
Council Members,

I have listened with some dismay to unsound, emotional arguments put forward by some
members of the council and citizenry about the disposition of the City’s Suzuki property. One
line of argument that I have found particularly troubling was that development of one half of this
14 acre Suzuki property would result in unsustainable degradation of our climate and water
resources. I am an environmental engineer and have given a good deal of thought to appropriate
infrastructure development strategies. I think that any one of the three proposals for relatively
dense housing development on the property would be wise and I applaud the steadfastness of at
least four members of the council to move forward with selecting one of these proposals for
implementation. Let me tell you why I think this.

It has been said that if we want to reduce climate change, we should oppose development of the
Suzuki property. Is there any truth in this? Well, I did some math to try to throw some light on
this claim. The three development proposals vary in the number of households that they would
accommodate and the amount of land area that they would leave in tree cover, but none of the
proposals call for more than 50 percent land coverage to build between 52 and 75 units. What
would be the savings in greenhouse gas emissions if this land were not cleared for this housing,
compared to the potential savings in greenhouse gases from providing this housing in Winslow
and close to the ferry terminal? There are a lot of assumptions required, but . . . . It seems that the
carbon sequestration from 7 acres of 50 year old fir trees, 20 foot on center, amounts to about 40
tons of CO2 reduction per year. If development of the Suzuki property resulted in a reduction of
30, 20 mile round trips car trips per day for 200 days per year the reduction in CO2 emissions
would amount to 38 tons of CO2 per year. So the trade-off would be approximately equal. I have
attached a graph showing this comparison.



But what happens to the trees after they are felled? Wouldn’t burning or decay of those trees
release all that sequestered carbon into the atmosphere as CO2 or methane? Well, yes it would.
But if they are burned as firewood they would most likely be a replacement for natural gas or
coal fired electrical heating and the impact would be close to a net balance. And more
importantly, if those 60 houses were subsequently set up on one acre lots across the Island or
further north across the Agate Pass Bridge, 7 acres of impact becomes 60 acres of impact. With
this in mind, this development helps to control greenhouse gas emissions, not the opposite.

If the City wanted to offset the loss of carbon sequestration further, switching from PSE to BPA
power would be one great idea! I have attached another graph illustrating that comparison. If 60
households built in just this one development switched from the PSE fuel mix of 30 percent coal
and 29 percent natural gas to the BPA fuel mix of zero for both, the reduction in CO2 emissions
would amount to over 300 tons of CO2 per year. This based on average US household energy
consumption of around 11,000 kWh per year. To me this is a powerful reason for switching from
PSE to BPA. The reduction for the entire island, of course, would be much more than this:
upwards of 50,000 tons of CO2 per year. Now that would be a significant step that we could take
to ameliorate climate change. But just considering the probable savings in auto traffic, not
developing the Suzuki property really would have no impact at all. If we further consider the
impact of less dense development elsewhere, “Saving Suzuki” is a net loss for climate change.

Clearly there are a lot of issues here. It seems to me that the issue of the fate Suzuki property is
probably better understood as a problem of density rather than "affordability". I think we should
all be aiming towards a carbon neutral world in which the qualities of the natural world upon
which we depend are preserved to the greatest extent. I note that people like to live in cities.
While dense settlements don't reduce the amount of food, minerals, and energy that are required
to feed and house us, they do leave more land available for that feeding and resource harvesting.



The one-half of the Suzuki property that would be cleared here (7 acres) is about two one
hundredths of one percent of the land area of Bainbridge Island. Do trees sequester carbon?
Absolutely, they do. Go trees! Then how do we preserve more of them; by encouraging growth
to occur in relatively dense clusters in Winslow or by having people settle in one house per acre
lots all over the landscape in Kitsap County and beyond, while driving their cars into Winslow to
work or get the ferry. I think the former is the more sustainable alternative.

I have heard from proponents of not developing this property that development will produce
excessive runoff, overload storm sewer systems and cause pollution to run off from this property.
But when my family built a new garage on our property, we were required by Bainbridge
building codes to provide an infiltration system that ensured that NONE of the rain that fell on
the new roof ran off the property. Those codes will likewise prevent ANY run off from
development of this property.

Another issue that I have heard is that an expensive new sewer would be required for the
development. It is quite true that the existing 4-inch diameter pressure sewer in New Brooklyn is
at capacity now, but my understanding is that this property actually lies within the natural
drainage basin for the Sunday Cove pump station to the south, a pump station that was recently
upgraded and which should have capacity through at least 2025. A connection of the new Suzuki
development by connection to the gravity sewers in the Commodore Lane development draining
to by gravity to the south would seem to be a better and much less expensive alternative for
providing the necessary sewer connection.

In my view, leaving this property vacant does NOT enhance the sustainability of our lives here.
If we look at all of the effects, it merely encourages suburban sprawl elsewhere, which works
against the sustainability of our region as a whole. It seems to me that if we look at this more
objectively, the severest challenge for our long-term sustainability is not relatively dense cluster
housing in Winslow; it is the suburban sprawl to which many of us have ourselves contributed.

So concerns about climate change, lost "recharge" and expensive sewers are really misplaced
here. These scary results will not take place if one half of this 14 acre property within the
Winslow sewer service area is developed in accordance with any of the three proposals that the
City has received. I hope we can concentrate on getting coal and natural gas out of our power
supply over the next year and not get diverted by false claims about development of the Suzuki
property. I applaud the council members who have led the latest process of considering
development proposals for this property. But the time for study is over. It is now time, after over
10 years of study, to pick a development team and to work with them to construct a mix of
affordable and higher density housing that will serve our community for years to come. Let’s
stop the passionate discourse about this and get on with the job.

Respectfully,

Randal Samstag, P.E.
Agate Pass Neighborhood


