributing such liquids by tank vessel, pipeline, 
tank car, tank vehicle, portable tank, or container (see International Fire Code). 
“Bulk fuel storage (retail)” means the storage of fuel in structures or tanks for 
subsequent retail sale. 
“Bulk fuel storage (wholesale)” means the storage of fuel in structures or tanks for 
subsequent wholesale distribution. 

Current land use in the Eastsound Subarea Plan codified in SJCC 18.30.460 allows bulk fuel storage 
by conditional use permit in designated industrial areas including:  

 Service and Light Industrial;  
 Service Park;  
 Marina; and  
 Eastsound Airport.   

In SJCC 18.30.030 and SJCC 18.30.040 bulk fuel storage is allowed by conditional use permit in the 
following land use designations:  

 Rural General Use;  
 Rural Industrial;  
 Rural Commercial;  
 Village Industrial;  
 Hamlet Industrial; and  
 Island Center. 
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Connection to Electronic and Online Polling 
Polling Question One related to Map Exercise Five.  Question One (Section II.B Table 1 and Section 
IV.B Table 37) asked, “Does more land need to be designated for nonresidential development?”  The 
most popular response in both electronic (61%) and online (67%) polling was, “no”.  Sixteen of 
twenty-four respondents (67%) at the Orcas workshop also responded “no” to Question One.  The 
nonresidential uses asked about in question one includes more uses than just bulk fuel storage and 
so the response should not be interpreted as directly related to Map Exercise Five.  The responses to 
Question One do seem to indicate that specific land use re-designation may not be necessary to 
accommodate bulk fuel storage in the future.     
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III.E.1. Orcas Map Exercise Five: Bulk Fuel Storage 
Map 21. Aggregated Orcas Responses to Map Exercise Five 
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Table 35. Written Comments on Bulk Fuel Storage Orcas 
Map Number Comment 

1 (Between Dolphin Bay and Orcas roads) Propane: combine with quarry 
3 Yellow – (bulk fuel storage) Reason @ ferry dock: doesn’t need to be transported, in bulk, on island roads. 
4 (One yellow dot placed at Point Lawrence, see Figure 67) Access to tidal generation 

 

 
Figure 67 Orcas Map Group 4 comment on fossil fuels 
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Discussion of Orcas Workshop Responses to Map Exercise Five: Bulk Fuel Storage 
The placement of bulk fuel storage has been a contentious topic in Eastsound.  This is a particularly 
challenging issue because there are limited areas that this kind of use is allowed.  On Orcas, bulk 
fuel storage is allowed in the following land use designations: 

 Service and Light Industrial 
(Eastsound); 

 Service Park (Eastsound); 
 Eastsound Airport (Eastsound); 
 Rural General Use; 
 Rural Industrial; 

 Rural Commercial; 
 Village Industrial; 
 Hamlet Industrial; 
 Orcas Village Transportation;  
 Orcas Village Commercial; and 
 Island Center.  

 
These areas account for 2,253 acres on Orcas Island that are concentrated mostly within 
Eastsound and the Rural Industrial designation along Orcas Road near the San Juan County 
Solid Waste Transfer Station. 
Most support was for a facility near the solid waste transfer station along Orcas Road.  This area is 
shown in Figure 68 below.  It is an area further away from more dense residential areas than other 
suggestions.  In addition to the transfer station, there is also a gravel pit in this area. It is worth noting 
that this area sits along the northeastern corner of Crow Valley, near areas marked as important to 
sense of place and for the scenic quality of the roads in map exercises two and three (Maps 2 and 8). 

  
Figure 68 Aerial of Rural Industrial area along Orcas Road 
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The overall response pattern suggests that bulk fuel storage should be placed away from established 
residential areas; an example is shown in Figure 69 below.  It also suggests that the areas currently 
designated for this type of use may be appropriate.  Concerns about bulk fuel storage could also be 
addressed by examining development regulations.  Bulk fuel storage does not have specific 
performance standards; it is regulated by general industrial site-development performance 
standards (SJCC 18.40.280).   

 
Figure 69 Orcas MAP GROUP 1 DETAIL, FUEL STORAGE NEAR QUARRY. 
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III.F. General Written Map Written Comments 
Table 36. General Written Map Comments Orcas 

Map Number Comment 
3 This is a blunt instrument process for surgical level decisions. 
3 Include some questions on :limits for Total number of houses/residents. 
3 (Written in ball point pen, crossed out with black sharpie) Rosario for affordable h. because a central locus and to spread out from UGA. 
4 (Near Orcas Village) EV, Electric shuttle/bus around the island 
4 (Corridor near Orcas Road from Orcas Village to Eastsound) Solar 
4 (Near Obstruction Pass) Shore access to tidal generation 
4 (Arrows pointing at all islands) General Note: All islands to embrace carbon reduction.  Need to address siting of renewable energy systems (solar, wind & battery & tidal). Replace fossil fuel bulk storage.  All areas & land use designations. 
4 (off the west coast of Lopez) Access to tidal generation 
4 (Throughout Rosario Strait) Access to tidal generation. 
4 

 4 (In Eastsound) Electric vehicle parking and solar charging stations.  
6 (With a circle around Crow Valley, see Figure 70) We need to include AGRICULTURE in the conversation, especially in Crow Valley.  
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San Juan 
Map Number Comment 

3 More ARL 
3 Farm stands/stores – outright allowed use 
3 (arrow pointing east of Douglas Road) Make this ARL min. 10 acres 
3 Preserve rural character with more ARL 
3 (circle around central Lopez Island) make this and all prime soils ARL. 
3 (Circle around Crow Valley) ARL 
4 Recycle more, less consumer packaging 
4 Water availability Waldron 

Map Number Comment 
1 Tourists use the sidewalk etc. so maybe lodging tax funds could be used to improve local infrastructure that bears the burden of the massive influx of tourists 
1 No net pens 
1 (At the end of Cowlitz Bay – Waldron Center Road) Controversial 
1 Lots of private roads not shown Mountain Rd not shown Five corners (4 roads) 
1 Keep density in UGA 
1 Addressing issues and private road names 
1 Prohibit whale watching 
2 (Near County dock and post office) Parking facility 
2 Very small scale  garbage collect + transport facility 
2 Tourism tax should  pay for trash disposal 
2 Recycling is important + needs to be more prominent 

 
Figure 70 Orcas Map Group 6 agriculture comment 
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IV. ONLINE POLLING RESULTS 
IV.A. Summary of Online Polling 
During November 2018, staff conducted an online poll that asked the same sixteen questions as the 
electronic polling section.  The background information provided in the electronic polling 
PowerPoint presentation from the workshop was included with each online poll question 
(Appendix D). The map exercises were not available online.   
The online poll collected 171 responses.  Online poll respondents took an average of eleven and a 
half minutes to complete the online poll.  This is significantly less time than the electronic polling 
section of the workshop, which was designed to take approximately 35 for 45 minutes but usually 
went much longer to accommodate discussion of the question topics.  
Online Polling Key Points of Interest 

 66% of respondents felt that no additional land needs to be designated for nonresidential 
development (Section IV.B Table 37, page 129); 

 Cost of construction (40%) and the cost of land (32%) are seen as the two biggest barriers 
to new development (Section IV.B Table 39, page 129);  

 67% of online poll respondents felt that the County should accommodate some 
combination of more hotels, resorts and campgrounds (Section IV.B Table 41, page 130); 

 54% of respondents said that the County should increase density bonuses in the UGA 
(Section IV.B Table 46, page 131); 

 37% of respondents were in favor of increasing the number of ADU allowed, provided 
they were permanently restricted to be affordable housing (Section IV.B Table 48, page 
132); 

 58% of respondents said they would participate in a voluntary private well monitoring 
program (Section IV.B Table 49, page 132); and 

 30% of online poll respondents were concerned about desalination and its impact on the 
marine environment (Section IV.B Table 50, page 132). 
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IV.B. Online Polling Results 
Table 37. Does more land need to be designated for nonresidential development? 

 
Table 38. Which of the following nonresidential uses do we need more of? 

 
Table 39. What is the biggest barrier to new development? 

 
Table 40. Given that vacation rentals provide both positive and negative outcomes, is additional regulation needed? 
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Table 41. Should the county find more ways to accommodate hotels, resorts and/or campgrounds? 

 
Table 42. How should the county fund road frontage improvements in urban growth areas (UGA)? 

 
Table 43. Keeping rural character in mind, which of the following do you prefer? 

 
Table 44. Given two options facing the county, which of the following do you prefer? 
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Table 45. Which of the following options do you think is the most significant barrier to affordable housing development? 

 
Table 46. Considering the need for affordable housing and the tradeoffs associated with 
affordable housing density bonuses, what strategy do you prefer? 

 
Table 47. How should the county change regulations to promote affordable rural residential 
cluster development? 
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Table 48. What do you think is the best way to address ADU regulation? 

 
Table 49. Would you participate in a voluntary private well monitoring program? 

 
Table 50. What concerns do you have about the use of desalination? 

 
Table 51. How should the county use lodging tax funds? 
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Table 52. What role should the county take in developing other industries besides tourism? 
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Appendix A 
Workshop Newsflash 

and Fliers 
  

















 

N:\LAND USE\LONG RANGE PROJECTS\PCOMPL-17-0001 Comp_Plan\Public Record\Pub Participation\2018\2018-09_10_Workshops\Results\2019-01-31_DCD_Zack_wksp_Rep.docx 

 
 

Appendix B  
Display 

Advertisements 
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Appendix C  
Workshop Sign in Sheets 
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Appendix D 
Workshop 

PowerPoint 
Presentation 

 
Note: The PowerPoint presentation used at each workshop was modified slightly for each island. 
The background information for polling questions presented at each workshop, however, was 
largely the same.  This appendix presents the Shaw Island workshop presentation for a reference. 
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Appendix E  
Scanned Map Links 
The table below shows the links to the scanned maps for each workshop map group. 

Lopez 
Group # Link 

1 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17841/2018-10-01_WS_Lopez_Map_1_final  
2 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17842/2018-10-01_WS_Lopez_Map_2_final  
3 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17843/2018-10-01_WS_Lopez_Map_3_final  
4 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17844/2018-10-01_WS_Lopez_Map_4_final  
5 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17845/2018-10-01_WS_Lopez_Map_5_final  Orcas 

Group # Link 
1 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17835/2018-10-11_WS_Orcas_Map_1  
2 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17836/2018-10-11_WS_Orcas_Map_2  
3 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17837/2018-10-11_WS_Orcas_Map_3  
4 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17838/2018-10-11_WS_Orcas_Map_4  
5 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17839/2018-10-11_WS_Orcas_Map_5  
6 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17840/2018-10-11_WS_Orcas_Map_6  San Juan 

Group # Link 
1 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17831/2018-10-18_WS_SJI_Map_1  
2 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17832/2018-10-18_WS_SJI_Map_2  
3 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17833/2018-10-18_WS_SJI_Map_3  
4 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17834/2018-10-18_WS_SJI_Map_4  Shaw 

Group # Link 
1 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17846/2018-10-26_WS_Shaw_map_1  
2 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17847/2018-10-26_WS_Shaw_map_2  
3 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17848/2018-10-26_WS_Shaw_map_3  Waldron 

Group # Link 
1 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17849/2018-11-09_WS_Waldron_Map_1  
2 https://www.sanjuanco.com/DocumentCenter/View/17850/2018-11-09_WS_Waldron_Map_2  
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