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1 FEIS FACT SHEET 

PROJECT TITLE: FINAL PLANNED ACTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT 
THE CENTER FOR INNOVATION AND TECHNOLOGY SUBAREA 
PLAN 

PROPONENTS CITY OF SEDRO-WOOLLEY, SKAGIT COUNTY, AND THE PORT OF 
SKAGIT COUNTY 

LOCATION 
The Center for Innovation and Technology (Center) is located in the northeast corner of the City of 
Sedro-Woolley within portions of Sections 07, 08, 17 and 18; Township 35, Range 05, Willamette 
Meridian. A common street address is 7682 Northern State Road. The property is bordered on the 
north, east, and south by the Skagit County Northern State Recreation Area. Fruitdale Road and 
residential uses of varying densities border the west side of the Center.  

BACKGROUND 
The Center property consists of four large tax parcels (County Property tax identification numbers 
P380607, P39356, P100646, and P100632) with a total size of approximately 225 acres. The Center 
is the site of the former Northern State Hospital. The hospital ceased operation in 1973, and the 
facility and much of the associated grounds are included in the National Register of Historic Places 
as a district. Facilities on the site have been leased by the owner, Washington State, over the 
intervening years. In 2010, Washington State decided to surplus the property and look for a local 
champion to acquire and redevelop the site for a greater community purpose.  

A three-party partnership consisting of the Port of Skagit, Skagit County, and the City of Sedro-
Woolley is exploring this opportunity and has agreed that the site could contribute more to the 
overall economic well-being of the community through a concerted, locally driven effort to plan, 
regulate, and attract private investment within a unified planned campus developed consistent with 
local goals.  

PROPOSED ACTION AND ALTERNATIVES 
Through prior planning processes, a long-term vision for the reuse of the Center has evolved with 
the goal of increasing the economic and public benefits of the property to the community. The 
vision is to promote development of a destination mixed-use campus accommodating education, 
research and development, hospitality, manufacturing and commercial venues, all within the historic 
character and great public spaces of the Center. It is envisioned that redevelopment within the 
subject property might include the renovation and adaptive reuse of existing historically significant 
buildings (and appropriate new construction) within the core area of the Center. Adjacent to the 
historic core area, additional uses would be allowed including manufacturing and fabrication. 
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The Proposed Action consists of several related decisions by the City of Sedro-Woolley (with 
involvement, as appropriate by Skagit County and the Port of Skagit) regarding The Center Subarea 
Plan, including: 

• Approval of  the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS) as a document that is adequate 
for State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) compliance, decision making, and implementation 
of  the upfront SEPA process; 

• Adoption and implementation of  the associated Planned Action Ordinance for the project; and 

• Adoption of  The Center Subarea Plan and approval of  amendments to the Sedro-Woolley 
Municipal Code (Titles 2, 14, 15, 16 and 17); necessary to carry out the intent of  the Subarea 
Plan.  

Three alternatives are reviewed as part of the EIS to evaluate the implications of the Subarea Plan 
and redevelopment of the Center. Completion of the final EIS includes selection of a preferred 
development alternative, additional policy guidance in the draft Subarea Plan, and mitigation 
measures contained in the Planned Action Ordinance. The alternatives studied are: 

Alternative 1. No Action (Existing Condition) 

This alternative assumes that no Subarea Plan is approved to guide subsequent development 
activities within the recently annexed property. The zoning designation for the campus area would 
remain “Public” as currently regulated by the City of Sedro-Woolley. There would be no associated 
Planned Action Ordinance to mitigate potential adverse impact from development. Potential uses 
beyond those generally associated with government entities would be possible by conditional use 
permit. Individual development proposals and potential impacts would be evaluated by the 
responsible official on a case-by-case basis.  

The No Action alternative will be evaluated from two perspectives: 

1. A review of impacts consistent with the current level of building occupancy, which 
comprises a total of approximately 340,000 square feet of development.  

2. A review of impacts assuming that all existing building inventory within the subarea 
boundaries, which comprises a total of approximately 567,353 square feet of development, is 
leased. 

Alternative 2. Moderate-Intensity Site Development 

This alternative assumes that the Subarea Plan and related development regulation amendments, 
including an update to the Public zone, are approved. Future development is guided by the goals and 
policies of the plan. Permitted uses are defined, and siting of those uses is directed toward 
appropriate locations within the Center. In this alternative: 
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• Total development is constrained to a total of  600,000 square feet of  building space 
(exclusive of  parking structures). 

− The defined “core area” consisting of  approximately 400,000 square feet of  existing 
contributing buildings and facilities would be renovated in phases for appropriate 
adaptive reuse.  

− Architecturally inappropriate buildings in the core area would be demolished. 
− Demolition of  two cottages in the designated “influence area” that are identified as 

“contributing” on the National Register of  Historic Places application, but that have lost 
historic integrity through extensive alterations.  

− Demolition of  former apartment buildings in the influence area that are currently used 
as office space which are not identified as contributing to the historic district. 

− Approximately 200,000 square feet of  new buildings would be constructed adjacent to 
the core area in the designated “influence area.” 

− A parking garage would be constructed.  

• Existing long-term uses would be honored (or revised with mutual agreement).  

• Public access opportunities would be enhanced through development of  parking, trails, 
recreational opportunities, and buildings open to the public.  

Alternative 3: High-Intensity Site Development 

As in Alternative 2, this alternative assumes that the Subarea Plan and related implementation 
measures outlined, whereby the goals and policies of the plan direct and guide future development 
activities, are approved. Permitted uses are defined and siting of those uses is directed toward 
appropriate locations within the campus. This alternative builds on the moderate-intensity 
alternative and  

• Expands the allowable density to a total of  950,000 square feet of  building space (exclusive 
of  the parking garage) 

− Assumes construction of  new buildings in the core area totaling approximately 130,000 
square feet. These buildings would be situated approximate to former locations of  
historical buildings that have been demolished. 

− Additionally, approximately 200,000 square feet of  new buildings would be constructed 
in the designated influence area. 

− A parking garage would be constructed.  

• Existing long-term uses would be honored (or revised with mutual agreement).  
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• Public access opportunities would be enhanced through development of  parking, trails, 
recreational opportunities, and buildings open to the public.  

SEPA LEAD AGENCY City of Sedro-Woolley 

SEPA RESPONSIBLE OFFICIAL AND CONTACT PERSON:  
John Coleman, Planning Director 
City of Sedro-Woolley  
Planning Department  
325 Metcalf Street 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 
E-mail: jcoleman@ci.sedro-woolley.wa.us 

Telephone: (360) 855-0771.  

PLANNED ACTION ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT PROCESS 
The Washington state legislature adopted the planned action process for SEPA to emphasize quality 
environmental review of early planning efforts and early public input to shape decisions. Basic steps 
in designating and implementing planned actions are to: 

• Draft a Subarea Plan to create a vision and policy framework for future development;  
• Prepare an EIS; 
• Designate the planned action improvement area by ordinance, where future projects would 

develop consistent with the EIS analysis; and 
• Review permit applications for future projects for consistency with the designated planned 

action (based on an environmental checklist prepared by project proponents to compare 
proposed improvements to the planned action analysis). 

The intent is to provide cumulative impact analyses for the entire subarea, rather than piecemeal 
analysis on a project-by-project basis. A planned action designation by a jurisdiction reflects a 
decision that adequate environmental review has been completed and that further environmental 
review under SEPA, for each specific development proposal or phase, will not be necessary if it is 
determined that each proposal or phase is consistent with the development levels specified in the 
adopted Planned Action Ordinance and supporting environmental analysis. 

Although future proposals that qualify as fitting within the threshold of the planned action would 
not be subject to additional SEPA review, they would be subject to application notification and 
permit process requirements.  

mailto:jcoleman@ci.sedro-woolley.wa.us
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REQUIRED APPROVALS 
This is a Planned Action EIS for a large area. While Final Actions by the City are noted above, the 
following interim approvals likely would be necessary: 

• Authorization to publish The Center Draft Subarea Plan for public review and comment 
• Authorization to publish the Draft EIS for public review and comment 
• Approval of  Final EIS by City SEPA responsible official  
• Adoption of  Subarea Plan by City Council  
• Adoption of  Planned Action Ordinance by City Council 

Additional permits or approvals will be needed in conjunction with future development activity. 
Depending on the scope of development and the site, the following approvals could be required, 
and additional permits or approvals may be identified as specific development projects are designed: 

U.S. Army Corps of  Engineers 

• Clean Water Act Section 404 Permit (for any impacts to jurisdictional wetlands) 

A. Endangered Species Act Section 7 Consultation 
B. National Historic Preservation Act Section 106 Consultation 

Washington State Department of  Ecology 

• Clean Water Act Section 401 Water Quality Certification (for projects affecting wetlands or 
waterways) 

• Construction Stormwater Permit 

Washington State Department of  Fish and Wildlife 

• Hydraulic Project Approval (for any project with physical impacts to a waterway) 

Northwest Clean Air Agency 

• Asbestos surveys (associated with building renovation/demolition) 
• Air permits associated with existing or future operations 

 City of Sedro-Woolley 

• Grading, excavation and erosion-control permits 
• Building permit 
• Demolition permits 
• Mechanical permits 
• Plumbing permits 
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• Concurrency authorization 
• Certificates of  occupancy 
• Street use permits (temporary—construction related) 
• Street improvements (e.g., sidewalks, curb cuts) 
• Lot line adjustment, binding site plan and/or subdivision approvals 
• Stormwater management permits 
• Sewer utility permits 
• Water utility permits (coordinated with Skagit Public Utility District) 
• Street right-of-way vacation  

 
EIS AUTHORS AND CONTRIBUTORS 
The EIS has been prepared under the direction of the City of Sedro-Woolley Planning Department. 
Research and analysis associated with the EIS was conducted by the following consulting firms: 

• Maul Foster & Alongi, Inc.—Subarea Plan preparation and lead EIS consultant 
• RMC Architects—master planning and graphics 
• Stephen Day Architecture—historical resources 
• Drayton Archaeology—cultural resources 
• TSI, Inc.—transportation  
• MTC, Inc.—geotechnical and geologic hazards 
• Widener and Associates—natural resources  
• DGS Consulting—economics  

DATE OF DRAFT EIS (DEIS) ISSUANCE: SEPTEMBER 18, 2015 

DEIS PUBLIC HEARING: SEPTEMBER 29, 2015 (4:00 - 6:00 p.m.) 

DEIS WRITTEN COMMENTING DEADLINE: NOVEMBER 2, 2015 

DATE OF FINAL EIS (FEIS) ISSUANCE: NOVEMBER 16, 2015 

TIMING OF FINAL ACTION AND IMPLEMENTATION 
The schedule for City action on the Subarea Plan and EIS is outlined below. These dates are subject 
to change if deemed necessary by the City.  

• City SEPA Responsible Office issuance of  Final EIS: November 16, 2015 
• Planning Commission public hearing and review of  Subarea Plan: November 17, 2015 
• City Council work study session on Subarea Plan and Planned Action Ordinance: December 

2, 2015 
• City Council adoption of  Subarea Plan and Planned Action Ordinance: December 9, 2015 

AVAILABILITY OF EIS DOCUMENTS  
The DEIS and FEIS and the Draft Subarea Plan can be reviewed online at: 
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http://www.ci.sedro-woolley.wa.us. 

Printed copies of the Draft and Final EIS and the Draft Subarea Plan can be reviewed at: 

• Sedro-Woolley City Hall, 325 Metcalf  Street, Sedro-Woolley, Washington  
• Sedro-Woolley Library, 802 Ball Street, Sedro-Woolley, Washington 

Electronic compact disc and paper copies are available for purchase at the City of Sedro-Woolley at 
the address above. The cost of a compact disc copy is $5.00, and the cost of a paper copy is $0.15 
per page. 

ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT APPEAL PROCESS -   

Sedro-Woolley Municipal Code, Section 2.88.170 states that any person may appeal the issuance of a 
final environmental impact statement. The appeal must be filed in writing with the responsible 
official within fourteen calendar days of the decision.  

The appeal shall identify the decision, contain a summary of the grounds for the appeal and be 
accompanied by an appeal fee in an amount established by resolution of the city council. Following 
the receipt of the appeal and fee, the responsible official shall transmit a copy of the appeal to the 
hearing examiner for an open record hearing pursuant to SWMC 2.90.  

Any party with standing may file an appeal of the hearing examiner’s decision with the superior 
court per the Land Use Petition Act RCW 36.70C. 

  

http://www.ci.sedro-woolley.wa.us/
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2 PREFERRED CONCEPT ALTERNATIVE 

Based on the evaluation of the DEIS, a preferred alternative has been identified. The preferred 
development alternative is based on Alternative 3: High Intensity Site Development, with some 
modification to not include a proposed building in the open lawn southeast of the 
Denny/Administrative Building. A building in that location was identified in the DEIS as creating 
an impact to historic resources that could not be mitigated. Overall the preferred alternative includes 
the same intensity and types of uses as described in Alternative 3, with 950,000 square feet of 
building space. Figure 1 presents a conceptual plan illustrating the preferred alternative.  

The analysis of the DEIS indicated that the negative impacts between Alternative 2: Moderate-
Intensity Site Development and Alternative 3: High Intensity Site Development were relatively 
similar, but that Alternative 3 had a much greater forecasted economic benefit. The comparison of 
impacts is summarized in Section 1.3 of the DEIS. A brief comparison of key areas of concern is 
presented below: 

• Impacts to Earth, Water, Vegetation and Wildlife. The impacts to natural resources 
including wetlands, streams, groundwater, fish, wildlife, and vegetation are considered to be 
similar between Alternatives 2 and 3 are considered similar because the footprint of  building 
renovation and new development is similar. Both alternatives set aside approximately 100 acres 
of  land as Open Space and confine development primarily to the designated Core and Influence 
Areas that generally align with previously developed or disturbed areas. Both alternatives would 
also include improvements of  the existing stormwater management system to meet current 
regulatory requirements that are much more protective of  water quality and habitat. Existing fish 
passage barriers resulting from roadway culverts would be addressed with internal road 
improvements in both alternatives.  

• Impacts to Historic Resources, Cultural Resources, Land Use and Aesthetics. Both 
Alternatives 2 and 3 include compliance with the Subarea Plan that includes policies and 
designations for development areas that are protective of  the historic district. They also assume 
adoption and compliance with a set of  design guidelines that would align with the Secretary of  
the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of  Historic Properties. As noted above, Alternative 3 
included a large building proposed to be located southeast of  the Denny/Administrative 
Building that was considered in the DEIS to be an impact to historic resources that could not be 
mitigated.  

• Impacts to Transportation. The transportation study conducted as part of  the DEIS found 
that the increased traffic associated with the higher intensity of  development in Alternative 3 did 
not lead to any additional challenges to Level of  Service standards than Alternative 2. This 
finding was based largely on the existing capacity of  local roads and the larger effect of  
forecasted regional growth on arterials and highways, including State Route 20.  

• Impacts to Utilities and Public Services. Under both Alternatives 2 and 3, there is forecasted 
increased demand on water, sewer, power, and telecommunications utilities, and on public 
services including police and fire protection. The DEIS indicates that there is sufficient system-
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wide utility capacity to support the levels of  development proposed in both alternatives, and that 
under either scenario, the internal utility network at the Center will likely require upgrades to 
meet current code requirements.  

• Social Impacts. Both Alternatives 2 and 3 assume that the Department of  Labor Job Corps 
program continues to operate at the Center, and that behavioral and mental health service 
providers currently operating at the Center will be relocated after the end of  their leases. In 
parallel to the redevelopment planning effort at the Center, the County and North Sound Mental 
Health Administration are leading a work group to develop a new recovery campus model for 
providing behavioral health services. This new recovery model intends to integrate mental health 
and chemical dependency treatment along with providing supporting human services. The 
working group is taking a regional approach in recognition that this issue is not localized to 
Sedro-Woolley or Skagit County, but has implications for the state and even the nation. The 
working group is tasked with developing a strategy for implementing this new model that 
accounts for the transition of  mental health and chemical dependency treatment facilities at the 
Center to other locations. 

• Economic Impacts. With its higher intensity of  development, Alternative 3 is expected to 
generate greater economic benefits than Alternative 2. Alternative 3 is forecasted to produce 46 
percent more jobs and 71 percent greater revenue from taxes over 20 years.  
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Figure 1: Preferred Alternative Conceptual Plan 
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3 SUMMARY OF ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACTS:  
PREFERRED ALTERNATIVE  

The following table highlights the impacts that would potentially result from the preferred 
alternative, based on the analysis of Alternative 3: High Intensity Development in the DEIS (see 
Table 1). This summary table is not intended to be a substitute for the complete discussion of each 
element that is contained in Chapter 3 of the DEIS. 

Table 1. Summary of Impacts and Mitigation Measures 

Elements Preferred Alternative 
Earth  

• Geotechnical Impacts 
• Presence of thick and unengineered fills is difficult for shallow 

foundation construction. 
• Long-term foundation settlement could be problematic due to 

compressible soils. 
• Construction activities such as clearing of vegetation and 

topsoil, and removal of existing structures, foundations, asphalt, 
and other existing on‐site improvements could cause 
temporary erosion. Soils temporarily exposed during 
construction could be eroded by stormwater runoff. 

Mitigation Measures  
1. Thick fill occurrences may be abated by altering or moving 

building footprints to avoid locally adverse areas, or by 
undertaking excavation and replacement with structural fill 
suitable for building support. 

2. A ground improvements strategy would be implemented to 
mitigate long-term consolidation settlement of soft clays.  These 
methods typically involve placement and compaction of rock 
aggregate into the subsurface. 

3. Implementation of standard best management practices and 
erosion control measures as required by City stormwater 
management codes and grading permits and State 
Construction Stormwater permits will minimize the potential 
short‐term impacts from construction activities. 

Energy and Air  
• Energy and Air 

Quality 
Impacts:  

• Increased development forecasted to generate approximately 
23,574 metric tons of carbon dioxide equivalent per year from 
stationary sources, energy use, and transportation.  

• Emissions from construction including dust, particulate matter, 
and exhaust from heavy equipment. 

• Potential exposure to asbestos during renovation of historic 
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Elements Preferred Alternative 
structures. 

• Point source emissions from fabrication and operation of 
Omniprocessor and other products that may be produced at 
the Center. 

Mitigation Measures: 
1. Consider commuter trip reduction program as the Center 

approached maximum density build out.  
2. Best Management Practices during construction to reduce dust 

and emissions.  
3. Obtain and comply with air permits for point source emissions 

as needed. 

Water  
• Wetlands & 

Streams 
Impacts: 

• Approximately 93 acres would be set aside as open space to 
minimize potential future impact to wetlands and streams.  

• Improvements to existing stormwater management system to 
meet current regulatory requirements as new development 
occurs. 

• Increased potential of wetland and buffer impact relative to 
Alternatives 1 and 2.  

• Potential first phase of development would impact category III 
wetlands for new parking area and stormwater outfall.  

Mitigation Measures: 
1. Compliance with City Critical Areas Ordinance and state and 

federal water-related laws.   
2. For impacts to wetlands, wetland buffers, and stream buffers 

associated with the first phase of development, Implement 
mitigation plan as described in the DEIS after it is approved 
through state and federal permitting processes. 

3. For future development beyond the first phase that may 
impact streams and wetlands, additional SEPA review including 
wetland and stream delineation, mitigation planning, and 
local, state, and federal permitting will be required. 

• Storm Water 
Runoff 

Impacts:  
• Development to occur primarily within areas previously 

developed or disturbed. Approximately 93 acres would be set 
aside as open space. 

• Net new development would increase impervious surfacing 
from current level of 11.6% to 19.4% of the Center.  

• Upgrading of existing stormwater management system to meet 
current codes as development occurs.  

Mitigation Measures:  
1. Compliance with City Stormwater Manual and Department of 

Ecology Construction Stormwater General Permit for new 
development including retention and treatment of stormwater.  
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Elements Preferred Alternative 
• Groundwater 

Resource 
Impacts:  

• Potable water provided by Skagit Public Utility District. There 
appears to be sufficient capacity in the system to support 
redevelopment of the Center. 

• No changes to use of groundwater anticipated.  

Mitigation Measures:  
• None. 

Vegetation and 
Wildlife 

 

• Vegetation 
and Wildlife 

Impacts: 
• Subarea Plan restricts new development in designated Open 

Space area (approximately 45% of the Center.)  
• Potential for impacts from encroachments into wetland and 

stream buffers. 

Mitigation measure  
1. Compliance with Subarea Plan Land Use Map. 
2. Compliance with City Critical Areas Ordinance and state and 

federal natural resource and water-related laws. 
3. Maintain, if feasible, the inactive smokestack at the 

Powerhouse that provides important roost for Vaux’s Swift. 
Additional SEPA review and mitigation plan required if removal 
of the smokestack is proposed. 

Environmental Health  
• Soil and 

Groundwater 
Impacts 

Impacts:  
• Redevelopment would drive proactive remediation of soil and 

groundwater impacts. 

Mitigation Measures:  
1. Implement institutional and engineered controls to limit 

exposure to contaminants in areas with confirmed soil or 
groundwater impacts.  

• Asbestos and 
Lead Paint 

Impacts:  
• Asbestos and lead paint in historic buildings likely to be 

addressed over time as structures are renovated or 
demolished. 

Mitigation Measures:  
1. Abatement of asbestos and lead paint in structures as they are 

renovated or demolished. 

Land Use 
Compatibility 

Impact:  
• Subarea Plan establishes policies that encourage a mix of uses 

within the Center that would be synergistic and compatible 
with adjacent recreation and residential uses. 

• With increased activity and development at the Center, local 
demand for housing and convenience goods is expected to 
increase. 
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Elements Preferred Alternative 
Mitigation Measures:  

1. Adopt Subarea Plan, City Code amendments, and Planned 
Action Ordinance. 

Recreation Impacts: 
• Allow public access to Center.  
• Potential trail connectivity between Center and Northern State 

Recreation Area. 
• Possible increased use of Northern State Recreation Area. 

Mitigation Measures: 
1. Participation in a coordinated trails plan with Skagit County 

Parks. 

Historic Resources Impacts 
• Subarea Plan and Preferred Alternative Conceptual Plan 

organizes uses and new construction to appropriate areas.  
• No adverse impacts assuming development and adherence to 

a design guideline manual that complies with Secretary of 
Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic Properties.  

Mitigation Measures 
1. Adopt Subarea Plan, City Code amendments, and Planned 

Action Ordinance to encourage development in alignment 
with Preferred Alternative. 

2. Adopt and comply with design guidelines that align with 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties. 

3. Possible short term effort to ‘mothball’ vacant historic structures  
4. If it is determined necessary to demolish a ‘contributing’ historic 

building, a mitigation plan will be developed implemented in 
compliance with Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation Mitigation Options and Documentation Standards. 

Cultural Resources Impacts:  
• None anticipated in areas of proposed new development. 

Mitigation measures: 
1. If artifacts are unexpectedly discovered, work should cease 

and appropriate notification given and an assessment should 
be undertaken.   

Aesthetics  Impact:  
• Proposed removal of recent construction buildings that conflict 

with historic master plan and architecture will improve historic 
character. 

• New construction has potential to also detract from aesthetics. 

Mitigation Measures:  
1. Adopt Subarea Plan, City Code amendments, and Planned 

Action Ordinance to encourage development in alignment 
with Preferred Alternative. 

2. Adopt and comply with design guidelines that align with 
Secretary of the Interior Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
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Elements Preferred Alternative 
Properties. 

Infrastructure/Public 
Services 

 

• Transportation Impacts: 
• Seven intersections are projected to fall below level of service 

standards by 2035 based on projected regional growth with or 
without redevelopment of the Center.  

• Total daily trips at the Center forecasted to increase to 6,213.  
• Peak hour evening traffic would increase to 666 trips. 
• 1,550 parking spaces would be provided. 
• Truck traffic is estimated at 24 to 48 trips per day.  

 
Mitigation Measures:  

1. Payment of transportation impact fees per City code. 
2. Improvement of Fruitdale Road, including repair of slide area 

and constructing pedestrian paths or sidewalks where they are 
lacking between McGarigle Road and entrance to the Center 

3. Improvement of Entry to Center, which depending on design 
may require land dedication for right of way. 

4. Submittal of truck haul route plan and schedule. 

• Utilities Impacts: 
• Water demand would increase to 43,830 gallons per day. 
• Internal systems overall condition questionable. 
• Increased stress on internal sewer system may require 

additional evaluations  
Mitigation Measures:  

1. With development projects additional hydraulic modeling and 
utility testing should be required to determine adequacy of 
internal systems 

• Public Services Impacts: 
• Increased concern in regard to lack of secondary emergency 

access.  
• Need for emergency vehicle turnouts throughout center. 
• Concern for lack of northerly site access to Campus via SR 9.  
• Concern in regard to patient transportation from isolated 

buildings to emergency vehicles  
• Concern in regard to night time emergency response and intra- 

site communication.  

Mitigating Measures: 
1. Provide gate on secondary access road connection at 

Fruitdale Road and maintain road to meet standards for 
emergency vehicle access. 

2. Provide emergency vehicle turn out spaces and circulation 
plan. 

3. As needed, install repeater systems or other technologies to 
support communications for emergency response. 

4. Provide for on-site emergency all-terrain vehicle with Firelite 
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Elements Preferred Alternative 
Transport Darley FD-202 (2-seat 4-wheel drive all-terrain 
vehicle). 

5. Provide 2 sets of night vision gear. 

Social Impacts 
• Chemical dependency and mental health service providers to 

be relocated after lease terms expire. 
 
Mitigation Measures 

1. No mitigation measures required. A process is currently 
underway to develop a new model for delivery of behavioral 
health services that includes relocation of these services. 

Economic Impacts 
• Estimated 2,855 employees at full build out. 
• 20 year estimated total economic output of $7.89 billion. 
• Total 20 year property tax revenues of $34.76 million. 

Mitigation Measures: 
1. None. 
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4 RESPONSE TO COMMENTS  

Note: Questions and comments are paraphrased for brevity. (See Appendix A – Transcript of Public 
Hearing and Appendix B for Written Letters and Comments).  

4.1 Response to Public Hearing Comments (September 29th, 2015) 

Speaker 1: Mr. Bret Sandstrom.  

Question 1: Isn’t the amount of open space for the Subarea Plan actually greater than the 100 
acres of open space calculated as part of the open space planning area of the Subarea Plan? That 
is, won’t other non-impervious areas remain within the designated core and influence districts?  

Response to Speaker 1, Question 1: Yes, that is correct. Within the core area especially, there will 
be large open space areas that will remain in order to protect the integrity of the designated 
historic district. No change in the DEIS necessary.  

Question 2: Do you know what will be the final amount of open space will be within the  entire 
planning area? 

Response to Speaker 1, Question 2: The amount of open space within the entire Subarea 
planning area cannot be accurately determined at this time. However, the designated Open Space 
area consists of approximately 93 acres and with the exception of roads, utilities and an existing 
parking area near the main entry road and fishing derby pond will remain primarily as open space. 
Within the Core Area a substantial amount of open space is created by the view corridors and the 
areas recommended to be kept free of buildings in order to maintain the Olmsted design concept 
and the Historic District designation.  No change in the DEIS necessary. 

Question 3: Is the 3,000 jobs, additional or the total number of jobs? (Referring to the 
employment forecast of alternative 2 within the Economic Section) 

Response to Speaker 1, Question 3: It is the total number of jobs created (direct employment for 
alternative 2 is estimated at 1,950). No change in the DEIS necessary. 

Speaker 2: Mr. Don Cullen. 

Question 1: Will the designated open space planning area prohibit future maintenance activities 
in regard to trimming trees etc. in and around the (fishing) pond? 

Response to Speaker 2, Question 1: No. It is anticipated that needed maintenance would be 
allowed to continue; especially for safety reasons. No change in the DEIS necessary. 
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Speaker 3: Ms. Stephanie Lokkebow. 

Question 1: Is any additional public transportation anticipated? i.e., Would the number of buses 
servicing the area be increased? 

Response to Speaker 3, Question 1: Skagit Transit presently serves the campus but there are no 
plans currently to increase service. In the future if demand warrants additional service is 
something that would be considered by Skagit Transit. No change in the DEIS necessary. 

4.2 Response to Written Comments Received by November 2, 2015  

E-Mail 1: Ms. Hallberg. 

Comment 1: A strong public transportation system and non-motorized system should be built to 
serve this area. A coordinated transportation package will minimize future traffic impact from 
single occupant employee traffic.  

Response to E-mail 1, Comment 1: In the future if demand warrants additional service is 
something that could be considered by Skagit Transit. No change in the DEIS is necessary. 

E-Mail 2: Ms. Lokkebow. 

Question 1: What percentage of  the employees will come from the community?  

Response to E-mail 2, Question 1: That is a difficult question to predict with any certainty. An 
employment survey recently indicated that about 30% of  employees from similar employment 
opportunities originate from Sedro-Woolley and the immediate surrounding area. No change in the 
DEIS necessary. 

E-Mail 3: Gary Christensen, Skagit County Planning and Development Services, Special 
Operations Manager 

Comment 1: The Center project is consistent with the statutory provisions of  the Growth 
Management Act and the State Environmental Policy Act, and locally adopted Skagit County 
Countywide Planning Policies, and is compatible with the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan and 
Unified Development Code. 

Response to E-mail 3: Comment acknowledged. No change in the DEIS necessary. 

E-Mail 4: Mark Freiberger, City of  Sedro-Woolley Public Works Director 

Comment 1: The planned interlocal agreement between the City, County, and Port will be critical 
to capturing the specifics of  the transportation impacts of  the proposed development. 

Response to E-mail 4, Comment 1: Agreed. Comment acknowledged. No change in the DEIS 
necessary. 
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Comment 2: The updated Fruitdale/Northern States entrance will likely require a right of  way 
donation or easement.  

Response to E-mail 4, Comment 2: Depending on the design of  Fruitdale Road and the entryway 
to the Center, it is likely that additional right of  way will be required. Dedication of  additional 
land necessary should be a requirement at the time of  improvement. Mitigation measures in Final 
EIS will make the potential need for right of  way explicit. 

Letter 1: Washington State Department of  Ecology – Doug Gresham, Wetland Biologist 

Comment 1: Wetlands identified on the property are “waters of  the state” subject to 
requirements of  RCW 90.48 and WAC 173.201A and Section 401 of  the Clean Water Act and 40 
CFR Section 121.2. The applicant must obtain all necessary State and Federal Authorizations for 
wetland and/ or in-water impact prior to ground disturbing activities or vegetation removal. 

Response to Letter 1, Comment 1: Comment noted and agreed. The DEIS identifies the need for 
these approvals in Section 3.1.3.3. No change in the DEIS necessary. 

Comment 2: To obtain necessary approvals from the agencies the following is required: 

1. Flagging of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of all stream channels that will be 
impacted on the property and survey of the OHWM boundaries;  

2. A critical area report describing wetland and stream conditions on the property, wetland 
data sheets, wetland rating forms, and photographs; 

3. A critical area report describing wetland and stream conditions on the property, wetland 
data sheets, wetland rating forms, and photographs;  

4. A jurisdictional determination from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers stating whether 
the delineated wetlands on the subject property are under federal jurisdiction; 

5. A Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA) form for impacts to 
jurisdictional wetlands; and 

6. A Bank Use Plan that follows our mitigation banking guidance such as Credit 
7. Guide for Wetland Mitigation Banks (Ecology Publication #12-06-014). 

Response to Letter 1, Comment 2: Comment noted and agreed. The DEIS identifies the need for 
these approvals in Section 3.1.3.3. No change in the DEIS necessary.  

Comment 3: We are also concerned with wetland impacts and releases of  sediment to Brickyard 
Creek from periodic dredging of  the fish pond. Any future dredging of  this fish pond will 
require a JARPA so we have reasonable assurance that water quality will be protected. 

Response to Letter 1, Comment 3: Comment noted. The DEIS does not identify dredging of  the 
pond as a planned action. It is agreed that dredging would require state and federal approvals 
through a JARPA as well as SEPA review separate from the EIS. No change in the DEIS necessary. 
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Letter 2: Washington State Department of  Transportation (WSDOT) - Todd Carlson – 
Planning and Engineering Services Manager 

Comment 1: The LOS Standard for several intersections along State Routes is incorrect. All 
noted intersections should be LOS D.  

Response to Letter 2, Comment 1: The WSDOT level of  service (LOS) standard, as we 
understand, applies to the highway movements, while the City’s standard applies to the 
intersecting city roadways. These un-signalized intersections are uncontrolled on the highway 
approaches and operate with negligible delay (left turn maneuvers operate at LOS B with the 
proposed development). The Sedro-Woolley LOS standard was applied to the intersecting legs 
based on the City’s road classification and level of  service criteria. No change in the D EIS is 
necessary.   

Comment 2: How were the new trips calculated and assigned to the roadway network? 

Response to Letter 2, Comment 2: Only a portion of  the 3,100 dwelling units and 1,100 new jobs 
will generate traffic during the PM peak hour, which is between the 4 and 6 PM period. New 
associated trips also refers to those trips generated by development of  Northern State Campus. 
The City’s Transportation Plan projections are City-wide and include growth related to Northern 
State Campus. And more specifically, trip generation was forecast based on the proposed 
development plans. Table 3-12 and 3-14 provide a listing of  the land uses proposed for the 
Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 development scenarios. No change in the DEIS is necessary.   

Comment 3: How can no build alternatives result in traffic impacts similar or worse that 
Alternative 2? Have mitigation strategies been assumed in the results of  Alternative 2 and 
Alternative 3? 

Response to Letter 2, Comment 3: The same baseline improvements were assumed with the three 
alternatives. Tables 3.11 and 3.13 show that Alternative 2 LOS is equal to or worse than 
Alternative 1. No change in the DEIS is necessary.   

Comment 4: Table 3-12 and 3-14 indicate that a significant trip reduction (up to 50%) has been 
taken due to internal capture. Please provide a method that explains how these rates were 
determined.  

Response to Letter 2, Comment 4: The Institute of  Transportation Engineers (ITE) 
methodology recognizes that “trip sharing” will occur for the mix of  land uses (retail, residential 
and office) proposed onsite. The mix of  uses proposed fits the ITE definition of  a mixed-use 
development. The proposals unique location and common ownership allow the development to 
support a mix of  land uses that complement the development’s proposed technological purpose 
and function. The Center is planned with sufficient amenities to support the on-site workforce 
housing, industrial park employees, and out-of-town persons via the hotel for short visits or 
extended stay hotel for longer and repeat visits to the site. The educational components are 
intended to be integrated into the research and manufacturing activities on the site. Example 1, 
the extended stay hotel use is an ancillary use to the site that support employment and onsite 
business. Extended stay guests are expected to stay at the Center for extended periods of  time 
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and may also be repeat visitors with periodic business onsite. During the peak period 50% of  the 
extended stay hotel traffic is anticipated to remain onsite while the rest is like to leave the site into 
Sedro-Wooley or the local area. Example 2, the educational component (school land use) is 
integrated in to the design of  the campus to provide student housing and other opportunities for 
extended stay on the campus or in the nearby town. During the peak period 20% of  the student 
traffic is anticipated to remain onsite while the rest is likely to leave the site into Sedro-Wooley or 
the local area. No change in the DEIS is necessary.   

Comment 5: Mitigation measures are discussed for all three alternatives, but seem to indicate that 
the development would only be responsible for a small share of  improvement costs. Currently 
WSDOT and its local and regional partners do not have all of  these improvements planned 
during the timeframe of  this development.  In particular, improvement in the vicinity of  the I-
5/Cook Road interchange are not in a “funded” plan.  

Response to Letter 2, Comment 5: The DEIS identifies the existing LOS deficiencies in the 
vicinity of  the I-5/Cook. Road interchange. The impacts of  the development generated traffic in 
the vicinity of  the I-5/Cook Road interchange are small percentage of  the traffic already existing 
at the interchange. The project does not significantly change the operations of  the interchange. 
The project is not responsible for correcting the existing deficiency. No change in the DEIS is 
necessary.    

Comment 6: The report states that “significant City and regionally sponsored improvement 
would be in place by 2035”. The actual mitigation is not specified, and in many cases there are no 
“planned” improvement. Therefore it may not be responsible to assume that they are in place. 
More work needs to be done to address the LOS problems at these locations. 

Response to Letter 2 / Comment 6: The City of  Sedro-Woolley Comprehensive Plan includes a 
long range Capital Facilities Plan funded by a Transportation Impact Fee and other revenue 
sources. The city has made significant transportation improvements over the past several years 
and expects to continue to do so. The impact fees paid by this development and others will allow 
the city to continue to fund and construct local transportation improvements to support growth. 
No change in the DEIS is necessary.   

Letter 3: Skagit Audubon Society – Irene Perry, President and Timothy Manns, 
Conservation Chair 

Comment 1:  Retain the smokestack and powerhouse as National Register “contributing” 
structures. We note that the powerhouse and smokestack are not within the defined “core area” 
but rather in the adjacent “influence area”. Various included maps do make it clear that the stack 
and powerhouse are “contributing structures” to the significance of  this historic district and are 
included in the National Register of  Historic Places listing. We assume that an historic structure 
in what the Plan and EIS term the “influence area”, particularly one as additionally important for 
environmental reasons as the smokestack, would be preserved barring some compelling necessity 
to remove it. 
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Response to Letter 3, Comment 1: Comment acknowledged. The DEIS identifies the 
powerhouse as a contributing building (see figure 2-3 in DEIS) as defined in the National 
Register of  Historic Places nomination. The smokestack is part of  the powerhouse building. It is 
intent of  the Subarea Plan to protect the integrity of  the historic district and contributing 
buildings in both the Core Area and Influence Area. This will be emphasized in the Planned 
Action Ordinance and design guidelines. No change in the DEIS needed. 

Comment 2: Recognize the Vaux’s Swift migratory roost site in project goal C under the heading 
“2.5 Initial Project Goals” 

Response to Letter 3, Comment 2: The stated goals are based on a series of  interlocal agreements 
among the City, County, and Port that have been incorporated into the Subarea Plan. Goal C 
includes reference to protection of  environmentally sensitive areas which is interpreted to include 
the Vaux’s Swift and their habitat needs since they are specifically identified in the City’s Critical 
Areas Ordinance (SWMC 17.65.500). No change in the DEIS needed. 

Comment 3: Public access to the site will give more people the opportunity to observe the 
spectacular dusk flight of the Vaux’s Swifts. 

Response to Letter 3, Comment 3: Comment acknowledged. No change in the DEIS needed. 

Comment 4: Correct the reference to the adjacent North State Recreation Area. On page 18 of 
the EIS we suggest modifying the last line (goal) on the page to accurately reflect the current use 
and status of the area adjacent to the Center which formerly served as an associated farm. Please 
change “Pedestrian pathways connecting buildings and adjacent farmland” to read “Pedestrian 
pathways connecting buildings and adjacent county park”. 

Response to Letter 3, Comment 4: Comment acknowledged. The context of  the statement is in 
reference to “key design features of  the original Olmsted master plan,” so the description of  the 
historic use of  the area is considered appropriate. This statement will be clarified in Section 5 of  
the FEIS.  

Comment 5: Revise the statement about the number of swifts counted at the smokestack  roost 
from 10,000 to 20,000 birds to up to 20,000 birds.  

Response to Letter 3, Comment 5: Comment acknowledged and will be reflected in Section 5 of  
the FEIS.  

Comment 6: Correct typographical error on Page 55. Please note that in the second to last line of 
EIS section 3.1.5.1, page 55, “national Audubon Society” should be “National Audubon Society”. 

Response to Letter 3, Comment 6: Typographical error acknowledged and will be reflected in 
Section 5 of  the FEIS.  

Comment 7: If utilized as a secondary route, Helmick Road may have an adverse impact on the 
considerable diversity of birds using the area.  
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Response to Letter 3, Comment 7: Comment acknowledged. Re-establishing a vehicular traffic 
connection between the Center and Helmick Road is not part of  this project proposal. If  use of  
Helmick Road as a secondary access is desired or felt necessary in the future, approval would 
have to be given by the County because the land needed is not within a dedicated right of  way. 
Construction plans and potential impacts would be considered at that time through a separate 
SEPA review and permitting process.  

Letter 4: Upper Skagit Indian Tribe, Jennifer Washington, Chairman 

Comment 1: The draft EIS does not identify required actions and mitigations intended for 
permitting of  proposals under the Planned Action and therefore preclude our opportunity to 
adequately identify the Planned Actions effect on the environment. 

Response to Letter 4, Comment 1: The City had previously determined that this area and 
proposal was appropriate for a Planned Action EIS. (Resolution #913-15). Development 
activities within the Planned Action area is expected to occur in phases over long intervals of  
time. The DEIS analyzes the impact of  the redevelopment alternatives and proscribed mitigation 
to satisfy the defined impacts.  

It is agreed that certain elements of  the environment, specifically potential impacts to streams 
and wetlands outside of  the area proposed for the first phase of  development, may not be 
adequately reviewed in the DEIS because the conceptual plans do not present sufficient detail. As 
defined in RCW 43.21C.440, the City may defer consideration of  specific impacts that cannot be 
characterized at the planning phase for consideration at the project design and permitting phase.  

The Planned Action Ordinance provides for a mechanism to review project proposals for 
consistency with the Planned Action EIS. If  additional information is deemed warranted by the 
SEPA responsible official, submittal of  additional information would be requested and 
imposition of  additional mitigation may be required.   

The Planned Action Ordinance will identify this limitation and require supplemental SEPA 
review related to streams and wetlands for proposed development projects located outside of  the 
proposed first phase project area.   

Additionally, where additional federal, state or local agency permits are required for specific 
development activities (such as Clean Water Act Section 404/401 permits, Hydraulic Project 
Approvals or critical area permits) additional review will be required. It is expected that the 
Upper Skagit Tribe will receive separate notices when mitigation is proposed via state and federal 
agencies through government to government relations. No change to DEIS necessary.  

Comment 2: The Tribe wished to have an understanding of  the specific actions and mitigations 
to protect air quality, for storm water treatment and detention, to protect wetlands and streams, 
groundwater and the remediation plan for contaminated soil and groundwater. 

Response to Letter 4, Comment 2: See response to Letter 4, Comment 1. Existing local, state, 
and federal laws and regulations related to air quality, stormwater management, wetlands and 
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streams, and remediation of  contamination apply to the Center as described in relevant sections 
of  the DEIS. These existing laws and regulations include specific requirements and may provide 
additional opportunities for public review. It is expected that the Upper Skagit Tribe will receive 
separate notices when mitigation is proposed via state and federal agencies. No change to DEIS 
necessary. 

Comment 3: We particularly note that the surface parking indicated in the influence area near the 
western bank of  Hansen Creek appears to be within the 200 foot buffer of  the actual creek and 
within the projected floodplain of  Hansen Creek.  

Response to Letter 4, Comment 3: The location of  this parking area is considered conceptual at 
this time and will be refined in the future. At the time of  permit development for this facility the 
parking area may be relocated, or redesigned to avoid impacts to the stream buffer and 
floodplain. If  the final design of  the parking area is within the stream buffer and floodplain, 
critical area review and other approvals will be necessary.  

The Planned Action Ordinance provides for a mechanism to review project proposals for 
consistency with the Planned Action EIS. If  additional information is deemed warranted by the 
SEPA responsible official, submittal of  additional information would be requested and 
imposition of  additional mitigation may be required.   

The Planned Action Ordinance will identify this limitation and require supplemental SEPA 
review related to streams and wetlands for proposed development projects located outside of  the 
proposed first phase project area. No change to DEIS necessary. 

Comment 4: The Tribe has concerns over traffic congestion and traffic safety of  Helmick Road 
should future consideration of  an eastern extension from the Center be considered and request 
early engagement if  pursued. 

Response to Letter 4, Comment 4: Comment acknowledged. Re-establishing a vehicular traffic 
connection between the Center and Helmick Road is not part of  this project proposal. If  use of  
Helmick Road as a secondary access is desired or felt necessary in the future, approval would 
have to be given by the County because the land needed is not within a dedicated right of  way. 
Construction plans and potential impacts would be considered at that time through a separate 
SEPA review and permitting process where there would be additional opportunity for public 
comment. No change to DEIS necessary. 

Comment 5: Surface parking is not constrained within the designated open space area and it is 
unclear if  the parking is intended to meet the functionality of  the development or for open space 
users.  

Response to Letter 4, Comment 5: Required parking spaces for the uses within the Center area 
are expected to be within the Influence Areas and to a lesser degree within the Core Area as 
depicted on the Preferred Alternative Concept Plan. Surface parking was added as a permitted 
use in the Open Space to accommodate the existing parking area located west of  the ornamental 
fishing pond. However, if  for any reason the anticipated parking spaces in the Core and 
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Influence Areas were found to be deficient, there would be an option to utilize parking in the 
Open Space area. No change to DEIS necessary. 

Letter 5: Washington State Department of  Fish and Wildlife, Wendy Cole, Habitat Biologist  

Comment 1: In 2009, the General Services Administration (GSA) [now the Department of 
Enterprise Services (DES)] replaced the dam structure that impounds Brickyard Creek 
ornamental pond without obtaining a Hydraulic Project Approval in violation of RCW 77.15.300 
and 77.15.320. This unauthorized and illegal GSA action replaced the old fish barrier with a new 
fish barrier on a salmon bearing stream.  

Response to Letter 5, Comment 1: Comment acknowledged. The comment seems more 
appropriately directed toward DES, the present property owner. The DEIS is focused on review 
of proposed development so while it did not explicitly discuss remedies to existing fish passage 
barriers and legacy permitting issues, it does identify the need for stream related projects to meet 
fish passage requirements and obtain HPA approval as well as other state and federal approvals 
(see section 3.1.3.3 of the DEIS). Since the need to comply with state and federal natural 
resource and water related laws is identified as a mitigation measure, no change to the DEIS is 
necessary. 

Comment 2: There is also a partial barrier caused by the entrance road above the  pond which is 
also in violation of RCW 77.15.320.  

Response to Letter 5, Comment 2 Comment acknowledged. The comment seems more 
appropriately directed toward DES, the present property owner. The DEIS is focused on review 
of proposed development so while it did not explicitly discuss remedies to existing fish passage 
barriers and legacy permitting issues, it does identify the need for stream related projects to meet 
fish passage requirements and obtain HPA approval as well as other state and federal approvals 
(see section 3.1.3.3 of the DEIS). Since the need to comply with state and federal natural 
resource and water related laws is identified as a mitigation measure, no change to the DEIS is 
necessary. 

Comment 3: The comment within the DEIS that the pond is maintained through dredging, if 
true, is being done without an authorized HPA and would also in violation of State laws. 

Response to Letter 5, Comment 3: Comment noted. The DEIS does not identify dredging of  the 
pond as a planned action. It is agreed that dredging would require state and federal approvals 
including an HPA as well as SEPA review separate from the EIS.  

Comment 4: WDFW objects to the assertion that the Pond does not require a riparian buffer 
because of the lack of a definable stream channel. The pond was illegally impounded and the 
entire Creek area should be given the same 100 foot buffer so as not to preclude restoration of 
the Creek.  

Response to Letter 5, Comment 4: Comment acknowledged. Due to the current condition 
created by the impoundment, the preliminary decision was made to apply the applicable wetland 
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buffer width to the pond. Because the pond is much wider than the defined stream channel 
would be, it is impossible to determine from where a 100-foot stream buffer would be 
established. A determination of the appropriate buffer adjacent to the pond will be resolved 
through critical areas review and permitting when a permit application is processed. No change to 
DEIS necessary. 

Comment 5: Figure 3-2 of the DEIS shows a parking area on top and overshadowing wetland F. 
There are many nearby alternative locations for the 43 parking spaces, not on wetland areas. 
WDFW would favor mitigation for wetland encroachment into buffers to increase or functionally 
improve buffers in the same complex.  

Response to Letter 5, Comment 5: Comment acknowledged. For the first phase of development, 
wetland delineations and functional assessments were conducted. Impacts were minimized and 
avoided to the extent feasible. The impact to wetland F is considered unavoidable and mitigation 
has been proposed. The land use constraints applied to the Core Area along with wetland and 
stream resources present challenges to siting parking areas. As described in the Wetland 
Delineation report, the area identified as wetland F is currently managed as a mown lawn, has low 
functional value, and is suspected to be fed by an artificial water source. A surface water 
connection may occur sporadically, but hydrologic connection to Stream 1 (Wetland E) during 
the majority of the year does not appear to occur. Detailed design of the parking area in question 
will be resolved through the local, state and federal permitting processes when a permit 
application is submitted. No change to DEIS necessary. 

Comment 6: Both illegally placed structures require mitigation. WDFW prioritizes on-site in-kind 
mitigation. Removing the dam would be a preferred alternative and retrofitting or replacing the 
spillway structure is a secondary preference.  

Response to Letter 5, Comment 6: Comment acknowledged. See response to letter 5, comment 
1. In the DEIS, mitigation for all wetland and buffer impacts associated with the first phase of 
new development is proposed through a purchase at the Skagit Environmental Bank. This 
mitigation plan will need to be reviewed and approved through the state and federal permitting 
processes in a JARPA application. No change in DEIS necessary. 

Comment 7: Glad to see that future work will obtain necessary HPA approval where necessary 
but that is the responsibility of the owner regardless of whether the road section is replaced or 
not.  

Response to Letter 5, Comment 7: Comment acknowledged. No change in DEIS necessary. 

Comment 8: Hansen Creek should be managed to protect, enhance and restore its habitat, fish 
and wildlife resources.  

Response to Letter 5, Comment 8: Comment acknowledged. Protection of Hansen Creek is 
specifically identified as a project goal in section 2.5 of the DEIS. No change in DEIS necessary. 
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Letter 6: Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation, Gregory 
Griffith, Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 

DEIS Comments 

Comment 1: On page VI, under “Background”, the reference to the National Historic Registry 
should be changed here and elsewhere in the documents to: the National Register of Historic 
Places. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 1: Comment acknowledged and will be included within section 5 
of the FEIS. 

Comment 2: Also on page VI. under “Proposed Action and Alternatives”, another comment 
about terminology is use of the word “renovation” in the first paragraph and elsewhere in the 
document. DAHP recommends using “rehabilitation” or “rehabilitated” when applied to any 
proposed actions affecting historic properties. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 2: Comment acknowledged.  

Comment 3: On page X. under Required Approvals and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the 
references to the National Historic Preservation Act should refer to: Section 106, not Section 10.  

Response to Letter 6, Comment 3: Comment acknowledged, this typographical error will be 
corrected in section 5 of the FEIS. 

Comment 4: The DEIS uses the term “architecturally significant” for historic buildings on the 
campus (i.e. page 18). It should be kept in mind that some of the buildings within the Historic 
District are considered to be “contributing” to the historic character of the district but might not be 
considered “architecturally significant.” However, they still tell a part of the story of Northern State 
Hospital and should not necessarily be dismissed as not being significant or worthy of preservation. 
Therefore, we recommend usage of “contributing” for the buildings, structures, sites, objects, and 
landscapes within the district boundaries that retain and convey historic characteristics and qualities 
that support the Historic District’s eligibility to the National Register. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 4: Comment acknowledged and agreed. The term architecturally 
significant is only used twice in the DEIS (pages 18 and 62), and the term ‘contributing’ is 
standard term in the other references to historic buildings. No chance to DEIS necessary. 

Comment 5: On page 21, the reference to the preservation rehabilitation standards should be 
revised to be: the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 5: Comment acknowledged. The reference will be clarified in 
Section 5 of the FEIS. 

Comment 6: In the last paragraph and last sentence on page 21, we recommend revising the 
sentence to read something like the following: “If rehabilitation of a historic building is 
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determined financially infeasible, then demolition followed by new construction may be 
considered as a redevelopment option. Mitigation would be provided for when a demolition 
option is implemented.” 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 6: Comment acknowledged. Mitigation measures identified in 
the FEIS and Planned Action Ordinance will clarify this requirement. 

Comment 7: In regard to the discussion of the environmental impacts of the alternatives to 
cultural resources in section 3.2.3, a comment is made that mitigation measures for unavoidable 
adverse impacts may need to go beyond using the Center’s design guidelines but rather depend 
upon the details of each project and be commensurate with the level of impact to the resource. 
This comment pertains to archaeological as well as the built environment and landscape 
resources. Also, this comment could be addressed in the sub-area plan and the design guidelines.  

Response to Letter 6, Comment 7: Comment acknowledged. The Planned Action Ordinance 
provides for a mechanism to review project proposals for consistency with the Planned Action 
EIS. If  additional information is deemed warranted by the SEPA responsible official, submittal 
of  additional information would be requested and imposition of  additional mitigation may be 
required.   

SUBAREA PLAN Comments 

Comment 9: On page 4 of the Draft Subarea Plan, we note and support the inclusion of 
information on Federal and State Historic Preservation Laws. We recommend that a note be 
added to these paragraphs to note that other federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to 
cultural resource management and protection exist and may pertain to the proposals on the 
campus in certain circumstances. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 9: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 

Comment 10: We note and support the vision and goals for future use as articulated in sections 
2.1 and 2.2. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 10: Comment acknowledged.  

Comment 11: On pages 13 and 14 in section 3.4, we suggest the following new wording of the 
text regarding existing buildings in the Historic District: 

The former Northern State Hospital site has been recognized by the U.S. Department of the Interior as a 
historic resource of national significance. The landscape of the facility and most of its built resources are listed 
in the National Register of Historic Places as contributing elements to a historic district. The primary 
resources listed in the National Register include a collection of Spanish Colonial Revival-style buildings 
designed by a number of notable architects and an intact landscape designed by the nationally prominent 
landscape architecture firm of the Olmsted Brothers. The Northern State site plan is one of the largest 
landscape designs ever realized by the Olmsted Brothers firm. This plan, with its roads, paths, terracing, 
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and plantings, provides an important asset in the adaptive reuse of the site. 

The existing “contributing” historic buildings at the Center were constructed from 1912 through the 1940s, 
with most of the buildings dating from before World War II. The buildings include variations on the 
Spanish Colonial Revival or Mediterranean Revival styles. Typical elements include red tile roofs, with 
cupolas, wood eaves, copper gutters, downspouts, and traditional exterior stucco walls. The structural 
elements include a mix of reinforced concrete and timber, with plastered hollow clay block walls in many of 
the buildings. 

Additionally, ten buildings within the historic district boundaries are considered to be “non- contributing” 
resources. The “non-contributing” status means that while these resources are within the district boundary, 
for various reasons (usually more recent in age or alterations) do not contribute to the historic character of the 
Historic District. The historic structures range in size…and include the recreation facility, the Douglas 
Building, the RSN Building, and the Washington Military Department facility. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 11: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 

Comment 12: In Section 3.4.1 Condition of Buildings, in regard to references to the “preservation 
margin”, we recommend including a reference to the three legs of sustainability rather than just 
the financial variance as stated in this section. Suggested language might read something like the 
following: 

The “preservation margin” consists of the difference between rehabilitating a historic building and replacing 
the building completely. From a strict construction cost standpoint, rehabilitation oftentimes needs to be offset 
by financial incentives for preservation such as the historic tax credit. Also, the quality that a replacement 
structure has is a key factor in determining economic feasibility. Looking at the life cycle cost of replacement 
buildings is key in determining whether or not a replacement structure would be able to stand for decades or 
even centuries. Environmentally, the embodied energy contained within existing buildings is often overlooked 
when considering replacement buildings. Thus the true environmental impact of recycling existing buildings 
versus complete replacement needs to be further explored. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 12: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 

Comment 13: On page 46 of the Subarea Plan in section 6.2 on policies, we recommend revised 
language of policy E-5 to read: 

Promote appropriate tourism activities that capitalize on the historic and aesthetic character of the Northern 
State Hospital Historic District; local and regional character; Native American heritage and culture; 
regional agriculture; natural resources; and the proximity to recreational opportunities in national forest and 
park systems, and along the North Cascades Scenic Highway. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 13: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 
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Comment 14: We recommend an additional policy to read:  

Promote opportunities to forge economic links and partnerships on energy efficiencies, sustainability, and 
education/training afforded by historic preservation in general and the preservation and adaptive re-use of 
the Northern State Hospital Historic District for new purposes. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 14: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 

Comment 15: Under the “Land Use” heading on page 46, we recommend that policies LU-2 
through LU-6 be incorporated under a new heading of policies titled “Cultural and Historic 
Resources.” Suggested new language and/or new policies in this heading read as follows: 

CHR-1: The U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic Properties are 
adopted as foundational guidance for the ongoing management, preservation, and rehabilitation of cultural 
and historic resources at the Center. 

CHR-2: An appropriate level of building and site design guidelines should be adopted and followed to 
ensure that new construction and historic property rehabilitation work are compatible and the National 
Register designation status of the Historic District is protected. 

CHR-3: Buildings in the Core Area that are considered to be “non-contributing” to the historic character of 
the district may be re-purposed or removed over the course of the Center’s development. In the decision-
making process or on a periodic basis, “non- contributing” status should be reviewed and updated. 

CHR-4: “Contributing” resources to the Historic District may be demolished if preservation/rehabilitation 
is not feasible. Before the decision to demolish is made, all preservation alternatives shall be explored. If 
demolition proceeds, a commensurate level of mitigation should be provided. 

CHR-5: Provide for clearly defined areas that limit new construction outside the Core Area. This 
“Influence Area” should be restricted to locations that respect the design concepts of the historic district, the 
natural environment, and nearby residential neighborhoods. 

CHR-6: Archaeological and cultural resources may exist at the Center and shall be protected when 
identified. Any ground disturbing activities shall planned to avoid adversely affecting these resources. In the 
event impacts to archaeological and cultural resources cannot be avoided, the interested/affected Tribes and 
the Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) shall be consulted. 

CHR-7: The heritage of use and occupation at the Center is a valued and tangible resource. Opportunities 
shall be identified and implemented to share this heritage as appropriate with the public. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 15: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 

Comment 16: We recommend a change to OS-2 to read as follows: 

OS-2: Explore possible connections, including programmatically, between the Center and the adjacent 
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North State Recreation Area … 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 16: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 

Comment 17: In regard to section 6.3 Design Standards, we recommend that a note be added to 
direct readers to the design guidelines (once adopted) for questions or more information. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 17: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 

Comment 18: We support the recommendations in section 7.1 Land Use Policy and Regulation. 
We recommend that changes or amendments to policies and regulations support and do not 
conflict with guidelines and policies for the Center that pertain to cultural and historic resource 
protection. 

Response to Letter 6, Comment 18: Comment acknowledged and will be referred to the City for 
consideration in preparing the Final Subarea Plan. 

Letter 7: Skagit County Parks and Recreation Advisory Board, Multiple Signatures  

Comment 1: Encouraging biking and hiking to work will reduce the vehicular traffic and 
enhance a growing mode of transportation, especially among the younger generational work 
force. A "park and ped" parking lot at the southwestern portion of the parkland would allow 
people to park close to the business campus and hike or bike the remaining distance. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 1: Comment acknowledged. No change to DEIS necessary 

Comment 2: Sidewalks and hardened trail surfaces could help accommodate these activities. 
These sidewalks or hardened paths should be extended north and south along Helmick and 
Fruitdale Roads, eventually connecting to the Cascade Trail. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 2: Comment acknowledged. DEIS includes as a mitigation 
measure development of a trails plan and funding for trail improvements. The details of trail 
locations and design would be addressed in the trails plan. No change to DEIS necessary 

Comment 3: The shift towards a larger share of bicycle commuters is continuing to spread 
throughout the northwest, increasing the need for cycling infrastructure i.e., park and ped lots, 
special separated lanes, connectors, hardened paths, and arterials. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 3: Comment acknowledged. DEIS includes as a mitigation 
measure development of a trails plan and funding for trail improvements. The details of trail 
locations and design would be addressed in the trails plan. No change to DEIS necessary 

Comment 4: It is believed that the proposed Northern State Campus project will increase 
exposure of the park to a large new contingent of users. The increase will mean that pathways 
will need to be hardened to accommodate this increased use. 
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Response to Letter 7, Comment 4: Comment acknowledged. DEIS includes as a mitigation 
measure development of a trails plan and funding for trail improvements. The details of trail 
locations and design would be addressed in the trails plan. No change to DEIS necessary 

Comment 5: We strongly encourage a progressive approach to development at the campus and 
surrounding area by establishing connectivity to existing trails and the armoring of existing trails. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 5: Comment acknowledged. DEIS includes as a mitigation 
measure development of a trails plan and funding for trail improvements. The details of trail 
locations and design would be addressed in the trails plan. No change to DEIS necessary 

Comment 6: We believe the diagonal trail that travels eastward from the intersection with 
McGarigle and Fruitdale Roads should be left as a hardened walking path, and not be considered 
for road placement. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 6: Comment acknowledged. The DEIS alternatives do not 
propose any changes to the existing referenced trail. While this option was explored as a potential 
alternative for secondary access, it was dismissed (see pages 9 and 97 of DEIS). No change to DEIS 
necessary. 

Comment 7: A second pedestrian crossing across Hansen Creek from the business park to the 
recreational park may be warranted, north of the current crossing over Hansen Creek. A 
footbridge collapsed over a decade ago in a more northerly location upstream. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 7: Comment acknowledged. DEIS includes as a mitigation 
measure development of a trails plan and funding for trail improvements. The details of trail 
locations and design would be addressed in the trails plan. No change to DEIS necessary 

Comment 8: The trails should be hardened throughout the park to accommodate the higher 
levels of foot/bike traffic. The expansion of hardened non-motorized transportation will be 
critical to the needs of future employees, as well as recreationalists. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 8: Comment acknowledged. DEIS includes as a mitigation 
measure development of a trails plan and funding for trail improvements. The details of trail 
locations and design would be addressed in the trails plan. No change to DEIS necessary 

Comment 9: There should be consideration of a connector trail running parallel to State Route 
20. This connector would tie the berm trail to the east with the berm trail to the west. 
Connector trails are an important component for linking existing sidewalks, trails, and facilities 
already present. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 9: Comment acknowledged. DEIS includes as a mitigation 
measure development of a trails plan and funding for trail improvements. The details of trail 
locations and design would be addressed in the trails plan. No change to DEIS necessary 

Comment 10: When planning for additional arterials, consideration should be given to the 
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effects of biological fragmentation and how this could be avoided. Although we remain open to 
all arterial and trail options, we don't believe a road through the park should be anything more 
than a gated emergency access. 

Response to Letter 7, Comment 10: Comment acknowledged. The DEIS alternatives do not 
propose any changes to the existing referenced access road between the Center and Helmick 
Road. While this option was explored as a potential alternative for secondary access, it was 
dismissed (see pages 9 and 97 of DEIS). No change to DEIS necessary. 
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5 DEIS FACTUAL CORRECTIONS AND 
CLARIFICATIONS  

The following section identifies corrections and clarifications to issues and information provided in 
the DEIS. These additions, corrections, and clarifications are based upon comments received in 
response to the DEIS and additional information received after publication of the DEIS. The 
referenced page numbers are from the DEIS. 

Section  Page Correction or Clarification Explanation 

Throughout Multiple 
References 

Update name of area to “The Center for Innovation 
and Technology” 

The City, County, and Port have 
revised the name. 

Fact Sheet 
and 1 

VI, 1 Clarify reference to “National Historic Registry” to 
“National Register of Historic Places” 

Updated reference more 
precisely reflects the name of the 
federal program.  

Fact Sheet X Change reference from National Historic Preservation 
Act Section 10 Consultation to Section 106. 

Typographical error. 

2.6.1 18 Add parenthetical at end of statement “Pedestrian 
pathways connecting buildings and adjacent farmland 
(currently the Northern State Recreation Area)” 

Clarify that statement reflecting 
design features of historic 
Olmsted master plan relates to 
contemporary use of adjacent 
property 

2.6.3, 3.2.3,  21, 22, 74, 
75 

Clarify references to Secretary of Interior Standards is 
more precisely identified as the Secretary of the 
Interior’s Standards for Treatment of Historic 
Properties, inclusive of the Standards for 
Rehabilitation and Standards for Reconstruction.  

Updated reference more 
precisely identifies the 
documents.  

3.1.5.1 55 Change “Skagit Audubon Society reports that they 
have counted 10,000 to 20,000 birds per night” to “up 
to 20,000 birds” 

More accurate description of 
survey observations.  

3.1.5.1 55 Change “national Audubon Society” to “National 
Audubon Society” 

Typographical error 

3.2.6.2 91, 92, 94 
and 95 

Clarify and add statement that: that “All proposed 
parking areas necessary for code compliance are 
located within the Influence Area and the Core Area 
primarily along existing interior streets. Parking was 
added to the Open Space Area to allow the continued 
use of an existing parking area located west of the 
Pond Area along the Main Access Road to the Center. 
Future parking within the designated Open Space Area 
would be needed only when necessary or convenient 

Clarification of intent of using  
the designated Open Space  Area 
for parking 
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Section  Page Correction or Clarification Explanation 

for public parking or if additional parking is required 
by the City. 

3.2.6.3 101 Add statement that “Additional dedication of right of 
way may be required within the subject property to 
facilitate planned improvements to Fruitdale Road and 
its intersection with the primary site access road.   

Clarify potential implication of 
mitigation requirement 
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6 DISTRIBUTION LIST 

6.1 Federal Agencies  

Environmental Protection Agency 
1200 Sixth Ave, #900  
Seattle, WA 98101 

National Marine Fisheries Service 
1315 E. West Highway  
SSMC3 14th Floor F/HC  
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

National Marine Fisheries Service  
Attn: SEPA  
1315 East-West Highway 
SSMC3 14th Floor F/HC 
Silver Spring, MD 20910 

U.S. Corps of Engineers 
Attn: OD-RG 
P.O. Box 3755 
Seattle, WA 98124-2255 

U.S. Census Bureau 
4600 Silver Hill Road  
Washington, DC 20233 

Sedro-Woolley U.S. Post Office  
ATTN: Post Master  
111 Woodworth Street  
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

6.2 State Agencies 

Governor Jay Inslee 
Office of Governor 
P.O. Box 40002  
Olympia, WA 98504-0002 
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Washington State Department of Ecology 
SEPA UNIT  
P.O. Box 47703  
Olympia, WA 98504-7703 

Department of Ecology-NW Regional Office  
Attn: Doug Gresham 
3190 160th SE 
Bellevue, WA 98008-5452 

Department of Ecology-WA-GOV 
DNR-WA-GOV EMAIL  

Department of Commerce  
Growth Management Services Review Team  
P.O. Box 42525  
Olympia, WA 98504 

Washington State Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation  
Attn: Greg Griffith  
PO Box 48343 
Olympia, WA  98504-8343 
 
Washington Department of Fish & Wildlife  
Attn: Skagit Area Habitat Biologist  
P.O. Box 1100 
La Conner, WA 98257 

Washington Fish & Wildlife Office  
Branch of Federal Activities  
510 Desmond Drive SE #102  
Lacey, WA 98503 

Department of Fish & Wildlife 
P.O. Box 1100  
La Conner, WA 98257 

Washington Utilities & Transportation Commission  
P.O. Box 47250  
Olympia, WA 98504-7250 

Skagit River-System Cooperative  
Attn: Environmental Protection Ecologist 
P.O. Box 368  
La Conner, WA 98257  
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Washington State Department of Health 
P.O. Box 47890  
Olympia, WA 98504-7890 

Local Tax Supervisor  
Department of Revenue  
General Administration Building 
P.O. Box 47476  
Olympia, WA 98504-7476 

Washington Survey and Rating Bureau 
Attn: Michelle Kidwell, GIS Tech  
2101 Fourth Avenue West, Suite 300 
Seattle, WA 98121 

Washington State Department of Transportation 
Mt. Baker Area Development Services 
1043 Goldenrod Rd #101 
Burlington, WA 98233 

Washington State Department of Social & Health Services  
P.O. Box 9501  
Olympia, WA 98507-9501 

Ann Sweeney 
Department of Enterprise Services 
1500 Jefferson St SE  
Olympia, WA 98501 

Arlene Harris 
Department of Enterprise Services 
1500 Jefferson St SE  
Olympia, WA 98501 

Chris Liu 
Department of Enterprise Services 
1500 Jefferson St SE  
Olympia, WA 98501 

Amy McMahan 
Office of Financial Management 
Suite 110 
P.O. Box 43113 
Olympia, WA 98504-3113 
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Mike Caling 
Department of Enterprise Services 
1500 Jefferson St SE  
Olympia, WA 98501 

Scott Perkins 
Office of Financial Management 
Suite 110 
P.O. Box 43113 
Olympia, WA 98504-3113 

John Wiggins 
Department of Enterprise Services 
1500 Jefferson St SE  
Olympia, WA 98501 

Tiffany Johnsen  
Department of Ecology  
P.O. Box 47600 
Olympia, WA 98504-7600 

Anita Bingham 
Department of Enterprise Services 
1500 Jefferson St SE  
Olympia, WA 98501 

Lloyd Hoage 
Department of Enterprise Services 
1500 Jefferson St SE  
Olympia, WA 98501 

6.3 Tribes 

Upper Skagit Tribe 
Attn: SEPA Review Official  
25944 Community Plaza 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

Sauk-Suiattle Indian Tribe 
5318 Chief Brown Lane 
Darrington, WA 98241 
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6.4 Regional Agencies  

Skagit Transit  
Attn: Planner 
600 County Shop Lane 
Burlington, WA 98233 

Northwest Clean Air Agency  
SEPA Review  
1600 S. 2nd Street 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Sedro-Woolley School District 
Attn: Phil Brockman  
801 Trail Road  
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

Sedro-Woolley School District  
Attn: Exec. Dir Business & Operations 
801 Trail Road 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

Skagit Valley College  
2405 E. College Way 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Central Skagit Library District  
100 West State St #C  
Sedro-Woolley, W 98284 

Upper Skagit Library District 
45770B Main St  
P.O. Box 99  
Concrete, WA 98237 

6.5 County Agencies 

Skagit County Fire District #8  
20464 Prairie Road  
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

Skagit County Assessor  
Administration Building 
700 South 2nd St #201  
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 



 

Final Planned Action Environmental Impact Statement—Center for the Innovation and Technology PAGE 41 

Skagit County Auditor’s Office  
Attn: Elections Office 
P.O. Box 1306  
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Skagit County Sheriff’s Office  
600 South Third Street 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Skagit County Treasurer  
P.O. Box 518  
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Skagit County Planning & Development Services 
Attn: Gary Christensen  
1800 Continental Place 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Skagit County Planning & Development Services 
Attn: Brandon Black  
1800 Continental Place  
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

6.6 Local Agencies 

Mayor Jason Miller  
P.O. Box 39  
Concrete, WA 98237 

City of Burlington  
Attn: Margaret Fleek  
833 S. Spruce Street 
Burlington, WA 98233 

City of Mount Vernon  
Attn: Bob Hyde  
P.O. Box 809  
910 Cleveland Avenue 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

City of Anacortes  
Attn: Don Measamer  
904 6th Street 
P.O. Box 547  
Anacortes, WA 98221 
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6.7 City Agencies 

City of Sedro-Woolley WWTP  
401 Alexander Street 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

City of Sedro-Woolley Solid Waste Department  
315 Sterling Street 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

City of Sedro-Woolley Public Works 
409 Alexander Street  
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284  

City of Sedro-Woolley Library  
802 Ball Street  
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

City of Sedro-Woolley Police Department  
325 Metcalf Street 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

City of Sedro-Woolley Fire Department  
220 Munro Street-325 Metcalf Street 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

City of Sedro-Woolley Municipal Court  
325 Metcalf Street 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

Skagit 911 Center 
2911 E. College Way #A  
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

6.8 Utility Companies  

Frontier Communications  
595 Pease Road  
Burlington, WA 98233 

PSE – Tax Department  
M/S PSE-08S  
P.O. Box 97034  
Bellevue, WA 98009-9734 
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Skagit County PUD#1  
Attn: Larry Saunders  
P.O. Box 1436  
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

COMCAST  
15815 25th Ave. W.  
Lynnwood, WA 98087 

COMCAST  
1525 75th St. SW  
Everett, WA 98203 

Comcast  
400 Sequoia Drive  
Bellingham, WA 98226 

Cascade Natural Gas  
1520 S 2nd Street  
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Waste Management  
15878 Peterson Rd  
P.O. Box 546  
Burlington, WA 98233 

Verizon NW  
1800 41st Street 
Everett, WA 98201-5072 

Wave Cable  
502 Rainier Ave S #101  
Seattle, WA 98144 

Lynn Ragsdale, CUSA-AT&T 
EH & S Associate Specialist  
898 Marie Lane  
Conyers, GA 30094 

Puget Sound Energy 
Attn: Teresa Loop  
1660 Park Lane  
Burlington, WA 98233 
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BNSF Railway Company  
2454 Occidental Ave South #1A  
Seattle, WA 98134 

6.9  Stakeholders and Interested Parties 

Senator Kirk Pearson 
115 IRV Newhouse Building 
P.O. Box 40439 
Olympia, WA 98504-0439 

Senator Barbara Bailey 
109B IRV Newhouse Building 
P.O. Box40410 
Olympia, WA 98504 

Representative Jeff Morris 
1155 N. State St #306 
Bellingham, WA 98225 

Representative Jeff Morris  
LEG 436A, P.O. Box 40600 
Olympia, WA 98504·0600 

Ron Wesen 
County Commissioner 
1800 Continental Place #100 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Lisa Janicki 
County Commissioner 
1800 Continental Place #100 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Ken Dahlstedt 
County Commissioner 
1800 Continental Place #100 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Pioneer Human Services 
c/o Rose Ness 
7440 West Marginal Way S.  
Seattle, WA 98108 
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Peter & Susan Janicki 
24917 Benham Rd 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Bill Shuler 
15400 Airport Drive 
Burlington, WA 98233 

Kathy Howell 
Cascade Job Corps 
7782 Northern State Rd 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

Jason Lewis 
Cascade Job Corps 
7782 Northern State Rd 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

Sandy Whitcutt 
North Sound Mental Health Admin. 
117 N. First St #8 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 

Pioneer Human Services 
c/o Hilary Young 
7440 West Marginal Way S  
Seattle, WA 98108 

6.10 Public 

Notices were sent to all property owners within 500 feet of the planned action area and to all 
parties requesting notice. (List available at the City of Sedro-Woolley) 
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LIMITATIONS 
 
The services undertaken in completing this report were performed consistent with generally 
accepted professional consulting principles and practices. No other warranty, express or implied, is 
made. These services were performed consistent with our agreement with our client. This report is 
solely for the use and information of our client unless otherwise noted. Any reliance on this report 
by a third party is at such party’s sole risk. 

Opinions and recommendations contained in this report apply to conditions existing when services 
were performed and are intended only for the client, purposes, locations, time frames, and project 
parameters indicated. We are not responsible for the impacts of any changes in environmental 
standards, practices, or regulations subsequent to performance of services. We do not warrant the 
accuracy of information supplied by others, or the use of segregated portions of this report. 
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 APPENDIX B 
WRITTEN COMMENTS RECEIVED 

 







 

I’ve been involved with the project as a member of the Project Planning Team (PPT).  My comments, 
issues, and thoughts have been shared with the PPT throughout the entire planning process.  The Center 
project subject area, initially within Sedro Woolley’s UGA, has been recently annexed by the City and 
therefore it has land use policy and regulatory authority.   The City’s comprehensive plan, and drafted 
subarea plan, and the municipal code prescribes the land use policies and applicable development 
regulations.  I have no substantive comments.  

The Department’s review and comments pertain to the following documents: the Northern State 
Campus (The Center) Draft Environmental Impact Statement (Body, Appendices) and Subarea Plan. 

The Center project is consistent with the statutory provisions of the Growth Management Act (GMA) 
and the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), and locally adopted Skagit County Countywide Planning 
Policies (CPPs), and is compatible with the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan and Unified Development 
Code. 

Gary R. Christensen, AICP 

Manager, Special Operations                                                                                                                                       
Skagit County Planning & Development Services I 1800 Continental Place I Mount Vernon, WA  98273 

Phone: 360.416.1331 I Fax:  360.336.9416 I E-mail:  garyc@co.skagit.wa.us I web site: skagitcounty.net 

  



Subject: The Center - EIS and Sub-Area Plan 
 
Jana and John, 
 
I have reviewed the EIS and Sub-Area Plan and have no additional comments.  As emphasized in these 
documents, the planned ILA will be critical to capturing the specifics of the transportation impacts of the 
proposed development.   
 
One item that I have not emphasized to date but should be mentioned is that the updated 
Fruitdale/Northern States entrance will likely require a right of way donation or easement.  This will be 
determined during the design phase of the Fruitdale Road Arterial Improvement Project.   
 
Thank you, 
 
Mark A. Freiberger, PE 
Director of Public Works 
325 Metcalf 
Sedro-Woolley, Washington 98284 
 



 

 

 

 

 

 

October 26, 2015 

 

 

 

John Coleman, Planning Director 

City of Sedro Woolley Planning Department 

325 Metcalf Street 

Sedro Woolley, WA 98284 

 

RE: Ecology Comments on the Northern State Subarea Plan- Draft Environmental 

Impact Statement 

 

Dear Mr. Coleman: 

 

Thank you for sending the draft environmental impact statement (DEIS) on the Northern 

State Subarea Plan project to us for our review and comment.  As the Ecology Wetland 

Specialist responsible for Skagit County, I wish to have the following comments entered 

into the record.   

The Northern State Subarea consists of a 225-acre property, which is the former Northern 

State Hospital that was closed in 1973.  This property consists of four parcels (P38607, 

P39356, P100632, and P100646) located in Sedro Woolley, Washington.  Currently, the 

Department of Enterprise Services is leasing buildings and grounds space to eight different 

organizations.  There is an interlocal agreement between the City of Sedro Woolley, Skagit 

County, and Port of Skagit to attract private investment for greater economic use of these 

facilities.  The Center for Innovation and Technology in the Pacific Northwest is interested 

in redeveloping the site for a greater community purpose. 

The DEIS describes three alternatives (No-action, Moderate Intensity Site Development, 

and High Intensity Site Development).  The two build alternatives will require renovation 

and reuse of existing buildings and construction of new buildings that do not harm the 

historically significant campus core area, while minimizing impacts to natural environment 

elements such as water and storm water runoff.   

On April 28, 2015, we commented on the scoping of this DEIS and expressed concerns 

about impacts to streams, wetlands, and water quality from redevelopment of this property.  

Now that the DEIS has been completed, we offer these additional comments. 

Description of Critical Areas 

Three fish-bearing streams (Type F) occur on the property, including Hansen Creek along 

the north and east edges, Brickyard Creek along the southwest side, and a tributary to 

Brickyard Creek (Stream 1) on the south side.  There is also a fishing pond created as an 

STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
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enlargement of Brickyard Creek that has a dam and concrete sluiceway.  There are 

frequently flooded areas within the 100-year floodplain of Hansen Creek along the north 

and east edges of the property.   

 

Four wetlands covering 1.41 acres were identified in the area where the first phase of 

development is expected to occur.  This includes Wetland E (Category III), Wetland F 

(Category IV), and Wetland G (Category III) that drain to Stream 1.  Wetland H (Category 

III) consists of the fishing pond for Brickyard Creek.  There is also an abandoned reservoir 

in the northwest corner of the property.  

 

Description of Project Impacts 

Under Alternatives 2 and 3 there would be 0.14 acres of permanent impacts to Wetlands F 

and G and 0.33 acres of buffer impacts to Wetlands E, G, and H.  This includes impacts 

from storm water outfalls, parking lots, and culvert replacement at a road crossing.  

Mitigation for these wetland impacts would occur at the Skagit Environmental Mitigation 

Bank.   

 

Permitting Requirements 

Any wetlands identified on this property would be waters of the state subject to the 

applicable requirements of state law (see RCW 90.48 and WAC 173.201A) and Section 

401 of the Clean Water Act (33 USC §1341) and 40 CFR Section 121.2.  The applicant 

shall obtain all necessary state and federal authorizations for wetland and in-water impacts 

prior to beginning any ground-disturbing activities or vegetation removal.  To obtain state 

and federal authorization, the following items are required:  

 Flagging of the ordinary high water mark (OHWM) of all stream channels that will 

be impacted on the property and survey of the OHWM boundaries; 

 A critical area report describing wetland and stream conditions on the property, 

wetland data sheets, wetland rating forms, and photographs; 

 A jurisdictional determination from the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers stating 

whether the delineated wetlands on the subject property are under federal 

jurisdiction; 

 A Joint Aquatic Resources Permit Application (JARPA) form for impacts to 

jurisdictional wetlands; and 

 A Bank Use Plan that follows our mitigation banking guidance such as Credit 

Guide for Wetland Mitigation Banks (Ecology Publication #12-06-014).   

We are also concerned with wetland impacts and releases of sediment to Brickyard Creek 

from periodic dredging of the fish pond.  Any future dredging of this fish pond will require 

a JARPA so we have reasonable assurance that water quality will be protected.   

If you have any questions or would like to discuss my comments, please give me a call at 

(425) 649-7199 or send an email to Doug.Gresham@ecy.wa.gov. 
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Sincerely, 

 
Doug Gresham, PWS 

Wetland Specialist 

Shorelands and Environmental Assistance Program 

DG: awp 

E-cc: Erin Legge and Frank Nichols, U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 

 Caroline Hanser, Washington Department of Enterprise Services 
Paul Anderson, Ecology  







 

Skagit Audubon Society 
P.O. Box 1101 
Mount Vernon, WA 98273 
 

 

~ to conserve and restore natural ecosystems, focusing on birds, other wildlife, and their habitats  
for the benefit of humanity and the earth’s biological diversity ~ 

 

November 1, 2015 

 
John Coleman 

Director of Planning 

City of Sedro-Woolley 

325 Metcalf Street 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 

 

Dear Mr. Coleman: 
 

We are writing on behalf of Skagit Audubon Society to comment on the Draft Planned Action 

Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and Subarea Plan for The Center for Innovation and Technology 
in the Pacific Northwest (former Northern State Hospital).   We understand that the intent of coordinating 

the Subarea Plan and the EIS is to develop a long-range plan for redeveloping the Center and completing 

a predevelopment environmental review identifying how to address environmental and community 

concerns while reducing development uncertainty and risk. 
 

Skagit Audubon is the chapter of the National Audubon Society centered in Skagit County. Our chapter’s 

200 member families largely reside in this county and share a common goal of protecting and restoring 
wildlife habitat with a particular, but not exclusive, emphasis on birds. As citizens of Skagit County, we 

are interested in a viable future for the publicly owned property at Northern State that brings economic 

benefits while preserving wildlife species and habitat and respecting the historical significance of the 
Northern State structures. The Subarea Plan and associated EIS appear to meet these criteria well. 

 

In our scoping comments dated May 9, 2015, we requested recognition in the EIS of the importance of the 

decommissioned Northern State powerhouse smokestack as a migratory roost site for the Vaux’s Swift 
bird species. We also mentioned the diversity of bird life documented in the nearby wetlands and forest 

along Hansen Creek in Northern State Recreation Area. In reviewing the Plan and draft EIS we were 

consequently pleased to find references to the Vaux’s Swift roost and to avian diversity, as in the 
following examples. 

 

 In the EIS “Summary of Impacts” matrix, section titled “Vegetation and Wildlife”: 

“Maintain if feasible the inactive smokestack at the Power plant that provides important roost for Vaux’s 

Swift. Provide mitigation if removed.”   
 

 In the EIS on page 55 in the section “Vegetation and Wildlife”: 

“As part of the Hansen Creek Alluvial Fan restoration project, the Upper Skagit Tribe and Audubon 

Society have conducted regular surveys of bird species in the alluvial fan restoration areas and wetlands 
of the adjacent Northern State Recreation Area. These surveys have documented the presence of 109 

species of birds. One feature of particular note on the historical campus itself is the decommissioned 

smokestack of the power plant that has become a roost for Vaux’s Swifts. The Vaux’s Swift is listed as a 
candidate species under the Washington State 

Endangered Species Act. Communal roosts of Vaux’s Swifts have been designated in the City Critical 

Areas Ordinance as official habitats of local significance (SWMC 17.65.500). Skagit Audubon Society 

members have counted the swifts entering the smokestack at during spring and fall migration for several 
years. Skagit Audubon Society reports that they have counted 10,000 to 20,000 birds per night, 

representing approximately 3-7 percent of the total population of the species. Based on these  
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observations, the national Audubon Society and Birdlife International have listed the smokestack as an 

Important Bird Area.” 

 

 On EIS page 56 in the description of the potential impacts of the moderate and higher intensity 

development alternatives: 

“It is assumed that the inactive smokestack would remain unchanged and continue to be used as a Vaux’s 

swift roost. The Vaux’s swifts appear to be tolerant of the current level of activity based on other roosts in 
Monroe, Washington and Portland, Oregon and it is expected that the birds will be tolerant of increased 

activity on the Center.” 

 

 Under “Mitigation” on EIS page 56:   

“While it is expected that the former smokestack will remain and continue to serve as (a) roost for Vaux’s 

Swift, if in the future, changes are proposed to the structure, it is recommended that a mitigation plan be 

developed to identify appropriate mitigation as per the City Critical Areas Ordinance (SWMC 17.65.160, 

520, and 530). Review of alternative mitigation measures by the City and public would occur at that 
time.”   

 

We appreciate the repeated references to these aspects of the Northern State property which rank high 
among those particularly important to us.  

 

We have a few comments and suggestions regarding the draft EIS and Subarea Plan: 
 

1. Retain the smokestack and powerhouse as National Register “contributing” structures. 

We note that the powerhouse and smokestack are not within the defined “core area” but rather in the 

adjacent “influence area”. Various included maps do make it clear that the stack and powerhouse are 
“contributing structures” to the significance of this historic district and are included in the National 

Register of Historic Places listing. We assume that an historic structure in what the Plan and EIS term the 

“influence area”, particularly one as additionally important for environmental reasons as the smokestack, 
would be preserved barring some compelling necessity to remove it.      

 

2. Please recognize the Vaux’s Swift migratory roost site in Project Goal C. 

On page 17 of the EIS under the heading “2.5 Initial Project Goals”, we find the following:  
“C. Protect the environmentally sensitive areas of the Center, in particular Hansen Creek.”   

The same goal and wording appear on page 10 of the Subarea Plan. Given the significance of the 

decommissioned powerhouse smokestack as a documented Important Bird Area, referenced later in the 
EIS text, we ask that you add it to goal C as follows: “C. Protect the environmentally sensitive areas of 

the Center, in particular Hansen Creek and the decommissioned powerhouse smokestack, a Vaux’s Swift 

migratory roost site.” 
 

3. Public access to the site will give more people the opportunity to observe the spectacular dusk 

flight of the Vaux’s Swifts. 

The EIS acknowledges and provides for the public’s interest in access to the site. (Page 17: 2.5 Initial 
Project Goals, “B. Continue and promote public access and recreational use of the Center.”) Achieving 

this would open opportunities for a wider audience to experience the impressive sight of thousands of 

swifts spiraling into the 120-foot stack, often with a falcon in pursuit. As mentioned in our May scoping 
comment letter, Monroe, Washington and Portland, Oregon are among the communities which have 

organized popular and well-attended public events around this annual phenomenon. 

 
4. Please correct the reference to the adjacent Northern State Recreation Area, our largest county 

park. 
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On page 18 of the EIS we suggest modifying the last line (goal) on the page to accurately reflect the 

current use and status of the area adjacent to the Center which formerly served as an associated farm.  

Please change “Pedestrian pathways connecting buildings and adjacent farmland” to read “Pedestrian 
pathways connecting buildings and adjacent county park”. 

 

5. Please revise the statement about the numbers of swifts we have counted at the smokestack/roost. 
On page 55, to improve the accuracy of the statement, “Skagit Audubon Society reports that they have 

counted 10,000 to 20,000 birds per night, representing approximately 3-7 percent of the total population 

of the species”, please change “10,000 to 20,000 birds” to “up to 20,000” birds. The revised statement 
would read, “Skagit Audubon Society reports that they have counted up to 20,000 birds per night, 

representing approximately 3-7 percent of the total population of the species.”  This same wording could 

also be corrected at ‘3.7.6 Wildlife Habitat” in the Subarea Plan. The number of swifts varies widely 

within the migratory period, climbing to the highest numbers and then gradually or quickly declining. 
 

6. A small typographical error. 

Please note that in the second to last line of EIS section 3.1.5.1, page 55, “national Audubon Society” 
should be “National Audubon Society”. 

 

7. Vehicular traffic from Helmick Road to the Center would adversely affect Northern State 
Recreation Area. 

On EIS page 71, in the second full paragraph, we were happy to see downplayed the idea of a second 

regular access route to the Center from Helmick Road through Northern State Recreation Area. In 

addition to conflicting with current and probably additional future types of recreational use, car and truck 
traffic along this route would have an adverse impact on the considerable diversity of birds using the area 

now. (Also at EIS page 96 under option 4.) 

 
We appreciate the opportunity to review the Subarea Plan and draft EIS for the former Northern State 

Hospital property currently owned by the State of Washington. Thank you for your attention to our earlier 

comments, which are well reflected in these documents. If you have questions about our comments in this 

letter, please contact Tim Manns at conservation@skagitaudubon.org or 360/336-8753.  
 

Sincerely, 

 
s/s Irene Perry       s/s Timothy Manns 

 

Irene Perry       Timothy Manns 
President Conservation Chair 

Skagit Audubon Society      Skagit Audubon Society 
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November 2, 2015 
 
Mr. John Coleman, Planning Director 
City of Sedro-Woolley 
325 Metcalf Street 
Sedro-Woolley, WA 98284 
 
In future correspondence please refer to: 
Log:         061615-15-SK 
Property: Northern State Hospital Historic District, Sedro-Woolley 
Re:     City of Sedro Woolley DNS & NOH for Scope of EIS for Northern State Subarea Plan 
 
 
Dear Mr. Coleman: 
 
The Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) is in 
receipt of the Draft Planned Action Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) and Subarea Plan 
for the Center for Innovation and Technology in the Pacific Northwest (Center). In response, 
DAHP staff has reviewed both documents and provide the following comments and 
recommendations for your consideration. Comments on the DEIS are: 
 

1. On page VI. under “Background”, the reference to the National Historic Registry should be 
changed here and elsewhere in the documents to: the National Register of Historic Places.  

2. Also on page VI. under “Proposed Action and Alternatives”, another comment about 
terminology is use of the word “renovation” in the first paragraph and elsewhere in the 
document. DAHP recommends using “rehabilitation” or “rehabilitated” when applied to any 
proposed actions affecting historic properties. 

3. On page X. under Required Approvals and U.S. Army Corps of Engineers, the references to the 
National Historic Preservation Act should refer to: Section 106, not Section 10.  It might be 
noted here or elsewhere as appropriate that any federal action, defined as funding, licensing, or 
permit, provided by any federal agency, or State or local agency conveying federal funding or 
authorization, would invoke Section 106 consultation.  

4. The DEIS uses the term “architecturally significant” for historic buildings on the campus (i.e. 
page 18). It should be kept in mind that some of the buildings within the Historic District are 
considered to be “contributing” to the historic character of the district but might not be 
considered “architecturally significant.” However, they still tell a part of the story of Northern 
State Hospital and should not necessarily be dismissed as not being significant or worthy of 
preservation.  Therefore, we recommend usage of “contributing” for the buildings, structures, 
sites, objects, and landscapes within the district boundaries that retain and convey historic 
characteristics and qualities that support the Historic District’s eligibility to the National 
Register.  

5. On page 21, the reference to the preservation rehabilitation standards should be revised to be: 
the U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for Rehabilitation.  
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6. In the last paragraph and last sentence on page 21, we recommend revising the sentence to 
read something like the following: “If rehabilitation of a historic building is determined 
financially infeasible, then demolition followed by new construction may be considered as a 
redevelopment option. Mitigation would be provided for when a demolition option is 
implemented.” 

7. In regard to the discussion of the environmental impacts of the alternatives to cultural resources 
in section 3.2.3, a comment is made that mitigation measures for unavoidable adverse impacts 
may need to go beyond using the Center’s design guidelines but rather depend upon the details 
of each project and be commensurate with the level of impact to the resource. This comment 
pertains to archaeological as well as the built environment and landscape resources. Also, this 
comment could be addressed in the sub-area plan and the design guidelines.  

 

Comments on the Subarea Plan are as follows: 

8. On page 4 of the Draft Subarea Plan, we note and support the inclusion of information on 
Federal and State Historic Preservation Laws. We recommend that a note be added to these 
paragraphs to note that other federal and state laws and regulations pertaining to cultural 
resource management and protection exist and may pertain to the proposals on the campus in 
certain circumstances. A list of laws with links can be found by 
visiting:  http://www.dahp.wa.gov/learn-and-research/preservation-laws. 

9. On page 10, we note and support the vision and goals for future use as articulated in sections 
2.1 and 2.2.  

10. On pages 13 and 14 in section 3.4, we suggest the following new wording of the text regarding 
existing buildings in the Historic District: 

 

The former Northern State Hospital site has been recognized by the U.S. Department of the 

Interior as a historic resource of national significance. The landscape of the facility and most of 

its built resources are listed in the National Register of Historic Places as contributing elements to 

a historic district. The primary resources listed in the National Register include a collection of 

Spanish Colonial Revival-style buildings designed by a number of notable architects and an intact 

landscape designed by the nationally prominent landscape architecture firm of the Olmsted 

Brothers. The Northern State site plan is one of the largest landscape designs ever realized by the 

Olmsted Brothers firm. This plan, with its roads, paths, terracing, and plantings, provides an 

important asset in the adaptive reuse of the site.  

The existing “contributing” historic buildings at the Center were constructed from 1912 through 

the 1940s, with most of the buildings dating from before World War II. The buildings include 

variations on the Spanish Colonial Revival or Mediterranean Revival styles. Typical elements 

include red tile roofs, with cupolas, wood eaves, copper gutters, downspouts, and traditional 

exterior stucco walls. The structural elements include a mix of reinforced concrete and timber, 

with plastered hollow clay block walls in many of the buildings.  

Additionally, ten buildings within the historic district boundaries are considered to be “non-

contributing” resources.  The “non-contributing” status means that while these resources are 

http://www.dahp.wa.gov/learn-and-research/preservation-laws
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within the district boundary, for various reasons (usually more recent in age or alterations) do 

not contribute to the historic character of the Historic District.   

The historic structures range in size…and include the recreation facility, the Douglas Building, the 

RSN Building, and the Washington Military Department facility.  

11. In Section 3.4.1 Condition of Buildings, in regard to references to the “preservation margin”, we 
recommend including a reference to the three legs of sustainability rather than just the financial 
variance as stated in this section. Suggested language might read something like the following: 
 

The “preservation margin” consists of the difference between rehabilitating a historic 
building and replacing the building completely. From a strict construction cost 
standpoint, rehabilitation oftentimes needs to be offset by financial incentives for 
preservation such as the historic tax credit. Also, the quality that a replacement structure 
has is a key factor in determining economic feasibility. Looking at the life cycle cost of 
replacement buildings is key in determining whether or not a replacement structure 
would be able to stand for decades or even centuries. Environmentally, the embodied 
energy contained within existing buildings is often overlooked when considering 
replacement buildings. Thus the true environmental impact of recycling existing 
buildings versus complete replacement needs to be further explored.  
 

12. On page 46 of the Subarea Plan in section 6.2 on policies, we recommend revised language of 
policy E-5 to read something like the following:  
 

Promote appropriate tourism activities that capitalize on the historic and aesthetic 

character of the Northern State Hospital Historic District; local and regional character; 

Native American heritage and culture; regional agriculture; natural resources; and the 

proximity to recreational opportunities in national forest and park systems, and along 

the North Cascades Scenic Highway. 

13. We recommend adding another policy to read something like the following:  
 

Promote opportunities to forge economic links and partnerships on energy efficiencies, 
sustainability, and education/training afforded by historic preservation in general and 
the preservation and adaptive re-use of the Northern State Hospital Historic District for 
new purposes.  
 

14. Under the “Land Use” heading on page 46, we recommend that policies LU-2 through LU-6 be 
incorporated under a new heading of policies titled “Cultural and Historic Resources.” Suggested 
new language and/or new policies in this heading read as follows: 
 

CHR-1: The U.S. Secretary of the Interior’s Standards for the Treatment of Historic 
Properties are adopted as foundational guidance for the ongoing management, 
preservation, and rehabilitation of cultural and historic resources at the Center. 
CHR-2: An appropriate level of building and site design guidelines should be adopted and 
followed to ensure that new construction and historic property rehabilitation work are 
compatible and the National Register designation status of the Historic District is 
protected. 
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CHR-3: Buildings in the Core Area that are considered to be “non-contributing” to the 
historic character of the district may be re-purposed or removed over the course of the 
Center’s development. In the decision-making process or on a periodic basis, “non-
contributing” status should be reviewed and updated. 
CHR-4: “Contributing” resources to the Historic District may be demolished if 
preservation/rehabilitation is not feasible. Before the decision to demolish is made, all 
preservation alternatives shall be explored.  If demolition proceeds, a commensurate 
level of mitigation should be provided.  
CHR-5: Provide for clearly defined areas that limit new construction outside the Core 
Area. This “Influence Area” should be restricted to locations that respect the design 
concepts of the historic district, the natural environment, and nearby residential 
neighborhoods. 
CHR-6: Archaeological and cultural resources may exist at the Center and shall be 
protected when identified. Any ground disturbing activities shall planned to avoid 
adversely affecting these resources. In the event impacts to archaeological and cultural 
resources cannot be avoided, the interested/affected Tribes and the Department of 
Archaeology and Historic Preservation (DAHP) shall be consulted. 
CHR-7: The heritage of use and occupation at the Center is a valued and tangible 
resource. Opportunities shall be identified and implemented to share this heritage as 
appropriate with the public. 
 

15. We recommend a change to OS-2 to read as follows: 
OS-2: Explore possible connections, including programmatically, between the Center 
and the adjacent North State Recreation Area,… 
 

16. In regard to section 6.3 Design Standards, we recommend that a note be added to direct readers 
to the design guidelines (once adopted) for questions or more information.  

17. We support the recommendations in section 7.1 Land Use Policy and Regulation. We 
recommend that changes or amendments to policies and regulations support and do not conflict 
with guidelines and policies for the Center that pertain to cultural and historic resource 
protection. 

 
Thank you for the opportunity to review and comment.  Additional comments and 
recommendations regarding the treatment of archaeological resources at the Center will be 
forthcoming shortly. Should you have any questions, please feel free to contact me. 
 
Sincerely, 

 
Gregory Griffith 
Deputy State Historic Preservation Officer 
(360) 586-3073 
greg.griffith@dahp.wa.gov 
 
c: Stephen Day 

Heather Haslip 
 Michael Stringer 

mailto:greg.griffith@dahp.wa.gov
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October 15, 201.5

Sedro Woolley Planning Department

Attn: John Coleman

Subject: Northern State Proposed Business Park

The Skagit County Parks and Recreation Advisory Board (SCPRAB) is very
supportive ofthe proposed new business (and business park) adjacent to the
largest park in our system. The Northern State Recreation Area has become a

very popular place for the public over the years, and we look forward to
coordinating with the Port of Skagit and Janicki Bioenergy in creating a

memorable place and experience for a multitude of local and international
individuals who will be visiting in the coming years. We believe we will have an
opportunity to build a prominent partnersh¡p as we join together to make, as

PeterJanicki has said, a campus that will be a model business park, reminiscent of
the original vision of the Olmsted Brothers, innovative landscape architects from
a century ago, who designed the campus between Fruitdale and Helmick roads to
take advantage of all of the surrounding beauty, both east and west of Hansen

Creek.

The proposed business will bring a lot of new users to Northern State Recreation
Area, a prospect we enthusiastically welcome. Studies show a strong correlation
between good employees and healthy park systems -- we like the idea of green
infrastructure interfacing intimately with a great business concept. Parks attract
good employees and good employees are good for parks. A park adjacent to
business is good for the health of business, which in turn is good for the health of
the employees, which in turn creates a strong vested interest in the park. Parks
need vested users to ensure their long-term viability.

As staff and as a board, we would like to promote some concepts for those that
will be utilizing the business park. We believe connectivity, access, parking, and
trails should be part of the overall dialogue. Encouraging biking and hiking to
work will reduce the vehicular traffic and enhance a growing mode of
transportation, especially among the younger generational work force. A "park
and ped" parking lot at the southwestern portion of the parkland would allow
people to park close to the business campus and hike or bike the remaining
distance. Sidewalks and hardened trail surfaces could help accommodate these
activities. These sidewalks or hardened paths should be extended north and
south along Helmick and Fruitdale Roads, eventually connecting to the Cascade
Trail.

The need for non-motorízed transportation access to the park should not be
underestimated. A business park will be a nucleus for a wandering population of



SKACIT COUNTY

P O. Box ì32ó
MountVernon,WA9B2T3

360.41ó.1350 phone
360.33ó.9493 focsimile

hllp://skogitcountv.nel/offices/
pqrt$lld€x.lfm

employees and v¡s¡tors. The park and surrounding areas will be utilized to a

greater extent than in the past. The young workforce is changing the way
transportation is provided, especially in business campus type settings. Bicycle

use has increased significantly over the past decade in Seattle, Portland,
Vancouver, and everywhere in between, as more and more workers are choosing
to ride their bikes to work. The shift towards a larger share of bicycle commuters
is continuing to spread throughout the northwest, increasing the need for cycling
infrastructure i.e., park and ped lots, special separated lanes, connectors,
hardened paths, and arterials. Bicyclists are creating a need for safe and

segregated routes for traveling to and from work.

It is believed that the proposed Northern State Campus project will increase
exposure of the park to a large new contingent of users. The increase will mean
that pathways will need to be hardened to accommodate this increased use. lt
also means that connections will have to be made to better ensure routes can be
utilized for non-motorized transportation needs. The business park will have a
large influence on park use. As park enthusiasts we strongly encourage a

progressive approach to development at the campus and surrounding area by
establishing connectivity to existing trails and the armoring of existing trails.

Specifically and additionally, we have the following initial suggestions:

We believe the diagonal trail that travels eastward from the intersection with
McGarigle and Fruitdale Roads should be left as a hardened walking path, and

not be considered for road placement.

A second pedestrian crossing across Hansen Creek from the business park to
the recreational park may be warranted, north of the current crossing over

Hansen Creek. A footbridge collapsed over a decade ago in a more northerly

location upstream.

The trails should be hardened throughout the park to accommodate the

higher levels of foot/bike traffic. The expansion of hardened non-motorized

transportation will be critical to the needs of future employees, as well as

recreatio na lists.

There should be consideration of a connector trail running parallel to SR 20.

This connector would tie the berm trail to the east with the berm trail to the

west. Connector trails are an important component for linking existing

sidewalks, trails, and facilities already present.

When planning for additional arterials, consideration should be given to the

effects of biological fragmentation and how this could be avoided. Although

we remain open to all arterial and trail options, we don't believe a road

through the park should be anything more than a gated emergency access.
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We appreciate the opportunity to address these joined interests and look forward
to working with you as partners of community development and enrichment.
Efficiencies naturally expand when local agencies are tightly networked,
facilitating and leveraging their resources and community commitments. We
hope you will consider the dynamics of a changed business park and the
inevitable effect on the greater area, including the 726 acres of Northern State
Recreation Area. As you move through the planning process we are interested in

staying engaged and are ready to help with those ¡ssues for which we have
historical knowledge and institutional expertise.

Sincerely,

Crowl, District #2

Chairman District #2

etillion, District #3
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