














widths throughout the center arca. As much as [ like the diagonal parking in the core,
removing parking on one side moves the pedestrians closer to the traffic which is
contrary to one of the geals, and the neighborhood streets widths, as wide as they are with
limited parking, will promote cut-through traffic. Finally, a sub-area plan should be a
plan, not simply an adjusiment to the zoning code in the Comprehensive Plan. It should
not only provide regulations, but provide a plan for implementation. The goals arc all
wonderful; the development standards adequate yet do need some adjustment. The plan
is lacking in a process to implement more incentives or the ability to develop at a small
scale which is what I understand the citizens wish to continue with. There are two
glaring omissions that [ see 1s the opportunity to improve the intersection and traffic with
the new bridge construction and it has not been addressed in the plan, and at the center,
the Center does not have a center, a community gathering area more than just a sidewalk
type gathering areas. Thank you.”

Andrea direcled the commission to the comment letters in their packets received prior to
the meeting.

Adam Brockus, Perry Avenue: “One thing that was talked about during our meetings,
or the community thing, was that the residents of Manctte do think of us as an eclectic
neighborhood from the certain designs that were given to the buildings and to the houscs
that were put in the area from 1910 all the way up to today, but one thing that they did
have a worry about was if a incongruous, or, let’s say, sharply dilferent architecture such
as a modern archilecture, was put in there it would tend to ruin the design or feel of the
neighborhood as it went in. I was hoping to see in the design standards possible design
guidelines that were used similar to what was put in for the Highland up here, and I
would ask that consideration be possibly given to the possibility of a design committee or
design review committee formed up of citizens be possibly applied the same way that
was in the Highland district. Thank you.”

Chairman Wheeler closed the public comment portion of the public hearing and opencd
commission deliberations.

Commissioner Kosusko agreed with the statements regarding a lack of design guidelines
and design review for this “highly eritical” neighborhood; he attributes this lack to the
reactive nature of the proposed sub-area plan and the development restrictions it imposes.
He had hoped the plan would be more proactive and imaginative but believes the plan has
good intentions. He referred to the “Plans, Visions, and Goals” section (page 7) noting
that many of the photographs shown as cxamples would not actually be allowed
according to the development standards of the plan. He spoke passionately of the
economics and evolution of development and how the plan does not accommodate thal.

Commissioner Cockburn, who served as a Key Communicator during this process,
agreed with Commissioner Kosusko, adding that he felt the proposed sub-area plan was
“codifying urban decay” and pointed to the lack of growth in (he downtown area beforc
changes were implemented. Ile expressed concern over the incomplete buffer between
the Manetie Center Core (MCC) zone and the Low-Densily Residential (LDR) and felt it
would handicap property owners in the MCC rone that abut the LDR. Other items of
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concern werc: maximum height, maximum lot density, the lack of a design review board,
and strect tree requirements.

Commissioner Streissguth agreed with the previous comments and asked staff to
respond to Mr. Bruskrud’s and her concerns regarding the intersection where the east end
of the bridge is located, the development standards, specilically the lack of provisions for
mulii-family or how to regulate the large volume of non-conforming uscs, the idea of
cottage housing, road standards and the lack of consistency with existing conditions and
potential safety issues. She also asked who would be reviewing development submittals
if there is no Design Review Board, and how the MCC/LDR zone border will be
addressed.

Commissioner Kennedy also agreed with the commenis [rom other commissioners.,
adding that she didn’t believe the residents of Manette intended to write a plan for
neighborhood decay, but with so many restrictions put on development the fear is that it
will happen. Shc urged the use of architecture design standards instcad of a sub-area plan
that scverely limits development.

Commissioner Kosusko noted that many innovative ideas regarding public spaces were
discussed at the community meetings but those ideas were not included in the plan.

Commissioner Mosiman commented that, unlike other sub-area plans the commission
has reviewed, this sub-arca plan lacked “specificity” and was unsure of where it would
lead the community. He acknowledged that community character is important io the
citizens of Manette and didn’t feel the proposed sub-area plan reflected that.

Chairman Wheeler also participated in the public outreach as a Key Communicator. He
spoke about the community’s desire to keep Manette as it is because of its unique charm,
not because of a fear of change.

Andrea respondcd to the commission’s remarks by first reminding the commission that
what is in the proposed document is what the residents of Manette wanted and felt
comfortable with. On the point of not initiating a Design Review Board, Andrea stated
that during the course of the public meetings it was determined that even having a DRB
would not be a great enough assurance to the residents of what could be developed within
the boundaries of the sub-area plan. She felt that, although the plan is not as specific in
its direction as other sub-area plans, it was a good starting place and should be revisited
in five years when the residents could judge il the plan was working toward their
neighborhood vision or against il. By establishing a strong “Plans, Visions, and Goals”
scction, it lays the groundwork for a forward thinking plan; other parts of the plan such as
design standards can be modified at a later date when the City has more available
resources,

Commissioner Streissguth asked if a dircet approach was made to the residents in
letting them know the inflexibility of the plan would not allow many of the characteristics
they had approved at the beginning of the outreach process. Andrea said it had been
attempted. She also corrected the misconception that cottage homes are not allowed in
this plan; in the MTR »one there is no minimum lot size requircment and up to 15
dwelling units per acre is allowed which would accommodate cottage housing.
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At this time there is no additional information available regarding the intersection at the
east end of the new Manette bridge; WSDOT has nol confirmed what the final design
will be and how it will affect the intersection, so no details mvolvmg the bridge were
included in the sub-area plan.

Andrea suggested the commission adding ‘multi-family’ as a stand-alone use within the
MCC disirict as the Commission had raised concerns regarding continuance of the
existing multi-family as a non-conforming use; she noted thal townhomes were an
approved use in the MTR zone.

In the proposed sub-area plan, all permils and land use applications would be reviewed
and approved by DCD staff and they would ensure wmphance with the design standards
contained within the plan.

It was pointed out that in the areas where the commercial component abuls a residential
zone, the developer must provide additional setback in the building design itself with a
tiered profile to reduce bulk.

Commissioner Kosusko did not agree with the parking requirements for new
development in the MCC zone. He felt the large amount of required off-street parking
did not mesh with a walkable neighborhood. The commission acknowledged that the
requirement probably came from residents who live near the commercial area who did
nol want shoppers parking on their residential streets. Andrea explained that written
comments received from the residents were divided — some said the parking requirements
were too high, others said thcy weren’t high enough so the deflault was to bring forward
the parking requircments from the current code.

Because of the lack of proposed community/gathering spaces and specific direction in the
plan and the inclusion of innovative design incentives and the Design Review Board,
several commissioners questioned the need to move forward with a sub-area plan at this
time. Andrea emphasized the importance of acknowledging the public process for
creating the goals, visions, and values included in the sub-area plan and that work would
be lost if the commission chose to vote against the plan instead of adopting the plan and
revisiting the tssuc of implementation at a later dale.

Before reopening the public comment portion of the meeting, Chairman Wheeler
reminded the commission that the proposed sub-arca plan met the mandates of the State’s
Growth Management Act (GMA) as well as the desires of the “vocal majority” of the
residents as well as the not-so~vocal residents who participated in this year-long planning
process. He acknowledged that the plan is not perfect and there are areas that could be
improved upon, but the plan as presented is what the residents who participated in the
process wanted.

Commissioner Streissguth gave a list of items she felt needed further discussion:
® Roadway standards and the resulting public safety issue;

° Allowing multi-family as an outright permitted use in the MCC zone;

° Revisit the mid-block transitional zone where it abuts low-densitly residential;
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° Parking standards

Commissioner Kosusko asked about shared parking to help ease the parking
requirements. Andrea said there is a share parking component in the zoning code that is
based on day time uses versus night time uses or weckday uses versus weekend uses, nol
just businesses sharing parking spaces.

Andrea suggested moving forward the first pari of the proposed plan, pages 1 — 16, with
amendments to the map on page 16 1o utilize the City’s existing zoning by changing the
MCC zone to NCC, the MTR zone to R-10*, and LDR to R-10. Commissioner
Mosiman agreed this could be a workable solution.

Commissioncer Cockburn spoke about the high volume of traffic along 11" Street due to
the way traffic exits and enters the Manctte Bridge as well as the high number of
residents who live east of Perry Avenue and use 11™ Street as their main travel route and
the potential for accidents from people pulling out of angled parking and into the traffic
lanc. Commissioner Kennedy suggested removing the road standards section from the
plan before moving it forward. Commissioner Streissguth cautioned against developing
street standards that would never become a reality because of the actual use of the strects
in question. Andrea suggested making pages 17 through 35 a work item for 2010 so the
question of how the Manette Bridge design will affcet traffic flow could be answered.

The commission discussed the boundaries of the different zones within the sub-area plan;
Andrea urged them to leave the houndaries as they are because of the great amount of
time and deliberation the residents put into ereating the boundaries, and to instead simply
revert (o the current zoning code within the established boundaries. Chairman Wheeler
commented that if the MTR zone returns to R-10* which has long been established as an
interim measure waiting for a sub-area plan, it will be met with resistance from the
residents who had worked on creating the final document.

Commissioner Cockburn noted that the most vocal group during this process lived
within the LDR zone and they clearly understood thai, in order (0 maintain their status
quo, imposing such strict development restrictions would essentially block any new
development from occurring in the MCC zone.

Andrea said that another option proposed by a community group was to implement only
the MCC zone and leave the rest as is. She also reminded the commission that returning
to the current zoning would do away with townhomes, cottage housing, live/work spaces,
and other permitted uses included in the sub-area plan.

Commissioner Wheeler re-opened the Public Comment portion of the public hearing.

Jordy Andrew, 1328 Hayward Avenue: “It’s very difficult to respond to all of your
comments. 1 share a lot of your concerns; they’ve all been discussed ad nauseum
throughout this process. There are a lot of references herc to this being like a year-long
process: It was six or scven meetings. They occurred over a year and that was not as a
result of the community’s input or request. We would’ve liked to have had enough time
to do all of the things that you asked us to do, but we’re lay people. We don’t understand
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the zoning and planning guidelines that you all are so familiar with. You recognize
clcarly the big problem with the traffic section of this plan. Nobody knows what’s going
to happen with the bridge. We asked repecatedly of stafl (o provide that. They don’t
know because WSDOT hasn’t told them. So, you're basically trying to put some
overlooking visionary things into a plan where you don’t know what you're working
with. We don’t know. That was a problem for us and we couldn’t overcome it. So we
basically just said, ‘“Well, let’s look at some ideas.” And that’s what’s reflected in that
portion of the ptan. The other thing that [ think that is really important to understand is
that all of the cilizens who participated — and a number of business people or business
owners thal participated — were trying to work within the (ramework that was laid down
m 2005. We, as citizens, didn’t want to take anything away from the commercial
property owners. We wanted to lecave them with the same options that they had under the
Comp Plan revisions in 2005. And that’s very difficult because the desire of some people
in the community is to have absolutely no change. They were not happy with the 2005
Comp Plan revisions, and part of what staff had to put up with was a reaction to those
revisions. And because the community has gone on record for the last 10 or 15 years
telling the City what it wants in its community. If we were given the opportunity to
develop view corridor, view preservation type language, that is something that the City
doesn’t have now, and is really visionary and lorward looking, I think that that would
solve a lot of the problems. But, given the fact that what we have to work with as a
community, we clearly recognize that 35 foot building height limit isn’t going to give us
what we want, but it’s better than nothing and that’s why we ended up there. Had we
been able to take the time to develop the kind of prescrvation type language that we
hoped would come out of this process, [ think it would be a better plan. But, we werc
given basically a deadline and we did the best we could do as a community to get to this
point by this date. I would surely encourage you to [inaudible] the parts of this aside that
you are uncomfortable with and either kick il back to staff or kick it back to the
community for more work because there are many of us in the community thal are
willing to put the time in to gel something that we feel that we can live with long lerm.
Thank you.”

Dick Bruskrud, Shore Drive: “The big problem, and I think you are all realizing this, is
that under this current plan it doesn’t help the large developer, which 1 don’t think
anybody really wants in Manette, and it almost makes it impossible for a small building
o be improved. What is going to end up happening, and you’ve all realized this, is that
nothing will end up happening, and so whal good is a plan that is going to stifle and nol
allow further development and improvement of our community? No matier what you
think is the right or best improvement, whether it’s taller buildings or shorter buildings,
its view, the use of the buildings — whatever they arc, if we cannot improve them in any
form, then this is not really a plan. And this is where T have a problem with this
particular plan: we need to set a way, standards, that will allow people to improvc their
property and to improve their businesses, and there is ways to do this. Throughout the
process there has been fairly vocal contingency that has been focused on view protection
as a height limit. Certainly height does affect views, but it is not the only answer o
protecting views and they would not listen to any other type of reasoning. The same
thing with larger buildings; they didn’t really understand how a larger building can be
appear as a smaller building or that it might be necessary 1o do a larger building in order
lo accommodate the parking and makc the buildings economically feasible. This is a
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learning process; 1 think a lot of people throughout the community have learned this and
we’ve come a long ways. Again, through page 16 is a good plan. So now we need to see
that this plan can be instigated. I guess my suggestion, and I agree with Jordy, we can’t
just let this go; we need to keep moving forward with it and to just patch it together and
pass it is nol doing our job. I would suggest that the City actually go back to the
neighborhood, and I know this is not a pleasant prospect for staff, and re-present these
goals and objectives and show them how that these goals and objectives thal we have put
into the plan meet their expcctations. Then, go to the standards. Start looking at the
standards and where we professionals on staff, we have professionals in the community
that would be willing to help and set up slandards and show them how specific standards
can support their visions and make recommendations for these standards to the
community. We are working with lay people that don’t understand how setting a 35 foot
height limit affects the building, how parking affects the buildings, how access affects the
buildings — all the development standards that we deal with every day — they don’( really
understand this, so we need to be more excmplatory (sic) on those issues. T think if we
are, and we can successfully bring back many of the citizens that, guite frankly, will not
come back to these meetings after the August meeting, if we can bring them back I think
we can be very successful with this plan.  So let’s not give it up; let’s keep going.
They’ve done a wonderlul job in getting us to where we are, but we’re just not there yet.
Thank you.”

Chairman Whecler closed the Public Comment portion of the public hearing.

Commissioner Kosusko felt that moving forward the planning portion of the sub-area
plan and reworking the development portion could be an agreeable solution, Based on
the public comments, he also felt the community would be responsive to participating in
creating new developmeni standards and urged City Council to find funding to complete

this process. '

Andrea suggested referencing current zoning chapters in cach of the proposed sub-area
zone as the proposed development standard.

A motion was made by Commissioncr Kennedy and seconded by Commissioner
Kosusko to recommend to City Council for adoption the Manette Sub-Area Plan as
presented in Attachment I based on the Findings and Conclusions as a result of the
Planning Commission’s deliberations, and amend the Zoning Code Chapter 20.80 to
make reference to and incorporate the Manette Sub-Area Plan as shown in
Attachment III, with the recommendation that City Council fund additional work
with the community to create implementing zoning that corresponds to the visions
and values in the second part of the sub-area plan.

A motion was made by Commissioner Streissguth and seconded by Commissioner
Kosusko to amend the original motion to adopt only pages 1 — 16 of the Manette
Sub-Area Plan with the following changes to the map on page 16: The MCC zone
revert to NCC, the LDR zone would revert to R-10, and the MTR zone would revert
to R-10*, Called for a vote: Commissioner Cockburn: No; Commissioner Kennedy:
Yes; Commissioner Kosusko: Yes; Commissioner Mosiman:  Yes; Commissioner
Streissguth: Yes; Chairman Wheeler: Yes. The motion carried.
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D.

Chairman Wheeler closed the PPublic Meeting.
¥1.  Business Mecting

Chairman’s Report: None.

Director’s Report: Andrea Spencer, Director of Community Development, reported
that the City has been successful in petitioning for American Recovery Grant funds:

® LIFT - $330K per year for 25 years to help implement the Downtown Sub-Area Plan;
$6.4M to sewer Gorst, and environmental hazard area;

$6M to improve the water treatment process;

Submitted a grant application for $250K to conduct a wetland study in SKIA;

o
<

o

There will be a community mecting at M(. View Middle School on Tuesday, April 28,
2009 for the joint school siting project to pair an urban school with another community
[acility.

There will be a community meeting to view and discuss the new Manette Bridge. This
meeting will be hosted by WSDOT and be held in the Norm Dicks Government Center
main meeting chambers on Tuesday, May 5, 2009 from 4PM — 7PM.

Old Business: Andrea gave a quick overview of the problem with Planning
Commissioner’s term expiration dates. Because of the inordinale amount of time it
would require to fully research commissioner term dates from the time of the
commission’s inccption, it was decided that all commissioner terms will end on
December 31% of the new term expiration year as each is reappointed.

New Business: None

VII. Adjournment

Meeting was adjourned at 7:51 p.m. The next Regular Meeting is scheduled for May 19, 2009.

LY —

Approved by:

Hog Wi €

Greg

hgeler, Chairman
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Commission Meeting Date: April 21, 2009 Agenda Item V.B.1

CITY OF BREMERTON, WASHINGTON
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA ITEM

AGENDA TITLE: Public Hearing on Comprehensive Plan & Zoning Code Amendments to
Adopt the Manette Sub Area Plan

DEPARTMENT: Department of Community Development
PRESENTED BY: Lindsey Sehmel, City Planner

EXECUTIVE SUMMARY

In 2008 City Council funded work on a Manette Neighborhood Center Sub Area Plan to ensure that
future redevelopment of the neighborhood is coordinated and well designed.

Enclosed for Planning Commission review is a Draft of the Manette Neighborhood Center Sub Area
Plan. The Commission will conduct a public hearing during the April 21, 2009 regularly scheduled
meeting.

The Sub Area Plan includes two primary components:

1) An amendment to the 2004 Bremerton Comprehensive Plan adding the Manette Neighborhood
Center Sub Area Plan.

2) Development regulations for the Manette Neighborhood Center that will function as zoning upon
Plan adoption.

The Draft Plan addresses the desires of the community to keep heights at 35’, establishes a
maximum building size of 15,000 SF, and designates street typologies and preferred streetscapes.
The plan also sets the plan boundaries, zoning designations, and expected growth patterns.

Extensive community and stakeholder meetings were held on the Sub Area Plan between the
summer of 2008 and the present. The community members with varying views worked together to
determine the development standards within the plan and came to develop the final boundaries and
zoning designations that are presented in the plan that is now before the Planning Commission for
Public Hearing & Recommendation.

STAFF RECOMMENDATION

Staff advises the Planning Commission to conduct a public hearing, consider public testimony, and
formulate a recommendation to the City Council for adoption of the Manette Sub Area Plan and a text
amendment to Chapter 20.80 of the Title 20 Zoning Code to activate the development standards of
the Manette Sub Area Plan.

MOTION FOR CONSIDERATION

Move to recommend that the City Council adopt the Manette Sub-Area Plan as presented in
Attachment |, based on the Findings and Conclusions in Attachment Il. The Planning Commission
recommends that the Comprehensive Plan be amended to make reference to and incorporate the
Manette Sub-Area Plan and amend the Zoning Code Chapter 20.80 to activate the development
regulations of the Plan, as shown in the draft ordinance in Attachment Ill.




INTRODUCTION

The Manette Sub Area Plan is a detailed planning document that fits within the framework of the 2004
Comprehensive Plan. Extensive outreach efforts between city staff, key communicators and the
neighbors helped utilize the community as the primary architect/ drafter of the plan. It was determined
early on that this plan needs to address the ability to preserve the charm and eclectivity found in the
single family neighborhood. Residents, Property Owners and Business owners were all highly active
in the development of the plan. In every best effort to create a well balanced plan the community was
able to move past differing views and look at what truly was a need, desire, and want for the future of
Manette.

ANALYSIS

The basic requirements for a Sub Area Plan are met and exceeded as follows.

Comprehensive Plan Consistency — The Manette Sub Area Plan meets many goals and policies of
the Comprehensive Plan, as found in Part Il of the Sub Area Plan. As with other Sub Area Plans,
overall development intensity called for in the Sub Area Plan is not expected to exceed the threshold
evaluated at the time of the Comprehensive Plan - in fact the communities’ desire was to keep with
the current types of development patterns and not increase the intensity of development within the
neighborhood outside of the expected growth of the Comprehensive Plan.

The 2004 Comprehensive Plan designated the Manette Neighborhood Center as a future growth
center for the City with an expected a 20-year growth rate of 240 residential units and a high
employment allocation of 173 new jobs for the center.

Based on the community desires for this neighborhood center, and the limited area established for
growth, it is expected that the development that will occur in this center will be modest in nature. In
the 2004 Comprehensive Plan it established the citywide growth expectations, and these targets were
allocated to each of our individual centers. As we create sub-area plans it is anticipated that we
revisit these centers growth expectations and fine-tune them as we gather more neighborhood-
specific information that we didn’t have during the 2004 Comprehensive Plan update. As a result we
expect with each plan adoption that the allocations will change, and this should not be of concern to
the Commission as the City is evaluated on a citywide basis as to whether or not we are meeting our
targets. The table below summarizes our estimates of how we are achieving our growth targets to
date:

20 Year Growth Allocations of the 2004 Comprehensive Plan

Center Planned Residential Expected Residential Difference
Units Units

Manette 240 111 -129

Bay Vista 605 875 270

Northwest Corporate 0 588 588

Campus

Downtown Bremerton 605 801 196

Eastpark 420 454 34

Total 959

Public Participation Process — The Plan utilized wide community input and outreach efforts to find
an acceptable document for adoption consideration. The City, along with the Key Communicators
hosted 5 public open houses and a wide range of key communicator meetings were also held over the
course of 6 months within the community. The Key Communicators widely utilized the tools found
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within the ‘Meeting in a Binder’ to share, educate, and inform the community. Allowing, extensive
community input to be integrated throughout the plan. With the high level of dedication from the
community, City staff was able to vastly integrate the desires of the community into the plan through
the use of the goals, visions, and plan expectations that were prioritized throughout the public
meetings.

Development Standards — The developments standards found within Part 1l of the Sub Area Plan
were presented and reviewed by the community during our March 30, 2009 open house. The
community desired to keep zoning similar to the Neighborhood Commercial Core (NCC) and the R-
10* that was designated in the 2005 zoning update. It was requested to make some minor
modifications to keep with the charm that Manette produces.

e Reduce building size from 20,000 square foot floor plate to 15,000 square feet gross
floor area.

e Buildings heights will be measured to maximum height of roof peak.

¢ Buildings within the MCC that are adjacent to LDR zoning are required to have a 10’
setback, and additional stories require a 20’ setback.

Street Typologies — The Sub Area Plan includes a series of typologies for streets and introduces a
systems approach for the neighborhood street grid within Manette. Each street is assigned a ‘type’
based on its characteristics. And for each ‘type’ a desired set of streetscape standards are identified.
With new development and through city-initiated projects, streets in Manette will be upgraded
according to the typologies over time. The overall focus on street typologies is pedestrianization and
multi-modal options. Further discussion is available within Part 1l of the Plan.

SEPA

Adoption of development regulations and amendments to the Comprehensive Plan require evaluation
of environment impacts through the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) process. Because the
Sub Area Plan is an area-wide land use action tied to an overall plan (not site-specific) SEPA review
is treated as a “non-project action”. The City issued a SEPA Determination of Non-Signifigance (DNS)
for the Plan on April 3, 2009. The action does not have a significant impact on the environment
because the threshold of development is within the intensity already evaluated at the time of the 2004
Comprehensive Plan Environmental Impact Statement. No significant development capacity is being
added. The DNS on the non-project action requires statutory notice, review and appeal periods which
the City will complete by April 18, 2009.

OPTIONS

1. Hold a Public Hearing on the Manette Neighborhood Center Sub Area Plan and recommend
as drafted. Based on the findings in Attachment ||

2. Hold a Public Hearing on the Manette Neighborhood Center Sub Area Plan & amend the plan
& revise the findings in Attachment Il

3. Continue Public Hearing and Deliberation to future date.

4. Move to Not Recommend Plan.

ATTACHMENTS

Attachment I Manette Neighborhood Center Sub Area Plan
Attachment II: Findings and Conclusions

Attachment Il Proposed Ordinance for City Council

Attachment IV: Record of Comments since 4/21/09
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Christine Grenier

From: Christine Grenier

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2009 3:17 PM

To: City Council

Subject: Citizen Comments - Manette Sub-Area Plan

————— Original Message-----

From: paul mccullough [mailto:psmccullough@mac.comnm]

Sent: Thursday, May 28, 2009 2:55 PM

To: Christine Grenier

Cc: Karen Danis; Lindsey Sehmel; Alan Winkley; Alexis Hood; Delaine Soappman; Gary and
Joknn Blackwood; J. Mark Hood; Jodi Jones; John and Millie Becker; Josi Cockburn; Karen
Anderson; "mailto:sandidiego"fhotmail.com; "mailto:luvz2flyalot"@comcast.net;
"mailto:megarat"@comcast.net; "mailto:tkberney"@comcast.net; "mailto:rowgerc"@msn.com;
"mailto:phammondl"@sprynet.com; Jean McCullough

Subject: manette sub-area plan

City Council, Bremerton,

T- is concerning that the planning commission has made it evident it wishes to sidestep
mach of the plan those of us who were involved helped formulate.

We put much time and effort into developing this plan and were led to pbelieve our approach
was appropriate, consistent with the goals of a subarea plan and was workable. We heard no
responsible objections and, while the council has evidently elected to reject much of our
input, still have not.

If the powers that be are to be taken seriously in this matter they need to present a well
argued and reasonable position as to why our input was rejected, why they believe they
nave better ideas about the future of Manette, why we were not so advised in this planning
process and just who they believe they are serving, 1f not their constituents and those
most reasonably concerned----i.e. the residents of Manette.

There exists a suspicion the council is perhaps more interested in pleasing the interests
of certain developers, than residents who be ANY measure should overwhelmingly take
precedence over selfish development interests.

Expanding the tax base i1s clearly in the interest of some, and we have seen the failure of
that kind of thinking in the downtown waterfront where our residents lost forever the
opportunity to convert some wonderful view property into what could have been a genuine
waterfront park. Yes we have a new waterfront park and a nice addition, but have lost
forever the opportunity to have a GENUINE waterfront park. We have there instead a
downtown condo project (projects), that have usurped a great view at the expense of the
many for the sake of the few. It is somewhat ironic to read of our mayor criticizing
Seattle, among others, for wasting their unigque resorces when we have, in fact, done much
the same.

As one who resides on an exceptional piece of waterfront, please understand I am not
writing from the perspective of a skewed self interest, but I, and MANY others who
participated in the planning process, are very much interested in the long term value
{(value to those who reside here, not writing monetarily) of our Manette lifestyle.

Virtually every one of us has seen prior neighborhoods in which we were associated, or
perhaps even lived, deteriorate to a remarkable degree in the interests of development,
expanding a tax base or rewarding the monetary interests of some privileged few over the
residing many. That MUST NOT be allowed to happen here in Manette. We live here-—--NOW.

Listen to us. It 1is our lifestyle you should be concerning yourselves about. We can
accommodate growth as envisioned in the community mandate without sacrificing the
community as it is, and it is a VERY nice place to live as it is! The plan we evolved did
in fact envision and accommodate that growth goal Many of us have to wonder what 1t is
that has prompted the revisions in the plan we submitted.

Was this approach to community involvement simply an unserious expression for reasons of
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W= have a right to know which development interests you have been discussing this plan
with, and why their interests might be taking precedence over those of the residents of

Manette.
Will you be forthcoming in this regard or are we left to speculate?

Sincerely concerned long standing (36 yrs.)citizens of Manette,

Faul S. and Jean M. McCullough
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Christine Grenier

From: Jim McDonald [mazama90@msn.com]
Sent: Wednesday, May 27, 2009 7:48 PM
To: City Council

Subject: Manette community plan

Karen,

Thanks for articulating you views on the Planning Commission's comments on the Manette
Community Plan. I felt the very same way.

I was very disappointed when I read about the Planning Commission's response in the paper.
Your comments describe exactly how I felt after investing a considerable amount of time into the
community planning process.

r,

Jim McDonald

333 Lewis Avenue
Bremerton, WA 98310

----- Original Message ~----

From: Karen Danis

To: city.council@ci.bremerton.wa.gov

Cc: Lindsey Sehmel’

Sent: Tuesday, May 26, 2009 7:51 PM
Subject: Manette Subarea Plan: comments

Members of the City Council,

I am writing to express concern over the version of the Manette Subarea Plan the Planning
Commission (PC) approved. I participated in all but one of the meetings during which City
planners led Manette residents in a series of decisions, the results of which fed the version of
the plan the PC received for action. At least two commissioners attended the same meetings,
not once publicly objecting to the direction in which we were headed.

Now, for the record, I am not wedded to either Plan; I simply want a Plan that aligns with legal
and policy mandates, and is likely to preserve the character that residents value, while
stimulating sustainable businesses. Furthermore, if we can inexpensively improve the
appearance of the commercial center and surrounding areas, that will help to draw visitors into
the area and make it more pleasant for residents,

If you ratify the PC's version of the plan, I am quite concerned about the precedent this sets.
The citizens invested significant time working with the City to propose the plan the
Commissioners saw. The City planners approved it, finding it consistent with sound engineering
and safety standards and consistent with the Growth Management Act and the 2004
Comprehensive Plan. When the Commissioners chopped it in half, they sent a clear, strong

5/28/2009
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signal that they did not represent the residents. And that, for some mysterious reason, the
commissioners' ideas were "better."

This presents a disconnect that should not be ignored. And it raises the suspicion that there are
other forces at work-sinister forces working in the shadows because their activity would be
censored if it saw the light of day-forces that might be having undue affect on decision makers
charged with acting in the best interests of their constituents-al// of their constituents.

Back to the more apparent.

The PC charged that the City/residents' plan would result in "urban decay."” Strong words..and
based on what.??

I have heard that one of the commissioners objected to the diagonal parking along 11" street
on the basis of safety. Yet, the City engineers found it an acceptable design. If that schema is
working for Winslow, why wouldn't it work for us? If there truly is a problem, can we simply
amend the concept, perhaps starting that feature at a point farther east on 11th St?

Specifically, below are several of my reasons for preferring the zoning contained in the plan the
City and the residents co-developed:

The MCC allows theaters, and NCC does not. Manette has already been termed "the arts
district.” Why prohibit a theater when it is consistent with the neighborhood's character?

The MCC prohibits strip clubs (aka "adult entertainment”); the NCC does not. MCC zoning helps
to preserve a family-friendly atmosphere. Do we want to proactively avoid the situation we face
on Callow Avenue, or plan for additional investments to clean it up later.?

The MCC requires upper stories to be set back, resulting in a more pleasing architectural style.
The NCC has no such requirement.

The MCC caps a building at 15,000 sq ft; the NCC at 20,000 sq ft. I realize that a large
building, subdivided into separate retail spaces, can be economical to build. Why do we need
the extra 5,000 sq ft?

The City/resident's plan included a low-density section adjacent to the MCC, for the purposes of
promoting streetscapes that harmonize with the commercial center and transitional area. The
commissioners' plan fails to include this design feature, and, thus, will not encourage the
attractive developments that the residents value,

5/7%/7000
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As I mentioned, however, I am not wedded to that Plan-particularly if it contains a fatal flaw.
However, so far no one has presented a convincing case for a fatal flaw. Thus, if the facts
presented to you point to a strong concern I would hope that wisdom and reason would prevait,
and the Council would not choose either Plan.

Instead, send both Plans back to the PC for this specific action:

Direct the PC to work with the City planners and the residents to resolve key differences using a
fully collaborative process.none of this stilted, formal comment process with residents speaking
in turn during a PC meeting--but a rea/ discussion. If necessary, bring in a facilitator.

We residents did the best we could, given the information and knowledge available to us. And
we have a vested interest in the results. Please allow us to help mold the future that we see
being in the best interests of Manette.

Sincerely,

Karen 1. Danis, CKM/CKEE

Specialist i1 Collaboration and Human Capital Planning

Danis Consulting
Bremerton, WA

(360) 377-2226

5/7%/7000
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Lori Smith

From: Lor: Smith on behalf of City Councll

Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 4:44 PM

To: ‘carymh@comcast.net’

Cc: Lindsey Sehmel

Subject: RE: Citizen Comment - Manette Sub-Area Plan Border Consideration

Attachments: DIST 3 - FLYER MAY'0S.doc

Mr. Hodge,

Thank you for your letter, which has been provided to the Council Members for their review
and consideration prior to the Public Hearing that is currently scheduled on Wednesday, June
3, 2009.

You may also be interested in attending a Community Meeting hosted by Council Member
Adam Brockus on Tuesday, May 19, 2009 from 6:30 to 8:00 PM at the Bremerton Senior Center
(please see attached flyer).

Thank you,

Loti Smith

Lori Smith
Legislative Assistant

Bremerton City Council
(360) 473-5280

From: carymh@comcast.net [maiito:carymh@comcast.net]
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 4:23 PM

To: City Council

Cc: Lindsey Sehmel

Subject: Manette Sub-Area plan border consideration

Ladies and Gentlemen of the council, my name is Cary Hodge, a resident of Manette. | would
like to propose for consideration an extension of the sub-area boundry to include my properties
adjacent to the current proposed boundry on the mid west end at east 11th and Perry,
addresses 1112, 1114, 1118 Perry Ave. next to the August Winn resturant commercial
property at the corner of east 11 th and Perry.

| feel that the inclusion of these properties into the core sub-area plan would benifit the core
business communities vision for future growth a with possible mix of retail and or multi-family
mix for the properties.

Following are the plat descriptions for the properties to be considered:

1112 Perry Ave.; BLOCK 000 LOT 12, REALTY INVESTMENT AND LOAN COMPANY FIRST
ADDITION TO

DECATUR, AS PER PLAT RECORDED IN VOLUME 3 OF PLATS, PAGE
8, RECORDS

OF KITSAP COUNTY, WASHINGTON.
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1114 Perry Ave.; LOT 13, REALTY INVEST & LOAN CO'S 1ST ADDITION TO DECATUR. AS

RECORDED
IN VOLUME 3 OF PLATS, PAGE 8, RECORDS OF KITSAP COUNTY,

\WASHINGTON.

1118 Perry Ave.; LOT 14, REALTY INVEST & LOAN CO'S 1ST ADDITION TO DECATUR, AS

RECORDED
IN VOLUME 3 OF PLATS, PAGE 8, RECORDS OF KITSAP

COUNTY, WASHINGTON.

Thank you for your consideration, | work for the Shipyard and had been traveling for the

government when the public
meetings had previously taken place. Cary Hodge
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Lori Smith

From: Lori Smith on behalf of City Council
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 3:47 PM
To: 'JOHN W COCKBURN'

Subject: RE: "Manette Subarea Plan" - Planning Commission Member Comments

Mr. Cockburn,

Thank you for your letter, which has been shared with the Council Members for their review
and consideration.

Thank you,

Lori Smith

Legislative Assistant
Bremerton City Council
(360) 473-5280

From: JOHN W COCKBURN [mailto:jwc2006@msn.com]
Sent: Monday, May 04, 2009 3:05 PM

To: City Council

Subject: Manette subarea plan

The Manette subarea plan as presented to the Planning Commission so handicaps the property
owners in the business core that redevelopment is very unlikely. The economic climate currently
further reduces the chances of improvements to the business center. The 35 foot height limit
makes mixed use a two story building not three and when combined with the offstreet parking
requirements, greatly increases the development costs or decreases the building footprint. Any
property bounded by the R-10 zone has further set backs both on the first and second story
resulting in a smaller building and a higher per square foot cost. The net per square foot cost after
following the rules of this subarea plan should make any project not feasible.

If you want a plan that freezes the Manette business district as it is, then this is the right plan.
Stopping progress does guarantee the citizens living around the business district the same views as
they have now. It also ensures the continued under utilization of three prime lots for parking
which negatively affects the growth of the tax base. Almost all of the current buildings along 11th
could not be built following the rules set forth in this plan. I believe that a neighborhood without
growth can not be vibrant, which is why I do not support this plan.

5/4/27009
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Lori Smith

From: Adam C. Brockus [adam.brockus@gmail.com]

Sent: Thursday, May 21, 2009 6:29 AM

To: Lindsey Sehmel

Cc: City Council; andrea.spenser@ci.bremerton.wa.us; manetteneighborhoodcoalition@gmail.com
Subject: 4 Manette Sub-Area Plan Questions

Lindscy,
From my District Meeting, the following four questions came up about the Manette Sub-Area Plan.

1) Even though both plans keep buildings heights at 35 feet, can a "View Preservation” Clause be
amended into it?

2) Will properties in the Sub-Area Plan be eligible for the "ad velorum tax abatement" program?

3) It appears that with the townhouses and cottages allowcd in the Manette Transitional Residential
(MTR) Area, the grow-out potential of the Citizen's Plan is actually higher than that passed out of the
Planning Commission. [s that true?

4) Why is a Faith-based Business Incubator one of the Prohibited Uses in the MCC?

[ think 1t will be vary informative for the citizens and the council if we got the answers to these

questions before the Public Hearing. Thanks,

Adam C. Brockus
Bremerton City Councilman, District 3
adam.brockus@gmail.com

5/21/2009





