
Ft Ward Play Area



Project 

Review

 Reminder

 Identified in Comp Plan, (Chapter 5, Park Exhibits, 

page 115, 156) as a “future potential 

improvement”

 Lack of Public Play Area in vicinity



Project 

Review

 Board introduction on July 21, 2022

 Goal of project is to provide neighborhood 

access to a walkable play structure

 Request received from original Ft Ward 

Neighborhood association

 Description of restrictions/conditions on Parade 

Ground

 Introductions of possible locations for a 

playground

 Community comments taken

Outcome

 Board request for community to discuss and 

report back



Project Review

 Community update on Sept 15, 2022

 Survey conducted by neighborhood

 Solid support for playground in the area

 Parade Grounds appeared to be the first choice

 Report on Community meeting held at the Bakery to gather input

 Support for a playground in area

 Less consensus on a location/some felt the upper Ft Ward lot was chosen that 

day



Project 

Review

 Project Update on November 3, 2022

 Overview of process to date

 Pros and Cons of Sites 1 through 4

 More public comment



Project Review

Board meeting comments

Citizens have continued to attend Board 
meetings to provide input

Emails/letters/phone 
conversations
The Board and staff have continued to 
receive a large number of comments 
through a variety of communications



General Conclusions

Opposition

Worried 
about:

Increased traffic/limited parking

Increased noise

Crime/loitering

Decreased property values

Having it in their back yard

Added since last update – Not consistent with Historic 
Designation (covered later in presentation)

Proponents

Feel it 
will:

Provide a place to take children/grandchildren in the 
neighborhood

Provide a place to socialize with neighbors

Provide recreation options that don’t require driving to

Could make the area more welcoming to families and 
children



Location Discussion

Siting considerations

 Safety

 Accessibility

 Privacy

 Proximity to homes



Site 1

 Pros

 Most neutral of original sites 

proposed

 Near trail to Ft Ward Trail system

 Less impact to residences

 Large enough space for structure

 Cons

 Proximity to street

 Street crossing concerns (COBI willing 

to consider street calming measures)

 Fencing would be recommended



Parade Grounds

 Pros

 Close to residences and children

 Large enough

 Protected from Roads 

 Already established use for 

children's play

 Cons

 Close to residences

 Concern regarding National 

Historic significance



Site 2 Options

A, C, D

AC



D



Site 3

 Pros

 No restrictions or conditions 

 Large enough

 Cons

 Inequitable impact to just 1 

residence

 Seems to be consensus with 
eliminating consideration of this 
location

 Proximity to road would create 

recommendation for fencing

B

B



Site 4

 Pros

 No restrictions or conditions 

 Restrooms and parking available

 Little to No impact to residences

 Cons

 Same concerns regarding roadway as Site 1

 Wetland and buffer to the east

 Steep slope to the west

 Furthest from kids and other potential users

 Tree limbs pose potential hazard

 Security concerns

 No homes nearby



Parade Grounds

Recreation activities in 

background Parking area in foreground



Appropriate Use?

Baseball





Other National 

Historic sites

Fort Stevens (official activities moved to 
Bainbridge from Fort Stevens)

Current uses at Fort Stevens

Camping

Recreation 

Historic Sites

Trails

Public access

Interpretation









Fort Ward Historic Recognition

 National Register (Listed 1996)

 *Under Federal Law, the listing of a property in the National Register places no 

restrictions on what a non-federal owner may do with their property up to and 

including destruction, unless the property is involved in a project that receives 

Federal assistance, usually funding or licensing/permitting.

 *There may be state or local preservation laws that a property owner should be 

aware of before they undertake a project with a historic property. We 

recommend you, or the property owner contact the State historic preservation 

office (SHPO) before an action with a listed property is taken. The SHPO is the 

state agency that oversees historic preservation efforts in their state.

*National Register of Historic Places (U.S. National Park Service) (nps.gov)

https://www.nps.gov/subjects/nationalregister/index.htm


State Department of Historic 

Preservation response
 * “I am actually corresponding right now with Thomas Dildine about this, so I’ll cc him too. I do not 

think playground equipment is an adverse impact to the parade grounds for the built 

environment side. There is a new housing development along the western edge that is on old 

parage ground land, and that alone took away a lot of integrity for the parade ground to 

contribute to anything… and it’s just an open field with no features to identify it as a parade 

ground – I wouldn’t know what it was if I wasn’t here in this job looking into it. “

Holly Borth, M.S. | Built Environment Compliance & Survey Manager

360.890.0174 (c) | holly.borth@dahp.wa.gov

[she/her/hers]

Department of Archaeology & Historic Preservation | www.dahp.wa.gov

1110 Capitol Way S, Suite 30 | Olympia WA 98501

PO Box 48343 | Olympia WA 98504-8343

*email received from DAHP responding to question on appropriate use of parade grounds

mailto:holly.borth@dahp.wa.gov
http://www.dahp.wa.gov/


Local Recognition

 * 18.24.110 Fort Ward historic overlay district.

The following regulations apply to the Fort Ward historic overlay district and 
supplement those general standards contained in BIMC 18.24.010 through 18.24.100. 
In the case of conflict between the provisions of this section and the provisions of 
previous sections of this chapter, the provisions of this section shall apply. Any 
applications for development within the Fort Ward historic overlay district not subject to 
the provisions of this section shall comply with the regulations for the underlying zone 
(R-2).

*Chapter 18.24 HISTORIC PRESERVATION PROGRAM (codepublishing.com)

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/BainbridgeIsland/html/BainbridgeIsland18/BainbridgeIsland1824.html#18.24.010
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/BainbridgeIsland/html/BainbridgeIsland18/BainbridgeIsland1824.html#18.24.100
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/BainbridgeIsland/html/BainbridgeIsland18/BainbridgeIsland1824.html


Fort Ward 
Overlay District 
Boundaries

BIMC 18.24.110, A.



Historic Overlay

 Applies to Buildings of significance

 Parade Grounds not shown

 Building lots identified in document

 Parade Grounds saved through 

neighborhood effort and then 

placed in public ownership

 Transferred to Park District with 

Transfer Agreement and Plat 

restrictions in Dec 2011

 BIMC 18.24.110, C.



Original Plat 

proposal



Permitted uses per Agreement 

Regarding Transfer of Park Property

 Exhibit “B” 1.  Potential uses

 Passive park activities, such as hiking, bicycling, horseback riding, 

boating, kayaking, swimming, picnicking and nature viewing.  

 Section 2 Conditions of Transfer:

 2.2 Use of Fort Ward Parade Grounds.

 As noted in the plat, upon recommendation of the Fort Ward Neighborhood 

Association, a portion of the Fort Ward Parade Grounds may be developed 

as a children’s playground, consistent with historical use.  



Transfer Agreement

Permitted uses

 Public Passive Park 

and/or Open Space 

Property

 Playground allowed on 

Parade Grounds

 Plat restrictions do not 

apply on adjacent 

parcels (site 3)



Approved 

Plat 2002

 Included Open Space 

Tract A

 Note 10. Open Space 
– A shall be limited to 

informal recreation…..

 See next slide



Fort Ward Parade Grounds Plat 

Notes 

 Note 10.

 Open space – A shall be limited to informal recreation such as bird 

watching, walking, photograph, picnicking, and kite-flying.  Upon 

recommendation of the Fort Ward Neighborhood Association, a portion 

of the open space may be developed as a children’s playground, 

consistent with historical use.  



Questions?


