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Executive Summary

The Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) requires the state’s fastest growing counties to
periodically review and evaluate development trends to ensure consistency with GMA, countywide
planning policies, and comprehensive plans (RCW 36.70A.215). This review and evaluation is commonly
known as the “Buildable Lands Program” and applies to seven counties, including Kitsap County and the
cities of Bainbridge Island, Poulsbo, Bremerton and Port Orchard. The main deliverable of the program
is the Buildable Lands Report. This is the fourth Buildable Lands Report compiled by Kitsap County and
the cities within. This Buildable Lands Report evaluates growth trends between 2013-1019 timeframe.
Previous reports were published in 2002, 2007, and 2014.

The purpose and scope of the 2013-2019 Buildable Lands Report, as shown in the graphic below, is to:
=  "Look back" to evaluate whether development trends between 2013-2019 are consistent with
development assumptions and policies noted in Kitsap's Countywide Planning Polices (CPPs) and local

comprehensive plans.

= "Look forward" to determine if there is sufficient land supply in urban areas to accommodate the

remainder of the 20-year targets for:

o commercial employment
o industrial employment
o housing units to accommodate population
= |dentify, if necessary, reasonable measures to address the following questions:
o Are achieved densities consistent with planned densities?
o Is the rate of employment and population growth consistent with adopted 2036 targets?

o s there capacity for employment and population growth compared to 2036 targets?
The findings herein will also help inform the development of new growth targets by jurisdiction, as
specifically outlined in the Kitsap Countywide Planning Polices (CPPs). The findings will also be used by
jurisdictions to inform the next round of comprehensive plan and development code updates as well as
subsequent implementation work by jurisdictions. This report is organized into the following components.
= Chapter 1: Introduction: This chapter summarizes the regulatory and policy framework for this
update to the Buildable Lands Program.

®  Chapter 2: Methodology Overview: This chapter gives an overview of the methodologies used by
jurisdictions to evaluate historic development trends as well as future growth capacity.

= Chapter 3: Growth and Development Trends: This chapter reports on the findings of development
trends during the evaluation period of 2013 to 2019.

®  Chapter 4: Growth Capacity: This chapter summarizes and discusses urban growth land capacity
within each city and the unincorporated UGAs.

= Chapter 5: Reasonable Measures: This chapter identifies required consistency checks, observations,
and reasonable measures to be considered in jurisdictions next comprehensive plan and development
code update other than adjusting urban growth areas.
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Chapter 1: Introduction

The 2021 Buildable Lands Report (BLR) responds to the review and evaluation requirements of the
Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA) in the Revised Code of Washington (RCW)
36.70A.215. This is the fourth BLR completed by Kitsap County and the cities. Previous reports were
published in 2002, 2007, and 2014.

Kitsap County, and the cities within it, is one of seven counties required by GMA to conduct a review and
evaluation program. This report includes findings from three key components of Kitsap County’s Buildable
Lands Program which are required under RCW 36.70A.215 and Washington Administrative Code
(WAC) 365-196-315. As summarized in the image below, this includes:

"  "Look back" to evaluate whether development trends between 2013-2019 are consistent with
development assumptions and policies noted in Kitsap's Countywide Planning Polices (CPPs) and local
comprehensive plans.

*  "Look forward" to determine if there is sufficient land supply in urban areas to accommodate the
remainder of the 20-year targets for:

@ commercial employment
©  industrial employment
o housing units to accommodate population
= |dentify, if necessary, reasonable measures to address the following questions:
o Are achieved densities consistent with planned densities?
o Is the rate of employment and population growth consistent with adopted 2036 targets?

o s there capacity for employment and population growth compared to 2036 targets?

informs
Development Land Supply
Trend Review Analysis
Looking backward Looking forward
Are we on-target2 Is there planned capacity to accommodate
Is growth consistent with plansg growthe
What needs to changeé
2013 2019 2020 2036
+«— Analysis period ———» «—— Analysis period

FINAL November 2021 1
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Additionally, this report was developed by Kitsap County in coordination with the cities of Bainbridge
Island, Bremerton, Port Orchard, and Poulsbo and with support from BERK Consulting and Heartland LLC.
The findings herein will also help inform the development of new growth targets by jurisdiction, as
specifically outlined in the CPPs. The findings will also be used by jurisdictions to inform the next round of
comprehensive plan and development code updates as well as subsequent implementation work.

Regulatory Planning Framework

Growth Management Act

GMA was enacted in 1990s to address the legislature’s finding that “uncoordinated and unplanned
growth, together with a lack of common goals expressing the public's interest in the conservation and the
wise use of our lands, pose a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development, and the health,
safety, and high quality of life enjoyed by residents of this state. It is in the public interest that citizens,
communities, local governments, and the private sector cooperate and coordinate with one another in
comprehensive land use planning. Further, the legislature finds that it is in the public interest that economic
development programs be shared with communities experiencing insufficient economic growth.”" In
summation, the GMA created a state mandated planning framework for jurisdictions to locally address
growth in urban areas while protecting natural resource lands and environmentally sensitive areas.

Kitsap County is one of 18
counties and the cities within that Enabling Law State Growth Management Act
are required to fully plan under
GMA, while other Washington

communities have opted fully in or

Regional Multi-County Planning Policies (Vision 2050)
Coordination Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies

are partially planning under the
state mandate. As a fully
planning jurisdiction, RCW elec| RAETal[1F-8  Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan
36.70A.040 requires the
designation of Urban Growth

Areas (UGAs), which are areas [l S E el Development Regulations & Programs

where urban growth must be
encouraged and outside of which growth can occur only if it is not urban in nature.

A key component of the GMA is the Review and Evaluation Program under RCW 36.70A.21 5. This is also
commonly known as the Buildable Lands Program, which applies to seven counties, including Kitsap
County and all of the cities within it. Overall, this program mandates a look back at actual development
trends that has occurred during an evaluation period and a comparison of growth and development
assumptions to determine whether each jurisdiction has sufficient residential and employment land in
urban areas to meet adopted growth targets. The program also mandates an evaluation of whether
urban and rural growth is actually being achieved at densities that are consistent with those allowed in
comprehensive plans and development regulations.

In 2017, the Washington State Legislature passed the first major revision to the Review and Evaluation
program (E2SSB 5254). This update includes new requirements related to infrastructure gap analysis,

TRCW 36.70A.010
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market factor assumptions, and reasonable measures. These updates are summarized as follows:?

=  Buildable Lands Report Timing: Under E2SSB 5254, the buildable lands report must be completed
prior to a jurisdiction's next periodic comprehensive plan update. Under RCW 36.70A.130, Kitsap
and the cities within must review and if needed revise their comprehensive plans and associated

development regulations on or before June 30, 2024.

®=  Land Suitable for Development: Under E2SSB 5254, the evaluation component of the program to
determine suitable land must include consideration of land use or zoning regulations, environmental
regulations impacting development, other regulations that might inhibit the achievement of assumed
densities, and infrastructure gaps. The evaluation of suitable land must also include development of a
reasonable market supply factor that identifies reductions in land suitable for development and

redevelopment.

®= Reasonable Measures: Under E2SSB 5254, the requirement to annually monitor and adjust
measures that are adopted to address inconsistency between forecasted and experienced growth
was temporarily suspended (until January 1, 2030). However, reasonable measures are to be
evaluated if observed inconsistencies are identified.

Regional and Local Planning Framework

Countywide Planning Policies and 20-Year Growth Targets

Under RCW 36.70A.210, GMA requires that counties (along with cities) adopt countywide planning
policies (CPPs) to establish a regional, countywide policy framework under which county and city
comprehensive plans are developed and must be consistent with. The Kitsap Regional Coordinating
Council (KRCC) is the regional body in Kitsap County in charge of developing, updating, and maintaining
the CPPs for Kitsap County and its cities. KRCC is comprised of elected officials from Kitsap County, the
Cities of Bainbridge Island, Bremerton, Port Orchard and Poulsbo, and the Suquamish and Port Gamble
S’Klallam Tribes. KRCC also includes representation from the United States Navy, Kitsap Transit, and the
Ports of Bremerton and Kingston.

Local policies related to the Buildable Lands Program are found in Element B: Urban Growth Areas
(UGA:s) of the CPPs. 3 The policies require the County and local cities to do the following:

®  Maintain a Land Capacity Analysis Program and use a consistent, agreed-upon methodology to

estimate the land supply (Element B (1)(a));

®=  Participate in an agreed-upon Buildable Lands Analysis Program to monitor and evaluate

the effectiveness of their respective comprehensive plans (Element B (1)(b));
= Establish procedures for resolving disputes in the collection and analysis of data (Element B (1)(c));

= Be responsible for implementing appropriate reasonable measures within their jurisdictional
boundaries if inconsistencies are identified (Element B (2)).

Additionally, and consistent with RCW 36.70A.215, in 2021 KRCC developed updates to the CPPs and

2 Source: House Bill Report 5254, Page 2. Link: 5254 HBR 2ND 17.pdf (wa.gov)
3 Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies Adopted 5/11/15, Ordinance 522-2015; Element B: Urban Growth Areas.
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to the sections referenced above related to the Buildable Lands Program. Following a July 6, 2021
public hearing, the KRCC Board recommended revisions to the CPPs to address changes to state law and
the adoption of multi-county policies, specifically Puget Sound’s Regional Councils (PSRC) October 2020
adoption of Vision 2050. Vision 2050 also incorporated PSRCs adopted March 2018 Regional Growth

Strategy.*

Further, and located in CPP Appendices B1 and B2, the CPPs identify future 20-year growth targets for
both population and employment with a planning horizon to 2036. The 2036 growth targets were
adopted May 11, 2015 and have been used by jurisdictions to develop their own comprehensive plans,
including their last major comprehensive plan update completed in 2016.

Per CPP Policy UGA-5 of Element B: Urban Growth Areas, population targets are to be reviewed every
five years by KRCC.> Further noted in this policy and reflected in Appendix B of the CPPs, the future
growth allocations are based on a “target” of accommodating 76 percent of new population growth
within Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) and 24 percent of new growth in rural areas. The CPPs further note
once the 76 percent is met or exceeded, the UGA target for accommodating new population growth
share shall increase to 83 percent in urban areas. It also notes that if the 76 percent is not met, “the
target may be reaffirmed or otherwise modified” prior to the next update to population growth targets.

In 2021, KRCC is expected to update growth targets to 2044 consistent with Washington Office of
Financial Management, PSRCs Vision 2050 and the March 2018 PSRC Regional Growth Strategy. The
updates to the CPPs will lay the foundation for updates to local comprehensive plans and associated
development regulations required of Kitsap County and the cities within on or by June 30, 2024.

Local Comprehensive Plans

Pursuant to RCW 36.70A.070, local comprehensive plans are required to have mandatory elements such
as land use, housing, capital facilities plan and utilities, and rural development. These comprehensive
plans further incorporate other GMA directives, multi-county planning policies such as PSRCs Vision 2050,
and Countywide Planning Policies. The Buildable Lands Program provides an opportunity for periodic
review and evaluation of development trends compared to policy targets outlined in the CPPs and local
comprehensive plans.

Under RCW 36.70A.110, jurisdictions must plan and provide for both household and job growth to meet
their targets through designation of sufficient urban land suitable for development in their comprehensive
plans and regulations. This Buildable Lands Report, guided by RCW 36.70A.215, presents estimated
capacity for population and employment growth by jurisdictions based on a methodology informed by
actual achieved densities from recent development activity. The results enable the evaluation of whether
counties and cities can meet the adopted targets at the end of the planning cycle. Any observed
inconsistencies in this study must be addressed by the jurisdiction through reasonable measures identified
herein and adopted in their next comprehensive plan and development code update.

4RCW 36.70A.210 (7)

5 In the draft recommended CPP revisions transmitted to Kitsap County on July 19, 2021 following the KRCCs Board July 6,
2021 public hearing and deliberation, this policy is proposed to be removed. For the draft CPPs to become effective, Kitsap
County and cities within will follow the process outlined in Appendix A of the CPPs.
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Department of Commerce Guidelines

Following revisions to the buildable lands program by the state in 2017 through E2SSB 5254, the
Woashington State Department of Commerce (Commerce) published revised Buildable Lands Guidelines in
2018 for use by counties and cities responsible for carrying out a Review and Evaluation Program under
GMA. These updated Guidelines summarize requirements, including new requirements of RCW
36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315, and provide best practices and methodologies for carrying out
those requirements. Kitsap County and its cities used these Guidelines when developing its Buildable
Lands Program update. As a supplement document to these 2018 updated Guidelines, Commerce also
issued their Housing Memo: Issues Affecting Housing Availability and Affordability. This memo was also
required with the passage of E2SSB 5254.

County and Jurisdiction Coordination

Participation in the Buildable Lands Program is a joint responsibility among all jurisdictions in Kitsap
County. County staff in the Department of Community Development facilitated the Buildable Lands
Program update, with participation from representatives from the Cities of Bainbridge Island, Poulsbo,
Bremerton and Port Orchard. Exhibit 1 summarizes the roles and responsibilities of the County and
individual jurisdictions.
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Exhibit 1. Jurisdiction Roles and Responsibilities

_ Kitsap County Individual Jurisdictions

Methodology for
data collection and
analysis

Analysis of achieved
densities

Land capacity
analysis

Reasonable Measures

Buildable lands
report

Public Participation

Kitsap County provided opportunities for public outreach and participation early and often throughout

Develop standardized methodology
for data collection and analysis,
with guidance on key assumptions to
be made by individual jurisdictions.

Review data shared by jurisdictions
for consistency with methodology
and guidance.

Review data shared by jurisdictions
for consistency with methodology
and guidance.

Identify observed inconsistencies
between growth, capacity, and
planning goals using standard
criteria.

Lead preparation of draft and final
Buildable Lands Report (BLR).

Review and offer feedback on
draft methodology and guidance.

Gather and analyze data in
accordance with methodology and
guidance. Share results with County
for review.

Identify developable land supply,
select local development
assumptions to calculate capacity
in accordance with methodology
and guidance.

Review observed inconsistencies
and determine whether reasonable
measures are necessary. Implement
reasonable measures in next
comprehensive plan or
development regulation update.

Review draft BLR and provide
comments.

the Buildable Lands Program update process. Opportunities for public awareness, education and

participation are documented in Appendix F: Public Participation Plan.

There were three goals of this engagement:

®=  To provide interested parties with timely information and an understanding of the statutory

requirements, guiding case law, and the process, so everyone can participate at key project

milestones.

®=  Ensure transparency throughout the process.

®  Encourage interested parties and key partners to provide feedback early and often throughout the

process.

Changes from the 2014 Buildable Lands Report

While the overall purpose of this report was similar from the last Buildable Lands Report issued in 2014,
consistent with E2SSB 5254 and updated Commerce Guidelines, there are changes in this 2021 report to
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address new requirements and other updates to local comprehensive plans and development regulations.
A summary of primary changes is listed below.

=  New CAO requirements. Jurisdictions are required to update their local Critical Areas Ordinances
(CAO) every 8-years to account for best available science. The last update to local CAOs was
completed in 2017, which was during this report’s evaluation period.

®= New stormwater requirements. Based upon Washington State Department of Ecology’s 2012
National Pollutant Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) Phase Il permits for Western Washington
communities, modified stormwater requirements were locally adopted in 2016. This update occurred

during this report’s evaluation period.

®  Infrastructure gap analysis. E2SSB 5254 required formal evaluation of infrastructure gaps and
their effects on urban growth capacity based upon existing capital facilities plans.

=  Market factor or unavailable lands assumptions. The legislative changes in 2017 also called for a
more rigorous approach to developing “market factor” assumptions. The changes were intended to
account for qualitative reductions in the amount of land suitable for residential development and
employment activities. Previously in other buildable lands reports, “market factor” was used to
estimate the percentage of parcels that would be expected remain unavailable for development
due to owner preferences or legal encumbrances. Under the new legislation and Commerce
guidance, a wider range of factors that may block or severely inhibit market availability of suitable
land are to be considered. As a result, market factor assumptions used in this BLR are not directly

comparable to those used in previous BLRs.

®=  Achieved employment density. Previous Kitsap County BLRs reported on nonresidential
development activity, but not achieved employment densities. Consistent with Commerce’s 2018
guidance, this BLR details the achieved net new jobs per acre of nonresidential development,

aggregated at the jurisdiction scale.

®= Reasonable measures. The 2017 legislative changes also added additional points of analysis for
when jurisdictions would need to adopt reasonable measures. Under past buildable lands analyses,
jurisdictions experiencing observed inconsistencies could be expected to adopt reasonable measures.
Under the 2017 legislation, jurisdictions that are not on track to achieve their growth targets or
planned densities within the planning horizon would also be required to adopt reasonable measures
to overcome these circumstances in their next comprehensive plan and development code update.
This 2021 Buildable Lands Report uses three different tests to help evaluate whether reasonable
measures may be needed as part of local comprehensive plan updates. These tests address the

following questions:
o Are achieved residential densities consistent with allowed densities?
o Is the rate of population and employment growth consistent with the 2036 growth target?

o Is there capacity for accommodating the remaining 2036 population and employment growth

target?
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Chapter 2: Methodology Overview

Kitsap County and the cities located within worked collaboratively to fulfill the requirements of the
Buildable Lands Program and the Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). For this BLR, Kitsap County
developed the review and evaluation methodology based on statutory requirements, Commerce
guidance, and input from the Cities of Port Orchard, Bremerton, Poulsbo, and Bainbridge Island. The
CPPs also require a consistent and agreed upon land capacity methodology to estimate land supply.®
While all Kitsap jurisdictions must use the same land capacity methodology or framework per the CPPs,
individual jurisdictions can develop different assumptions based upon local circumstances.

Chapter 2 outlines the land capacity methodology for urban residential, mixed-use, and employment
lands. This Chapter also documents assumed residential and employment densities. Further details about
the land capacity analysis methodology can be found in Appendix A: Kitsap County Land Capacity
Analysis Technical Methodology Guidance.

Achieved Residential Density, 2013-2019

This section describes the methodology used to measure achieved residential densities by zone and
jurisdiction for the evaluation period of 2013 to 2019 as shown in the first part of Chapter 3. Density for
residential development is generally measured as housing units per acre of developed land. In this study,
achieved density was evaluated in a few ways to be able to get a holistic view of development. As
explained below, these are by urban platted density (both gross and net acres) and by the density for
permits issued during the evaluation period.

Platted density refers to the lot density of new subdivisions approved during the evaluation period. These
subdivisions committed to a specific lot size, whether or not development actually occurred on each
separate lot. Residential final plats issued between 2013-2019 were summarized by jurisdiction and by
zone, with associated calculations for gross and net acreage. For urban zones, gross and net acreage
were calculated through an analysis of each plat’s constituent parcels. Gross acreage represents the full
areq, including critical areas, roadways, etc., in a plat, while net acreage deducts land exclusively used
for common/open space, utilities, right of way, stormwater, and other land to remain undeveloped. The
primary measure of achieved platted density is lots per net acres. However, density per gross acre is
also calculated for the purpose of comparing achieved density with maximum allowed density. For rural
zones, only gross acres were utilized consistent with Kitsap County Code on how to calculate density.”

Permitted density, as used herein, assesses the density of all new housing building permits issued on
existing lots or parcels. This includes new units permitted on larger parcels that may include critical areas
that cannot develop, as well as cases where permitted units may not yet reflect the full build-out as it is a
phased development. Permitted development, both urban and rural, may also include new units on pre-
GMA, non-conforming vested lots that do not conform to current zoning standards. Permits issued on
existing lots or parcels is thus a less reliable measure of actual achieved density because of critical areas
and full build out considerations that are difficult to capture during this evaluation period.

¢ Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies Adopted 5/11/15, Ordinance 522-2015; Element B: Urban Growth Areas; Policy 1.
7KCC 17.420.020(A)
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When available for urban zones, net platted density provides the most reliable measure of achieved
density because it is not affected by the limitations are described above. Taken together, however,
building permit and final platted density are good indicators of land consumption for residential
purposes. The exhibits within this Chapter only include zones that had development activity during the
evaluation period.

Achieved Employment Density, 2013-2019

This section describes the methods used to evaluate achieved commercial and industrial density between
the years 2013-2019 as shown in the second half of Chapter 3. Achieved density for non-residential or
employment lands is measured based on the building square footage developed in commercial and
industrial zones. This improved square footage can then be compared to the overall site area to
determine an average Floor Area Ratio (FAR). While some Kitsap jurisdictions regulate

commercial /industrial development using FAR (similar to residential densities), many do not. However,
assessing achieved employment density using a standardized metric like FAR allows for comparison of
development intensity between jurisdictions, regardless of their geographic size.

Achieved non-residential density is based on Kitsap County Assessor records for commercial and
industrial parcels and associated building improvements. Records were filtered to include only properties
with new employment construction between 2013-2019 and to isolate improvements that would
contribute to on-site employment. Miscellaneous site improvements such as parking areas, fencing,
landscaping, decks, loading docks, etc. were excluded, as were internal tenant improvements (elevators,
sprinkler systems, etc.). The exhibits within this section of the report only include zones that had
development activity during the evaluation period.

Land Capacity Analysis

Kitsap County developed a consistent framework or methodology for evaluating land capacity, while
allowing for customization of key assumptions by individual jurisdictions to reflect local circumstances.
Appendix A: Kitsap County Land Capacity Analysis Technical Methodology Guidance details specific steps
where variations to the assumptions may be appropriate due to local circumstances while still maintaining
a consistent methodology. This Appendix also outlines methods to avoid “double-dipping” or double
counting of factors. Where cities have developed different assumptions, supporting documentation and
analysis have been provided by each jurisdiction and collected in Appendix C: City LCA Assumption
Documentation.

An overview of the Kitsap County residential LCA methodology is shown in Exhibit 2 and 3; the
employment land capacity analysis follows a similar framework. The methodology includes two phases.
The first phase, Step 0, is a programmatic Infrastructure Gap Review of existing capital facility plans.
The second phase, Steps 1-9, consists of nine steps designed to be executed in GIS.

Distinguishing Achieved Density from Assumed Density

To evaluate land capacity for future population and employment growth, each jurisdiction must select
assumed densities, which are those densities “at which future development is expected to occur” (WAC
365-196-210(6)). Achieved density, as outlined earlier in this Chapter, can be a starting point for
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determining assumed density. However, jurisdictions must draw upon local circumstances when selecting a
reasonable assumed density. Additional discussion of assumed density is included in the Land Capacity

Analysis overview below.

Exhibit 2. Kitsap County Urban Residential LCA Process Overview

Step 0: Programmatic
Infrastructure Gap Review

( Step 1: Define Development
Status and Classify Parcels

Step 2: Exclude Parcels
Unlikely to Develop

(S’rep 3: Identify Critical Areas

Step 4: Identify Future
Roads/Right-of-Way Needs

Step 5: Identify Future Public
Facility Needs

Step 6: Account for
Unavailable Lands (Market
Factor)

( Step 7: Determine Net Acres
by Zone

Step 8: Apply Density in -
Each Zone to Calculate
Housing Unit Capacity

Step 9: Apply Average
Household Size to Calculate
Population Capacity
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Step 0:
Programmatic
Infrastructure Gap
Review

Step 1:
Define Development
Status and Classify

Parcels

Exhibit 3. Residential Land Supply Data Processing Diagram

¢

/

}

Standard Parcels
(no infrastructure gaps)

(not includi

Infrastructure Gap Areas Previously Platted Lots
previ l (including those I lin
platted lots) infrastructure gap areas)

Step 2: Exclude
Parcels Unlikely to
Develop

Step 3: Identify
Critical Areas

Step 4: Identify
Future Roads/Right
of Way Needs

Step 5: Identify
Future Public
Facility Needs

Step 6: Account for
Unavailable Land
(Market Factor)

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone

Step 8: Apply
Density in Each
Zone to Calculate

Housing Unit
Capacity

Step 2: Exclude
Parcels Unlikely to
Develop

Step 3: Identify
Critical Areas

Step 4: Identify
Future Roads/Right
of Way Needs

Step 5: Identify
Future Public
Facility Needs

Step 6: Account for
Unavailable Land
(Market Factor)
*ALTERNATE
ASSUMPTIONS**

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone

Step 8: Apply
Density in Each
Zone to Calculate
Housing Unit
Capacity
*ALTERNATE
ASSUMPTIONS**

Step 2: Exclude
Parcels Unlikely to

Develop

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone
(Lots NOT located
in infrastructure gap
areas ONLY)

Step 8: Apply

Density in Each
Zone to Calculate
Housing Unit
Capacity
(Alternate densities
for lots located in

infrastructure gap
areas. Standard
zoning densities for
all other lots.)

Step 9: Apply Average
Household Size to

Calculate Population
Capacity

Segment the land base into
the following categories for
processing.

Previously platted lots have
already undergone CAO
review and taken

~ ROW/facility deductions as

part of the plat process.
Skip Steps 3-6.

Combine total housing
capacity by zone for each
category.
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Programmatic Infrastructure Gap Review (Step 0)

As mentioned above, in 2017 the state legislature passed E2SSB 5254 adding a requirement (RCW
36.70A.215(3)(b)(i)) that provides a review and evaluation of land use designations, development
regulations and infrastructure gaps. The intent is to determine area-specific lands that could affect the
amount of land and timing of future development available to accommodate projected growth
assumptions. Infrastructure to be reviewed includes but is not limited to transportation, water, sewer, and
stormwater. The Gap Review performed for this BLR includes a high-level review of available information
noted in existing capital facilities plans to determine which infrastructure systems, if any, have the
potential to prevent the achievement of assumed densities or delay development.

If constraints were identified, jurisdictions were able to develop alternative assumed densities or develop
alternative assumed market factors for these areas.

Land Classification and Exclusion of Parcels Unlikely to Develop (Steps 1-2)

These steps establish the gross supply of vacant and
underutilized, including partially underutilized lands. Parcels
are classified based on their current land use, potential for
further subdivision, and land and improvement values. These
steps also identify pipeline properties that have been

permitted or approved between January 1, 2020 to &

December 31, 2020. This process also identifies properties
on the basis of improvement to land value ratio and

excludes lands unlikely to redevelop such as a luxury home.

ﬂ
ZONING DESIGNATION
I:l SINGLE FAMILY
1
MULTIFAMILY
| I:l RESIDENTIAL
|

- COMMERCIAL

Example of Partially Utilized Parcels Example of Underutilized Parcels
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Critical Areas Deductions (Step 3)

Environmentally critical areas are protected under GMA® and Chapters
365-190 and 365-195 WAC. Most of these areas are not available
for future development. As such, the Land Capacity Analysis deducts a
percentage of land affected by Critical Areas from the overall land
supply. Step 3 determines the location of Critical Areas, including the
following:

=  Streams: Both perennial and seasonal streams, as well as their
associated buffer areas.

= Wetlands: Delineated wetland areas and their associated buffers,
as regulated by the Critical Areas Ordinance.

=  Water Bodies: Areas of standing water that cover a portion of a

parcel, including lakes, ponds, bogs, or saltwater.

®  Hydric Soils: Inclusion of hydric soils in the critical areas mosaic
captures areas that have the potential to be classified as wetlands,
even if no formal wetland delineation has been performed.

=  Areas of High Geologic Hazard: Unstable areas with steep slopes
or other geologic characteristics that make them highly unsuitable
for development.

In addition to these features, the land capacity analysis allows
jurisdictions the option of deducting Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas
(CARAs). CARAs include areas that contain hydrogeologic conditions that
facilitate aquifer recharge and/or transmit contaminants to an
underlying aquifer. Development activities in these areas vary by
jurisdiction, by type of use, and on the sensitivity of the individual CARA.

After identifying the locations of Critical Areas, Step 3 applies
deductions based on the type of environmental resource present:

= CARAs: 25% deduction (optional)

= Moderate Geologic Hazard Areas: 50% deduction

= Streams, Wetlands, Water Bodies, Hydric Soils, and High
Geologic Hazard Areas: 75% deduction

8RCW 36.70A.172; 36.70A.175

FINAL November 2021 13



Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report | Chapter 2: Methodology Overview

Public Facility and Right-of-Way Deductions (Steps 4-5)

Roads, public right-of-way, and other public facilities are necessary for new
development, particularly on undeveloped properties. The LCA applies
deductions for future on-site and off-site road and public facility needs,
other than sewer. While land needed for roads and public facilities can
vary based project-level proposal, on-site characteristics, and individual
jurisdictions development requirements, Kitsap County developed the
following standard deductions for unincorporated areas based on a review
of permit trends, approved plats, and code requirements. Incorporated cities
were encouraged to modify this assumption to reflect local conditions.

=  Roads & Right-of-Way: 20%
= Public Facilities: 20%

Unavailable Lands and Market Factor (Step 6)

In addition to land needed for public infrastructure, some percentage of
otherwise developable land is likely to remain unavailable due to market
conditions and landowner intent. Step 6 of the LCA addresses this through

application of a market factor based on predominant development product
type and geography. Commerce guidance indicates larger urban
jurisdictions with strong development activity should assume lower market factor deductions, while areas
anticipating less substantial development activity can assume higher market factor deductions. The
approach to this step assessed historic rates of deliveries of various product types and real estate trends
such as information available on Redfin, CoStar and Washington Center for Real Estate Research.
Appendix A: Kitsap County Land Capacity Analysis Technical Methodology Guidance contains detailed
guidance for setting market factor assumptions per jurisdictional geography and product type.

Net Developable Area and Capacity Calculations (Steps 7-9)

The final steps of the LCA apply the deductions computed in Steps 3-6 to the vacant and redevelopable
land supply to determine the number of acres in each zone available for development. Residential and
employment density assumptions for each zone are then applied to determine gross development
capacity in the form of housing units in residential areas and square footage for employment zones. Net

development capacity is then calculated by subtracting existing 1.0 FAR

development on redevelopable properties:

"= Net Housing Unit Capacity = Gross Housing Unit Capacity —
Existing Housing Units

W

®=  Net Building Square Footage Capacity = Gross Building

Square Footage Capacity — Existing Commercial /Industrial o oo e

Covered Covered Covered

Space

Finally, residential and employment density assumptions for each zone are applied to determine the net
residential and employment capacity for each zone. These results are shown in Chapter 4.
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Chapter 3. Growth and Development Trends

Chapter 3 reviews residential and employment growth trends in Kitsap County from January 1, 2013 to
December 31, 2019. These trends are then compared to growth targets established in the Kitsap
Countywide Planning Policies and the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan (2016).° This chapter also

presents an analysis of achieved density of new development and platted lots by zone within each city
jurisdiction and unincorporated urban and rural. Achieved residential densities are compared to allowed
density under current zoning.

The unincorporated urban results are organized based upon whether an unincorporated UGA is
associated with an existing incorporated jurisdiction and as organized in the CPPs Appendices B-1 and B-
2. For example, the unincorporated urban areas of the West Bremerton, East Bremerton, Puget Sound
Industrial Area and Gorst UGAs are noted as Bremerton UGA. The unincorporated Port Orchard UGA is
associated with the City of Port Orchard. The City of Poulsbo’s associated UGA is the Poulsbo Urban
Transition Area. Exhibit 4 illustrates Kitsap city jurisdictions and unincorporated areas.

? Targets set in the CPPs are the basis for the County’s and cities’ Comprehensive Plans. Each jurisdiction demonstrates
consistency of its Comprehensive Plan with CPP targets. Kitsap County updated targets to address a more current base year,
and for population and jobs achieved.
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Exhibit 4. Kitsap County Jurisdictions and Urban Growth Areas (UGAs)

Designated Urban Growth Areas (UGA)
Incorporated City
" City of Bainbridge Island
City of Bremerton
I city of Port Orchard

I city of Poulsbo

Unincorporated Urban Growth Area
Bremerton East UGA

- Bremerton West UGA
Central Kitsap UGA
I corst uca
|| Kingston UGA
Port Orchard UGA
I Foulsoo UTA
- Unincorporated Puget Sound Industrial Center - Bremerton
[ siverdale UGA

nd

Ll

puros

B 1ype - LAMIRD
Rural Commercial, Rural Historic Town, Rural Village

I Type il - LAMIRD &
Employment Center

|:| Greater Puget Sound Hy drology i

B wiitary

.Cé‘m_traTL':f» ]
Kitsap

% o

1anchester

Solithiworth
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Growth Trends Compared to 2036 Targets

This analysis had two objectives:

®  For each city and UGA indicate whether the average annual rate of growth is on pace to achieve
2036 growth targets.

= |dentify whether Kitsap County grew consistently with the CPP target share of 76% growth inurban
areas (cities and unincorporated UGAs) between 2013-2019.

It is important to note that the analysis period begins in 2013, which predates the establishment of the
2016-2036 CPP growth targets adopted in 2015 and the adoption of relevant policies in both county
and city comprehensive plans in 2016. Additionally, a portion of the analysis period for this report pre-
dates the implementation activities, including development regulation updates, that followed the adoption
of local 2016 comprehensive plans.

Population Growth

Kitsap Countywide Planning Polices expect the population of the county as a whole to be approximately
331,571 people by the year 2036. The State of Washington Office of Financial Management (OFM),
the state agency tasked with developing population estimates for local jurisdictions, estimates that from
2013-2019 Kitsap County’s population grew by an annual average of 1.1%, or a total of 2,683 people
per year. This growth rate is slightly below the 2036 projection which, assuming consistent growth over
time, anticipated 1.2% annual growth, or 3,211 people per year.'? Exhibit 5 shows the estimates of
actual growth and expected growth, broken down into rural, urban, and county-wide. Data analysis
indicates the growth rate in rural areas is in line with growth expectations, while the rate of growth in
urban areas, and thus in Kitsap County as a whole, has been slightly lower.

10 The population and employment distribution targets were established in 2015 in the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs),
which were adopted by the County (Ordinance 522-2015) and further ratified by the cities. In Kitsap County’s 2016
Comprehensive Plan update, the base year for the growth distributions were adjusted from 2010 to 2012 to track with the
County’s 2014 Buildable Lands Report. See 2016 Comprehensive Plan at Appendix D. The ultimate growth between 2010
and 2036 did not change. The numbers herein refer to the 2016 Comp Plan for consistency in the review and evaluation
program.
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Exhibit 5: Kitsap County Population Growth, Actual versus CPP Targets 2013-2036

e itsap County == == Kjtsap County Target
350,000 e Urban Areas == == Projected Urban Growth 331,571
e Rural Projected Rural Growth — - -
- -— -
300,000 - -

-
-_.__-;_ﬁ—"—"—: 270,100
250,000

211,234
200,000 ________..--
— e - == -
150,000 e S 1 6] 925
120,337
100,000 ——— — 108,175
50,000
0

2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025 2027 2029 2031 2033 2035

Sources: Washington OFM, 2020; Kitsap County Countywide Planning Policies (Ordinance # 522-2015); Kitsap County
Comprehensive Plan, Appendix D, 2016; BERK, 2020.

Exhibit 6 breaks down this new population growth between urban and rural areas for 2013-2019.
During this period, about 71% of population growth occurred in urban areas, compared to the CPP
policy of 76%.!! This is an increase from 68% documented in the 2014 Buildable Lands Report (2006-

2012) and illustrates consistent progress towards meeting the CPP policy target of 76% urban for new
growth.

Exhibit 6: Shares of Population Growth in Urban and Rural Kitsap County, Actual versus CPP Targets!2

B Urban Kitsap County B Rural Kitsap County

2013-2019 Population Growth

0, 0,
(% Total) 71% 29%

0, 0,
(% Total) 76% 24%

Sources: Washington OFM, 2020; Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies, (Ordinance # 522-2015); Kitsap County Comprehensive
Plan, 2016; Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report, 2014; Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report, 2007; BERK, 2021.

1T Analysis of housing permit data from the county and cities reveals a 74% urban / 26% rural split of growth from 2013-
2019, which is even closer to the target urban/rural split.

12 By the numbers in Appendix B-1, Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies allocated 78% of growth to urban areas, but the new
growth in the policies is set at 76% in CPP Element B Policy UGA-5 following quote: “The distribution process should consider
countywide demographic analysis, the Land Capacity Analysis, the Regional Growth Strategy, and the OFM projections, and it shall
promote a countywide development pattern targeting over three quarters (76%) of new population growth to the designated
Urban Growth Areas.”
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Exhibit 7 displays the County’s historical trends for the urban/rural share of new housing unit
development. While the CPP targets are set in terms of population, past BLRs have shown the urban/rural
split in terms of housing units and Exhibit 6 shows the County’s steady increase towards greater urban
growth, from 43% urban between 1995-1999 up to 72% urban between 2013-2019.13

Exhibit 7: Comparison of Housing Unit Growth in Urban and Rural Kitsap County, 1995 — 2019

B Urban Kitsap County B Rural Kitsap County

2013-2019 72%

2006-2012

2000-2005 57% 43%

1995-1999 43% 57%

Sources: Washington OFM, 2020; Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report, 2014; Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report, 2007 ;
BERK, 2021.

Exhibit 8 shows population growth by individual city and UGA as provided by OFM population

estimates.

13 Previous Kitsap County Buildable Lands Reports published urban and rural shares of growth for housing and not population.
Therefore, Exhibit 7 displays the County’s historical trends for the urban/rural share of new housing unit development. While

the CPP targets are set in terms of population, past BLRs have shown the urban/rural split in terms of housing units and Exhibit
6 shows the County’s steady increase towards greater urban growth, from 43% urban between 1995-1999 up to 72% urban
between 2013-2019.
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Exhibit 8. Population Estimates in Kitsap County, 2013-2019

2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019 % Change
Kitsap County 254,000 255900 258,200 262,590 264,300 267,120 270,100 6.3%
Urban Kitsap County 150,502 151,930 153,869 156,400 157,882 159,983 161,925 7.6%
Rural Kitsap County 103,498 103,970 104,331 106,190 106,418 107,137 108,175 4.5%
City of Bainbridge Island 23,190 23,360 23,390 23,760 23,950 24,320 24,520 5.7%
Ciy of Bremerton 37,850 38,180 39,410 40,500 40,630 41,500 42,080 11.2%
Bremerton UGA 8,991 9,051 9,054 9,095 9,294 9,367 9,435 4.9%
Bremerton Total 46,841 47,231 48,464 49,595 49,924 50,867 51,515 10.0%
City of Port Orchard 12,870 13,150 13,510 13,810 13,990 14,160 14,390 11.8%
Port Orchard UGA 14,586 14,581 14,582 14,721 14781 14,814 14,887 2.1%
Port Orchard Total 27,456 27,731 28,092 28,531 28,771 28,974 29,277 6.6%
City of Poulsbo 9,585 9,775 9,950 10,210 10,510 10,850 11,180 16.6%
Poulsbo UGA 476 477 477 479 480 480 481 1.1%
Poulsbo Total 10,061 10,252 10,427 10,689 10,990 11,330 11,661 15.9%
Central Kitsap UGA 22,690 22,808 22,848 23,005 23,209 23,340 23,537 3.7%
Kingston UGA 2,133 2,209 2,222 2,248 2,311 2,363 2,413 13.1%
Silverdale UGA 18,131 18,339 18,426 18,572 18,727 18,789 19,002 4.8%

Sources: Washington OFM, 2020; BERK, 2020.'4

Exhibit 9 uses the OFM population estimates from Exhibit 7 to compare the annual rates of growth in
particular jurisdictions to population growth targets on a UGA specific level. Data analysis revealed that,
in general, most cities have grown faster than unincorporated UGAs. Two of the four cities, specifically
the City of Bremerton and the City of Poulsbo, grew at a rate that met or exceeded their population
growth targets. The City of Bainbridge Island’s growth rate was not far behind its projection, reaching
222 people per year versus the annual target of 232. Over the evaluation period, the City of Port
Orchard experienced a lower growth rate (253 people per year), which is below its annual target of
366 people per year. For unincorporated UGAs, growth from 2013-2019 was a smaller fraction of
target growth (between 1% and 50%); this pattern was true whether UGAs were associated to cities or
not.

Rural areas are generally consistent with the adopted rural growth allocation in Exhibit 1, though on an
average annual basis growth is a little higher than projected per Exhibit 4. Rather than annual growth
of 700 people per year, the rural areas experienced 780 per year.

140On August 13, 2021, OFM released preliminary 2020 Census information and such may differ from the population
estimates shown in Exhibit 8. One reason for this is because the information is not currently broken down beyond the Census
Tract and Census Block Group level and so does not follow city and unincorporated UGA boundaries in many circumstances.
OFM anticipates data at the city and unincorporated UGA level will be released in late 2021. As indicated in letters from
OFM dated October 7, 2021 and October 21, 2021, OFM will revise 2021 OFM population estimates but has not indicated
changes to 2020 OFM population estimates as a result of the new Census information. Additionally, this BLR effort has been an
analysis of growth trends between 2013-2019. The new data is thus outside the scope of the current BLR horizon and would
be captured in a future report.
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Exhibit 9: Population Growth in Kitsap County, Actual versus CPP Target, 2013-2019

Difference between

Average annual Actual average Actual annual actual growth and
Growth Target growth needed to annual growth growth as a % of growth needed
2012-2036 reach target 2013-2019 target growth (annual) 2013-2019

Kitsap County 77,071 3,211 2,683 84% (528)
Urban Kitsap County 60,266 2,511 1,904 76% (607)
Rural Kitsap County 16,805 700 780 111% 79

City of Bainbridge Island 5,570 232 222 96% (10)
Ciy of Bremerton 12,432 518 705 136% 187
Bremerton UGA 3,907 163 74 45% (89)
Bremerton Total 16,339 681 779 114% 98

City of Port Orchard 8,778 366 253 69% (112)
Port Orchard UGA 6,110 255 50 20% (204)
Port Orchard Total 14,888 620 304 49% (317)
City of Poulsbo 1,192 50 266 535% 216
Poulsbo UGA 3,786 158 1 1% (157)
Poulsbo Total 4,978 207 267 129% 59

Central Kitsap UGA 6,842 285 141 50% (144)
Kingston UGA 2,926 122 47 38% (75)
Silverdale UGA 8,723 363 145 40% (218)

Sources: Washington OFM, 2020; Kitsap County Countywide Planning Policies (Ordinance # 522-2015), 2016 (Targets
adjusted to incorporate 2017 Bremerton annexation; A 2019 annexation by Poulsbo resulted in no increase to
population.); Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan, 2016, Appendix D; BERK, 2020.

Employment Growth

The CPPs project the number of jobs within the county as a whole to increase by 46,158 between 2010
and 2036 (to approximately 126,225 jobs). An average annual growth of 1,944 new jobs are needed
to achieve these 2036 targets. From 2013-2019, PSRC estimates that employment!? in Kitsap County
grew from 79,315 to 90,71, an increase of 11,396 jobs, or approximately 1,899 per year. This overall
employment growth in Kitsap County tracked closely with countywide targets. As split between the urban
and rural areas, employment growth in urban areas, including both incorporated and unincorporated,
was just shy of targets by 121 jobs per year, or 7%, with wide variety among cities, while the pace in
rural areas was just above targets by 77 jobs per year.

Exhibit 10 shows the estimates of actual employment growth and the expected growth targets of 2036,
broken down into rural, urban, and countywide. The cities of Bainbridge Island, Port Orchard, and
Poulsbo were all above their employment growth targets during between 2013-2019. The City of
Bremerton, however, was under by 539 jobs, but it is important to note that PSRC employment estimates
do not include military jobs and fleet deployment. Many of those jobs are represented at the Puget
Sound Naval Shipyard and are located in Bremerton and naval facilities near other urban areas.

15 This analysis is based on “covered employment” data provided by PSRC, which is derived from the Quarterly Census of
Employment and Wages (QCEW) and summarized by the Washington State Employment Security Department. It includes positions
covered by the Washington Unemployment Insurance Act, which exempts the self-employed, proprietors and corporate officers,
military personnel, and railroad workers. These exempted categories are not included in covered employment summaries, which
represent approximately 85-90% of all employment.
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Exhibit 10: Kitsap County Employment Growth, Actual and CPP Targets, 2013-2036

e [itsap County == == Kjtsap County CPP Targets
e Urban Areas Urban Areas CPP Targets
e Rural Rural CPP Targets
125,000 ’ — - - 126,225
-—
-_____.-"" 107,520
100,000 - -
' — 6,711
75,000 = 74,436
50,000
25,000 16.275 18,705

-

2013 2015 2017 2019 2021 2023 2025 2027 2029 2031 2033 2035

Sources: Employment estimates provided by Puget Sound Regional Council (personal communication with Assistant Planner Grant
Gibson, 2021); Kitsap County Countywide Planning Policies (Ordinance # 522-2015); Kitsap County Comprehensive
Plan, Appendix D, 2016; BERK, 2021.

Exhibit 11 summarizes the shares of overall Kitsap County employment growth attributed to urban and
rural areas. CPP targets anticipate a 92% urban/8% rural split. Actual employment estimates are just
shy with 86% of growth in urban areas and 14% in rural.

Exhibit 11: Shares of Covered Employment Growth in Urban and Rural Kitsap County, Actual versus Targets.
B Urban Kitsap County B Rural Kitsap County

CPP Employment Growth Target

9 0
2010-2036 (% Total) 92% 8%

86% 14%

Actual Employment Growth
2013-2019 (% Total)

Sources: Puget Sound Regional Council, 2020; Kitsap County Countywide Planning Policies (Ordinance # 522-2015); BERK,
2021.

Exhibit 12 shows employment growth by individual city and unincorporated area as provided by PSRC
employment estimates. Exhibit 13 uses these numbers to compare the average annual rates of growth in
these areas to employment growth targets. The Cities of Bainbridge Island, Poulsbo, and Port Orchard,
and the Port Orchard UGA all grew at an average annual rate above their targets during the evaluation
period. Bainbridge Island’s employment growth was more than twice the target rate. The City of
Bremerton and all remaining UGAs, however, grew at an average annual rate that was slower than their
employment targets. The Silverdale UGA has a pace of growth that was 24% of the target rate, but also
had the highest growth target among the UGAs. This employment trend is, however, expected to change
with the relocation of a multi-county regional acute health care facility in Silverdale, which was opened
after the evaluation period (it was completed in 2020).
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Exhibit 12: Covered Employment Estimates in Kitsap County, 2013 to 2019

2013 2019 % Change
Kitsap County 79,315 90,711 14.4%
Urban Kitsap County 64,610 74,436 15.2%
Rural Kitsap County 14,705 16,275 10.7%
City of Bainbridge Island 6,232 7,809 25.3%
City of Bremerton 28,353 32,383 14.2%
Bremerton UGA 1,060 1,240 17.0%
Bremerton Total 29,413 33,623 14.3%
City of Port Orchard 6,804 7,645 12.4%
Port Orchard UGA 6,450 7,656 18.7%
Port Orchard Total 13,254 15,301 15.4%
City of Poulsbo 5,641 7,046 24.9%
Poulsbo UGA 60 59 -1.7%
Poulsbo Total 5,701 7,105 24.6%
Central Kitsap UGA 3,357 3,703 10.3%
Kingston UGA 786 762 -3.1%
Silverdale UGA 10,715 11,253 5.0%

Sources: Puget Sound Regional Council, 2020; BERK, 2020.

Exhibit 13: Covered Employment Growth in Kitsap County, Actual and CPP Target, 2013-2019

Difference between

Average annual Actual average actual growth and
Growth Target growth needed to annual growth  Actual growth as a growth needed
2012-2036 reach target 2013-2019 % of target growth  (annual) 2013-2019

Kitsap County 46,647 1,944 1,899 98% (44)

Urban Kitsap County 42,215 1,759 1,638 93% (1271)

Rural Kitsap County 4,432 185 262 142% 77

City of Bainbridge Island 2,720 113 263 232% 150

City of Bremerton 18,276 762 672 88% (20)
Bremerton UGA 1,443 60 30 50% (30)
Bremerton Total 19,719 822 702 85% (120)

City of Port Orchard 3,074 128 140 109% 12

Port Orchard UGA 1,140 48 201 423% 154

Port Orchard Total 4,214 176 341 194% 166

City of Poulsbo 4,138 172 234 136% 62

Poulsbo UGA 14 1 (0) -29% (m
Poulsbo Total 4,152 173 234 135% 61

Central Kitsap UGA 1,885 79 58 73% (21)
Kingston UGA 597 25 (4) -16% (29)
Silverdale UGA 8,928 372 90 24% (282)

Note: Figures shown are rounded to the nearest whole number while underlying data is not rounded. This results in some slight
inconsistencies between the difference shown in the far-right column and the calculation between the whole numbers.

Sources: Puget Sound Regional Council, 2020; Kitsap County Comprehensive Planning Policies, 2015; Kitsap County
Comprehensive Plan, Appendix D, 2016, BERK, 2020.
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Residential Development Trends and Achieved Density

This section reviews building permit and plat activity between 2013 and 2019 for each city and
unincorporated UGA, as well as rural areas. This information is used to document development trends by
housing types and assess whether development is occurring at densities consistent with planning
assumptions. As described in the Methodology Overview, achieved densities are measured and discussed
below using both permitted density and platted density.

City of Bainbridge Island

1 of Land Management, Esri Canada, Esri, HERE, Garmin, INCREMENT P, USGS,
: METI/NASA; EP‘A‘ USDA

Permitted Residential Development

Bainbridge Island permitted a total of 994 housing units between 2013 and 2019, as shown in Exhibit
14. This is a significant increase in permit activity compared to the last BLR which found a total of 502
permits between 2006 and 2012. However, it is important to note that the previous evaluation period
did not consider permits issued for accessory dwelling units. The City also saw a much larger share of
permitted units in multifamily buildings: 35% during this period compared to approximately 10%
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between 2006 and 2012. About a third of these multifamily units were in “missing middle” types like
townhomes and duplexes. The City also permitted 66 accessory dwelling units on single family parcels.

Bainbridge Island does not have a minimum zoned density, only a maximum zoned density in units per
acre. Accordingly, this report estimates maximum densities based on maximum lot size per unit for
residential zones. Zoned densities for mixed-use zones were estimated by conversion from floor area
ratio (FAR) requirements, with the exception of the Neighborhood Center zone which uses a units per
acre measurement for density.

Achieved density exceeded estimated max allowed density in several lower-density zones (Residential
2.9, Residential 3.5, Residential 4.3, Residential 5). In two of these zones, the majority of permitted units
were in multifamily buildings. Achieved permitted density also exceeded estimated max allowed density
in the Ferry Terminal Overlay zone, which allows for higher-density multifamily development. This may be
due to average housing unit sizes being smaller than assumed when estimating max units/acre based on
max zoned FAR.

Achieved densities were less than estimated allowed minimum densities in the Core and HSRD | and I
zones. However, in the Core zone net platted densities were within the estimated allowed density range.
There were no plats in HSRD | and Il. Achieved densities may have exceed allowed densities for the
following reasons:

e Development of existing lots that are nonconforming to minimum lot size.

e Development permits such as subdivisions or site plan and design review permits have often
removed right-of-way, transportation, stormwater or opens space areas and set these uses into
separate, common ownership tracts (or right-of-way dedication). The City’s development code,
including subdivision regulations, promotes clustering and the creation of smaller lots with higher
levels of common space. For instance, in the Ferry Terminal District, the BLIS development created
a 0.9-acre open space/park that integrated into its original property. In the R-5 zone in the
Lynwood Center areaq, the Pleasant Beach Village development (ongoing) had many common
spaces and roads created to support its clustered development of townhomes and duplexes.

e Two projects during this time, Growth Community in the R-14 zone (middle phase), and Ferncliff
Village in the R-3.5 zone (second phase) qualified as Housing Design Demonstration Projects and
were granted bonus density through that program (see BIMC 2.16.020.5).
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Exhibit 14: Residential Permits and Achieved Density (units per acre) in Bainbridge Island, 2013-2019

Total Total Achieved Min Allowed Max Allowed

Units Acres** Density density*** density***

Residential 0.4 95 0] 21 116 305.7 0.4 0.4
Residential 1 117 0] 12 129 141.2 0.9 1.1
Residential 2 206 0] 18 224 158.4 1.4 2.2
Residential 2.9 42 0] 1 43 11.0 3.9 2.9
Residential 3.5 12 16 5 33 3.0 11.1 3.5
Residential 4.3 43 0 8 51 8.5 6.0 4.4
Residential 5 0] 22 0 22 2.8 7.7 5.1
Residential 6 3 0] 0 3 1.0 3.0 6.0
Residential 8 4 6 1 11 1.5 7.3 8.1
Residential 14 17 109 0 126 2.9 43.3 14.1
Central Core 1 68 0 69 1.6 43.7 17.4 43.6
Overlay
Ericksen Avenue 21 3 0 24 1.3 18.2 13.1 26.1
Overlay
Ferry Terminal 18 114 0 132 2.2 59.7 17.4 47.9
Overlay
H.S. Road Districts 0] 7 0 7 1.3 5.3 13.1 26.1
land Il
Neighborhood 0] 4 0 4 0.9 4.4 2.2
Center

Totals 579 349 66 994 643.4

* Mixed use permits included in multifamily calculations

FINAL November 2021 26



Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report | Chapter 3. Growth and Development
** Total acres calculation includes adjustments to properly calculate achieved density inclusive of ADUs. See Methodology
Overview for details.

**% Zoned densities for residential zones calculated using maximum lot size per unit. Zoned densities for other zones calculated
using conversion from floor area ratio.

Source: City of Bainbridge Island, 2021; BERK, 2021.

Plat Density

Exhibit 15 shows a summary of plat activity in Bainbridge Island between 2013 and 2019. There were
36 plats in total, compared to 70 during the previous evaluation period. However, the total number of
platted lots in each evaluation period was similar (343 vs 335).

Exhibit 15: Plats and Achieved Plat Density (units per acre) in Bainbridge Island, 2013-2019

Total Total Gross Net Gross Net Min Max
Plats Platted Acres Acres Density Density Allowed Allowed
Lots density* density*
Residential 0.4 2 6 5.0 4.8 1.2 1.2 0.4
Residential 1 3 13 8.6 6.7 1.5 1.9 1.1
Residential 2 5 49 20.7 13.4 2.4 3.7 2.2
Residential 2.9 2 34 10.3 4.5 3.3 7.6 2.9
Residential 3.5 2 27 3.1 1.6 8.7 16.9 3.5
Residential 4.3 3 41 5.8 4.6 7.1 8.9 4.4
Residential 5 2 27 5.8 1.0 4.7 267 5.1
Residential 14 5 34 53 0.7 6.4 45.9 14.1
Central Core Overlay 1 34 1.4 1.4 23.9 23.9 17.4 43.6
Ericksen Avenue Overlay 3 29 2.0 0.9 14.9 337 13.1 26.1
Ferry Terminal Overlay 1 30 3.5 2.3 8.7 12.9 17.4 47.9
Gateway Overlay 2 6 3.6 0.8 1.7 7.1 21.8 43.6
Neighborhood Center 3 5 1.5 0.7 3.3 6.9 2.2
Neighborhood Ctr/Res. 12 2 8 2.8 2.2 2.9 3.7 2.2
Total 36 343 79.2 45.7

* Allowed density calculated using maximum lot size per unit or conversion from floor area ratio. Density can be exceeded
due to HDDP.

Source: City of Bainbridge Island, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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City of Bremerton
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Permitted Residential Development

Bremerton permitted a total of 1,729 housing units between 2013 and 2019, as shown in Exhibit 16.
Over half (54%) of these permits were in multifamily buildings, compared to 37% in the previous
evaluation period. Achieved densities were within the range of minimum and maximum allowed
density in all zones.
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Exhibit 16: Residential Permits and Achieved Density (Units per Acre) in the City of Bremerton, 2013-2019

SF Units MF ADUs Total Total Achieved Min Max
Units  Acres* Density Allowed Allowed
density density
Bay Vista Subarea Plan 10 297 0 307 11.0 27.9 6 65
District Center Core 0 1 0 1 0.1 14.3 30
Downtown Subarea Plan 1 390 0 391 6.2 62.9 6
East Park Subarea Plan 210 20 0 230 14.9 15.5 6 50
General Commercial 1 164 0 165 7.0 23.5 n/a n/a
Institutional 2 0 0 2 0.2 8.7 20
Low Density Residential (R-10) 551 20 13 584 67.4 8.7 6 10
Med. Density Residential (R-18) 5 14 0 19 1.7 11.1 6 18
High Density Residential (R-40) 2 28 0 30 1.8 17.1 18 40
Totals 782 934 13 1,729 110.3

* Total acres calculation includes adjustments to properly calculate achieved density inclusive of ADUs. See Methodology Overview
for details.

Source: City of Bremerton, 2021, BERK, 2021.

Plat Density

Exhibit 17 shows a summary of plat activity in Bremerton between 2013 and 2019. There was a total of
15 plats, compared to 29 during previous evaluation period. However, the total number of platted lots in
this evaluation period was significantly higher (828 compared to 364). All plats with more than two lots
have achieved densities within the allowed density range.
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Exhibit 17: Plats and Achieved Plat Density (units per acre) in the City of Bremerton, 2013-2019

Total Total Gross Net Gross Net Density Min Net Max
Plats Platted Acres Acres Density (Units/Acre) Allowed Gross
Lots (Units/Acre) density Allowed

density

Bay Vista Subarea Plan 1 120 16.05 10.81 7.5 11.1 6 65
District Center Core 1 441  19.67 1174 22.4 37.6 30

Downtown Subarea Plan 1 2 0.2 0.2 10 10 6

East Park Subarea Plan 3 329 3597 16.85 9.2 19.5 6 50
Low Density Residential 29 806 19871 91.69 4.1 8.8 6 10
(R-10)

Med. Density Residential 4 12 0.93 0.87 12.9 13.8 6 18
(R-18)

Total 39 1,710 271.5 132.2

Source: City of Bremerton, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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City of Port Orchard
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Permitted Residential Development

Port Orchard permitted a total of 701 housing units between 2013 and 2019, as shown in Exhibit 18.
Over a quarter (28%) of these units were in multifamily buildings, compared to just 19% during the
previous evaluation period of 2006-2012. Missing middle development was limited to a small number

duplex projects.

Exhibit 18 also shows average achieved permitted densities and compares them to densities allowed i

of

n

some zones. Citywide, achieved permitted density was 7.3 units per acre. The following context is useful

for interpreting findings by zone:

®=  R2 Zone did not achieve minimum zoned density for permits. The R2 zone and its development
standards were established in 2019 with the annexation of the area into the City. Thus, the

development from 2013-2019 is not representative of future residential development that will occur

in the R2 zone.
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* R4.5/R1 Zone did not achieve minimum zoned density for permits. The R4.5 zone, which did not
provide a minimum density requirement, was repealed in 2019. The comparable replacement zone,
R1, has an estimated residential development density of 7 units/acre and a range of possible
maximum residential density from 7.26-9.8 units/acre. (See Table 1, Section 2.4 of the Land Use
Element in the City’s Comprehensive Plan for estimated residential densities in each zone.) As
indicated in Exhibit 18, the City has not yet received anything other than SFR building permits on
existing lots within the R1 zone. It is thus premature to evaluate achievement of density for new
developments within the R1 zone, which are anticipated to have smaller building lots than the old
R4.5 zone.

= BP1/BPMU Zone did not achieve minimum zoned density for permits. The BP1 (Business Professional
1) zone, which was repealed in 2019, was primarily intended to be a zone for professional office,
medical office, and similar uses. Single-family residences continued to be allowed in that zone
because the Council at that time did not want to make existing homes nonconforming. However, the
worksheet shows that during the review period the only activity in the BP1 zone was the replacement
of a demolished SFR with a new one on the same lot. This is not representative of past development
in the BP1 zone. The replacement zone, Business Professional Mixed Use (BPMU), which was created
in 2019, has an anticipated residential development density of 8 units/acre.
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Exhibit 18: Residential Building Permits and Achieved Density in the City of Port Orchard, 2013-2019

Single- Multifamily Accessory Total Total Achieved Min Max
family Units Dwelling Units Acres Density Allowed Allowed
Units Units (Units/Acre) Density Density

Greenbelt 2 0 0 2 3.9 0.5 0.5

Residential 2 42 0 0 42 4.9 8.6 9.8 21.7

(R2)

Residential 3 0 56 0 56 3.4 16.4 9.8 26

(R3)

Residential 15 0 0 15 9.0 1.7 9.8 44

4.5 (R4.5)

Residential 8 388 10 0 398 60.5 6.6

(R8)

Residential 19 0 0 19 2.0 9.3

12 (R12)

Residential 36 2 0 38 7.0 5.4

20 (R20)

Residential 4 0 0 4 0.3 12.1

20 - PRD

Business 1 0 0 1 0.1 8.3 14.5 45

Professional

Commercial 0 126 0 126 5.1 25.0 0 54

Totals 507 194 (o} 701

Source: City of Port Orchard, 2021; BERK, 2021.

Plat Density

Exhibit 19 shows a summary of plat activity in Port Orchard between 2013 and 2019. There was a total
of 19 plats, compared to 15 during the previous evaluation period. However, the total number of platted
lots in this evaluation period was significantly higher (503 compared to 288). Citywide, achieved platted
net density was 9.9 units per acre. Two of the three zones with significant plat activity had a net achieved
density within the range of allowed density. In the third zone (R6), achieved density was slightly below
the minimum allowed density. The Ré zone, however, was created for selected parts of the McCormick
Woods master plan area, which was vested under Kitsap County approvals and annexed into the City.
All of the R6-zoned properties in the City are now fully developed.
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Exhibit 19: Plats and Achieved Plat Density in the City of Port Orchard, 2013-2019

Total Total Gross Net Gross Net Min Max
Plats Platted Acres Acres Density Density Allowed Allowed
Lots Density Density
Residential 2 8 178 56.3 13.3 3.2 13.4 9.8 21.7
(R2)
Residential 3 1 22 2.3 1.8 9.7 12.3 9.8 26
(R3)
Residential 6 7 299 67.8 35.9 4.4 8.3 9.8 17.4
(R6)
Commercial 1 1 1.8 0 0.5 0 54
Corridor (CC)
Comm. Mixed 1 2 5.1 0 0.4 0 54
Use (CMU)
Greenbelt (GB) 1 1 6.9 0 0.1 0.5
Total 19 503 140.1 51.0
Source: City of Port Orchard, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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City of Poulsbo
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Permitted Residential Development
Poulsbo permitted a total of 875 housing units between 2013 and 2019, as shown in Exhibit 20. Roughly
one-third (32%) of these units were in multifamily buildings, compared to one multifamily permit in the

previous evaluation period of 2006-2012. While most of the permitted multifamily units were
apartments, 50 units were in townhomes, duplex, or cottage clusters. The city also permitted 9 ADUs.

35
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Exhibit 20: Residential Building Permits and Achieved Density in the City of Poulsbo, 2013-2019

Single- Multifamil  Accessory Total Total Achieved Min Max
family y Units Dwelling Units Acres* Density Allowed Allowed
Units Units (Units/Acre)  density density
Residential Low (RL) 561 32 9 602 79.9 7.5 4 5
Residential High (RH) 27 246 0 273 23.8 11.5 11 14
Totals 588 278 9 875 103.7

* Total acres calculation includes adjustments to properly calculate achieved density inclusive of ADUs. See Methodology Overview
for details.

Source: City of Poulsbo, 2021; BERK, 2021.

Plat Density

Exhibit 21 shows a summary of plat activity in Poulsbo between 2013 and 2019. There was a total of
13 plats, compared to 26 during the previous evaluation period. The total number of platted lots in this
evaluation period was slightly lower as well (540 compared to 690). All plats were in the Residential
Low zone.

Exhibit 21: Plats and Achieved Plat Density in the City of Poulsbo, 2013-2019

Total Total Gross Net Gross Net Min Max
Plats Platted Acres Acres Density Density Allowed  Allowed
Lots density density
Residential Low (RL) 13 540 83.2 61.6 6.5% 8.8 4 5
Total 13 540 83.2 61.6

Source: City of Poulsbo, 2021; BERK, 2021.

* The gross density calculation for this report utilizes parcel level data that does not include public rights-of-way, which are
dedicated to the city at the time of final plat. Poulsbo calculates density at the time of preliminary plat, prior to
parcelization and includes public rights-of-way in the calculation. For this reason, the gross density is above the max
allowed density for the purposes of this reporting. However, the plats included in this reporting period are within the
allowable density range of 4-5 units per acre.
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Urban Unincorporated Kitsap County

All Unincorporated Urban Growth Areas

Exhibit 22 summarizes building permit activity and achieved permitted density across all Kitsap County
unincorporated UGA:s. In total, the County issued 1,042 urban residential permits for new housing units
during the evaluation period, including 100 multifamily units and 5 ADUs. All zones except Urban
Medium and Mixed Use'® were within the range of allowed densities. It is important to note that in all
zones where a maximum density is identified, maximum allowed density is calculated on gross acreage
of the site. In all zones where a minimum density is required, minimum density is calculated on net

developable acreage.'”

Exhibit 22: Residential Building Permits and Achieved Density Countywide in Unincorporated Urban Kitsap
County, 2013-2019

ADUs Total Total Achieved Min Max
Units Acres* Density Allowed Allowed
(CLITECD) Density Density
Greenbelt 7 0 1 8 3.91 2.2 1 4
Urban 199 2 0 201 47.26 4.3 1 5
Restricted
Urban Low 510 24 3 537 108.7 4.9 5 9
Residential
Urban Medium 217 24 1 242 26.1 9.3 10 18
Residential
Urban High 12 0 0 12 0.6 19.7 19 30
Residential
Mixed Use'® 2 41 0 43 5.8 7.4 10 30
Total 937 100 5 1,043 192.37

* Total acres calculation includes adjustments to properly calculate achieved density inclusive of ADUs. See Methodology Overview
for details.

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.

16 Mixed Use zone was removed in the 2016 Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan update.

17 KCC 17.420.020(A)

18 The mixed-use zone was established in the 2006 Comprehensive Plan. This zone was removed in the 2016 Comprehensive
Plan Update and during this report’s evaluation period.
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Exhibit 23 summarizes plat activity and achieved plat density across countywide UGAs in unincorporated
Kitsap County. In total, Kitsap County approved 30 plats for a total of 780 lots. This is a slight decrease
from the previous evaluation which indicated there were 32 final plats issued creating a total of 1,861
new lots. All zones with residential plat activity achieved the minimum allowed density during the
evaluation period. This is an improvement from the previous Buildable Lands report which found that the
Urban Low zone had an achieved gross density of 4.25 housing units per acre. In addition, the Urban
Medium and Urban High zones achieved a net density above the allowed minimum density. This is also an
improvement from the previous evaluation period which found that the Urban High zone had an achieved
net density below the allowed minimum density. The following sections analyze plat activity for each
UGA. Unfortunately, the previous Buildable Lands Reports did not include a breakdown of plat activity
by each UGA to allow for a comparison of results from the evaluation period.

Exhibit 23: Plats and Achieved Plat Density Countywide in Unincorporated Urban Kitsap County, 2013-2019

Gross Net
Total Min Max
Total Net Achieved Achieved
Platted Allowed Allowed
Plats Density Density
Lots Density Density
(Units/Acre) (Units/Acre)
Urban Restricted 8 190 71.01 25.15 2.7 6.3 1 5
Urban Low Residential 18 417 67.52 43.12 6.1 8.4 5 9
Urban Medium Residential 3 150 75.4 13 2 10 10 18
Mixed Use 1 23 1.91 1.01 12 18.8 10 30
Total 30 780 215.84 82.28

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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Exhibit 24 summarizes residential building permit activity and achieved density across the
unincorporated Bremerton UGAs during the evaluation period. The associated Bremerton UGAs that
contain residential zoning consist of East Bremerton, West Bremerton and Gorst UGAs. A total of 137
permits for new housing units were issued between 2013-2019. This was an increase from the previous
evaluation period which found 129 new housing units were issued permits between 2006-2012. All zones
were within the range of allowed densities with the exception of the Urban Low Residential and Urban
Medium Residential zones. This is likely caused by pre-GMA vested, non-conforming lots.

FINAL November 2021 39



Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report | Chapter 3. Growth and Development

Exhibit 24: Residential Building Permits Issued and Achieved Density in Bremerton UGA, 2013-2019

SF MF ADUs Total Total Achieved Min Max
Units Units Units Acres* Density Allowed Allowed
(Units/Acre) Density Density
Greenbelt 1 0 0 1 0.5 1.9 1 4
Urban 3 1 0 5 3.18 1.6 1 5
Restricted
Urban Low 61 2 1 64 20.0 3.2 5 9
Residential
Urban Medium 67 2 0 69 9.6 7.2 10 18
Residential
Totals 132 4 1 137 31.2

* Total acres calculation includes adjustments to properly calculate achieved density inclusive of ADUs. See Methodology Overview
for details.

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.

Exhibit 25 indicates there were four final plats issued in the unincorporated Bremerton UGA during the
evaluation period. Achieved density was consistent with the allowed minimum and maximum density in all
zones.

Exhibit 25: Plats and Achieved Plat Density in Bremerton UGA, 2013-2019

Gross Net A
Total X X Min Max
Total ) tted Net  Achieved  Achieved 5004 Allowed
— Lots D Density Density Densit Densit
(Units/Acre) (Units/Acre) Y Y
Urban Restricted 1 11 8.24 4.23 1.3 2.1 1 5
Urban Low Residential 3 63 10.08 7.21 6.25 8.7 5 9
Total 4 74 18.32 11.44

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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Central Kitsap UGA
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In the Central Kitsap UGA, there were 307 new housing units permitted between 2013-2019, as shown
in in Exhibit 26. This is a decrease from the previous evaluation period which reported 411 new single
family units between 2006-201 2. Achieved density was within the minimum and maximum allowed
density range for all zones during the evaluation period, with the exception of the Mixed Use zone which
was removed in 2016. As development aligned with the plan, this is an improvement from the previous
evaluation period which noted the Urban Low and Urban Medium zones had been outside of the allowed

density ranges.
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Exhibit 26: Residential Building Permits Issued and Achieved Density in Central Kitsap UGA, 2013-2019

SF MF ADUs Total Total Achieved Min Max
Units Units Units Acres Density Allowed Allowed
(Units/Acre) Density Density
Greenbelt 6 0 1 7 3.37 2.1 1 4
Urban Restricted 129 0 0 129 28.2 4.57 1 5
Urban Low 108 2 0 110 20.0 5.49 5 9
Residential
Urban Medium 6 14 0 20 1.6 12.45 10 18
Residential®
Mixed Use? 0 41 0 41 57 7.19 10 30
Totals 249 57 1 307 58.9

* All 14 multifamily units were originally zoned Urban Medium Residential but have since been re-zoned to Urban High Residential.
They are included under their original zoning (UM) for this analysis.

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.

Exhibit 27 shows that between 2013-2019, six final plats were issued that contain 197 lots within the
Central Kitsap UGA. Consistent with the trends of residential building permits, all final plats issued
between 2013-2019 met minimum density and were within the maximum density when considered on
gross acreage.

Exhibit 27: Plats and Achieved Plat Density in Central Kitsap UGA, 2013-2019

Gross Net

Total x X Min Max
Total b Hed Net  Achieved  Achieved  pj 0 0q  Allowed
— Lots D Density Density Densit Densit
(Units/Acre) (Units/Acre) Y Y
Urban Restricted 4 133 45.43 13.16 2.9 8.6 1 5
Urban Low Residential 2 64 12.41 8.88 5.2 6.4 5 9
Total 6 197 57.84 22.04

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.

19 The mixed-use zone was established in the 2006 Comprehensive Plan. This zone was removed in the 2016 Comprehensive
Plan Update.
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Exhibit 28 shows that the Kingston UGA reported 112 new housing units between 2013-2019. This is an
increase from the previous evaluation period which reported 51 new housing units. On a per zone basis,
all building permits were within the allowed density range except within the Urban Low Zone, which was
just slightly under the minimum allowed density. This may have been caused by previously, vested platted

o ety 1,/,4\7_

lots.
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Exhibit 28: Residential Building Permits and Achieved Density in Kingston UGA, 2013-2019

MF Units

ADUs Total Total

Acres

Achieved Min
Density Allowed
(Units/Acre) Density

Max
Allowed

Units

Density

Urban Restricted 37 0 0 37 6.4 5.8 1 5

Urban Low Residential 25 0 0 25 5.8 4.3 5 9

Urban Medium Residential 41 8 1 50 3.8 13.3 10 18
Totals 103 8 1 112 15.9

* Total acres calculation includes adjustments to properly calculate achieved density inclusive of ADUs. See Methodology Overview

for details.

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.

As shown in Exhibit 29, there were five final plats issued between 2013-2019 that contain 91 lots within
the Kingston UGA. All final plats issued between 2013-2019 met minimum density and were within the
maximum density when considered on gross acreage, with the exception of the Urban Medium zone.
However, when considered on net acreage, the Urban Medium zone met minimum density requirements
which is consistent with measurement standards found in Kitsap County Code.

Exhibit 29: Plats and Achieved Plat Density in Kingston UGA, 2013-2019

Total Gross Net Min M
Total ota Gross Net Achieved Achieved ! ax
Platted . . Allowed Allowed
Plats Lot Acres Acres Density Density Densif Densit
ots (Units/Acre) (Units/Acre) ensity enstty
Urban Restricted 2 43 14.3 7.26 3.0 5.0 1 5
Urban Low Residential 2 18 2.26 1.4 8.0 10.0 5 9
Urban Medium 1 30 3.5 178 8.6 16.9 10 18
Residential
Total 5 91 20.06 10.44

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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In the unincorporated Port Orchard UGA, as shown in Exhibit 30, there were 169 new housing units
permitted between 2013-2019. This is a decrease from the previous evaluation period which reported
342 new housing units between 2006-2012. Achieved density was within the minimum and maximum
allowed density in all zones during the evaluation period. This is an improvement from the last evaluation
period which found all zones, except Urban Restricted, had been outside the allowed density ranges.
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Exhibit 30: Residential Building Permits and Achieved Density in Port Orchard UGA, 2013-2019

SF MF ADUs Total Total Achieved Min Max
Units Units Units  Acres* Density Allowed Allowed
(Units/Acre) Density Density
Urban Low Residential 146 4 2 152 21.1 7.2 5 9
Urban Medium Residential 7 0 0 7 0.7 10.4 10 18
Totals 153 14 2 169 23.9

* Total acres calculation includes adjustments to properly calculate achieved density inclusive of ADUs. See Methodology Overview
for details.

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.

Exhibit 31 shows that there were five plats issued between 2013-2019 that contained 20 lots within the
unincorporated Port Orchard UGA. All permits were issued in the Urban Low zone with an achieved
density within the allowed minimum and maximum density range.

Exhibit 31: Plats and Achieved Plat Density in Port Orchard UGA, 2013-2019

Gross Net Mi M
Achieved Achieved in ax
X ) Allowed Allowed
DL PO Densit Densit
(Units/Acre)  (Units/Acre) Y Y
Urban Low Residential 5 20 272 1.97 7.4 9.1 5 9
Total 5 20 2.72 1.97

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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In the Silverdale UGA, Exhibit 32 shows there were 318 new housing units permitted between 201 3-
2019. Achieved density was within the minimum and maximum allowed density in most zones during the
evaluation period. The Urban Low Residential and Urban Medium Residential zones overall achieved

density was slightly below the minimum allowed density.
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Exhibit 32: Residential Building Permits and Achieved Density in Silverdale UGA, 2013-2019

SF MF Units ADUs Total Total Achieved Min Max
Units  Acres Density Allowed Allowed
(Units/Acre) Density Density
Urban Restricted 30 0 0 30 9.5 3.5 1 5
Urban Low Residential 170 16 0 186 41.9 4.44 5 9
Urban Medium Residential 96 0 0 96 10.5 9.15 10 18
Urban High Residential 12 0 0] 12 0.6 19.67 19 30
Mixed Use 2 0 0 2 0.1 20.00 10 30
Totals 302 16 0 318 56.0

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.

As shown in Exhibit 33, there were ten plats issued between 2013-2019 that contained 275 lots within
the Silverdale UGA. All plats had an achieved density within the minimum and maximum allowed density
range for the zone, with the exception of the Urban Medium zone. The two plats issued in the Urban
Medium zone were just below the minimum allowed density of 10 housing units per acre, with an average
achieved net density of 9 housing units per acre. It is also important to note that the Mixed Use zone was
removed as part of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update.

Exhibit 33: Plats and Achieved Plat Density in Silverdale UGA, 2013-2019

Gross
Total Net Achieved Max
Total (] Net Achieved Min Allowed
Platted Density Allowed
Plats Acres Density Density
Lots . (Units/Acre) Density
(Units/Acre)
Urban Restricted 1 3 3.04 0.5 1.0 4.0 1 5
Urban Low Residential 6 129 22.74 15.62 57 7.11 5 9
Urban Medium Residential 2 120 71.9 11.22 1.7 9.0 10 18
Mixed Use 1 23 1.91 1.01 12.0 18.8 10 30
Total 10 275 99.59 28.35

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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Rural Unincorporated Kitsap County

Rural lands are those areas located outside of designated cities and unincorporated UGAs. The
Buildable Lands Program, RCW 36.70A.215(2), requires analysis of land uses and development trends
both inside and outside of UGAs. Geographically, Kitsap County is located on a peninsula with a land
area of 396 square miles and 371 miles of shoreline. Kitsap is situated between the highly urbanized,
metropolitan areas of King and Pierce counties to the east, Hood Canal and Jefferson County to the
west, and Mason County to the southwest. King, Pierce, Jefferson and Mason Counties’ rural areas
include large areas of federally protected national parks and forest lands in comparison to Kitsap.

Kitsap’s rural areas are diverse in visual character and support a variety of rural lifestyles, activities,
economies, as well as open space, natural resource production and conservation. Kitsap’s rural areas do
not have designated agricultural areas of long-term commercial significance?® but many farms of varying
sizes are found throughout. Forest and mineral resource lands and rural employment areas are also
found in Kitsap’s rural landscape. Additionally, many rural, pre-GMA communities, as well as designated
Type | and Type lll Limited Areas of More Intense Rural Development (LAMIRDs)?! are located in
unincorporated rural Kitsap. Rural unincorporated Kitsap occupies 74% of the peninsula’s 396 square

miles.

In terms of population density, information collected from the Washington State Office of Financial
Management shows that in 1900 Kitsap’s population density was 17 persons per square mile. In 1950,
population density was 191. Prior to the enactment of GMA in 1991, Kitsap’s population density had
increased to 479 persons per square mile by 1990. During the County’s efforts to achieve a GMA
compliant comprehensive plan between 1994 and February 1999, that population density grew from
479 to 586 person per square mile, a 22% increase in 10 years. OFM currently estimates the County’s
density as 698 persons per square mile, the 3rd most dense county in the state.

As summarized in Chapter 3 regarding urban/rural growth trends, Exhibit 34 indicates that during this
evaluation period rural lands accounted for 1,712 new housing units. This is a decrease from the previous
evaluation period which found 1,758 new housing units were permitted between 2006-2012.22 The
overall achieved densities in the rural residential zones were higher than planned rural densities, though
some just barely over, and overall the Manchester Rural Village zones were on target. The overall
achieved density by zone, however, was improved since the last Buildable Lands Report evaluation
period of 2006-2012. The exception to this was in the Rural Wooded zone where achieved densities
were higher since the last BLR. The increase in this zone is attributed to issued building permits during the
evaluation period on a large development (Whitehorse) that, through a variety of legal challenges, was
vested to and had been approved under the County’s pre-GMA regulations.

20RCW 36.70A.170.

21 RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d).

22 Kitsap County 2014 Buildable Lands Report, Table 4u-1 Unincorporated Urban/Rural Permits 2006-2012; Table 4u-7
Rural Permits 2006-2012; Table 4u-8 2006-2012 LAMIRD Permits.

FINAL November 2021 49


https://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/PEP%20Documents/BLR_2014_4_Countywide_Population_Jurisdiction.pdf

Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report | Chapter 3. Growth and Development

Exhibit 34: Residential Building Permits and Achieved Density in Rural Unincorporated Kitsap County, 2013-
2019

Achieved

Density

Max Allowed
(Units/Acre) Density

Rural Zones

Rural Residential 1296 0 21 1317 3266.01 2 units/5 acres 1 unit/5 acres
2.4 units/10
Rural Protection 239 0 7 246 1035.28 acres 1 unit/10 acres
4.6 units/20
Rural Wooded 60 0 1 61 270.5 acres 1 unit/20 acres
Subtotal 1595 0 29 1624 4571.79

Limited Areas of More Intense Rural Development

Keyport Rural Village

5.2 units/1
Keyport Village Residential 3 0 0 3 0.58 acre 5 units/1 acre
Subtotal 3 0 0 3 0.58
Manchester Rural Village
2.0 units/1
Manchester Village Low Residential 44 0 0 44 21.92 acre 2.0 units/1 acre
4.4 ynits /1
Manchester Village Residential 16 0 0 16 3.67 acre 4.0 units/1 acre
Subtotal 60 0 0 60 25.59
Suquamish Rural Village
3.7 units/1
Suquamish Village Low Residential 6 0 1 7 1.9 acre 2 units/1 acre
8.9 units/1
Suquamish Village Residential 17 0 1 18 2.02 acre 2 units/1 acre
Subtotal 23 (o} 2 25 3.92
Total 1681 0 31 1712 4601.88
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Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

During this evaluation period there were 55 new plats issued in the rural area that contained a total of 240 lofts,
as shown in Exhibit 35. This is an increase from the previous evaluation period which reported 7 plats between
2006-2012 creating a total of 180 rural lots. All plats were within the allowed density range with the exception
of the Rural Residential zone. All plats were within the allowed density range with the exception of four plats in the
Rural Residential Zone. These four plats had been approved while the property was in the UGA, but following a
2012 Growth Management Hearings Board order, the property was removed from the UGA. The plats, however,
continued to be vested to urban densities. If these four plats were removed from the Rural Residential zone
calculations, the achieved gross density would go from 1.5 unit per 5 acres to 1 unit per 5 acres which is consistent
with the allowed density in the zone.

Exhibit 35: Plats and Achieved Density in Rural Unincorporated Kitsap County, 2013-2019

Max
Gross Achieved Allowed

Total Platted Density Density
Total Plats Lots (Units/Acre)  (Units/Acre)

Rural Zones

1 unit/5
Rural Residential 41 201 678.23 1.5 units/5 acres acres
1 unit/10
Rural Protection 7 20 143.23 1 unit/10 acres acres
Subtotal 48 221 821.46
Limited Areas of More Intense Rural Development
Manchester Rural Village
2 units/ 1
Manchester Village Low Residential 3 9 5.86 1.5 units/1 acre acre
Subtotal 3 9 5.86
Total 55 240 848.56

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Overall, Exhibit 36 indicates a steady decline in new housing units created in the rural areas since 2000.
Despite the increase in population density trends per square mile, including a slight increase following the
Great Recession in 2008, new housing units created in the rural area has declined by over 50% since
2004. This decline further demonstrates progress towards the GMA, CPP and Kitsap Comprehensive Plan
policies to focus the majority of growth into designated urban growth areas.
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Exhibit 36: New Housing Units in Rural Areas, 2000-2019
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Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Looking at the data in another way, development on pre-GMA vested, non-conforming lots is
decreasing. As shown in Exhibit 37, about 49% of the development in rural areas has occurred on pre-
GMA vested, non-conforming lots less than two acres in size. This is less than the 52% of development
during the 2000-2005 evaluation period. Additionally, we are seeing trends where more new rural
housing units are being located on lot sizes five acres or greater, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.
This trend is also consistent with the urban/rural growth spilt in Exhibits 6-7.

Exhibit 37: Comparison of Rural Lot Size for New Housing Units
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Source: Kitsap County, 2021.
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Employment Development Trends

This section documents non-residential (commercial and industrial) development activity between 2013
and 2019 for each city and for unincorporated urban and rural areas. This information is used to
identify employment development trends, specifically how the density of commercial and industrial
development varies geographically across Kitsap County and between vacant and partially developed
sites. The analysis of employment density identified properties that experienced development activity
between 2013 and 2019 and classified them as follows:

®*  Vacant sites: No qualifying improvements existed on the site before 2013, and new construction
occurred during the 2013-2019 period.

®=  Previously developed sites: Qualifying improvements existed before 2013, and new construction
occurred during the 2013-2019 period.

Based on Kitsap County Assessor records for commercial and industrial improvements, the analysis
calculated the square footage of new buildings constructed between 2013 and 2019, as well as the total
area of the site. For previously developed sites, the analysis also calculated the total square footage of
all improvements on the property. Achieved Floor Area Ratio was then calculated based on total
improvement square footage and total site area. Exhibit 38 summarizes achieved non-residential
densities for properties in each city and UGA that experienced development between 2013 and 2019.
Exhibit 39 summarizes the achieved non-residential densities for the same period within the rural area.
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Urban Employment Development Trends

Exhibit 38. Urban Achieved Non-Residential Densities (2013-2019)

Jurisdiction Improvement Total Site
Added Between Total Site Achieved
2013-2019 Area (Acres) FAR
(in Sq Ft)

Improvement
(in Sq Ft)

Previously Developed Sites

City of Bainbridge Island 17,010 23,692 4.85 0.11
City of Bremerton 86,040 1,026,826 540.76 0.04
City of Port Orchard - 6,656 1.03 0.15
City of Poulsbo 61,047 129,483 13.60 0.22
Bremerton UGA 57,746 141,420 11.74 0.28
Kingston UGA - 2,232 0.99 0.05
Port Orchard UGA 5,544 25,013 3.30 0.17
Silverdale UGA 935,106 1,342,727 68.74 0.45
All UGAs Combined 998,396 1,511,392 84.77 0.41

Vacant Sites

City of Bainbridge Island 180,138 180,138 19.26 0.21
City of Bremerton 35,673 35,673 5.86 0.14
City of Port Orchard 392,827 392,827 21.80 0.41
City of Poulsbo 164,388 164,388 19.85 0.19
Bremerton UGA 1,500 1,500 2.37 0.01
Central Kitsap UGA 5,892 5,892 1.15 0.12
Port Orchard UGA 7,590 7,590 2.25 0.08
Silverdale UGA 284,586 284,586 37.25 0.18
All UGAs Combined 299,568 299,568 43.02 0.16

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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Rural Employment Development Trends

Exhibit 39: Rural Achieved Non-Residential Densities (2013-2019)

Improvement .
Added Between el i Total Site Area

Jurisdiction Improvement (in Achieved FAR

2013-2019
(in Sq Ft)

Sq Ft) (Acres)

Previously Developed Sites

Limited Area of More Intense Rural Development

Streibel's Corner 1,400 8,680 0.75 0.26
Ecology Road Employment Center 6,050 6,170 2.59 0.05
Developed Sites Combined 7,450 14,850 3.34 0.16

Vacant Sites

Unincorporated Rural 2,160 2,160 0.28 0.18
Limited Area of More Intense Rural Development

George's Corner 4,200 4,200 1.31 0.07
Streibel's Corner 7,280 7,280 0.75 0.22
Ecology Road Employment Center 12,761 12,761 3.87 0.07
Vacant Sites Combined 26,401 26,401 6.21 0.14
All Rural Sites Combined 33,851 41,251 9.55 0.15

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.
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Chapter 4. Growth Capacity
Residential Growth Capacity

Consistent with Chapter 2 and Appendices A-C, having evaluated the achieved densities, the next step in
the Buildable Lands Program is determine the capacity of urban land suitable for, in this case, residential
growth within the current planning horizon to 2036. The following sections present the results of this urban
residential land capacity analysis, including the land supply available for future residential development
along with the associated population capacity and housing unit capacity. Exhibit 40 presents a summary
of residential capacity as of January 2020 for each jurisdiction with a comparison to the remainder of
the growth target through the year 2036. The total capacity of both city and unincorporated urban
areas has more residential capacity than 2036 targets. Specifically, 16,398 over the remaining 2036
population target of 64,393. However, in unincorporated urban areas alone, sufficient land to
accommodate planned residential growth fell short by 7,662 people given the remaining target of
29,027 people to accommodate by 2036. Exhibits 41-51 further illustrate urban residential capacity,
whether single-family or multi-family per jurisdiction and by their respective zones.
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Exhibit 40. Population Capacity Summary

Jurisdiction Population 2012-2036 2012-2020 Remaining 2020 Demand
2012 Growth Population Target Population Minus

Target Growth 2020-2036 Capacity Capacity

City of Bainbridge Island 23,090 5,570 1,980 3,590 5,301 1,711
City of Bremerton 39,650 12,432 2,100 10,332 16,640 6,308
Bremerton UGA 8,924 3,907 209 3,698 2,422 -1,276
Bremerton Total 48,574 16,339 2,309 14,030 19,062 5,288
City of Port Orchard 11,780 8,778 2,990 5,788 16,250 10,462
Port Orchard UGA 14,505 6,110 465 5,645 3,552 -2,093
Port Orchard Total 26,285 14,888 3,455 11,433 19,802 8,369
City of Poulsbo 9,360 1,192 2,190 -998 4,581 5,579
Poulsbo UGA 473 3,786 9 3,777 965 -2,812
Poulsbo Total 9,833 4,978 2,199 2,779 5,546 2,767
Central Kitsap UGA 22,527 6,842 1,092 5,750 4,956 -794
Kingston UGA 2,096 2,926 384 2,542 2,791 249
Silverdale UGA 17,977 8,723 1,108 7,615 6,679 -936
Total Urban 66,502 32,294 3,267 29,027 21,365 -7,662

Unincorporated

Total Urban Kitsap 150,382 60,266 12,527 47,739 64,137 16,398
County

Source: Kitsap County, 2021; BERK, 2021.
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City of Bainbridge Island

Exhibit 41. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — City of Bainbridge Island

Single

Net Acres Fam.ily Muti:?imily ADU. Populqti.on
Umt' Capacity Capacity Capacity
Capacity

Residential Zones

Residential 0.4 (R-0.4) 1,284.07 351 - 48 1,023
Residential 1 (R-1) 627.19 445 - 28 1,184
Residential 2 (R-2) 705.31 749 - 42 1,977
Residential 2.9 (R-2.9) 16.57 17 - 2 49
Residential 3.5 (R-3.5) 11.38 23 - 12 97
Residential 4.3 (R-4.3) 15.04 26 - 18 125
Residential 5 (R-5) 0.63 31 - - 75
Residential 8 (R-8) 11.09 64 - 2 164
Residential 14 (R-14) 1.27 14 - - 33
Subtotal 2,672.56 1,720 - 152 4,729
Mixed Use Zones

Central Core Overlay (CC) 3.22 - 31 69
Madison Avenue Overlay (MA) 2.86 - 44 98
Ericksen Avenue Overlay (EA) 2.32 - 26 58
Gateway Overlay (GATE) 1.41 - 31 68
Ferry Terminal Overlay (FERRY) 1.32 - 22 48
High School Road Districts | and I 7.50 - 95 210
(HSR)

Neighborhood Center (NC) 2.20 - 7 17
NC/R-12 0.13 - 2 4
Subtotal 20.95 - 258 572
Total 2,693.51 1,872 258 5,301

Source: City of Bainbridge Island, 2021

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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City of Bremerton

Exhibit 42. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — City of Bremerton

Single Multifamily Population
Family Unit  Unit Capacity
Capacity Capacity
Residential Zones
Low Density Residential (R-10) 274.35 1,752 - 4,082
Medium Density Residential (R-18) 109.22 - 185 393
High Density Residential (R-40) 15.29 - 146 312
Bay Vista Subarea Plan 0.00 120 0 280
East Park Subarea Plan 0.00 - 68 145
Subtotal 398.86 1,872 399 5211
Mixed Use Zones
District Center Core (DCC) 10.34 - 913 1,944
Downtown Subarea Plan 43.86 - 2,418 5,151
Eastside Village Subarea Plan (ESSAP)! 0.00 - - 3,610
General Commercial (GC) 13.48 - 254 541
Institutional (INST) 0.62 - 3 6
Neighborhood Business (NB) 8.30 - 84 178
Subtotal 76.59 - 3,671 11,429
Total 475.46 1,872 4,070 16,640

Source: City of Bremerton, 2021 Eastside Village EIS — Exhibit 3-5 pg. 3-
12: https://www.bremertonwa.gov/DocumentCenter/View /847 6 /Final-Eastside-Village-EIS-PDF
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Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.

City of Port Orchard

Exhibit 43. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — City of Port Orchard

Net Acres Single Family  Multifamily Population

Unit Capacity  Unit Capacity Capacity

Greenbelt (GB) 71.74 36 - 96
Residential 1 (R1) 35.15 255 - 685
Residential 2 (R2) 147.06 1,495 - 4,022
Residential 3 (R3) 31.87 1,540 1,350 7,049
Residential 4 (R4) 21.56 456 954
Residential 6 (R6) 18.11 421 - 1,134
Neighborhood Mixed Use (NMU) 0.54 - 5 11
Business Professional Mixed Use 5.59 - 19 39
(BPMU)

Downtown Mixed Use (DMU) 0.24 - 2 4
Gateway Mixed Use (GMU) 0.31 - 39 82
Commercial Mixed Use (CMU) 49.76 - 961 2,009
Commercial Corridor (CC) 18.62 - 79 166
Total 400.55 3,747 2,912 16,250

Source: City of Port Orchard, 2021

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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City of Poulsbo

Exhibit 44. Housing and Population Growth — City of Poulsbo

Net Acres Single Family Multifamily Population

Unit Capacity Unit Capacity Capacity

Residential Low 179.03 1,180 - 2,963
Residential Medium 33.35 - 482 998
Residential High 18.54 - 300 620
Total 230.92 1,180 782 4,581

Source: City of Poulsbo, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.

Unincorporated Kitsap County

Exhibit 45. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — All Unincorporated UGAs

Net Acres Single Family | Multifamily Population
Unit Capacity | Unit Capacity | Capacity
Urban Restricted 234.19 725 - 1,858
Greenbelt Zone 61.84 100 - 257
Urban Cluster Residential 43.99 1,193 - 2,881
Urban Low Residential 920.51 3,967 - 10,572
Urban Medium Residential 130.57 - 1,338 2,819
Urban High Residential 50.69 - 807 1,769
Urban Village Center 9.34 - 20 36
Regional Center 13.13 - 93 198
Low Intensity Commercial 0.43 - 11 11
Residential Low” 92.12 384 - 965
Total 1,556.81 6,369 2,269 21,365

*Poulsbo UGA only.
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Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.

Bremerton UGA

Exhibit 46. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — Bremerton UGA

Net Acres Single Family Multifamily Population

Unit Capacity Unit Capacity Capacity

Bremerton West UGA

Urban Low Residential 51.47 322 - 751
Urban Medium Residential 39.46 - 215 457
Subtotal 90.93 322 215 1,208
Bremerton East UGA

Urban Restricted 29.55 83 - 193
Greenbelt Zone 1.58 2 - 5
Urban Low Residential 56.71 207 - 483
Urban Medium Residential 22.42 - 198 421
Urban High Residential 0.00 - 21 45
Subtotal 110.27 292 219 1,147
Gorst UGA

Urban Restricted 6.40 17 - 40
Urban Low Residential 1.47 7 - 16
Low Intensity Commercial 0.43 - 11 11
Subtotal 8.31 24 11 67
UGA Total 209.51 638 445 2,422

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.
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Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.

Central Kitsap UGA

Exhibit 47. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — Central Kitsap UGA

Net Acres Single Family Multifamily Population
Unit Capacity Unit Capacity Capacity
Urban Restricted 132.15 442 - 1,132
Greenbelt Zone 60.26 98 - 252
Urban Cluster Residential 43.99 324 - 830
Urban Low Residential 106.84 601 - 1,539
Urban Medium Residential 7.70 - 217 500
Urban High Residential 17.44 - 304 703
Total 368.38 1,465 521 4,956

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Kingston UGA

Exhibit 48. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — Kingston UGA

Net Acres Single Family Multifamily Population
Unit Capacity Unit Capacity Capacity
Urban Restricted 13.06 38 - 90
Urban Cluster Residential - 869 - 2,051
Urban Low Residential 26.92 120 - 284
Urban Medium Residential 17.76 - 183 330
Urban Village Center 9.34 - 20 36
Total 57.75 1,027 203 2,791

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Port Orchard UGA

Exhibit 49. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — Port Orchard UGA

Net Acres Single Family Multifamily Population
Unit Capacity Unit Capacity Capacity
Urban Restricted 5.28 19 - 53
Urban Low Residential 226.06 1,022 - 2,822
Urban Medium Residential 31.24 - 232 490
Urban High Residential 4.14 - 89 187
Total 266.71 1,041 321 3,552

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Poulsbo UGA

Exhibit 50. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — Poulsbo UGA

Net Acres Single Family Multifamily Population
Unit Capacity Unit Capacity Capacity
Residential Low 92.12 384 - 965
Total 92.12 384 - 965

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Silverdale UGA

Exhibit 51. Housing and Population Growth Capacity — Silverdale UGA

Net Acres Single Family Multifamily Population
Unit Capacity Unit Capacity Capacity
Urban Restricted 47.75 126 - 350
Urban Low Residential 358.92 1,688 - 4,677
Urban Medium Residential 11.99 - 293 621
Urban High Residential 29.11 - 393 834
Regional Center 13.13 - 93 198
Total 460.89 1,814 779 6,679

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Employment Growth Capacity

Similar to the residential guidance contained in the report, the following sections present the results of the
employment urban land capacity analysis, including the land supply available for future commercial and
industrial development and the associated employment capacity of those lands. These capacity results
are consistent with the framework outlined in Chapter 3 and Appendices A-C. Exhibit 52 presents a
summary of employment capacity as of January 2020 for each jurisdiction (with individual results in
Exhibits 53-62) with a comparison to the remainder of the growth target through the year 2036. In
summation, countywide urban employment capacity is 38,098 compared to the 2036 target of 33,069
jobs. Similar to unincorporated urban residential capacity results, urban employment capacity in
unincorporated UGAs is short 1,792 jobs to accommodate the remining 12,811 target.
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Exhibit 52. Employment Capacity Summary

Jurisdiction Employment 2012-2036 2012-2020 Remaining 2020 Capacity —
2012 Growth Employment Target Employment Remaining
Target Growth* 2020-2036 Capacity Target

City of Bainbridge 6,377 2,720 1,696 1,024 1,127 103
Island

City of Bremerton 28,165 18,276 4,937 13,339 17,794 4,455
Bremerton UGA 1,094 1,443 192 1,251 2,454 1,203
Bremerton Total 29,259 19,719 5,129 14,590 20,248 5,658
City of Port Orchard 6,457 3,074 1,399 1,675 5,243 3,568
Port Orchard UGA 2,395 1,140 176 964 1,172 208
Port Orchard Total 8,852 4,214 1,574 2,640 6,415 3,775
City of Poulsbo 5,727 4,138 1,556 2,582 2,915 333
Poulsbo UGA 64 14 -5 19 97 78
Poulsbo Total 5,791 4,152 1,551 2,601 3,012 411
Central Kitsap UGA 3,454 1,885 305 1,580 1,452 -128
Kingston UGA 626 597 132 465 818 353
Silverdale UGA 10,946 8,928 397 8,532 5,026 -3,506
Total Urban 18,579 14,007 977 12,811 11,019 -1,792
Unincorporated

Total Urban Kitsap 65,305 42,215 9,146 31,432 38,098 6,666

County

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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The following sections detail capacity for employment growth by jurisdiction, including net developable
acreage, capacity for non-residential square footage, and net employment capacity.

City of Bainbridge Island

Exhibit 53. Employment Growth Capacity — City of Bainbridge Island

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity

3.22 39,207 98
Central Core Overlay (CC)

0.96 11,247 28
Madison Avenue Overlay (MA)

2.32 7,963 20
Ericksen Avenue Overlay (EA)

1.41 9,200 23
Gateway Overlay (GATE)

0.44 1,590 4
Ferry Terminal Overlay (FERRY)

7.50 30,771 77
High School Road Districts | and Il (HSR)

2.21 74,813 187
Neighborhood Center (NC)

0.13 6,141 15
NC/R-12

17.80 539,886 675

Business/Industrial
W ater-dependent Industrial ) ) )
Total 35.99 720,817 1,127

Source: City of Bainbridge Island, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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City of Bremerton

Exhibit 54. Employment Growth Capacity — City of Bremerton

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity
District Center Core (DCQC) 15.95 116,840 195
Eastside Village Subarea Plan (ESSAP)! - - 2,770
General Commercial (GC) 16.35 112,876 188
Neighborhood Business (NB) 9.26 35,645 59
Bay Vista Subarea Plan (BVSAP) 7.73 63,977 107
Freeway Corridor (FC) 26.39 264,408 441
Institutional (INST) 4.37 60,845 101
Downtown Subarea Plan (DSAP) 40.60 506,674 3,040
Industrial (1) 63.77 742,581 635
Puget Sound Industrial Center (PSIC)2 - - 10,257
Total 184.42 1,903,846 17,794

Source: City of Bremerton, 2021.
Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.

1 Eastside Village EIS — Exhibit 3-5 pg. 3-12: https: / /www.bremertonwa.gov/DocumentCenter /View /847 6 /Final-Eastside-
Village-EIS-PDF

2Pyget Sound Industrial Center (PSIC) EIS — Table 3.3-8: https: //www.bremertonwa.gov/DocumentCenter /View/ 1584 /Draft-
EIS-Released-June-9-2011-PDF2bidld= 10,000 jobs projected by EIS, with 2,000 existing jobs estimated by EIS.
Reported employment capacity accounts for employment loss since the time of Subarea adoption.
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City of Port Orchard

Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report | Chapter 4. Growth Capacity

Exhibit 55. Employment Growth Capacity — City of Port Orchard

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment
Capacity Capacity
Neighborhood Mixed Use (NMU) 0.09 4,136 7
Business Professional Mixed Use (BPMU) 0.99 42,979 75
Downtown Mixed Use (DMU) 0.04 1,825 2
Gateway Mixed Use (GMU) 0.06 2,417 5
Commercial Mixed Use (CMU) 8.78 382,546 694
Commercial Corridor (CC) 3.29 143,136 166
Commercial Heavy (CH) 16.08 700,302 952
Light Industrial (LI) 11.62 506,075 366
Civic and Institutional (Cl) 22.00 958,292 1,457
Public Facility (PF) 18.36 799,690 1,519
Total 81.30 3,541,399 5,243
Source: City of Port Orchard, 2021.
Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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City of Poulsbo

Exhibit 56. Employment Growth Capacity — City of Poulsbo

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity
C-1 Downtown/Front Street 0.19 19,442 52
C-2 Viking Avenue 19.08 241,921 484
C-3 SR 305 Corridor 36.72 496,647 993
C-4 College Market Place 0.03 278,216 556
Office Commercial Industrial 14.63 187,285 375
Business Park 0.00 181,256 362
Light Industrial 10.33 89,921 93
Total 2,915

Source: City of Poulsbo, 20217.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Unincorporated Kitsap County

Bremerton UGA

Exhibit 57. Employment Growth Capacity — Bremerton UGA

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity

Bremerton West UGA

Commercial 16.01 186,192 372
Industrial 22.56 331,623 415
Subtotal 38.57 517,815 787
Bremerton East UGA

Commercial 5.22 72,823 146
Subtotal 5.22 72,823 146

Puget Sound Industrial Center

Industrial 30.45 449,494 562
Business Center 32.18 476,658 477
Subtotal 62.64 926,152 1,039
Gorst UGA

Commercial 11.94 166,464 333
Low Intensity Commercial 1.28 17,895 36
Industrial 0.11 1,602 2
Industrial/MRO 5.99 88,720 111
Subtotal 19.32 274,681 482
UGA Total 125.75 1,791,471 2,454

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.
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Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.

Central Kitsap UGA

Exhibit 58. Employment Growth Capacity — Central Kitsap UGA

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity
Commercial 51.01 704,393 1,409
Neighborhood Commercial 0.71 8,343 21
Industrial 1.23 18,190 23
Total 52.95 730,926 1,452

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.

Kingston UGA

Exhibit 59. Employment Growth Capacity — Kingston UGA

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity
Urban Village Center 9.34 173,865 435
Commercial 12.36 160,120 320
Industrial 3.39 50,189 63
Total 25.09 384,174 818

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Port Orchard UGA

Exhibit 60. Employment Growth Capacity — Port Orchard UGA

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity
Commercial 39.09 543,320 1,087
Neighborhood Commercial 1.23 17,195 43
Industrial 2.46 34,129 43
Total 42.78 594,645 1,172

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.

Poulsbo UGA

Exhibit 61. Employment Growth Capacity — Poulsbo UGA

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity
Light Industrial 1.42 94,091 97
Total 1.42 94,091 97

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Silverdale UGA

Exhibit 62. Employment Growth Capacity — Silverdale UGA

Net Acres Net Square Foot Net Employment

Capacity Capacity
Regional Center 22.93 401,728 803
Commercial 63.37 883,343 1,767
Neighborhood Commercial 2.92 37,215 93
Industrial 69.74 1,014,556 1,268
Industrial/MRO 16.22 240,284 300
Business Center 6.72 99,455 99

Business Park - - -

Total 181.89 3,023,811 5,026

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Note: Due to rounding, totals may not sum exactly.
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Chapter 5. Reasonable Measures

Under the Review and Evaluation program of RCW 36.70A.215, the County and the cities must
determine whether they are achieving their assumed urban densities and have sufficient capacity
remaining to accommodate the growth targets contained in the Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies
(CPPs) and their local comprehensive plans for the remainder of the planning horizon. If inconsistencies
are observed between planned growth and actual growth, jurisdictions must analyze the observations
and determine whether reasonable measures are necessary. Reasonable measures are those actions
necessary to reduce observed inconsistencies. A key to this analysis is understanding the potential
contributing factors that may explain why inconsistencies were observed.

If reasonable measures are ultimately needed, the jurisdiction is required during this review to identify
reasonable measures that could be taken to improve consistency other than adjusting UGA boundaries.
Adoption of such reasonable measures are not required until the next comprehensive plan or
development regulations update. Examples of reasonable measures include rezones, subarea planning,
permitting process streamlining, or development incentives. The annual monitoring and adjustment of
reasonable measures was suspended in 2017 as part of E2SSB 5254, but monitoring is useful to assess
information that can assist in determining their effectiveness.

This chapter describes the process of reviewing the findings from prior chapters to determine whether
reasonable measures are necessary to align growth trends with planning goals or to ensure there is
sufficient capacity for accommodating growth and documents the outcomes. The process included three
steps. First, the County compared actual growth and planning goals using a set of standard criteria
further explained below. Second, jurisdictions reviewed the findings and considered circumstances that
may have contributed to observed inconsistencies. Third, based on this review, jurisdictions determined if
reasonable measures were necessary to reduce the observed inconsistencies.

In addition to the process in this chapter, Appendix D: Kitsap County Reasonable Measures Framework
Evaluation reviewed the effectiveness of previously adopted reasonable measures for unincorporated
Kitsap County, as well as how they relate to observed inconsistencies found in this BLR. Appendix E:
Housing Availability and Affordability Memo also evaluates the findings of this BLR that note suggestions
on how to overcome land use and regulatory barriers to achieving planning housing objectives.

During the preparation of this report, the first of many 2020 census data releases from the
Washington State Office of Financial Management (OFM) occurred for the purposes of legislative
redistricting and apportionment. While data exists for cities and the county as a whole, it has not been
refined at the individual jurisdictional level. Nevertheless, the data does indicate that 2019 population
estimates for the County as a whole and for the Cities of Bremerton, Port Orchard, and Poulsbo were
underestimated by OFM. Additionally, in 2020, the County’s population was underestimated by OFM
by 3,411 people, Bremerton by 1,755 people, Port Orchard by 817 people, and Poulsbo by 425
people. In these jurisdictions, it is likely that the OFM data for 2019 was off by slightly less than the
2020 numbers.
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Criteria for Evaluating Consistency

The first step in the reasonable measures evaluation was developing criteria to determine where there
are observed inconsistencies between actual growth trends compared to the CPPs and individual
comprehensive plan policies. Kitsap County used the reasonable measure consistency criteria as
identified in the RCW and WAC. Exhibit 63 outlines the consistency checks and the method used to
evaluate consistency.

Exhibit 63. Inconsistent Outcome Review Criteria for Individual Jurisdictions

Consistency Check Evaluation Method

Are achieved residential Compare achieved density23 to the range of allowed densities (minimum
densities consistent with and/or maximum dwelling units per acre), by zone
allowed densities?

Is the rate of population Calculate the average annual population and employment growth rate
and employment growth from 2013 to 2019.
consistent with the 2036

growth target? Compare to the average annual population and employment growth

rate assumed in the 2036 target.

Is there capacity for Calculate the remaining population and employment growth needed to
accommodating the achieve the 2036 growth target.

remaining 2036
population and
employment growth
target?

Compare capacity for population and employment growth to the
remaining growth target.

Evaluation of Inconsistencies

Countywide Growth Trends

Chapter 3 of this BLR reviewed the consistency of population and employment growth between 2013
and 2019 with growth targets established in CPPs. On a cumulative and countywide review, the pace of
total population growth inside urban areas was about 71% of the pace desired in the CPPs (see Exhibit
6). Some jurisdictions grew at a rate exceeding their individual 2036 target, while others grew at a
lower rate. However, collectively both unincorporated and incorporated jurisdictions are on track to
reach its 2036 population targets. It should be noted for future BLRs, the 2036 CPP growth targets will
soon be updated and include a new planning horizon to 2044.

For employment growth, the pace in urban areas was 86% compared to 92% for the CPP employment
targets (see Exhibit 11). One limitation of the employment growth trends analysis is the fact that PSRC'’s
employment data by jurisdiction excludes military jobs. This leaves out major public employers in Kitsap
County and may not reflect all job growth information.

23 For urban platted densities, this analysis compares net achieved density to minimum density allowed by zoning, and gross
achieved density to maximum density allowed by zoning. Rural achieved densities uses gross acreage. This is because Kitsap
County Code defines minimum density as the fewest units allowed in a zone based on net developable acreage, and maximum
density as the highest number of units allowed in a zone based on gross acreage. (KCC 17.420.020(A))
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City of Bainbridge Island

Residential

Growth and Capacity. Estimated population growth in the City of Bainbridge Island between 2013 and
2019 was 96% (see Exhibit 9), near the pace of growth needed to achieve the 2036 residential growth
target. With a total residential capacity of 5,301 persons (see Exhibit 41), the City has capacity to
accommodate the remaining planned 2020-2036 residential growth of 3,540 persons to achieve the
2036 growth target. Therefore, reasonable measures are not necessary.

Employment

Estimated employment growth in the City of Bainbridge Island between 2013-2019 was 232% (see Exhibit
13), exceeding the pace needed to achieve the 2036 employment growth target. With a total employment
capacity of 1,127 jobs (see Exhibit 52), the City has capacity to accommodate the remaining planned 2020-
2036 employment growth of 1,024 jobs to achieve the 2036 growth target. Therefore, reasonable measures
are not necessary.

City of Bremerton

Residential

Growth and Capacity. Estimated population growth in the City of Bremerton between 2013 and 2019
was 136% of the pace needed to achieve the 2036 growth target. The City also has plenty of
additional capacity to achieve the 2036 target. The City thus does not anticipate any challenges
achieving the target. Therefore, reasonable measures are not necessary.

Density. All zones in which there was plat activity during the evaluation period had achieved gross
densities within the range of allowed density. In a few zones with no plat activity (R-40, DCC, and INST),
average achieved permitted density was below minimum allowed density. Therefore, reasonable
measures are not necessary.

Employment

Estimated employment growth in the City of Bremerton was 88% of the pace needed to achieve the
2036 growth target. This is very close to the target rate and the City has plenty of additional capacity to
achieve the 2036 target. The City thus does not anticipate any challenges achieving the target.
Therefore, reasonable measures are not necessary.

City of Port Orchard

Residential

Growth and Capacity. Based on OFM estimates, population growth in the City of Port Orchard between
2013 and 2019 was about 69% of the pace needed to achieve the 2036 growth target. However,
2020 Census data released in August 2020 showed that OFM significantly underestimated population
growth in the City of Port Orchard. OFM provided a 2020 Port Orchard Population Estimate of 14,770
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people while the 2020 census showed 15,587 people. While the census does not provide a 2019
population for Port Orchard, it is assumed that City of Port Orchard was much closer to the targeted
growth rate in 2019 than the OFM estimates would suggest. The Port Orchard UGA was also behind
pace, resulting in the combined area growing at about 49% of the target growth rate during the
evaluation period. Therefore, reasonable measures are not necessary.

Density. All zones except the R-6 zone achieved average platted densities during the evaluation period.
The single plat in R-6 was vested under County approvals, and all properties are now fully developed.
Therefore, reasonable measures are not necessary.

Employment

Estimated employment growth in Port Orchard was ahead (109%) of the pace needed to achieve the
2036 growth target. It also has plenty of capacity to achieve the growth target. The City thus does not
anticipate any challenges achieving the target. Therefore, reasonable measures are not necessary.

City of Poulsbo

Residential

Growth and Capacity. Estimated population growth in the City of Poulsbo between 2013 and 2019 was
over 500% of the pace needed to achieve the 2036 growth target, and it has already surpassed that
target. The City nevertheless has capacity for additional population growth. Therefore, reasonable
measures are not necessary.

Density. Average achieved density in the R-Low zone for both plats and permits were higher than the
maximum allowed density for the zone. Therefore, reasonable measures are not necessary.

Employment

Estimated employment growth in the City of Poulsbo was ahead (136%) of the pace needed to achieve
the 2036 growth target. It also has plenty of capacity to achieve the growth target. The City thus does
not anticipate any challenges achieving the target. Therefore, reasonable measures are not necessary.

Unincorporated Kitsap County

Bremerton UGA - Residential

Growth and Capacity. The Bremerton UGA, which consists of the East Bremerton, West Bremerton and
Gorst UGAs, is for residential purposes associated with the City of Bremerton. The estimated population
growth between 2013 and 2019 was 45% or 89 people slower than the annual projected pace needed
to achieve the 2036 growth target. However, these unincorporated UGAs are associated with the City of
Bremerton and the City grew faster than its annual target pace during the same period (136% or 187
people). The combined City /UGA is thus on pace to achieve its combined 2036 growth target. As shown
in Exhibit 41, capacity in the Bremerton UGA fell 1,276 people short of its remaining target. However,
the City of Bremerton has a surplus of capacity. Cumulatively, both the City and UGA thus have a surplus
of assumed capacity to accommodate the 2036 population target. Both the City of Bremerton and
Bremerton UGA combined also have sufficient residential capacity to achieve their combined growth
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target (see Exhibit 9). Therefore, no reasonable measures are needed. It should also be noted the CPPs
will update the 2036 planning horizon to new 2044 growth targets.

Density. Nearly all of the residential growth that occurred in the unincorporated Bremerton UGAs during
this period was in the Urban Low and Urban Medium zones. Achieved density for residential building
permits in the Urban Low zone was lower than the minimum allowed density of the zone. This is likely due
to development on vested, pre-GMA non-conforming lots which exceed the current maximum lot size of
the zone. This inconsistency, however, is likely to be remedied by measures recently adopted but not yet
fully effective. In 2018, Kitsap County adopted revised maximum lot size requirements for the Urban Low
zone (KCC 17.420.060(A)(25)). This adoption occurred in the later parts of this evaluation period of
2013-2019 so its full effect is not captured in this data.

Additionally, in March 2020 Kitsap County issued a Director’s Interpretation (DI) to clarify that if the
recently adopted KCC 17.420.060(A)(25) does not apply, regardless of zone, minimum density is still
required per KCC 17.420.020(A), 17.420.052 and 17.100.030. The DI was needed to clarify that
existing code requirements still apply to residential building permits. This DI was issued after the 201 3-
2019 evaluation period in this BLR and thus its effect is also not reflected in the data. Given these
measures were revised in 2018 and further clarified by the DI in 2020, it is too early to evaluate their
effectiveness. Therefore, this inconsistency in achieved building permit residential density for these UGAs
should continue to be monitored to confirm the effectiveness of these early measures, and no new
measures are needed. Kitsap County is nevertheless working on proposed updates to Zoning Code Use
Table to remove barriers to housing in various urban residential zones countywide, including in the
Bremerton UGA. This effort is expected to conclude by Q1 2022. Additionally, in future updates, Kitsap
County anticipates evaluating density, dimensions and design requirements as well as exploring the
parking standards required in this zone. As part of this review, the County also anticipates exploring the
currently adopted reasonable measure noted in Appendix D: Kitsap County Reasonable Measures
Framework Evaluation Memo regarding lot sizing in the upcoming 2024 update.

Bremerton UGA — Employment

Growth and Capacity. Estimated employment growth in the Bremerton UGA was slower than the pace
needed to achieve the 2036 growth target. The annual rate of growth was 30 jobs (50%) less than the
annual rate of growth needed. It should be noted that estimated employment growth trends previously
discussed in Chapter 3, which used PSRC available data, do not take into account military jobs and those
self-employed which do not occupy employment floor space. The Puget Sound Naval Shipyard is located
within city limits and is a short distance from these unincorporated UGAs. As such, the estimates are likely
lower than actual jobs created.

Employment capacity within the UGA was 1,203 jobs over the remaining 1,251 employment target. Also,
in combination of the City and UGA, employment capacity is 5,648 over the remaining 2036 target, so
there is sufficient capacity in the Bremerton UGA. As growth is close to the target and there is sufficient
employment capacity fo achieve the remaining growth target, no reasonable measures are necessary at
this time. It should be noted the CPPs will update the 2036 planning horizon to new 2044 growth targets
and require adjustments.

Density. Employment density on previously developed sites in the Bremerton UGA, as noted in Exhibit 39,
increased by 57,746 square feet with an achieved a Floor Area Ratio (FAR) of 0.28 during the
evaluation period. As mentioned before, employment data is not available for self-employed or
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proprietors which don’t occupy floor space. No reasonable measures are necessary at this time.

Central Kitsap UGA — Residential

Growth and Capacity. The Central Kitsap UGA is an unassociated urban area that could either become
a new city subject to registered voter approval (Chapter 35.02 RCW) or be annexed per Chapter 35.13
RCW. The estimated population growth in the Central Kitsap UGA between 2013 and 2019 was slower
than the pace needed to achieve the 2036 growth target. The annual rate of growth was about 144
people (50%) lower than needed. The capacity in Central Kitsap is also slightly less than needed to
accommodate the remaining 2036 growth target (4,956 compared to the need of 5,750). However, a
portion of the CK UGA, along State Route 303 and McWilliams Road, is identified as a Countywide
Center in the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan adopted in April 2020. This new center designation is
also recognized in the draft update to the CPPs (dated July 2021). Both efforts are outside the
evaluation period of this report and will trigger additional actions to encourage growth.

Additionally, Kitsap County is working on updates to Zoning Code Use Table to remove barriers to
housing in various urban residential zones countywide. As part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update,
it is expected this Countywide Center will need to be reconciled with the new draft CPP language and
other upzoning may be needed. Kitsap County, through the 2024 update, will also explore the need to
remove barriers to housing in density, dimensional design standards, as well as parking requirements. It
should also be noted the CPPs will update the 2036 planning horizon to new 2044 growth targets.

Density. The achieved density of residential permits and plats were within the allowed density ranges in
every zone. No reasonable measures are necessary at this time.

Central Kitsap UGA — Employment

Growth and Capacity. The estimated rate of employment growth during the evaluation period was shy
21 jobs annually needed to achieve the growth target (73%). Employment capacity in Central Kitsap is
also slightly less than needed to achieve the remaining 2036 growth target (1,452 compared to 1,580).
Similar to other urban areas, however, PSRC employment estimates exclude not only military but also
self-employed that do not occupy employment floor space. Thus, the actual numbers are likely higher and
the slight discrepancy does not warrant reasonable measures at this time.

Nevertheless, the County is undertaking a Zoning Code Use Table update that is intended to remove
economic barriers in UGAs, which should increase employment growth. Additionally, as part of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan update, the County anticipates that a reevaluation of land designations may be
necessary to accommodate employment needs, as well as other incentives or removal of barriers in the
dimensional, design parking standards, etc. for employment lands.

Density. Achieved employment densities for vacant site improved 5,892 square feet with an achieve
FAR of 0.12. No reasonable measures are necessary at this time.
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Kingston UGA — Residential

Growth and Capacity. The Kingston UGA is a standalone unincorporated urban area expected to
eventually become a new city subject to registered voter approval under chapter 35.02 RCW. The
estimated population growth in the Kingston UGA between 2013 to 2019 was slower than the pace
needed to achieve the 2036 growth target. The annual rate of growth was about 75 people less (38%)
than the rate needed. However, the Kingston UGA does have sufficient capacity to achieve its remaining
2036 planning horizon. The slightly slow growth rate will likely be addressed by recent actions in April
2020 to identify a portion of the Kingston UGA as a Countywide Center in the 2020 Comprehensive
Update. This designation is also recognized in the draft update to the CPPs (dated July 2021). While this
designation is outside the evaluation period of this report, it will trigger additional actions to encourage
growth. Also in April 2020, Kitsap County adopted revisions to the design standards and Urban Village
Center development codes, density cap and parking standards to remove barriers to investments. Again,
these actions took place after this report’s evaluation period and have not fully materialized yet.
Accordingly, growth should continue to be monitored to confirm the effectiveness of these early measures,
and no new measures are needed.

Nevertheless, Kitsap County is undertaking an update to the Zoning Code Use Table for various urban
zones, some of which are located in the Kingston UGA. This effort is intended to further remove barriers
to housing as it pertains to allowed uses, definitions and associated special use provisions. Additionally,
as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan, the County anticipates other development code revisions
toincentivize urban housing development consistent with PSRCs designation of the Kingston UGA as a
High- Capacity Transit Center and a Countywide Center.

Density. The achieved densities of residential plats of the Kingston UGA were within the allowed density
range in every zone. Building permits issued were also within the allowed density ranges, except in the
Urban Low Residential zone, which was lower than planned density ranges. This observation, however, is
likely to be remedied by measures recently adopted but not yet fully effective. As discussed above
relative to the Bremerton UGA densities, in 2018 Kitsap County adopted KCC 17.420.060(A)(25) and in
March 2020, issued a Director’s Interpretation regarding its implementation. These are also applicable to
the Kingston UGA. Given these two measures were implemented in 2018 and 2020, it is too early to
evaluate the effectiveness. Therefore, the observed inconsistency in achieved residential building permit
densities should continue to be monitored to confirm the effectiveness of these early measures, and no
new measures are needed.

Additionally, as mentioned in the capacity /growth section, Kitsap County adopted revisions in April 2020
to some of Kingston’s development codes. These modifications are expected to increase achieved
densities within the Kingston UGA. Also, Kitsap County is working on updates to its Zoning Code Use
Table to remove barriers to housing in various urban residential zones countywide. In future updates,
Kitsap County anticipates evaluating density, dimensions and design requirements as well as exploring
further the currently adopted reasonable measure of Lot Size Averaging as noted in Appendix D: Kitsap
County Reasonable Measures Framework Evaluation Memo.

Kingston UGA — Employment

Growth and Capacity. The Kingston UGA needs 25 jobs per year to keep pace with 2036 targets but
experienced a slight loss in jobs (4 or -16%) over the evaluation period. The difference between actual
growth versus forecasted annual growth needed was 29 jobs. It should be noted that PSRC employment
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estimates exclude not only military but also the self-employed that do not occupy employment floor
space. Thus, the actual numbers are likely closer to the growth target. Further, in April 2020 the County
adopted revisions to the Kingston Sub-Area Plan and associated development and design standards to
remove barriers to economic investments in this UGA. Because it is too early to determine the
effectiveness of those measures, the slight observed inconsistency should be monitored to confirm the
effectiveness of measures recently adopted. As the Kingston UGA also has sufficient employment
capacity, no new reasonable measures are warranted at this time.

Kitsap County is nevertheless undertaking an update to the Zoning Code Use Table for various urban
employment zones, some of which are located in the Kingston UGA. This effort is intended to further
remove barriers to economic development as it pertains to allowed uses, definitions and associated
special use provisions. As part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan, the County also anticipates evaluating
other development code revisions to incentivize economic development and evaluating other measures
consistent with the draft CPP and current comprehensive plan designation of High-Capacity Transit and
Countywide Center. Finally, it should also be noted the CPPs will update the 2036 planning horizon to
new 2044 growth targets.

Density. Kingston’s employment density over the evaluation period did not see any added square
footage, but previously developed total site improvements included 2,232 square feet with an achieved
FAR. This is below other unincorporated urban area trends. However, as noted above, the County made
changes in April 2020 to the Kingston development and design standards and is currently working on
updates to its Zoning Use Table, expected in 2022, to further encourage job growth. These early
measures will be monitored for effectiveness and the County will continue evaluating other incentives as
part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update.

Port Orchard UGA — Residential

Growth and Capacity. The estimated population growth in the unincorporated Port Orchard UGA
between 2013 and 2019 was slower than the annual pace needed to achieve the 2036 growth target.
The rate of growth was about 20% or 204 people less than needed. The Port Orchard UGA is
associated with the City of Port Orchard, and while the City also grew at a slower pace than target
(69% or 112 people), together the growth was only 49% or 317 people off target. The unincorporated
Port Orchard UGA also has a shortage of capacity to accommodate the remaining population growth to
2036. However, the Port Orchard UGA and the City combined have sufficient capacity to achieve their
combined growth target.

The County is currently working on updates to its Zoning Code Use Table in order to remove barriers to
housing in UGAs, including Port Orchard. This effort is intended to further remove barriers to economic
development as it pertains to allowed uses, definitions and associated special use provisions, and is
slated to be completed Q1 of 2022. Additionally, the County anticipates other development code
revisions to incentivize urban housing development consistent with the identification of the Port Orchard
UGA as a High-Capacity Transit Center with the October 2020 adoption of PSRCs Vision 2050 and the
inclusion of designation in the draft CPP update. The effectiveness of these recent measures will be
evaluated.

Density. The achieved density of residential permits and plats were within the allowed density range in
every zone. No reasonable measures are thus needed at this time.
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Port Orchard UGA — Employment

Growth and Capacity. The employment growth in the Port Orchard UGA was significantly higher than
the rate needed to achieve its growth target. During the evaluation period it grew at an annual pace
that was 423% or 154 jobs more than the annual estimated target. Nevertheless, the unincorporated
UGA still has capacity to accommodate the remaining employment growth target.

Density. Achieved employment density was slightly higher than the City with the UGA at an achieved
FAR of 0.17 versus the City at 0.15 for previously developed sites. However, it was lower in the UGA for
vacant land when compared to the City, specifically 0.41 achieved FAR for incorporated versus 0.08 FAR
or a total of 7,590 square feet of improvements for the associated UGA. As noted elsewhere, the County
is current updating it Zoning Code Use Table to remove economic barriers to development and
encourage economic density in urban areas. This early measure will be monitored for effectiveness and
the County will continue evaluating other incentives as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update.

Poulsbo UGA - Residential

Growth and Capacity. The associated unincorporated Poulsbo UGA received very little population growth
during the evaluation period with only 1% of the rate needed to achieve its target. This equates to needing
157 more people annually to meet forecasted 2036 targets. The City of Poulsbo, however, grew much faster
than its target, and combined they grew at about 128% of the pace needed to achieve the combined target.
Because the Poulsbo UGA is the urban transition area for the City under an ILA and uses City regulations,
growth trends are more accurate as a whole and so no reasonable measures are necessary at this time.

The Poulsbo UGA also has a shortage of capacity to accommodate the remaining population growth.

However, the combined Poulsbo UGA and the City of Poulsbo capacity results show sufficient capacity to
achieve combined 2036 growth target. Thus, no reasonable measures are needed at this time.

It should be noted new population targets are expected for a 2044 planning horizon and incorporated
into the CPPs. Poulsbo is also identified as a High-Capacity Transit Center with the October 2020
adoption of PSRCs Vision 2050 and future growth will need to be addressed in the 2024 update to the
Comprehensive Plan.

Density. There was no development activity permitted during the planning horizon in the unincorporated
Poulsbo UGA. No reasonable measures are needed at this time.

Poulsbo UGA — Employment

Growth and Capacity. The Poulsbo UGA did not receive any job growth during the evaluation period.
However, its employment growth target for the entire 20-year period is just 14 jobs. One job per year is
needed to keep pace to the 2036 forecasted growth target. In comparison, the City of Poulsbo job
growth exceed annual expectations by 62 jobs/year so together they are on target. As it pertains to
employment capacity, the unincorporated UGA also has ample capacity to accommodate its target. No
reasonable measures are needed.

Density. The Poulsbo UGA does contain developed light industrial zoned lands employment lands;
however, no development or improvements occurred during evaluation period. No reasonable measures
are necessary.
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Silverdale UGA — Residential

Growth and Capacity. The Silverdale UGA is a stand-alone unincorporated urban area expected to
eventually become a new city subject to incorporation provisions in state law. Since 2003, it has been
designated through PRSC as a Regional Growth Center and so received a relatively high growth target.
The annual rate of population growth during the evaluation period was 40% or 218 people less of the
rate needed to achieve the 2036 growth target. Silverdale’s residential capacity is also less than needed
to accommodate growth, by about 936 people for the remaining 2036 planning horizon.

As an early measure to encourage growth, the County is working on updates to its Zoning Code Use
Table that is intended to remove housing barriers to development in UGAs and address this observation.
This effort is slated for completion in the first quarter of 2022. Additionally, as part of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan, the County anticipates other development code revisions such as density, dimensions
and design, as well as parking to incentivize urban housing development.

Density. Silverdale’s achieved residential densities for building permit and final plats during the evaluation
period varied. Specifically, for residential building permits, all urban residential zones except Urban Low and
Urban Medium Residential met allowed densities. In comparison, platted achieved densities were met in all
zones except Urban Medium Residential.

These observations will likely be addressed by measures recently adopted but not yet fully effective. For
example, as noted above, in 2018 Kitsap County adopted KCC 17.420.060(A)(25) and in March 2020
a Director’s Interpretation was issued that directed all building permits to meet minimum densities in code.
This is applicable all permit types and all zones. Given these two measures were implemented in 2018
and 2020, it is too early to evaluate the effectiveness. Therefore, the observed inconsistency in achieved
residential building permit and final platted density should continue to be monitored.

Near term actions will also have an effect. As noted above, the current Zoning Code Use Table update
project is slated for completion in first quarter of 2022. This effort is intended in part to remove housing
barriers many urban residential zones including in the Urban Medium Residential zone. Additionally, the
County, as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update, anticipates continuing to explore removing
barriers to urban development, including parking, design and dimensional standards and evaluate the
currently adopted measure of lot size averaging.

Silverdale UGA — Employment

Growth and Capacity. The Silverdale UGA anticipated an annual growth of 372 new jobs per year to
reach the 2036 target. The average growth of jobs in Silverdale between 2013-2019 was 90 jobs per
year, or 282 jobs shy of the employment forecast. It should be recognized, however, that the 2013-2019
evaluation period did not take into consideration the recent 500-million-dollar St. Michael’s/Franciscan
Medical Center opening of a new acute and specialty care facility during the fourth quarter of 2020.
This facility provides medical services for not only Kitsap County but also Jefferson, Mason and Clallam
counties. Jobs generated from this relocation and expansion of supportive services to Silverdale will assist
in meeting the 2036 target. Additionally, similar to the Bremerton UGA, PSRC employment estimates do
not include military jobs. Naval Base Kitsap Bangor Installation is also near the Silverdale UGA so actual
employment numbers may be higher.

In terms of employment capacity within the UGA, lands available for jobs is 3,506 jobs less than the

remaining 8,532 employment target. Again, PSRC employment estimates exclude not only military but
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also those self-employed that do not occupy employment floor space. Additionally, the Zoning Code Use
Table update mentioned previously is also seeking to remove economic barriers to various employment
zones including those found in Silverdale. These considerations and early measures will be monitored for
effectiveness and the County will continue evaluating other incentives as part of the 2024 Comprehensive
Plan update, including parking, design and dimensional standards.

Density. Employment density for developed sites in the Silverdale UGA added 935,106 square feet
during the evaluation period with 0.45 achieve FAR, which is the highest of all incorporated and
unincorporated UGAs. Density was less for vacant lands, with 284,586 square feet of improvements
during the same period with an achieve FAR of 0.16, however this too was higher than the average of all
urban areas. The County will continue to process the Zoning Code Use Table effort to remove barriers
and will continue evaluating other incentives as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update, including
parking, design, and dimensional standards for employment lands.

Rural Lands — Residential

Growth. Rural growth is on track with adopted CPP policy targets, and we continue to move in the right
direction toward the CPP adopted urban/rural growth split. On a pure population basis, new rural
growth accounted for only 29% of the total growth and is now 5% away from the CPP rural growth
target of 24% (Exhibit 6). On a housing unit basis, new growth is now only 28% of the total growth,
compared to 43% during the 1995-1999 evaluation period (Exhibit 7). This is an improvement from
previous BLRs. Total rural building permits issued are also below the previous evaluation period.

Density. Density has also improved (decreased) overall since the last evaluation period in the rural zones.
The one exception, as noted previously, was the Rural Wooded zone which saw a residential permit
density increase; however, this is due to an isolated development that was vested to pre-GMA
regulations. Rural plat density is also consistent with required densities when factoring out the vested plats
removed from the urban growth area during the time period. Rural permitted density, however, is still
generally above the planned density in the rural zones. Again, the Rural Wooded zone was impacted by
permits issued on one pre-GMA development, but the rest are likely attributed to vested, non-conforming
pre-GMA lots, though we are seeing slightly more rural development on 5 acres or greater than previous
evaluation periods. We are also seeing more ADUs permitted in the rural area than the urban, even
though rural ADUs require a conditional use permit whereas urban ADUs are permitted outright.

In the County’s Limited Areas of More Intense Rural Development (LAMIRDs), three had residential
development during this evaluation period. The Keyport Rural Village had three permits and was only
slightly above the planned density (5.2 units/acre) but showed a significant improvement from the last
evaluation period (6.9 units/acre). The Manchester Rural Village had more development, and one zone
was slightly above the planned density, but overall the achieved densities remained similar to the last
BLR largely due to previously platted plots prior to GMA and before the LAMIRD establishment in 2002.
Manchester also had three plats and each with platted densities consistent with planned densities. The
Suquamish Rural Village showed an increase in density from the prior evaluation period and was higher
than planned densities. Suquamish Village Low Residential zone requires a minimum lot size of 4,500
square feet and Suquamish Village Residential zone requires a minimum lot size of 4,000 square feet.
Both zones are subject to single-lot and contiguous ownership lot aggregation requirements, as well as
lot requirements.?*

Based on these observed inconsistencies, Kitsap County will continue to evaluate removing housing
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barriers in the Zoning Code Use Table update for urban areas in order to further promote the Kitsap
County Comprehensive Plan policies for more urban growth versus rural. The County also anticipates that
the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update will consider other actions to remove urban housing barriers and
other incentives to further continue the trend of less growth in the rural area and promote more growth in
UGAs consistent with adopted targets. The County will also explore and evaluate rural development
standards, including those related to Accessory Dwelling Units.

Rural Lands — Employment

Growth and Density. The CPPs call for 8% rural employment growth (Exhibit 11) and based upon
available PSRC estimates, rural lands were at 14% during the evaluation period, or 6% higher. This
translates into an annual rural employment growth rate of 77 jobs during the evaluation period, or
142% of the average annual estimates to reach the 2036 rural employment target. This employment
target, however, was not established until 2015, partway through this evaluation period, when the CPPs
were updated and ratified. Further, prior to 2015, PSRC targets were used in previous BLRs, but these
have continued to change. Thus, it is difficult to analyze trends in employment growth relative to the
changing targets.

In regard to permits issued on vacant rural employment lands, the averaged achieved FAR was 0.18.
Type | and Type lll LAMIRDs, whether previously developed or vacant, achieved a FAR of 0.15. Given
the updates in the Commerce guidelines in 2018, FAR was not used in previous BLRs. An analysis of trends
is therefore also difficult.

Nevertheless, based on the slightly higher employment growth rate, Kitsap County will continue to work
on removing economic development barriers in urban areas which then encourages more growth in urban
areas and less in rural. This work has already started with the Zoning Code Use Table update and will
continue with evaluating other urban incentives as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update,
including parking, design, and dimensional standards for employment lands. The 2024 Comprehensive
Plan update should also explore and evaluate rural development standards.
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24KCC 17.420.060(A)(4), (11).
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Appendix A: Kitsap County Land Capacity Analysis

Technical Methodology Guidance

INTRODUCTION

Kitsap County is a Growth Management Act (GMA) jurisdiction and must plan for the accommodation of
growth within its boundaries, with most growth focused into urban growth areas (UGAs) where urban
services are available or can be made available. Per RCW 36.70A.110 and WAC 365-196-310, a
Land Capacity Analysis (LCA) is a necessary component in this planning as it quantifies the housing units,
population, and employment growth that can be accommodated within urban areas under existing
development regulations. The LCA methodology is also one of the components of the Buildable Lands
Program (BLP) required under RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365-196-315.

The BLP is required of the more populous counties and their cities (i.e., Clark, King, Kitsap, Pierce,
Snohomish, Thurston, and Whatcom Counties) to determine if they are achieving their planned densities
within UGAs and, if not, to identify reasonable measures other than adjusting UGAs to achieve targets
and objectives of their comprehensive plans. The BLP review and evaluation efforts are led by Kitsap
County, in coordination and participation with its constituent cities. For the Buildable Lands Report due
June 2021, the buildable land capacity as of January 1,2020 will be measured against the CPP growth
targets for the 2036 planning horizon.

The countywide LCA methodology described in this document (Kitsap County LCA) establishes an overall
framework to promote consistency in the calculation of growth capacity, as required in the Kitsap
Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs); however, cities may employ variations to the assumptions used in the
methodology with proper “show your work” documentation to account for local circumstances.

The Kitsap County LCA methodology incorporates an analysis of housing and population capacity on
residential land and employment capacity from land zoned for commercial and industrial uses. The work
relies upon the data and work of the Kitsap County Assessor’s office as their countywide parcel-level
data with current uses and improvements will be merged with each municipality’s permitting records of
zoning. Additionally, the LCA relies upon County-maintained spatial data on existing land use and
infrastructure conditions, including environmentally critical areas and transportation access. The
methodology assumes the availability of GIS data listed in each analysis section and assumes that
Assessor records provide an accurate record of property value (land vs. improvement value) and current
land use.

An overview of the Kitsap County residential LCA methodology is shown in Exhibit 1. The methodology
includes two phases. The first phase is the stand-alone Programmatic Infrastructure Gap Review that
would typically be carried out by planning staff. The second phase consists of the nine LCA steps that are
designed to be executed by a GIS analyst, with direction and input from planners for key assumptions.
This document provides detailed guidance for each step of the process, highlighting assumptions that can
be varied by individual jurisdictions based on local conditions, with proper documentation. The non-
residential LCA follows a similar structure and is described later in this document.

1] [



Exhibit 1. Kitsap County Residential LCA Process

( h!

Step O0: Programmatic
Infrastructure Gap Review

( 3

Step 1: Define Development
Status and Classify Parcels

\ J

Step 2: Exclude Parcels
Unlikely to Develop

Step 3: Identify Critical
Areas

Step 4: Identify Future
Roads/Right of Way Needs

. J

Step 5: Identify Future
Public Facilities Needs

Step 6: Account for
Unavailable Lands (Market
Factor)

( 3

Step 7: Determine Net Acres
by Zone

\
Step 8: Apply Density in
Each Zone to Calculate
Housing Unit Capacity

\

Step 9: Apply Average
Household Size to Calculate
Population Capacity

Source: BERK, 2020.
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Data Inputs Required
= Kitsap County parcel polygons;
= Kitsap County Assessor parcel records;

=  Public service providers and service area
boundaries;

= Applicable capital facility plans and system plans;

= Recent building permit data, including a list of

parcels created as part of an approved plat;

= Assumed residential density by zoning district (see

text box); and

=  Environmentally critical areas:
@ Streams (including stream type classification);
o Water bodies;

o Wetlands (including wetland type

classification);
®  Hydric soils; and

o Geologic hazard areas (moderate and high

hazard risk).

STEP O: PROGRAMMATIC INFRASTRUCTURE
GAP REVIEW

In 2017, the state legislature added a requirement for
the BLP to include consideration of infrastructure gaps
as the lack of transportation or utility infrastructure can
affect the amount and timing of future development
and thus impact the amount of land suitable for
development or redevelopment. Under the BLP,
counties and cities are required to evaluate and
identify lands subject to infrastructure gaps including

but not limited to transportation, water, sewer, and
stormwater. (RCW 36.70A.215 (3)(b)(i))

Assumed Density

For each residential zone, jurisdictions will need to
select an assumed density (units per acre) to apply
in Step 8 of the LCA. Assumed densities are those
densities “at which future development is expected
to occur.” WAC 365-196-210(6). This assumed
density will also be used in Step 1 when identifying
partially utilized parcels.

Commerce recognizes that achieved density can be
a starting point for determining assumed density.
However, jurisdictions must draw upon local
circumstances when selecting a reasonable assumed
density and always consider situations, such as:

" If the zone had seen very little development
activity in recent years;

u Zoning or development regulations have
recently changed, and insufficient new permit
data is available to evaluate the market
response; or

= There have been significant new (or
anticipated future) infrastructure investments or
other amenities that change market conditions.
An example might be new Fast Ferry service to
Downtown Seattle.

In addition, jurisdictions should draw upon other
sources of information to derive assumed densities,
such as:

u Market studies

= Achieved densities in other jurisdictions with
similar zoning and market characteristics.

Always consider the impacts of regulations such as
setbacks, height limits, and parking requirements on
development feasibility when selecting a
reasonable assumed density.

The Department of Commerce Guidebook published in 2018 clarified that the infrastructure gap review

should focus on those gaps that could prevent densities from being achieved or that could delay

development during the remainder of the planning period. Commerce also states that adopted capital

facilities plans may be relied upon for land capacity calculations but recognizes situations may arise that

could result in gaps. Accordingly, the gap analysis should include:

. Identifying planned capital facility projects that would have added capacity but are no longer

planned or are delayed beyond the 20-year planning period; Identifying planned transportation
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improvements that, without being implemented, would limit additional development and

redevelopment; and

= |dentifying areas that are likely to remain outside of water and sewer service boundaries.

From the perspective of the LCA, properties with limited or no access to critical infrastructure during the
planning period may be identified as constrained and either:

1) removed from the available land supply at the outset and not carried forward into the remaining
Steps 1 through 9 or,

2) identified as subject to partially constrained growth and addressed in Step 6 (through alternative
assumed densities) or Step 8 (through an alternative market factor).

This infrastructure gap review in Step O is meant to consider areas with system level challenges that
affect whether parcels are candidates for growth. Infrastructure gaps should be identified prior to
performing detailed analysis of land capacity for residential or commercial/industrial uses, as these
infrastructure gaps will directly affect the amount of land available for both residential and employment
purposes. In contrast, in Steps 4 and 5, a deduction will be applied to lands determined vacant,
underutilized, and partially utilized for infrastructure installed as a natural course of development (e.g.,
rights of way, stormwater treatment, etc.).

Per the Commerce Guidebook, “Methodology steps are cumulative, so in determining how each is
estimated, care should be taken to avoid double counting factors.” (Guidebook, page 37) Careful
consideration of whether land is partially or fully constrained due to infrastructure should be made, as
well as whether the infrastructure issues can be addressed as part of development or redevelopment.
There may be other factors at play due to the market conditions or allowable densities. It should be
noted that depending on the overall LCA results and the chosen targets or densities, if there are
inconsistencies reasonable measures may be needed.

Gap Analysis

The infrastructure gap review below is meant to provide a framework to review whether areawide
infrastructure limitations exist to limit the supply of land that are candidates for growth. If there are no
known systemwide or areawide infrastructure limitations for water, sewer, stormwater, or transportation
that could prevent or delay development, you may use the worksheet in Exhibit 4. Programmatic
Infrastructure Gap Review Worksheet to briefly document this finding and move on to Step 1.

The Gap Analysis process consists of two major sub-steps:

= Step 0.1: Identify Relevant Infrastructure Systems that Could Prevent or Delay Development; and
= Step 0.2: Identify and Map System Capacity Challenges Using Available Information.

Step 0.1 is a high-level review of available information to identify which infrastructure systems may
require more detailed review for their potential to prevent assumed densities from being achieved or
delay urban development, while Step 0.2 is a more detailed review to identify specific geographic
locations with infrastructure constraints.

Step 0.1. Identify Relevant Infrastructure Systems that Could Prevent or Delay Development

The County and cities have been planning under GMA and developing their Capital Facility Plan
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elements and supporting system plans for decades. While the BLP newly identifies the infrastructure
review and evaluation step, relevant information and capital programs already exists to support the land
use plans of each jurisdiction and the LCA.

In Step 0.1, jurisdictions should review available information in the CFP to determine if any infrastructure
systems have the potential to prevent assumed densities from being achieved during the 20-year
planning period. These impediments could either be at a systemwide scale (for example, entire water or
sewer system has supply or treatment capacity constraints) or in a specific area (e.g. neighborhood,
district, subarea), and they could result in either a complete prevention of development potential (e.g., no
improvement is planned to deliver necessary urban services for water, sewer, stormwater or
transportation), or result in major differences in achievable densities.

This review should answer the following kinds of questions. An answer of “yes” or “maybe” would warrant
closer review in the Step 0.2.

o Water: Are there major constraints in supply, pressure, or distribution that would prevent
development, or markedly constrain expected densities?

o Sewer: Are there unsewered areas or areas currently operating on septic without capital plans
in place to extend service? Are there areas of septic where failure has been identified by the
Health District? Would the lack of areawide sewer due to physical or economic feasibility
considerations alter an area’s development potential during the planning period?

o Stormwater: Are regional systems necessary for urban-scale development at a systemwide or
areawide level?!

o Transportation: Does the jurisdiction contain areas with long-term physical service challenges??
®  Areas are inaccessible due to geographic constraints; or

®  No infrastructure currently exists to provide physical access.

Step 0.2. Identify and Map Areas Using Available Information

After identifying potentially relevant infrastructure systems in Step 0.1, this Step 0.2 is meant for the
County and cities to review available information and plans and consider if there are areawide
infrastructure gaps that may reduce the supply of land considered candidates for growth.

This decision tree in Exhibit 2 illustrates the evaluation process that should be followed for each of the
relevant infrastructure systems identified in Step 0.1, based on local conditions and service providers. For
example, cities are likely to provide more services directly and have fewer unserved or inaccessible
areas than the county. The decision tree in Exhibit 2 allows these jurisdictions to conduct the gap analysis
efficiently and prioritize resources for detailed analysis only in situations where infrastructure systems are
found to have meaningful gaps or major deficiencies.

! These questions address areawide/system concerns. See Step 5 Public Facilities deductions for site /parcel specific public and
private facilities like stormwater needed for development of vacant, partially-utilized, or underutilized land.

2These questions are addressing areawide physical challenges or systemic issues. Parcel/site specific deductions are
addressed in Step 4.
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Exhibit 2. Infrastructure gap review Jurisdiction Decision Tree

Review latest available
adopted system plan or
capital facilities plan
that supports the
comprehensive plan.

Does the plan include
capital improvements to
extend service or address

deficiencies within the
planning period?

Does the system plan
document any unserved
areas or major system
deficiencies?

Map constraint

areas in GIS and

identify affected
parcels.

Does the constraint
preclude all growth?

Record deficiency
in parcel data and
exclude affected

parcels from

further analysis.
Identify maximum

feasible density
without additional

improvements.

Proceed to Record this density
Step 1 of LCA for use in future
analysis steps.

Source: BERK, 2021.
The infrastructure gap review is meant to use readily available information. GIS analysis would only be
required if mapping is called for in the decision tree.

If responses to the decision tree indicate mapping is necessary, then add the following fields to the parcel
layer. The following steps below will explain how to calculate values for these fields.
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Exhibit 3. GIS Database Fields to be Added — Infrastructure gap review

Field Name Field Type Comments

Infrastructure Gap Text Note infrastructure gap type (water, sewer, stormwater, etc.), if
present.

Constant Binary If infrastructure gap is likely to prevent or delay development (i.e.,
conditions are expected to remain constant during the planning period),
set value to TRUE. Otherwise, set value to FALSE.

Alt Density Numeric If infrastructure gap does not prevent or delay development, but limits
density, note the alternative assumed density (or FAR for non-
residential properties) for use in Step 8.

Used in tandem with the “Alt Market Factor” field. Do NOT provide
values for both fields.

Density Units Text Unit of measure for density:

»  “du/ac” for residential properties.
= “FAR” for commercial /industrial properties.
Alt Market Factor Numeric If infrastructure gap does not prevent or delay development, but limits

Source: BERK, 2020.

growth capacity, note the assumed market factor for use in Step 6.

Used in tandem with the “Alt Density” field. Do NOT provide values for
both fields.
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Infrastructure Gap Review Worksheet

An infrastructure gap review worksheet is included in Exhibit 4. Programmatic Infrastructure Gap Review
Worksheet below. A jurisdiction would already have the information needed in existing plans, and would
focus only on systems with the potential to prevent assumed densities from being achieved or delay urban
development during the 20-year planning period at a systemwide or areawide scale. If there are no
systemwide or areawide constraints with any system, document this in Exhibit 4 and continue to Step 1.

Exhibit 4. Programmatic Infrastructure Gap Review Worksheet

Response /

Description

Step 0.1: Determine if any of the following infrastructure systems have the potential to prevent assigned densities
from being achieved or delay urban development during the 20-year planning period at a systemwide or
areawide scale. An answer of “yes” or “maybe” to the following questions would warrant closer review for that
infrastructure type in the Step 0.2.

= Water: Are there major constraints in supply, pressure, or distribution that would preempt
development, or markedly constrain expected densities?

= Sewer: Are there unsewered areas or areas currently operating on septic without
capital plans in place to extend service? Are there areas of septic where failure has
been identified by the Health District2 Would the lack of areawide sewer due to
physical or economic feasibility considerations alter an area’s development potential
during the planning period?

= Stormwater: Are regional systems necessary for urban-scale development at a
systemwide or areawide level?

= Transportation: Does the jurisdiction contain areas with long-term physical service
challenges? Areas are inaccessible due to geographic constraints; or no infrastructure
currently exists to provide physical access.

Step 0.2: Complete the following using available information only for relevant systems where you answered
“yes” or “maybe” to the questions above. Answer the following questions separately for each relevant system
identified.

= Review latest available adopted system plan or capital facilities plan. Provide a list or
links to plans relevant systems under review.

= Does the system plan document any underserved or major system deficiencies? If yes,
describe.

= Does the plan include capital improvements to extend service or address deficiencies in
the planning period? If yes, describe and proceed to Step 1.

= Does the constraint prevent or delay all growth? If yes, identify affected parcels in GIS:

O Document the infrastructure gap type in the Infrastructure Gap field.

O Use the Constant field to flag any parcels where lack of infrastructure would make
development unfeasible within the 20-year planning period and the current status of
the property is unlikely to change.

O Exclude affected parcels from further analysis. Continue to Step 1.

= Does the constraint partially constrain growth? If yes, identify the areas spatially,
document the infrastructure gap type in the Infrastructure Gap field, and note the
alternative densities for Step 8, or alternative market factor for Step 6. Only one
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Response /

Description

assumption should be varied, either density or market factor, but not both, to avoid

double counting.

o Density Limitation: If infrastructure conditions would not preclude development, but
they are likely to limit growth capacity, set the field Alt Density to the maximum
anticipated density (dwelling units per acre or floor area ratio) and document the
source of this assumption. The property would be flagged, and the appropriate
density would be applied in Step 8.

o Market Factor: If infrastructure conditions would not preclude development, but they
are likely to limit growth capacity, and the limitation can be addressed by market
factor considerations in Step 6, set the field Alt Market Factor equal to the
anticipated market factor reduction associated with infrastructure conditions and
document the source of the assumption. The parcels would be flagged, and the
appropriate market factor would be applied in Step 6.

Residential LCA

The Residential LCA identifies vacant, partially underutilized and underutilized parcels in residential
zones to calculate available capacity for development of housing units and associated population. Results
will demonstrate whether existing zoning regulations allow for the growth needed to meet chosen
residential growth targets for the 20-year planning period. The first step in this process is to categorize
properties according to their development potential. The following steps apply only to properties located
in residential zoning districts.

Step 1. Define Development Status and Classify Parcels

The land capacity analysis is designed to measure capacity for new growth and therefore focuses
primarily on vacant and redevelopable land. Assumptions regarding future development potential vary
with site-specific conditions, so a detailed classification of properties must be performed as the first step
in the analysis.

To prepare for this analysis add the following fields to the parcel layer. The steps below will explain
how to calculate values for these fields.

Exhibit 5. GIS Database Fields to be Added — Residential LCA Step 1

Field Name Field Type Comments
Zone Text Zoning district
Assumed Density Numeric Assumed density (units per acre) for the zone. This assumption should

consider factors such as the achieved density from the “look back”
analysis, whether zoning or development regulations have recently changed,
and insufficient new permit data is available to evaluate the market
response, infrastructure investments or other amenities that change market
conditions or impacts of development regulations such as setbacks, height
limits, and parking requirements on development feasibility (see text box
above). Set to NULL for all non residential or mixed-use zones.
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Field Name Field Type Comments

Potential Units Numeric The potential residential units on the parcel based on assumed density

with no deductions considered. This field is used only for determining which
parcels are partially utilized. Not in final land capacity calculations.

LCA Class Text Land Capacity Analysis Classification, as determined in Step 1 (Excluded,

Pipeline, Vacant, Partially Utilized, or Under-Utilized).

Pipeline Density Numeric Approved/proposed density (in du/ac) for Pipeline properties, as

determined in Step 1.1. For non-Pipeline properties, set value to Null.

Platted Lot Text If the parcel is a platted lot, set to TRUE. Otherwise, set to FALSE.

Source: BERK, 2020.

=  Step 1.1: Identify Pipeline Properties (OPTIONAL). Pipeline development refers to growth that has

been permitted or approved between January 1, 2020 and December 31, 2020 and not captured

during the 2013-2019 evaluation period. but was not built. Unless there is a reason to believe the

growth will not actually be completed, this growth can be accounted for in the capacity calculations.

Jurisdictions that wish to account for pipeline development separately in their LCA can remove the

parcels from the land supply at the outset of the process and add them back in later based on

approved final permits or development agreements. This can result in a more accurate accounting of

capacity for growth. In addition, the process for approving plats, master plans, and building permits

can provide a more accurate, site-level review of critical areas than the regional approach used in

this LCA. Properties can be classified as “Pipeline” if they meet any of the following criteria.

Jurisdictions that complete this optional step can select to use any or all of these criteria and can

refine these criteria to best reflect local circumstances.

o

The property is part of an approved final single-family plat but has not yet been approved for
any building permit. The primary purpose of including such properties in the pipeline is to capture
large plots of land being developed for single-family home sites where individual lots have not
yet been identified as lots in the County Assessor parcel data. Assign future growth for these
parcels as one single-family unit per platted lot.

A preliminary plat has been approved and site development permits have been issued, but the
final plat has not been filed or approved. The site development permits show evidence of
commitment and the proposal densities appear to be best reflected in the final capacity rather
than the typical LCA process. Treat lots like a final plat above — one single-family unit per plated
lot.

A final land use permit has been approved for the property (e.g., multifamily or mixed-use site
plan) but no construction occurred between January 1, 2020 and December 31, 2020. Assign
future growth for these parcels consistent with type and number of units described in the approved
land use permits.
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o The property is part of a master plan or a phased development under a development agreement.
For final master plans or development agreements, assign approved density levels and classify
the properties as “Pipeline.” If the master plan or development agreement is preliminary or still
pending, assign the proposed density levels, but do not classify the land as “Pipeline.”

= Step 1.2: Identify Excluded Properties. Parcels with the following use classifications are not likely to

redevelop and should be classified as “Excluded”:
o Utility parcels;

@ Transportation parcels or right-of-way;

o Marinas;

o Cemeteries;

o Hospitals;

o Governmental services;

o Schools (including higher education);

o Churches and other places of worship;

o Cultural, entertainment, and parks/recreation properties;
o Tidelands and water areas; and

o Current Use Exempt parcels (RCW 84.34); note if there is a clear intent to develop in the
planning period, treat as pipeline, vacant, or partially utilized as appropriate.

o Open space
o Shoreline parcels less than 1 acre

In addition, any properties identified as “Constant” in the Infrastructure Gap Review (Step 0) should
be classified as “Excluded.”

= Step 1.3: Identify Vacant Properties. Vacant parcels are properties with no development or very

minimal improvements, regardless of size (see Exhibit 6. Example of a Vacant Parcel). These are
identified in County Assessor parcel data as having a property class code associated with

vacant /undeveloped land (“910 — Undeveloped Land,” or “990 — Other Undeveloped Land”). For
these parcels, set LCA_Class to “Vacant”.

Exhibit 6. Example of a Vacant Parcel

:{Il FINAL November 2021 Kitsap County | Land Capacity Analysis “ 11



Source: BERK, 2020.

Step 1.4: Identify Partially Utilized Properties. Partially utilized properties are parcels currently

occupied by a use, but which encompass enough land to be further subdivided without rezoning.
Typically, this category consists of parcels zoned for single-family residential development that are
large enough to be subdivided for the creation of additional single-family lots (see Exhibit 7.
Example of a Partially Utilized Parcel). For parcels not classified as Vacant or Pipeline, assign the
“Partially Utilized” classification if the property meets all the following criteria:

o The parcel is in a residential zone where the predominant form of new housing development is

expected to be single family

o Based on assumed density for that zone, the parcel has potential to support at least 2.5 X
number of existing units.
To identify Partially Utilized parcels in residential zones, do the following:

o Calculate the field Potential Units as number of units that could be built at the assumed density
level for that zone (parcel acres x Assumed Density).

o Compare Potential Units to the existing units on the parcel. If Potential Units is at least 2.5x
existing units, then classify the parcel as Partially Utilized. (LCA Class = “Partially Utilized”)

Note: Critical areas will be accounted for in Step 3. Then remaining acreage of Partially Utilized
parcels will be aggregated and standard deductions will be applied. The Potential Units field is not
used to calculate land capacity.

Exhibit 7. Example of a Partially Utilized Parcel

Source: BERK, 2020.

=  Step 1.5: Identify Under-Utilized Properties. Under-utilized properties contain some amount of

existing development, but there is a strong possibility that the existing use will be converted to a
more intensive use during the planning period. For example, a single-family home on a property with
multifamily or commercial zoning could be considered under-utilized (see Exhibit 8. Examples of
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Under-Utilized Parcels).
For parcels not classified as Vacant, Pipeline, or Partially Utilized, assign the “Under-Utilized”
classification if the property meets any of the following criteria:

o The property is in a residential or mixed-use zone where the predominant form of new housing
development is expected to be multifamily, and the existing use is a detached single-family
home, cottage, mobile /manufactured home, or garage/shed; or

o The property improvement to land value ratio is < 0.5 (i.e., assessed improvements value
divided by assessed land value <0.5).

Exhibit 8. Examples of Under-Utilized Parcels

ZONING DESIGNATION

D SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDENTIAL

! MULTIFAMILY
1 1 RESIDENTIAL
: | MF MF
‘ I - COMMERCIAL
- L 1
MF

Source: BERK, 2020.

Step 1.6: Identify Platted Lots. Single-family parcels that are platted lots recorded prior to the
January 1, 2020 “look back” date should be identified and removed from the land supply prior to
application of critical areas deductions (Step 3) if they are classified as Vacant, Partially Utilized, or
Under-Utilized. As part of approved plats, these properties have already undergone critical areas
review and should not have deductions applied again. Development potential for these platted lots
is calculated separately in Step 8. As part of this process, any parcel-level attribute information
added as part of the Infrastructure Gap Review (Step 0) should be maintained to ensure that any
density limits or modifications to market factor resulting from infrastructure gaps can be properly

considered when calculating development potential in Step 8.

Where platted lots are identified, set the “Platted Lot” field to TRUE. Platted lots are identified by
Assessor tax account number with the following query:

SELECT FROM GIS.PARCEL_POLY WHERE [ACCT_NQ] >= '37#* ¥k sk _skkext

Step 1.7: Segment Land Base for Processing. While the LCA provides a standard methodology for
analyzing land capacity, deviations are necessary to account for unique circumstances. Infrastructure
gap areas as identified in Step O are one such special consideration, and platted lots identified in
Step 1.6 are another. In this sub-step, the land base should be segmented into three groups, and
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each group will proceed through Steps 2-8 separately. The net housing capacity by zone for each
group will be recombined in Step 9 to determine total housing and population capacity. Using GIS,
segment the land base into three feature classes based on the criteria below:

o Previously Platted Lots: Previously platted lots have already undergone review and deductions
for critical areas, roads, and public facilities. As such, these properties should not repeat those
steps in this LCA process. Previously Platted Lots will complete Step 2, then proceed to Step 7.

= Using GIS, select all properties where “Platted Lot” equals TRUE. Export these properties to
a new GIS feature class, “LCA_Platted_Lots.”
Any infrastructure-related attributes established in Step O should be maintained.

o Infrastructure Gap Parcels: Properties located within identified infrastructure gaps in Step O are
not anticipated to achieve the same level or development as properties without infrastructure
gaps. These properties will complete Steps 2-8, but they will use alternative growth assumptions

(either an alternative assumed density or alternate market factor).

= Using GIS, select all properties where “Infrastructure Gap” is not NULL, and “Platted Lot”
equals FALSE. Export these properties to a new GIS feature class, “LCA_InfraGap_Parcels.”

o Standard Parcels: Properties not flagged as Platted Lots and not located in an infrastructure
gap area are not subject to special considerations and can complete Steps 2-8 without using

alternate assumptions.

= Using GIS, select all properties where “Platted Lot” equals FALSE, and “Infrastructure Gap”
is NULL. Export these properties to a new GIS feature class, “LCA_Standard_Parcels.”
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Exhibit 9. Residential Land Supply Data Processing Diagram

Step 0:
Programmatic
Infrastructure Gap
Review

Step 1:
Define Development
Status and Classify

Parcels

¢

'

'

Standard Parcels
(no infrastructure gaps)

Infrastructure Gap Areas
(not including previously
platted lots)

Previously Platted Lots
(including those located in
infrastructure gap areas)

Step 2: Exclude
Parcels Unlikely to
Develop

Step 3: Identify
Critical Areas

Step 4: Identify
Future Roads/Right
of Way Needs

Step 5: Identify
Future Public
Facility Needs

Step 6: Account for
Unavailable Land
(Market Factor)

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone

Step 8: Apply
Density in Each
Zone to Calculate
Housing Unit
Capacity

Step 2: Exclude
Parcels Unlikely to
Develop

Step 3: Identify
Critical Areas

Step 4: Identify
Future Roads/Right
of Way Needs

Step 5: Identify
Future Public
Facility Needs

Step 6: Account for
Unavailable Land
(Market Factor)
**ALTERNATE
ASSUMPTIONS**

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone

Step 8: Apply
Density in Each
Zone to Calculate
Housing Unit
Capacity
*ALTERNATE
ASSUMPTIONS**

Step 2: Exclude
Parcels Unlikely to

Develop

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone
(Lots NOT located
in infrastructure gap
areas ONLY)

Step 8: Apply
Density in Each
Zone to Calculate
Housing Unit
Capacity
(Alternate densities
for lots located in
infrastructure gap
areas. Standard
zoning densities for
all other lots.)

Segment the land base into
the following categories for
processing.

Previously platted lots have
already undergone CAO
review and taken

" ROWI/facility deductions as
part of the plat process.
Skip Steps 3-6.

Step 9: Apply Average
Household Size to

Calculate Population
Capacity

Combine total housing
capacity by zone for each
category.
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Step 2: Exclude Parcels Unlikely to Develop

This step refines the classifications from Step 1. This
refinement is intended to address additional

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL OF HIGH-VALUE
HOMES

factors that could affect development potential, Step 2.1 examines properties with special

such as high-value homes that may be unlikely to circumstances that make them unlikely to

redevelop or subdivide, despite having adequate redevelop, regardless of subdivision potential

acreage to do so. or zoning. Often, these properties are high-
=  Step 2.1: Exclude High-Value Residential

Parcels. For parcels that meet the following

value, luxury single-family homes with larger

lot sizes and high improvement values relative

criterion, change LCA Class to “Exclude”: to the value of the underlying land.

o The assessed value of property The methodology identifies these properties on

improvements is greater than 2.5 X the the basis of improvement-to-land value ratio

, to control for variations in land values across
parcel’s assessed land value. o )
large areas. Local jurisdictions may consider

Step 3, Iden’rify Critical Areas local property value conditions and set

alternative thresholds, as appropriate.
Critical areas are defined by the GMA generally

as wetlands, frequently flooded areas,

geologically hazardous areas, fish and wildlife CRITICAL AREAS

habitat conservation areas, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
. . The methodology for Step
These are all environmentally sensitive areas that must be protected ) .
. ) 3 is based on Kitsap

under GMA and are generally not available for development. This ,
. . . . . County’s adopted

step determines the location of critical areas and applies a mosaic .
framework for regulating

feature that generalizes buffers and required setbacks. Once crifical areas. Local

identified, these areas are deducted from the remaining vacant, jurisdictions may include

partially utilized, and underutilized land supply. additional environmental

This analysis assumes a percentage of critical areas can be legally constraints or apply

developed under the current Critical Areas Ordinance. The different reduction factors,

likelihood that an area can be developed depends upon the type of depending on local

environmental sensitivity. This method differentiates “Areas of regulations.

Moderate Geologic Hazard” from other “Critical Areas” and

applies a different partial reduction of acreage for each category when calculating developable land
supply. Further, this analysis assumes that most jurisdictions do not limit residential development in critical
aquifer recharge areas or in frequently flooded areas. For example, Kitsap County Code (KCC
19.600.620) does not list residential development as an activity with a potential groundwater threat and
thus does not limit residential development. Also, Kitsap County Code (chapter 15.12 KCC) does not
generally prohibit residential development in frequently flooded areas, except in designated floodways,
but rather imposes structural building standards. After review of designated floodways in Flood Insurance
Rate Maps, most of these areas are located outside of UGAs, along shorelines, are located on public
lands, or are notated along DNR typed water courses. The DNR typed watercourses are already
included in this reduction factor and so no additional reduction for FEMA flood hazard along streams
corridors is included. Should city regulations prohibit or limit development in critical aquifer recharge
areas or frequently flooded areas, those jurisdictions should account for and include these areas in the
critical area mosaic
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The Critical Areas mosaic represents the areas most highly encumbered by the presence of environmental
features. Components of the mosaic include the following critical areas categories:

= Streams: Both perennial and seasonal streams, as well as their associated buffer areas.

= Wetlands: Delineated wetland areas and their associated buffers, as regulated by the Critical
Areas Ordinance.

=  Water Bodies: Areas of standing water that cover a portion of a parcel, including lakes, ponds,
bogs, or saltwater.

®=  Hydric Soils: Inclusion of hydric soils in the critical areas mosaic captures areas that have the

potential to be classified as wetlands, even if no formal wetland delineation has been performed.

=  Areas of High Geologic Hazard: Unstable areas with steep slopes or other geologic characteristics
that make them highly unsuitable for development.

Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard include lands with moderate slopes, seismic concerns, or erosion
risks, but they are not as sensitive as the high geologic hazard areas included in the Critical Areas mosaic
and are therefore assigned a lower reduction factor.

Exhibit 11 provides a detailed description of each critical areas mosaic component, data sources,
associated buffer widths, and land supply reduction factors.

The following sub-steps are applied to the “LCA_Standard_Parcels” and “LCA_InfraGap_Parcels” land
supply datasets. The “LCA_Platted_Lots” dataset does not complete Steps 3-6.

Step 3.1: Construct Critical Areas Mosaic

For each class of critical area (streams, water bodies, wetlands, hydric soils, and geologic hazards),
apply the following GIS operations:

= Buffer features according to adopted buffers and setbacks, as established in the latest Critical Areas

Ordinance.

= With the exception of Moderate Geologic Hazard areaq, dissolve all critical area and

buffer /setback areas to create a single Critical Areas polygon.

= Dissolve all Moderate Geologic Hazard features and associated buffer/setback areas to create a
single polygon.

Step 3.2: Overlay Critical Areas Mosaic on Parcel Base

= Select Vacant, Partially Utilized, and Under-Utilized parcels and dissolve to create an aggregated
Developable Lands GIS feature class. The dissolve operation should respect LCA classification,
zoning, and any infrastructure gaps identified in Step O. Ensure that the resulting feature class
maintains the following attributes:

@ LCA Classification;
o Zoning;

o Infrastructure gap type; and
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o Alternative assumed density or alternative market factor (identified as part of Step 0.2).

= Overlay the Critical Areas polygon and the Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard polygon with the
aggregated Developable Lands feature class. Perform a union of these three datasets to generate
an updated Developable Lands feature class consisting of the following:

o Areas with no environmental constraints;
o Critical Areas; and
o Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard.

®=  Areas of environmental constraint that do not intersect Vacant, Partially Utilized, or Under-Utilized
parcels should be excluded from the updated Developable Lands feature class.

= At this point, the GIS feature class can be exported into a tabular format for additional
spreadsheet-based operations in Microsoft Excel or a similar program. Subsequent steps will refer to
this as the “Buildable Lands table.”

Step 3.3: Apply Critical Area Reductions

o Add a “Developable Acres” column to the Buildable Lands table. This column represents the
baseline aggregate acreage available for development after consideration of critical areas
and is calculated in the following steps. Further deductions for roads, infrastructure, and public
uses will be applied in Steps 4-7.

o For each record in the Buildable Lands table, calculate developable acres as follows:
=  For areas without environmental constraints, set equal to total acreage of the polygon.

®=  For areas impacted by Critical Areas, set Developable Acres to 25% of overall polygon
acreage (75% reduction).

®  For areas impacted by Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard, set Developable acres to
50% of overall polygon acreage (50% reduction).
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Assumptions for Mixed-Use Zones
Commerce Guidelines emphasize the
importance of not duplicating residential and
employment capacity in mixed use zones.
Local jurisdictions may estimate future
residential capacity in mixed use zone based
on achieved residential densities (counting
total residential units built per acre after
deducting critical areas) or by dividing the
land base proportionally between
residential and commercial uses based on
floor area ratios (page 25-27, including
figure 8).

Local jurisdictions are encouraged to
develop their own assumptions based on
local conditions, observed trends, example
developments where there is no recent
history, and /or mixed-use development
regulations. To ensure that development
capacity is not over- or under-counted, the
residential and non-residential percentage
assumptions for each zone (see County
examples in Exhibit 10) must sum to 100%.
Considerations for Vertical Mixed- Use
Development

In the example of vertical mixed-use areas,
both residential and commercial densities
should be calculated using total acreage.
For example, residential density would be
calculated as total housing units divided by
total acreage. Commercial FAR would be
calculated as total developed commercial
square footage divided by total acreage.
These calculated densities can then each be
applied to total developable acreage in the
mixed-use zone to estimate residential and
commercial capacity, without using an
acreage split. If local jurisdictions choose to
address mixed use in this way, the
adjustment to developable acreage
described in Step 3.4 should not be
implemented.

Step 3.4: Adjust Developable Acres for Mixed-Use Zones

In mixed-use zones where new development is assumed to
be single use (residential or commercial, not vertical
mixed-use), jurisdictions should consider the proportion of
developable land that is anticipated to be developed for
residential versus commercial uses, based on residential
densities allowed, achieved, and assumed. Special
considerations for calculating capacity for vertical mixed-
use development are described in the sidebar.

For areas with mixed-use zoning, developable acreage
(as calculated in Step 3.3) should be adjusted to account
for areas assumed not to develop for residential use.
Exhibit 10 shows example assumptions for mixed-use
zoning in unincorporated Kitsap County.

Exhibit 10. Mixed-Use Zoning Residential-Commercial Proportion
Assumptions

Percent Non-

Percent Residential

Residential
Urban Village . .
Center (UVC) 50% 50%
FRng)lonol Center 50% 50%
Low Intensity . .
Commercial (LIC) 50% 50%

For mixed-use zones only, re-calculate Developable Acres as
follows:

. Developable Acres = Developable Acres (Step 3.3) x
Percent Residential Assumption
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Exhibit 11. Parameters for Identifying Critical Area Reductions

Type Description

Buffer
Width

Minimum
Building
Setback

%

Reduction

Comment

Streams
DNR Water- S: All waters, within their bankfull 200 feet 15 feet 75% WCHYDRO contains
courses width, as inventoried as “shoreline beyond TR RS
of the state” under chapter 90.58 buffer represented as arcs or
EC\;V (SCegmlc(a ngh?f B(':g BekefBCrIeek, lines created by the
urley Creek, Chico Creek, Burley .
Creek, Union River, Blackjack Creek \é\/ashmgton S;C":e |
and Tahuya River) epartment of Natura
Resources. These occur
F: Segments of natural waters alone as single arc
other than Type S Waters, which 150 feet 15 feet 75% wo'rercoun:ses
are within the bankfull widths of beyond rt?presen'rmg. s'rr?ams,
defined channels and buffer ditches, or pipelines, or

periodically inundated areas of
their associated wetlands or within
lakes, ponds or impoundments
having a surface area of 0.5 acre
or greater at seasonal low water
and which in any case contain fish
habitat.

as centerlines through
water body polygons
such as double-banked
streams, lakes,
impoundments,
reservoirs, wet areas,
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Type Description

Buffer
Width

Minimu
m
Building
Setback

%
Reductio
n

Comment

or glaciers. Also

NP: Segments of natural waters within 50 feet 15 feet 75% .
the bankfull width of defined channels beyond m;ludei qifevf?;essh
that are perennial nonfish habitat buffer éo::rvqenc Ihqs :‘Sield-
streams. Perennial streams are flowing d Y
waters that do not go dry any time of surveye sfre‘qms,
the year of normal rainfall. v:'here accessible, for
fish presence and
overall condition.
NS: Segments of natural waters within 50 feet 15 feet 75%
the bankfull width of defined channels beyond
that are not Type S, F or Np Waters. buffer
These are seasonal, nonfish habitat
streams in which surface flow is not
present for at least some portion of the
year of normal rainfall.
Wetlands
Wetlands Category I: Category | wetlands 92.5 feet 75% All wetland

include, but are not limited to, wetlands
that represent rare or unique wetland
types, those that are more sensitive to
disturbance than most wetlands, those
that are relatively undisturbed and
contain ecological attributes that are
impossible to replace within a human
lifetime, or those that provide a high
level of function. Category | wetlands
score twenty-three points or more out
of twenty-seven on the wetlands
ratings system.

(Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington,
revised 2014, or as hereafter amended)

Category Il: Category Il wetlands are
those wetlands that are more difficult
to replace and provide high levels of
some functions. Category Il wetlands
score between twenty and twenty-two
points out of twenty-seven on the
wetlands ratings system.

(Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington,
revised 2014, or as hereafter amended)

delineations are done
in accordance with the
approved federal
wetland delineation
manual and
applicable regional
supplement. All areas
within the county that
meet the wetland
designation criteria
are designated critical
areas and are subject
to the provisions of
Kitsap County Code
Title 19 — Ciritical
Areas Ordinance.

Through personal
communication with
environmental review
staff, the most common
wetland categories
found in urban areas
are Category Il and
IV wetlands. The
characteristics of these
common wetland types
were moderate level
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Type Description

Category lll: Category lll wetlands are
those wetlands with a moderate level
of function and can often be
adequately replaced with mitigation.
Category lll wetlands score between
sixteen and nineteen points on the
wetlands ratings system.

(Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington,
revised 2014, or as hereafter amended)

Category IV: Category IV wetlands
have the lowest level of function and
are often heavily disturbed. Category
IV wetlands score less than sixteen
points out of twenty-seven on the
wetlands ratings system.

(Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington,
revised 2014, or as hereafter amended)

Buffer
Width

Minimu
m
Building
Setback

%

Reductio

Comment

of function. In very
rare circumstances
since the adoption of
the 2017 CAO, low
functioning /value
Category Il were
delineated. Discussion
was also held on
common modifications
of buffer standards
allowed in code. This
includes buffer
averaging,
administrative buffer
reductions of 25% or
less (Type Il decision)
of if greater than a
25% buffer reduction,
buffer variance
approved by the
Hearings Examiner
(Type Nl decision).

To calculate average
buffer widths, the most
common wetland
category found in
urban areas was used
(Category lll to IV).
The range of buffer
widths from moderate
functioning wetlands
are 75ft to 110ft, with
average at 92.5 feet.
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Water Bodies

Type Description

Buffer
Width

Minimu
m
Building
Setback

%

Reductio

Comment

Water = Bay, Estuary, Ocean or Sea 75% WBHYDRO contains
Bodies (Water Body cartographic feature water body polygons,
code: 116) such as double-banked
= Lake, Pond, Reservoir, Gravel pit ?Treqms, lakes,
& A impoundments,
or quarry filled with water (Water foservoirsywetlareas)
Body cartographic feature code: or glaciers. The
421,101, 402) purpose of including
= Marsh, wet area, swamp or bog these features in the
(Water Body cartographic feature mosaic is to ensure that
code: 111) isolated water areas
(such as lakes, ponds,
or bogs) not covered
by other categories
are properly
accounted for and
removed from the land
supply.
Hydric Soils
Department  Soil Description: 75% Potential wetlands
of Natural = Bellingham silty clay |
Resources gham silty clay loam
Soil Survey = McKenna gravelly loam

Mukilteo peat

Norma fine sandy loam
Semiahmoo muck

Shalcar muck
Shelton-McKenna complex
0-10 percent slope

Tacoma silt loam

:{Il FINAL November 2021 Kitsap County | Land Capacity Analysis



Type Description

Buffer
Width

Minimu
m
Building
Setback

%
Reductio
n

Comment

Geohazards

Geohazard Areas of High Geologic Hazard:

a) Areas with slopes greater than
thirty percent and mapped by the
Coastal Zone Atlas or Quaternary
Geology and Stratigraphy of
Kitsap County as "Unstable" (U),
"Unstable Old Land Slides" (UOS)
or "Unstable Recent Slides" (URS).

b) Areas deemed by a Geologist to
meet the criteria.

75%

The GEOHAZARDS
feature class is a union
of the DNR & Natural
Resource Conservation
Service's (SCS) 1980
Soil Survey for Kitsap
County and the soil
STABILITY classification
from the 1979
"Quaternary Geology
and Stratigraphy of
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Minimu
Buffer m
Width Building

Setback

%
Reductio Comment
n

Type Description

Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard: 50% lselp Gy e
work by Jerald

a) Areas designated U, UOS, or URS Deeter.
in the Coastal Zone Atlas or
Quaternary Geology and
Stratigraphy of Kitsap County, with
slopes less than thirty percent; or
areas found by a qualified
geologist to meet the criteria for U,
URS, and UOS with slopes less than
thirty percent; or

b) Slopes identified as "Intermediate”
(1) in the Coastal Zone Atlas or
Quaternary Geology and
Stratigraphy of Kitsap County, or
areas found by a qualified
geologist to meet the criteria of |;
or

c) Slopes fifteen percent or greater,
not classified as I, U, UOS, or URS,
with soils classified by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service as
"highly erodible" or "potentially
highly erodible;" or

d) Slopes of fifteen percent or greater
with springs or groundwater
seepage not identified in ltems 1
and 2, above; or

e} Seismic areas subject to liquefaction
from earthquakes (seismic hazard
areas) such as hydric soils as
identified by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service, and areas
that have been filled to make a site
more suitable. Seismic areas may
include former wetlands which have
been covered with fill.

Source: Kitsap County, 201 4.
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Step 4: Identify Future Roads/Right of Way Needs

Roads, right of way, and traffic mitigation are necessary for new
development, particularly undeveloped properties. The LCA
applies a deduction for future road needs after accounting for
environmentally critical areas in Step 3. Road and right of way
deductions necessary for a given development project can depend
on a variety of factors, including level of serve for roadway
segments and intersections, site characteristics, environmental
features, and permitting requirements. The standard deduction
used here is based on review of permit trends and code
requirements in unincorporated Kitsap County. The following
applies to the “LCA_Standard_Parcels” and
“LCA_InfraGap_Parcels” land supply datasets. The
“LCA_Platted_Lots” dataset does not complete Steps 3-6.

For each record in the Buildable Lands table, calculate

deductions for future roads and right-of-way as follows:

=  Add column “ROW Deduction.”
®=  Calculate deduction according to the following formula:

o “ROW Deduction” = 20% of “Developable Acres”

Step 5: Identify Future Public Facility Needs

After accounting for new roads, right of way, and traffic
mitigation in Step 4, the LCA further deducts land necessary
for construction of public facilities and other on-site
improvements needed to serve new development, such as
utility easements, on-site stormwater detention facilities, tree
retention, trails, common open space and other on-site
facilities required by development regulations. The deduction
for these facilities should be taken based on the remaining
buildable area after the road/right of way deduction is
applied. The standard deduction used here is based on
review of permit trends and code requirements in
unincorporated Kitsap County. The following applies to the
“LCA_Standard_Parcels” and “LCA_InfraGap_Parcels” land
supply datasets. The “LCA_Platted_Lots” dataset does not
complete Steps 3-6.

For each record in the Buildable Lands table, calculate
deductions for future public facilities as follows:

= Add column “PubFac Deduction.”
=  Calculate deduction according to the following formula::

o “PubFac Deduction” = 20% of (“Developable
Acres” — “ROW Deduction”)

Step 6: Account for Unavailable Lands (Market Factor)

Customizing Road, Infrastructure, and
Market Factor Deductions

The deductions described in Steps 4-7 are
intended to address future infrastructure
needs by new development and market
conditions in unincorporated Kitsap County.
Modifications to these assumptions may be
necessary in more urban areas, and cities
are encouraged to develop custom
deductions that best fit their circumstances.

Road/Right of Way Deduction

Right of way and private circulation needs
may vary between unincorporated areas
and cities. Developable lands in urban areas
may already be served by established road
networks, thereby reducing the need for new
roads or off-site improvements compared to
other jurisdictions. The County guidance
establishes a single deduction factor for all
unincorporated areas, but cities may
consider modifying roads/right of way
deductions based on local conditions. For
example, cities whose redevelopable land
supply is concentrated in areas already
served by roads and appropriate levels of
service may establish a lower deduction
factor for Under-Utilized properties
compared to Vacant lands.

Public Facility Deduction

Public facilities and other on-site
improvements needed to serve new
development may vary across jurisdictions.
Consider public facility needs such as, utility
easements, on-site stormwater detention
facilities, tree retention, trails, common open
space and other on-site facilities required by
local development regulations. These
facilities may already exist in urban areas,
requiring relatively little additional land
associated with new development. If so,
Cities may consider reducing deductions for
public facilities accordingly.

Unavailable Land (Market Factor)

High demand for urban real estate may
reduce the amount of land that stays
unavailable for development, and market
factors may also vary across a city,
depending on planning /zoning frameworks
in place.
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In addition to land needed for public infrastructure, some percentage of otherwise developable land is
likely to remain unavailable due to market conditions and landowner intent. In general, Commerce
Guidance indicates larger urban jurisdictions with significant development and redevelopment activity
observed or expected will likely find and assume lower market supply factors. Other jurisdictions not
anticipating substantial redevelopment and/or still experiencing urbanization of unimproved areas will
likely assume higher market supply factors (page 41).

The following sub-steps apply to the “LCA_Standard_Parcels” and “LCA_InfraGap_Parcels” land supply
datasets. The “LCA_Platted_Lots” dataset does not complete Steps 3-6.

Step 6.1. Identify Residential Product Type for Each Zone

Assign a housing product type (Single Family or Multifamily /Mixed Residential) to each zone based on

anticipated predominant uses. The product type assigned should represent the predominant residential

building typology and use that is likely to be developed for that zone, based either on past buildout or
what is envisioned and supported by development regulations and requirements.

Note, that the alternative assumed densities selected in Step 8 should be consistent with the product type
selected in Step 6.1 to ensure the appropriate market factor range is applied to determine buildable
land capacity.

Exhibit 12. Residential Product Type Examples

Product Type Description/Application lllustrative Examples

Single Family All areas where single family residential Detached single family homes and
product inclusive of any of the following subdivisions, attached townhomes and
listed as the predominant use: detached, duplexes
duplex, tri-plex four plex or townhouse

plat.
Multifamily /Mixed All areas where multilevel stacked Stacked flat apartment buildings, garden
Residential residential product in the form of rental style apartment complexes, mid rise

housing or condominium ownership is the multifamily podium projects, mid rise
predominant permitted use. Inclusive of  multifamily podium projects with ground
high density multifamily and mixed use  floor commercial uses, residential high rise,
developments residential condominium projects.

Source: Heartland, 2021.
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Step 6.2. Identify Market Factor Range by Geography

Market Factor Ranges

For each record in the Buildable Lands table: The market factor ranges in Appendix B
account for the expected rate of
absorption of land supply development
over the next 20 years. In other words, it
accounts for the percentage of land that
is unlikely to develop due to market
Type, according to the market factor matrix contained in conditions and demand. Therefore, a
high assumed market factor means
barriers to development may exist that
o Low (5-20%); could impact additional growth in that

. jurisdiction within the 20-year planning
o Medium (20-35%); or period.

= Add column “Market Factor Range.”

= Assign the applicable market factor range for each zone
based on its geographic location and assigned Product

Appendix B: Market Factor Guidance:

°  High (35-50%).

Step 6.3. Establish Specific Market Factor Based on Local Conditions.

Step 6.3 provides a framework for selecting a final market factor from within the range assigned in
Step 6.2, based on specific local conditions. A detailed discussion of conditions that warrant adjustments
to market factors is contained in Appendix B: Market Factor Guidance; the conditions include the
following:

®  Vacant vs. Partially Utilized or Under-Utilized lands;
"  Local market conditions;

= Single-family uses in recently up-zoned areas;

= Restrictive covenants in planned communities;

= Known parcel size and assemblage challenges;

= Transit accessibility;

®  |Infrastructure limitations; and

= Areas designated as Growth Centers.

Local jurisdictions should review and incorporate these criteria when setting their local market factors and
document their assumptions for each zone and geographic area.

For each record in the Buildable Lands table:

= Add 2 columns: “Market Factor Final” and “Market Deduction.”
=  For the “LCA_Standard_Parcels” dataset:

o Apply the criteria in Appendix B: Market Factor Guidance Framework and set “Market Factor
Final” equal to the finalized market factor.

o Calculate “Market Deduction” as:
(“Developable Acres” — (“ROW Deduction” + “PubFac Deduction”))

= For the “LCA_InfraGap_Parcels” dataset:
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If an alternate market factor was established in Step 0, set “Market Factor Final” equal to this
value.

If no alternate market factor was established in Step O, apply the criteria in Appendix B: Market
Factor Guidance and set “Market Factor Final” equal to the finalized market factor.

Calculate “Market Deduction” as:
(“Developable Acres” — (“ROW Deduction” + “PubFac Deduction”)) x “Market Factor Final”

For the “LCA_Platted_Lots” dataset, skip this step and proceed to Step 7.

Step 7: Determine Available Net Acres

This step calculates Net Available Acres by applying the deductions from Steps 4-6 to the Developable

Acres calculated in Step 3. Assumptions for under-utilized and partially utilized platted lots are different
because redevelopment (typically on older plats from the 1960s-1970s) is often substantially impeded if
not functionally prohibited, by plat requirements or covenants. An example of these impediments includes

strict plat covenants and requirements for majority approval of affected landowners within a plat if
additional lots are to be created. The 25% of under-utilized and partially utilized platted lots that
remain in the land supply are intended to account for some additional development capacity, including
capacity for accessory dwelling units (ADUs). Add a new column to the Buildable Lands table, “Net
Acres,” and calculate for each record as follows:

“LCA_Standard_Parcels” and “LCA_InfraGap_Parcels” land supply datasets:

o

“Net Acres” = “Developable Acres” — (“ROW Deduction” + “PubFac Deduction” + “Market
Deduction”)

“LCA_Platted_Lots” dataset:

o

If “Infrastructure Gap” is NULL, calculate net acreage by development classification:
®*  Vacant: “Net Acres” = 100% of platted parcel area.
= Under-Utilized and Partially Utilized: “Net Acres” = 25% of platted parcel area.

If “Infrastructure Gap” is not NULL, do not calculate net acreage. Capacity will be assigned to
these records in Step 8.
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Step 8: Apply Density in Each Zone to Calculate Housing Unit Capacity

Step 8.1. Calculate Gross Housing Unit Capacity

Gross housing unit capacity is calculated by applying density
assumptions for each zone to net available acres. Density
assumptions should consider factors such as historical achieved
density in the zone, whether zoning or development
regulations have recently changed, infrastructure investments
or other amenities that change market conditions, market
trends, and the impact of development regulations such as
setbacks, height limits, and parking requirements on
development feasibility. Local jurisdictions should set their own
density assumptions based on each community’s zoning
scheme, historical achieved residential densities, market trends
and other local circumstances. Jurisdictions should provide a
description/rationale for density assumptions (see text box on
Page 4 for guidance).

Calculate Gross Housing Unit Capacity for each record in the
three land supply datasets as follows:

= “LCA_Standard_Parcels”:

o Use standard assumed densities by zone.

Comparing Achieved and Assumed
Densities

RCW 36.70A.215(3)(d): Determine the
actual density of housing that has been
constructed and the actual amount of land
developed for commercial and industrial
uses within the urban growth area since the
adoption of a comprehensive plan under
this chapter or since the last periodic
evaluation...

WAC 365-196-315(5)(a)(ii): Evaluation
under RCW 36.70A.215 (3)(b) should
compare the achieved densities, type and
density range for commercial, industrial
and residential land uses with the assumed
densities that were envisioned in the
applicable county-wide planning policies,
and the comprehensive plan.

Commerce Guidance on Lack of
Information: When there are insufficient
data to use in projecting future urban
capacity for redevelopment areas,
comparable sites, even if outside of the
jurisdiction or assessment area, can provide
useful data... (Page 35)

o Gross Housing Unit Capacity = Net Acres x Standard Assumed Density

= “LCA_InfraGap_Parcels”:

o If alternative assumed densities were established in Step O:

= Gross Housing Unit Capacity = Net Acres x Alternative Assumed Density

o If alternative assumed densities were not established in Step O:

" Gross Housing Unit Capacity = Net Acres x Standard Assumed Density

= “LCA_Platted_Lots™:

o If “Infrastructure Gap” is NULL, calculate gross capacity using standard assumed densities by

zZone.

"  Gross Housing Unit Capacity = Net Acres x Standard Assumed Density

o If “Infrastructure Gap” is not NULL, calculate gross housing capacity by development

classification:

®  Vacant: Assume 1 unit of capacity per vacant platted lot.

= Under-Utilized and Partially Utilized: Assume zero housing capacity due to lack of

infrastructure.
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Step 8.2. Calculate Net Housing Unit Capacity

After applying density assumptions, aggregate gross housing capacity by zone. Net housing capacity by
zone is calculated by subtracting existing housing units on Partially Utilized and Under-Utilized properties
in each zone:

®=  Net Housing Unit Capacity = Gross Housing Unit Capacity — Existing Housing Units

Step 8.3. Address Pipeline Development

After Net Housing Unit Capacity is calculated for each zone, adjust for pipeline development that was set
aside in Step 1. Development projects approved after the January 1, 2020 cutoff date, final platted lots
without building permits, and approved master planned or phased development should be included.
Calculate pipeline housing units for each zone as follows:

®  Final platted lots: 1 single-family unit per lot;

®*  Finalized land use permits or development proposals: Total proposed housing unit count as
approved by permit; and

= Approved master planned or phased development: If the property was set aside as “Pipeline” in
Step 1 and assigned an approved density level, calculate unit yield based on property acreage and
approved density.

After calculating Pipeline units by zone, add them back into Net Housing Unit Capacity by zone.

Step 8.4. Address Capacity for Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) for Additional Urban Housing
Capacity (Optional)

Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU’s) offer the potential for additional housing capacity on developed single-
family lots. Each jurisdiction may develop assumptions or analysis to determine the capacity for new ADUs
that could reasonably be expected based on development regulations, permitting trends, and local
market conditions. These assumptions should include a relatively high market factor to account for
homeowners that would not choose to add an ADU. Any additional capacity factors for ADU’s should not
be applied to the “LCA_Platted_Lots” dataset. The potential for additional ADU development on
Partially Utilized and Under-Utilized properties is already considered as part of the net acreage
calculations in Step 7.

Maintain ADU capacity as a separate line-item from Net Housing Unit Capacity for each zone.

Step 9: Apply Average Household Size to Calculate Population Capacity

The final step of the Residential LCA is the calculation of population capacity based on Net Housing Unit
Capacity by zone calculated in Step 8.

=1
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Step 9.1. Consolidate Land Supply Datasets

Consolidate the Net Housing Capacity tables for the three separate land supply datasets
(“LCA_Platted_Lots,” “LCA_InfraGap_Parcels,” and “LCA_Standard_Parcels”) into a single table and
calculate total net housing capacity by zone.

Step 9.2. Calculate Population Capacity by Zone

For each zone in the consolidated table, calculate population capacity as follows:

= Apply a 5% discount to Net Housing Unit Capacity to reflect estimated vacancy rate.

= After applying vacancy discount, multiply the housing unit capacity by the assumed household size.
Exhibit 13. Average Household Assumptions by Jurisdiction and UGA provides average household
size assumptions to use in each city and unincorporated UGA. Apply the single-family household size
to capacity in zones assumed to be predominantly single-family homes. Apply the multifamily
household size assumption to capacity in zones assumed to be predominantly multifamily homes.3

3 Average household size varies across Kitsap County. And it also varies between single family and multifamily housing. Exhibit
13. Average Household Assumptions by Jurisdiction and UGA uses the best available data from the Census to provide
reasonable assumptions by jurisdiction and unincorporated UGA.
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Exhibit 13. Average Household Assumptions by Jurisdiction and UGA

Jurisdiction/UGA Single Family Household Size Multifamily Household Size
City of Bainbridge Island 2.45 2.22
City of Bremerton 2.33 2.13
City of Port Orchard 2.64 2.42
City of Poulsbo 2.51 2.07
Bremerton - Unincorporated UGA 2.33 2.13
Central Kitsap - Unincorporated UGA 2.56 2.31
Kingston - Unincorporated UGA 2.36 1.8
Port Orchard - Unincorporated UGA 2.76 2.11
Poulsbo - Unincorporated UGA 2.51 2.07
Silverdale - Unincorporated UGA 277 2.12

Note: The Census does not publish average household size by housing type. Therefore, average ownership household size is used as
a proxy for single family and average renter household size is used as a proxy for multifamily. For unincorporated UGAs,
household sizes are based on the best matching Census Defined Place, which may be the neighboring city. For Central
Kitsap the county averages are used.

Source: U.S. Census American Community Survey 5-Yr Estimates, 2015-2019; BERK, 2021.

®  Calculate population capacity for ADU’s. For each zone, apply a 5% vacancy discount to ADU
capacity, and then multiply by the latest renter household size reported by the ACS.

=  Summarize total population capacity by zone.
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COMMERCIAL/INDUSTRIAL LCA

Step 1. Define Development Status and Classify Parcels

The Commercial/Industrial LCA identifies vacant, partially underutilized and underutilized parcels in non-
residential and mixed-use zones to calculate available capacity for development of commercial and
industrial space and associated employment. The first step in this process is to categorize properties
according to their development potential. The following steps apply only to properties located in non-
residential and mixed-use zoning districts.

Exhibit 14. GIS Database Fields to be Added — Commercial/Industrial LCA Step 1

Field Name Field Type Comments
Zone Text Zoning district
LCA Class Text Land Capacity Analysis Classification, as determined in Step 1 (Excluded,

Pipeline, Vacant, or Under-Utilized).

Pipeline FAR Numeric Approved/proposed floor area ratio (total building square footage /total
lot square footage) for Pipeline properties, as determined in Step 1.1. For
non-Pipeline properties, set value to Null.

Platted Lot Text If the parcel is a platted lot, set to TRUE. Otherwise, set to FALSE.

Source: BERK, 2020.

=  Step 1.1: Identify Pipeline Properties (OPTIONAL). Pipeline development refers to growth that has

been permitted or approved between January 1, 2020 and December 31, 2020 and not captured
during the 2013-2019 evaluation period. but was not built. Unless there is a reason to believe the
growth will not actually be completed, this growth can be accounted for in the capacity calculations.
Jurisdictions that wish to account for pipeline development separately in their LCA can remove the
parcels from the land supply at the outset of the process and add them back in later based on
approved final permits or development agreements. This can result in a more accurate accounting of
capacity for growth. In addition, the process for approving plats, master plans, and building permits
can provide a more accurate, site-level review of critical areas than the regional approach used in
this LCA. Properties can be classified as “Pipeline” if they meet any of the following criteria.
Jurisdictions that complete this optional step can select to use any or all of these criteria and can
refine these criteria to best reflect local circumstances.

o A final land use permit has been approved for the property (e.g., mixed-use, commercial, or
industrial site plan) but no construction occurred between January 1, 2020 and December 31,
2020. Assign future growth for these parcels consistent with type and square footage described
in the approved land use permits.

o The property is part of a master plan or a phased development under a development agreement.
For final master plans or development agreements, assign approved FAR and classify the
properties as “Pipeline.” If the master plan or development agreement is preliminary or still
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pending, assign an FAR based on building and site square footages in the proposal, but do not
classify the land as “Pipeline.”

= Step 1.2: Identify Excluded Properties. Parcels with the following use classifications are not likely to

redevelop and should be classified as “Excluded”:
o Utility parcels;

o Transportation parcels or right-of-way;

o Marinas;

o Cemeteries;

o Hospitals;

o Governmental services;

o Schools (including higher education);

o Churches and other places of worship;

o Cultural, entertainment, and parks/recreation properties;
o Tidelands and water areas; and

o Current Use Exempt parcels (RCW 84.34); note if there is a clear intent to develop in the

planning period, treat as pipeline, vacant, or partially utilized as appropriate.
= Open space
o Shoreline parcels less than 1 acre

In addition, any properties identified as “Constant” in the Infrastructure Gap Review (Step 0) should
be classified as “Excluded.”

=  Step 1.3: Identify Vacant Properties. Vacant parcels are properties with no development or very

minimal improvements, regardless of size. These are identified in County Assessor parcel data as
having a property class code associated with vacant/undeveloped land (“910 — Undeveloped
Land,” or “990 — Other Undeveloped Land”). For these parcels, set LCA_Class to “Vacant”.

Step 1.4: Identify Under-Utilized Properties. Under-utilized properties contain some amount of existing

development, but there is a strong possibility that the existing use will be converted to a more intensive
use during the planning period. For example, a single-family home on a property with commercial
zoning could be considered under-utilized, as could a small commercial building on a property zoned

for greater height or lot coverage than currently exists. (see Exhibit 15).

For parcels not classified as Vacant or Pipeline, assign the “Under-Utilized” classification if the property meets

any of the following criteria:

o The property is located in a mixed-use, commercial, or industrial zone and is occupied by a

detached single-family home, cottage, mobile /manufactured home, or garage/shed; or

o The property’s improvement to land value ratio is < 0.5 (i.e., assessed improvements value
divided by assessed land value <0.5).
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Exhibit 15. Examples of Under-Utilized Parcels

Parking

Sk

ZONING DESIGMNATION

SINGLE FAMILY
RESIDEMTIAL
|
MULTIFAMILY
| RESIDENTIAL

- COMMERCIAL

Source: BERK, 2020.

=  Step 1.5: Identify Platted Lots. Parcels that are platted lots recorded prior to the January 1, 2020
“look back” date should be identified and removed from the land supply prior to application of
critical areas deductions (Step 3) if they are classified as Vacant or Under-Utilized. As part of
approved plats, these properties have already undergone critical areas review and should not have
deductions applied again. As part of this process, any parcel-level attribute information added as
part of the Infrastructure Gap Review (Step 0) should be maintained to ensure that any density limits
or modifications to market factor resulting from infrastructure gaps can be properly considered when
calculating development potential in Step 8.

Where platted lots are identified, set the “Platted Lot” field to TRUE. Platted lots are identified by
Assessor tax account number with the following query:

SELECT FROM GIS.PARCEL_POLY WHERE [ACCT_NO] >= '37%* %% ko sk nox:

4Bl FINAL November 2021 Kitsap County | Land Capacity Analysis “ 37



Step 2. Segment Land Base for Processing

While the LCA provides a standard methodology for analyzing land capacity, deviations are necessary
to account for unique circumstances, such as infrastructure gap areas as identified in Step 0. In this Step 2,
the land base should be segmented into two groups, and each group will proceed through Steps 3-8
separately. The net development capacity by zone for each group will be recombined in Step 9 to
determine total building square footage and employment capacity. Using GIS, segment the land base
into two feature classes based on the criteria below:

= Previously Platted Lots: Previously platted lots have already undergone review and deductions for
critical areas, roads, and public facilities. As such, these properties should not repeat those steps in
this LCA process. Previously Platted Lots will complete Step 2, then proceed to Step 7.

o Using GIS, select all properties where “Platted Lot” equals TRUE. Export these properties to a
new GIS feature class, “LCA_Comm_Platted_Lots.”

® Infrastructure Gap Parcels: Properties located within identified infrastructure gaps in Step O are not
anticipated to achieve the same level or development as properties without infrastructure gaps.
These properties will complete Steps 3-8, but they will use alternative growth assumptions (either an
alternative FAR or alternative market factor).

o Using GIS, select all properties where “Infrastructure Gap” is not NULL and “Platted Lot” equals
FALSE. Export these properties to a new GIS feature class, “LCA_Comm_InfraGap_Parcels.”

=  Standard Parcels: Properties not located in an infrastructure gap area are not subject to special
considerations and can complete Steps 3-8 without using alternate assumptions.

o Using GIS, select all properties where “Infrastructure Gap” is NULL. Export these properties to a

new GIS feature class, “LCA_Comm_Standard_Parcels.”
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Exhibit 16. Commercial/Industrial Land Supply Data Processing Diagram

Step 3: Identify
Critical Areas

Step 4: |dentify
Future Roads/Right
of Way Needs

Step 5: Identity
Future Public
Facllity Needs

Step 6: Account for
Unavailable Land
(Market Factor)

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone

Step 8: Apply FAR
in Each Zone to
Calculate Building
Square Footage
Capacity

Step 3: identify
Critical Areas

Step 4: identify
Future Roads/Right
of Way Needs

Step 5: Identity
Future Public
Facility Needs

Step §; Account for
Unavallable Land
(Market Factor)
“ALTERNATE
ASSUMPTIONS*™

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone

Step 8: Apply FAR
in Each Zone to
Calculate Building
Square Foolage

Capacity
“ALTERNATE
ASSUMPTIONS*

Step 7: Determine
Net Available Acres
by Zone

Step 8: Apply FAR
in Each Zone to
Calculate Building
Square Foatage
Capagcity
(Alernate FAR's for
lots located in
Infrastructure gap
areas, Standard
FARs for all other
lots.)

Step 9: Apply Employment

Density by Zone to

Calculate Employment
Capacity

the follovang categories for

} Segment the land base into
processing.

Previously platted lots have
already undergone CAO
review and taken
ROWIlacility deductions as
part of the plat process.
Skip Steps 3-6,

Combine total building
square footage capacity by
zone for each category.
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Step 3. Identify Critical Areas

Critical areas are defined by the GMA generally as
wetlands, frequently flooded areas, geologically CRITICAL AREAS

hazardous areas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation

areas, and critical aquifer recharge areas. These are all The methodology for Step 3 is

environmentally sensitive areas that must be protected based on Kitsap County’s adopted

under GMA and are generally not available for framework for regulating critical
. . . -, areas. Local jurisdictions may
development. This step determines the location of critical ) - .
. . . include additional environmental
areas and applies a mosaic feature that generalizes raint v different
constraints or a ifferen

buffers and required setbacks. Once identified, these areas . PP .
. . . reduction factors, depending on

are deducted from the remaining vacant, partially utilized, .
local regulations.

and underutilized land supply.

This analysis assumes a percentage of critical areas can be

legally developed under the current Critical Areas Ordinance. The likelihood that an area can be
developed depends upon the type of environmental sensitivity. This method differentiates “Areas of
Moderate Geologic Hazard” and “Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas” from other “Critical Areas” and
applies a different partial reduction of acreage for each category when calculating developable land
supply. This is because Kitsap County Code (in chapters 19.400 and 19.600 KCC) generally allows
development with the submittal of adequate geological or hydrogeological reports; therefore, this
analysis includes different reductions for those areas. Additionally, Kitsap County Code (chapter 15.12
KCC) does not generally prohibit development in frequently flooded areas, except in designated
floodways, but rather imposes structural building standards. After review of designated floodways in
Flood Insurance Rate Maps, most of these areas are located outside of UGAs, are located on public
lands, or are notated along DNR typed water courses. The DNR typed watercourses are already
included in this reduction factor and so no additional reduction for FEMA flood hazard along streams
corridors is included. Should city regulations prohibit or limit development in critical aquifer recharge
areas or frequently flooded areas, those jurisdictions should account for and include these areas in the
critical area mosaic.

The Critical Areas mosaic represents the areas most highly encumbered by the presence of environmental
features. Components of the mosaic include the following critical areas categories:

=  Streams: Both perennial and seasonal streams, as well as their associated buffer areas.

= Wetlands: Delineated wetland areas and their associated buffers, as regulated by the Critical

Areas Ordinance.

=  Water Bodies: Areas of standing water that cover a portion of a parcel, including lakes, ponds,

bogs, or saltwater.

®  Hydric Soils: Inclusion of hydric soils in the critical areas mosaic captures areas that have the
potential to be classified as wetlands, even if no formal wetland delineation has been performed.

= Areas of High Geologic Hazard: Unstable areas with steep slopes or other geologic characteristics
that make them highly unsuitable for development.

Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard include lands with moderate slopes, seismic concerns, or erosion
risks, but they are not as sensitive as the high geologic hazard areas included in the Critical Areas mosaic
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and are therefore assigned a lower reduction factor.

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARAs) include areas that contain hydrogeologic conditions that
facilitate aquifer recharge and/or transmit contaminants to an underlying aquifer. Development activities
in these areas are regulated by Kitsap County Code (KCC 19.600), with development standards applied
based on the sensitivity of the individual CARA.

Exhibit 11 provides a detailed description of each critical areas mosaic component, data sources,
associated buffer widths, and land supply reduction factors.

The following sub-steps are applied to the “LCA_Comm_Standard_Parcels” and
“LCA_Comm_InfraGap_Parcels” land supply datasets. The “LCA_Comm_Platted_Lots” dataset does not
complete Steps 3-6.

Step 3.1: Construct Critical Areas Mosaic

For each class of critical area (streams, water bodies, wetlands, hydric soils, and geologic hazards),
apply the following GIS operations:

= Buffer features according to adopted buffers and setbacks, as established in the latest Critical Areas

Ordinance.

=  With the exception of Moderate Geologic Hazard area and Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas,
dissolve all critical area and buffer/setback areas to create a single Critical Areas polygon.

= Dissolve all Moderate Geologic Hazard features and associated buffer/setback areas to create a

single polygon.

= Dissolve all Critical Aquifer Recharge Area features to create a single polygon.

Step 3.2: Overlay Critical Areas Mosaic on Parcel Base

= Select Vacant and Under-Utilized parcels and dissolve to create an aggregated Developable Lands
GIS feature class. The dissolve operation should respect LCA classification, zoning, and any
infrastructure gaps identified in Step O. Ensure that the resulting feature class maintains the following

attributes:

o LCA Classification;

@ Zoning;

©  Infrastructure gap type; and

o Infrastructure FAR limit or alternate market factor (identified as part of Step 0.2).

= OQOverlay the Critical Areas polygon, the Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard polygon, and the
Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas polygon with the aggregated Developable Lands feature class.
Perform a union of these four datasets to generate an updated Developable Lands feature class
consisting of the following:

o Areas with no environmental constraints;

o Critical Areas;
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o Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard; and
o Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas.

=  Areas of environmental constraint that do not intersect Vacant or Under-Utilized parcels should be

excluded from the updated Developable Lands feature class.

= At this point, the GIS feature class can be exported into a tabular format for additional
spreadsheet-based operations in Microsoft Excel or a similar program. Subsequent steps will refer to
this as the “Buildable Lands table.”

Step 3.3: Apply Critical Area Reductions

= Add a “Developable Acres” column to the Buildable Lands table. This column represents the baseline
aggregate acreage available for development after consideration of critical areas and is
calculated in the following steps. Further deductions for roads, infrastructure, and public uses will be
applied in Steps 4-7.

®  For each record in the Buildable Lands table, calculate developable acres as follows:
o For areas without environmental constraints, set equal to total acreage of the polygon.

o For areas impacted by Critical Areas, set Developable Acres to 25% of overall polygon

acreage (75% reduction).

o For areas impacted by Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard, set Developable acres to 50% of
overall polygon acreage (50% reduction).

o For areas impacted by Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas, set Developable acres to 75% of
overall polygon acreage (25% reduction).
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Assumptions for Mixed-Use Zones

Commerce Guidelines emphasize the
importance of not duplicating residential
and employment capacity in mixed use
zones. Local jurisdictions may estimate
future residential capacity in mixed use
zone based on achieved residential
densities (counting total residential units
built per acre after deducting critical
areas) or by dividing the land base
proportionally between residential and
commercial uses based on floor area ratios
(page 25-27, including figure 8).

Local jurisdictions are encouraged to
develop their own assumptions based on
local conditions, observed trends, example
developments where there is no recent
history, and /or mixed-use development
regulations. To ensure that development
capacity is not over- or under-counted, the
residential and non-residential percentage
assumptions for each zone (see County
examples in Exhibit 17) must sum to 100%.

Considerations for Vertical Mixed-
Use Development

In the example of vertical mixed-use areas,
both residential and commercial densities
should be calculated using total acreage.

For example, residential density would be
calculated as total housing units divided by
total acreage. Commercial FAR would be
calculated as total developed commercial
square footage divided by total acreage.
These calculated densities can then each be
applied to total developable acreage in
the mixed-use zone to estimate residential
and commercial capacity, without using an
acreage split. If local jurisdictions choose to
address mixed use in this way, the
adjustment to developable acreage
described in Step 3.4 should not be
implemented.

Step 3.4: Adjust Developable Acres for Mixed-Use Zones

In mixed-use zones where new development is assumed to be single use (residential or commercial, not
vertical mixed-use), jurisdictions should consider the proportion of developable land that is anticipated to
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be developed for residential versus commercial uses, based on densities allowed, achieved, and
assumed. Special considerations for calculating capacity for vertical mixed-use development are
described in the sidebar.

For areas with mixed-use zoning, developable acreage (as calculated in Step 3.3) should be adjusted to
account for areas assumed not to develop for commercial or industrial use. Exhibit 17 shows example
assumptions for mixed-use zoning in unincorporated Kitsap County.

Exhibit 17. Mixed-Use Zoning Residential-Commercial Proportion Assumptions

Percent Residential Percent Non-
Residential
FRng)ionql Center 50% 50%
Eiﬁ::i?’if!ff (LIC) =07 el

For mixed-use zones only, re-calculate Developable Acres as follows:

®=  Developable Acres = Developable Acres (Step 3.3) x Percent Non-Residential Assumption

Exhibit 18. Parameters for Identifying Critical Area Reductions

Minimu
Type Description m % Comment
Building | Reduction
Setback
Streams
DNR Water- S: All waters, within their bankfull 200 feet 15 feet 75% WCHYDRO contains
courses width, as inventoried as “shoreline of beyond watercourses
the state” under chapter 90.58 RCW buffer represented as arcs or
(Segments of Big Beef Creek, Curley lines created by the
Creek, Chico Creek, Burley Creek, W ashington State
Union River, Blackjack Creek and Department of Natural
Tahuya River) Resources. These occur
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Type Description

Buffer
Width

Minimu
m
Building
Setback

%

Reduction

Comment

alone as single arc

F: Segments of natural waters other 150 feet 15 feet 75%

than Type S Waters, which are within beyond wa'rercoufl:ses +

the bankfull widths of defined channels buffer e g e

and periodically inundated areas of ftches, or PIpeines, or

their associated wetlands or within &6 @iz el

lakes, ponds or impoundments having a water body polygons

surface area of 0.5 acre or greater at such as double-banked

seasonal low water and which in any streams, lakes,

case contain fish habitat. |mpoun<.:lmen'rs,
reservoirs, wet areas,
or glaciers. Also

NP: Segments of natural waters within 50 feet 15 feet 75% included are areas

the bankfull width of defined channels beyond where the Wild Fish

that are perennial nonfish habitat buffer Conservancy has field-

streams. Perennial streams are flowing surveyed streams,

waters that do not go dry any time of where accessible, for

the year of normal rainfall. fish presence and
overall condition.

NS: Segments of natural waters within 50 feet 15 feet 75%

the bankfull width of defined channels beyond

that are not Type S, F or Np Waters. buffer

These are seasonal, nonfish habitat

streams in which surface flow is not

present for at least some portion of the

year of normal rainfall.

Wetlands
Wetlands Category I: Category | wetlands 92.5 feet 75% All wetland

include, but are not limited to, wetlands
that represent rare or unique wetland
types, those that are more sensitive to
disturbance than most wetlands, those
that are relatively undisturbed and
contain ecological attributes that are
impossible to replace within a human
lifetime, or those that provide a high
level of function. Category | wetlands
score twenty-three points or more out
of twenty-seven on the wetlands
ratings system.

(Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington,
revised 2014, or as hereafter amended)

delineations are done
in accordance with the
approved federal
wetland delineation
manual and
applicable regional
supplement. All areas
within the county that
meet the wetland
designation criteria
are designated critical
areas and are subject
to the provisions of
Kitsap County Code
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Type Description

Category ll: Category Il wetlands are
those wetlands that are more difficult
to replace and provide high levels of
some functions. Category Il wetlands
score between twenty and twenty-two
points out of twenty-seven on the
wetlands ratings system.

(Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington,
revised 2014, or as hereafter amended)

Category lll: Category Ill wetlands are
those wetlands with a moderate level
of function and can often be
adequately replaced with mitigation.
Category lll wetlands score between
sixteen and nineteen points on the
wetlands ratings system.

(Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington,
revised 2014, or as hereafter amended)

Category IV: Category IV wetlands
have the lowest level of function and
are often heavily disturbed. Category
IV wetlands score less than sixteen
points out of twenty-seven on the
wetlands ratings system.

(Washington State Wetland Rating
System for Western Washington,
revised 2014, or as hereafter amended)

Buffer
Width

Minimu
m
Building
Setback

%

Reduction

Comment

Title 19 — Critical
Areas Ordinance.

Through personal
communication with
environmental review
staff, the most common
wetland categories
found in urban areas
are Category lll and
IV wetlands. The
characteristics of these
common wetland types
were moderate level
of function. In very
rare circumstances
since the adoption of
the 2017 CAOQ, low
functioning /value
Category Il were
delineated. Discussion
was also held on
common modifications
of buffer standards
allowed in code. This
includes buffer
averaging,
administrative buffer
reductions of 25% or
less (Type Il decision)
of if greater than a
25% buffer reduction,
buffer variance
approved by the
Hearings Examiner
(Type lll decision).

To calculate average
buffer widths, the most
common wetland
category found in
urban areas was used
(Category lll to 1V).
The range of buffer
widths from moderate
functioning wetlands
are 75ft to 110ft, with
average at 92.5 feet.
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Minimu
Buffer m %
Width Building | Reduction
Setback

Comment

Type Description

Water Bodies

Water = Bay, Estuary, Ocean or Sea 75% WBHYDRO contains
Bodies (Water Body cartographic feature water body polygons,
code: 116) such as double-banked
streams, lakes,

= Lake, Pond, Reservoir, Gravel pit
or quarry filled with water (Water
Body cartographic feature code:
421,101, 402)

impoundments,
reservoirs, wet areas,
or glaciers. The
purpose of including

= Marsh, wet area, swamp or bog these features in the
(Water Body cartographic feature mosdic is fo ensure that
code: 111) isolated water areas

(such as lakes, ponds,
or bogs) not covered
by other categories
are properly
accounted for and
removed from the land

supply.
Hydric Soils
Department  Soil Description: 75% Potential wetlands
of Natural = Bellinah ity clay |
Resources ellingham silty clay loam
Soil Survey = McKenna gravelly loam

= Mukilteo peat

= Norma fine sandy loam

= Semiahmoo muck

= Shalcar muck

= Shelton-McKenna complex
= 0-10 percent slope

= Tacoma silt loam
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Minimvu

Type Description Bty m % Comment
Width Building | Reduction
Setback
Geohazards
Geohazard Areas of High Geologic Hazard: 75% The GEOHAZARDS

feature class is a union
of the DNR & Natural
Resource Conservation
Service's (SCS) 1980
Soil Survey for Kitsap

a) Areas with slopes greater than
thirty percent and mapped by the
Coastal Zone Atlas or Quaternary
Geology and Stratigraphy of
Kitsap County as "Unstable" (U), .
"Unstable Old Land Slides" (UOS) County and the soil

or "Unstable Recent Slides" (URS). f;'?nBLIﬂ:Y] g;;sﬁlcqhon

b) Areas deemed by a Geologist to "Quaternary Geology
meet the criteria. and Stratigraphy of
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Minimu
Buffer m %
Width Building Reduction
Setback

Comment

Type Description

Kitsap County" thesis
work by Jerald
Areas designated U, UOS, or URS Deeter.

in the Coastal Zone Atlas or
Quaternary Geology and
Stratigraphy of Kitsap County, with
slopes less than thirty percent; or
areas found by a qualified
geologist to meet the criteria for U,
URS, and UOS with slopes less than
thirty percent; or

Areas of Moderate Geologic Hazard: 50%

Slopes identified as "Intermediate”
(1) in the Coastal Zone Atlas or
Quaternary Geology and
Stratigraphy of Kitsap County, or
areas found by a qualified
geologist to meet the criteria of |;
or

Slopes fifteen percent or greater,
not classified as |, U, UOS, or URS,
with soils classified by the Natural
Resources Conservation Service as
"highly erodible" or "potentially
highly erodible;" or

Slopes of fifteen percent or greater
with springs or groundwater
seepage not identified in ltems 1
and 2, above; or

Seismic areas subject to liquefaction
from earthquakes (seismic hazard
areas) such as hydric soils as
identified by the Natural Resources
Conservation Service, and areas
that have been filled to make a site
more suitable. Seismic areas may
include former wetlands which have
been covered with fill.
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Minimu
Buffer m %
Width Building Reduction
Setback

Comment

Type Description

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARAs) - OPTIONAL

4Bl FINAL November 2021 Kitsap County | Land Capacity Analysis “ 51



CARA Critical Aquifer Recharge Area:

Category | Critical Aquifer
Recharge Areas. Category | critical
aquifer recharge areas are those
areas where the potential for
certain land use activities to
adversely affect groundwater is
high. Category | critical aquifer
recharge areas include:

1) Areas inside the five-year time
of travel zone for Group A
water system wells, calculated in
accordance with the Washington
State Wellhead Protection
Program.

2) Areas inside the ten-year time of
travel zones in wellhead
protection areas when the well
draws its water from an aquifer
that is at or above sea level and
is overlain by permeable soils
without any underlying
protective impermeable layer.

3) Areas identified as significant
recharge areas due to special
circumstances or identified in
accordance with WAC 365-190-
100(4) as aquifer areas of
significant potable water supply
with susceptibility to
groundwater contamination,
including but not limited to the
following:

= Hansville Significant Recharge
Area. The Hansville aquifer is
a significant potable water
supply that is highly
susceptible to the introduction
of pollutants. Additional
information regarding this
aquifer is available from the
Kitsap public ufility district.

25%

Critical Aquifer
Recharge Areas”
(CARAs) are those
land areas that
contain hydrogeologic
conditions that
facilitate aquifer
recharge and/or have
the ability to transmit
contaminants to an
underlying aquifer.

Category | CARAs are
areas where the
potential for certain
land use activities to
adversely affect
groundwater is high.
Category Il CARAs are
areas that provide
recharge effects to
aquifers that are
current or potentially
will become potable
water supplies and
are vulnerable to
contamination based
on the type of land
use activity.

In unincorporated
Kitsap County, a CARA
designation may
prohibit certain land
use activities that pose
a threat to
groundwater quality,
which can influence or
prohibit certain types
of development.
Depending on the
proposed land use, a
CARA designation may
also mandate a
hydrogeological
analysis and enhanced
review, which may
have cost implications
for an applicant. The
analysis may also
identify use-specific
controls, mitigation, or
other conditions of
approval, which also
may have cost
implications. Such costs
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are appropriately
considered as part of
the market factor (in
addition to any other
costs to address other
site-specific
conditions).

Based on permit staff
interviews, however,
there is no evidence to
suggest that the
presence of a CARA
of either category has
categorically
prohibited commercial
or industrial
development on any
given lot in the past.
Based on that
experience, a critical
area reduction of 0%
is recommended for
both Category | and Il
CARA:s in unicoproated
Kitsap County.
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= Seabeck Significant Recharge
Area. The Seabeck aquifer is
a significant potable water
supply that is being developed
for use in central and north
Kitsap County. Additional
information regarding this
aquifer is available from the
Kitsap public utility district.

® |sland Lake Significant
Recharge Area. The Island
Lake aquifer is a significant
potable water supply for the
Silverdale area. Additional
information regarding this
aquifer is available from the
Silverdale water district.

Gorst Significant Recharge
Area. Aquifers in the Gorst
basin are highly susceptible to
the introduction of pollutants
and provide significant
potable water supplies for the
city of Bremerton.

Poulsbo Significant Recharge
Area. The Poulsbo aquifer is
highly susceptible to the
introduction of pollutants and
provides a significant potable
water supply for the Kitsap
public utility district and city of
Poulsbo.

4) The department may add,
reclassify or remove Category |
critical aquifer recharge areas
based on additional information
about areas of significant
potable water supply with
susceptibility to groundwater
contamination or supply
reduction, or based on changes
to sole source aquifers or
wellhead protection areas as
identified in wellhead protection
programs.
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Category Il Critical Aquifer 25% See above.
Recharge Areas. Category ||
critical aquifer recharge areas are
areas that provide recharge effects
to aquifers that are current or
potentially will become potable
water supplies and are vulnerable
to contamination based on the type
of land use activity. The general
location of these areas is available
on the Kitsap County geographic
information system. Category I
critical aquifer recharge areas
include:

1) Highly permeable soils (Group A
hydrologic soils). The general
location and characteristics of
Group A hydrologic soils in
Kitsap County are given in the
Soil Survey of Kitsap County by
the U.S. Department of
Agriculture, Natural Resources
Conservation Service (NRCS).
The soil survey information is
available on the Kitsap County
geographic information system

(GIS).

2) Areas above shallow aquifers or
surface areas that are
separated from the underlying
aquifers by an impermeable
layer that provides adequate
protection from contamination to
the aquifer(s) below. The
general location of shallow
aquifers in Kitsap County is
based upon the professional
judgment of licensed
hydrogeologists with knowledge
of the area. The location of
shallow aquifers is available on
the Kitsap County geographic
information system (GIS).
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3) Areas above the Vashon aquifer.
Surface areas above the Vashon
aquifer that are not separated
from the underlying aquifers by
a poorly permeable layer that
provides adequate protection to
preclude the proposed land use
from contaminating the Vashon
aquifer below. Vashon aquifers
in Kitsap County are typically
mapped as “Qva” (Vashon
advance aquifer) or “Qvr”
(Vashon recessional aquifer) on
geologic maps. Best available
information concerning the
location of Vashon aquifers is
available on the Kitsap County
geographic information system

(GIS).

4) Areas with high concentration of
potable water supply wells.

5) The department may add,
reclassify or remove Category I
critical aquifer recharge areas
based on additional information
about areas of potential potable
water supply with susceptibility
to groundwater contamination or
supply reduction, or based on
changes to sole source aquifers
or wellhead protection areas as
identified in wellhead protection
programs.

Source: Kitsap County, 2021.

Step 4. Identify Future Roads/Right of Way Needs

Roads, right of way, and traffic mitigation are necessary for new development, particularly undeveloped
properties. The LCA applies a deduction for future road needs after accounting for environmentally
critical areas in Step 3. Road and right of way deductions necessary for a given development project can
depend on a variety of factors, including level of serve for roadway segments and intersections, site
characteristics, environmental features, and permitting requirements. The standard deduction used here is
based on review of permit trends and code requirements in unincorporated Kitsap County. Modifications
to these assumptions may be necessary in more urban areas, and cities are encouraged to develop
custom deductions that best fit their circumstances. Local customizations made as part of Step 4 of the
Residential LCA should be incorporated here.
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The following applies to the “LCA_Comm_Standard_Parcels” and “LCA_Comm_InfraGap_Parcels” land
supply datasets. The “LCA_Comm_Platted_Lots” dataset does not complete Steps 3-6.

For each record in the Buildable Lands table, calculate deductions for future roads and right-of-way as
follows:

= Add column “ROW Deduction.”
®  Calculate deduction according to the following formula:

o “ROW Deduction” = 20% of “Developable Acres”

Step 5. Identify Future Public Facility Needs

After accounting for new roads, right of way, and traffic mitigation in Step 4, the LCA further deducts
land necessary for construction of public facilities and other on-site improvements needed to serve new
development, such as utility easements, on-site stormwater detention facilities, tree retention, trails,
common open space and other on-site facilities required by development regulations. The deduction for
these facilities should be taken based on the remaining buildable area after the road/right of way
deduction is applied. The standard deduction used here is based on review of permit trends and code
requirements in unincorporated Kitsap County. The following applies to the
“LCA_Comm_Standard_Parcels” and “LCA_Comm_InfraGap_Parcels” land supply datasets. The
“LCA_Comm_Platted_Lots” dataset does not complete Steps 3-6.

For each record in the Buildable Lands table, calculate deductions for future public facilities as follows:

= Add column “PubFac Deduction.”
®  Calculate deduction according to the following formula:

o “PubFac Deduction” = 20% of (“Developable Acres” — “ROW Deduction”)

Step 6. Account for Unavailable Lands (Market Factor)

In addition to land needed for public infrastructure, some percentage of otherwise developable land is
likely to remain unavailable due to market conditions and landowner intent. In general, Commerce
Guidance indicates larger urban jurisdictions with significant development and redevelopment activity
observed or expected will likely find and assume lower market supply factors. Other jurisdictions not
anticipating substantial redevelopment and /or still experiencing urbanization of unimproved areas will
likely assume higher market supply factors (page 41).

The following sub-steps apply to the “LCA_Comm_Standard_Parcels” and
“LCA_Comm_InfraGap_Parcels” land supply datasets. The “LCA_Comm_Platted_Lots” dataset does not
complete Steps 3-6.

Step 6.1. Identify Primary Non-Residential Product Type for Each Zone

Assign an employment product type (Commercial or Industrial) to each zone based on anticipated
predominant uses. The product type assigned should represent the predominant non-residential building
typology and use that is likely to be developed for that zone, based either on past buildout or what is
envisioned and supported by development regulations and requirements.
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Exhibit 19. Commercial/Industrial Product Type Examples

Product Type Description/Application

Commercial Inclusive of all nonindustrial commercial
uses. Appropriate to apply in mixed use
areas where the commercial use is the
predominant use inclusive of instances
where mixed residential is allowed but
commercial component is primary.

lllustrative Examples

Retail and office development (standalone or
mixed).

Commercial components of residential mixed-
use products.

Industrial Industrial facilities inclusive of
manufacturing, warehousing, distribution,
and light industrial facilities.

Source: Heartland, 2021.

Step 6.2. Identify Market Factor Range by Geography
For each record in the Buildable Lands table:
= Add column “Market Factor Range.”

=  Assign the applicable non-residential market factor
range for each zone based on its geographic location
and assigned Product Type, according to the market
factor matrix contained in Appendix B: Market Factor

Guidance:

o Low (5-20%);

o Medium (20-35%); or
o High (35-50%).

Heavy industrial and manufacturing,
warehousing, and logistics development, light
industrial and flex industrial facilities.

The market factor ranges in the Appendix
account for the expected rate of absorption
of land supply development over the next
20 years. In other words, it accounts for the
percentage of land that is unlikely to
develop due to market conditions and
demand. Therefore, a high assumed market
factor means barriers to development may
exist that could impact additional growth in
that jurisdiction within the 20-year planning
period.

Step 6.3. Establish Specific Market Factor Based on Local Conditions.

Step 6.3 provides a framework for selecting a final market factor from within the range assigned in

Step 6.2, based on specific local conditions. A detailed discussion of conditions that warrant adjustments

to market factors is contained in Appendix B: Market Factor Guidance; the conditions include the

following:

"  Vacant vs. Under-Utilized lands;
= Local market conditions;

=  Known parcel size and assemblage challenges;

= Restrictive covenants that run with the land and limit how development may occur;

= Transit accessibility;

®  [Infrastructure limitations; and
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®=  Areas designated as Growth Centers.

Local jurisdictions should review and incorporate these criteria when setting their local market factors and
document their assumptions for each zone and geographic area.

For each record in the Buildable Lands table:
= Add 2 columns: “Market Factor Final” and “Market Deduction.”
= For the “LCA_Comm_Standard_Parcels” dataset:

o Apply the criteria in Appendix B: Market Factor Guidance and set “Market Factor Final” equal
to the finalized market factor.

o Caleculate “Market Deduction” as:
(“Developable Acres” — (“ROW Deduction” + “PubFac Deduction”)) x “Market Factor Final”

=  For the “LCA_Comm_InfraGap_Parcels” dataset:

o If an alternative market factor was established in Step 0, set “Market Factor Final” equal to this

value.

o If no alternative market factor was established in Step O, apply the criteria in Appendix B:—
Market Factor Guidance and set “Market Factor Final” equal to the finalized market factor.

o Calculate “Market Deduction” as:
(“Developable Acres” — (“ROW Deduction” + “PubFac Deduction”)) x “Market Factor Final”

Step 7. Determine Available Net Acres

This step calculates Net Available Acres by applying the deductions from Steps 4-6 to the Developable
Acres calculated in Step 3. Add a new column to the Buildable Lands table, “Net Acres,” and calculate
for each record as follows:

= “LCA_Comm_Standard_Parcels” and “LCA_Comm_InfraGap_Parcels” land supply datasets:

o “Net Acres” = “Developable Acres” — (“ROW Deduction” + “PubFac Deduction” + “Market
Deduction”)

= “LCA_Comm_Platted_Lots” dataset:

o Calculate net acreage by development classification:
“Net Acres” = 100% of platted parcel area. Step 8. Apply FAR in each Zone to Calculate
Building Square Footage Capacity
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Step 8.1. Calculate Gross Commercial /Industrial Square
Footage Capacity

Gross building square footage capacity is calculated by
applying Floor Area Ratio (FAR) assumptions for each zone to
net available acres. FAR is a ratio that compares the total
area of a building to the total area of the building site. For
example, a 5,000 square-foot building on 10,000 square-
foot lot would have a FAR of 0.5. Multi-story buildings in
dense urban areas may have FARs greater than 1.0 if the
total square footage of all floors is greater than the size of
the development site.

FAR assumptions may be based on a combination of
development regulations (for jurisdictions that have adopted
FAR standards for commercial and industrial development) or
a combination of historical achieved building square footage
in the zone. For jurisdictions that do not use FAR standards to
regulate non-residential development, FAR equivalents can be
developed based on other development standards, such as
setbacks, height limits, and parking and open space
requirements. Jurisdictions may further adjust these
assumptions based on other factors, including whether zoning
or development regulations have recently changed,
infrastructure investments or other amenities that change
market conditions, and market trends. Also, in mixed-use zones
where development is assumed to be single-use (residential or
commercial, not vertical mixed-use), jurisdictions should
consider the proportion of developable land that is
anticipated to be developed for commercial versus residential
uses.

Local jurisdictions should set their own assumptions based on

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) and
Alternative Assumptions

Floor Area Ratio (FAR) is a flexible way to
measure the overall amount of
development on a site. FAR standards for
commercial and mixed-use zones allow
jurisdictions to regulate overall building
intensity while allowing flexibility on
building height and site coverage.
However, this does require collection of
detailed information on building square
footages. For jurisdictions that do not
regulate FAR by zone, alternative
assumptions may be developed for this
analysis.

Maximum site coverage can serve as a
proxy for FAR, with certain considerations:

= Site coverage limits should be based
only on building footprints, not
including parking lots or other paved
outdoor areas.

®  In zones predominantly characterized
by single-story development, site
coverage will be comparable to FAR.
If multi-story development is likely,
jurisdictions should consider
multiplying the site coverage
assumption by the number of floors
expected to avoid undercounting
available building area.

If jurisdictions develop alternative
assumptions based on site coverage, these
can be substituted for FAR in the
calculations described in Step 8.1.

each community’s zoning scheme and historical trends, and each jurisdiction should provide a

description/rationale for the assumptions used in their analysis.

Calculate Gross Building Square Footage Capacity for each record in the three land supply datasets as

follows:

= “LCA_Comm_Standard Parcels”:

@ Use standard FAR assumptions by zone.

o Gross Building Square Footage Capacity = Net Acres x Standard Assumed FAR

= “LCA_Comm_InfraGap_Parcels™:

o If alternate FAR assumptions were established in Step O:

®=  Gross Building Square Footage Capacity = Net Acres x Alternate FAR
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o If alternate density assumptions were not established in Step O:
= Gross Building Square Footage Capacity = Net Acres x Standard Assumed FAR

= “LCA_Comm_Platted Lots™:

o If “Infrastructure Gap” is NULL, calculate gross capacity using standard assumed densities by

zone.
=  Gross Building Square Footage Capacity = Net Acres x Standard Assumed FAR

o If “Infrastructure Gap” is not NULL, calculate gross capacity similar to “LCA
Comm_InfraGap_Parcels” above:

®  If alternative FAR assumptions were established in Step O:
o Gross Building Square Footage Capacity = Net Acres x Alternate FAR
= If alternative density assumptions were not established in Step O:

o Gross Building Square Footage Capacity = Net Acres x Standard Assumed FAR

Step 8.2. Calculate Net Commercial /Industrial Square Footage Capacity

After applying FAR assumptions, aggregate gross building square footage capacity by zone. Net
capacity by zone is calculated by subtracting existing commercial and industrial square footage on
Under-Utilized properties in each zone:

®=  Net Building Square Footage Capacity = Gross Building Square Footage Capacity — Existing
Commercial /Industrial Space

Step 8.3. Address Pipeline Development

After Net Commercial/Industrial Square Footage Capacity is calculated for each zone, adjust for
pipeline development that was set aside in Step 1. Development projects approved after the January 1,
2020 cutoff date and approved master planned or phased development should be included. Calculate
pipeline commercial /industrial square footage for each zone as follows:

*  Finalized land use permits or development proposals: Total proposed commercial /industrial

square footage as approved by permit; and

= Approved master planned or phased development: If the property was set aside as “Pipeline” in
Step 1 and assigned an approved FAR, calculate building square footage yield based on property
acreage and approved FAR.

After calculating Pipeline square footage by zone, add to Net Commercial /Industrial Square Footage
Capacity by zone.

Step 9. Apply Employment Density by Zone to Determine Employment Capacity

This final step is to convert net commercial and industrial building square footage to a measurable
capacity for accommodating job growth. To do this, jurisdictions must select appropriate assumptions
regarding the average square footage per job expected within new nonresidential development. This
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metric can vary widely by building type or employment sector. For example, warehouses devote a great
deal of square footage to storing inventory or other goods, and therefore they typically require
considerably more square footage per job than office space. Therefore, average employment density
assumptions should reflect the range and types of job growth that are expected in an area.

This guidance provides default assumptions that are appropriate for use in many areas of Kitsap County.
Jurisdictions may wish to customize assumptions in some zones or areas based on local circumstances. See
the text box in Step 9.2 for a discussion of considerations for customization.

Step 9.1 Classify each Zone as Either Commercial or Industrial

Similar to Step 6.1, jurisdictions should determine the predominant nonresidential development type
expected in each zone: either commercial or industrial. In mixed-use zones where residential is allowed,
jurisdictions should typically select commercial. If the zone is expected to receive a mix of both
commercial and industrial development, pick the predominant type or consider developing customized
assumptions.

Step 9.2 Select Employment Density Assumptions for Commercial and Industrial Zones

Typically, employment density assumptions are applied for each zone within a jurisdiction. In the 2014
BLR, Kitsap County assumed the following:

= 500 sq. ft./job in all commercial zones

" 969 sq. ft./job in all industrial zones

These values are within the range of measured employment densities found within other parts of the
Central Puget Sound region and are appropriate for use in areas of Kitsap County where the mix of
future nonresidential development and job growth is expected to look fairly similar to trends over the
past 10 years. Alternative assumptions may be more appropriate in some locations such as the PSRC
designated Regional Growth Centers of Bremerton and Silverdale, particularly in downtowns where a
higher proportion of nonresidential development is expected to be in office space, food service, and
other uses that require less space per job. See the textbox below for guidance for selecting customized
employment density assumptions. Note below that commercial assumptions can also include considerations
for other non-industrial employment, such as public education and government jobs that may be found in
comparable types of space.
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Customizing Employment Density Assumptions

Current statutes and regulations (RCW 36.70A.215 and WAC 365.196.315) and the Commerce Guidelines do not
provide specific requirements for employment density calculations. Jurisdictions have the discretion to develop
assumptions consistent with local circumstances, provided they document the rationale. The table below provides
recommended ranges for commercial and industrial employment densities, as well as considerations for selecting
alternative density assumptions.

Zone Type Recommended Considerations for Selecting Density Assumptions

Range (square
foot per job)

Commercial/  300-600 Select a value at the lower end of this range if you expect a significant portion of
Non-Industrial future growth to include the following types of uses:

a Restaurant and smaller-format retail uses. This includes commercial uses in
mixed-use buildings.

s Office space. Some personal and professional services may have specialized
space needs (e.g., on-site storage and warehousing).

s Hospital and medical office. These uses will tend to be low- to mid-range,
with medical offices requiring slightly more space per employee than
standard office spaces.

Select a value at the higher end of this range if you expect a significant portion of
future growth to include the following types of uses:

= Large-format retail (e.g., “big box” stores) and wholesale trade.

s Accommodations (e.g. hotels, motels). These uses typically have employment
densities above this range and will increase estimates for overall space
requirements per employee in an area.

Space needs of other land use types can vary:

s Recreation. These uses are highly variable in their space requirements, and
may depend on the nature of the activities and whether outdoor recreation is
involved. If relevant, these should be evaluated on a case-by-case basis.

= Government, educational, and institutional. Employment capacity will
depend on the type of expected uses. Back-end office functions may require
less space, comparable to commercial office space. Classrooms,
meeting/gathering rooms, auditoriums, and specialized facilities will
significantly increase the expected space per employee.

Industrial 700-1,200 Select a value at the lower end of this range if you expect a significant portion of
future growth to include the following types of uses:

s Manufacturing. These uses are expected to be at the low end of this range
but may be dependent on specific activities that require on-site storage or
additional space (e.g., heavy equipment manufacturing).

Select a value at the higher end of this range if you expect a significant portion of
future growth to include the following types of uses:

= Warehousing and logistics.

= Mini-warehousing (e.g., consumer-oriented, small-unit storage facilities) and
data centers. These typically have the highest square footage per employee
of any land use (in some cases, around 10,000 square feet per employee).
Significant growth in these types of uses would increase average employment
density assumptions to the highest end of this range.
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Step 9.3 Divide Net Square Foot Capacity by Employment Density to Calculate Employment
Capacity

For each zone, employment capacity is derived by dividing the net square foot capacity calculated in
Step 8.2 by the selected employment density assumption from Step 9.2.

*  Employment Capacity = Net Building Square Footage / Assumed Employment Density
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Market Factor Guidance Approach and Methodology

Intro and Purpose

The Market Factor, also known as the Market Supply Factor, is a final adjustment to the buildable
land supply that follows other deductions that account for critical areas, infrastructure gaps, right
of way, and future public facilities. It accounts for the percentage of buildable land that is
unavailable or infeasible to develop during the 20-year planning period. Historically, it has been
used as a proxy to account for landowner preferences and unwillingness to sell, with various
methodologies and approaches employed to develop and inform the assumption. As stated in
the Department of Commerce’s 2018 Buildable Lands Guidelines:

Over a 20-year planning period, not all land will be available for development or redevelopment,
no matter how suitable. One key constraint on property availability is market availability, or
whether land will transact for purpose of development or redevelopment. Owners of property
that could be developed or redeveloped may have no interest in selling or developing over an
extended period of time for any number of reasons.

E2SSB-5254 introduced new language regarding the overall buildable lands reporting
requirements including new recommendations related to Market Factor assumptions. As part of
Kitsap County's 2020/2021 updated Land Capacity Analysis the County is seeking guidance on
development of Market Factor assumptions for municipalities and Urban Growth Areas (UGA)
across the County.

Definition of Market Factor

Department of Commerce Guidelines. Several definitions of Market Factor are discussed in the
Department of Commerce’s 2018 Guidance Publication (see Buildable Lands Guidelines, 2018).
Included are several references to the Revised Code of Washington (RCW) as well as the
Washington Administrator Code (WAC). Overall, the guidelines describe Market Factor as:

Market Supply Factor is the estimated percentage of developable land contained within an urban
growth area that is likely to remain unavailable over the course of a 20-year planning period and

s, in practice, the final non-developable land deduction when calculating lands suitable for
development and redevelopment.

8/20/2021

Process Overview

The following is an overview of the process utilized to develop Market Factor guidance for Kitsap
County.

* Review Commerce guidance and past studies/methodologies

» Explore and evaluate potential methodologies, data sources and implementation frameworks
» Develop a framework for each City to evaluate and select a Market Factor assumption

* Recommended Market Factors for application across Kitsap County

» Create a "menu” of options organized by geography and product typologies

» Provide additional discussion and recommendations related to specific conditions that may
impact the Market Factor assumption

Objectives

* Provide an improved framework and methodology for determining and applying aMarket
Factor

* Better reflect market realities present across the County

* Facilitate a clear process and resource for Cities to leverage
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Market Factor Guidance Approach and Methodology

Approach to market factor in Kitsap County

* Analyze development patterns over the last 20 years by marketarea/jurisdiction and
product type

- What was delivered over the last 20 years by product type?

- How do historical rates of deliveries align with capacity historically planned
in the area?

- Leverage this data to inform market factor recommendations

* Provide recommendations for determining market factor based on:
- Product type, jurisdiction type, market conditions

- Historical assumptions
- Other known market constraints

Why use this approach?

» Toinform a market factor assumption, we're using historic product delivery and
projected capacity for that product to derive a more realistic market factor
assumption

* Historic deliveries by product type data is the best proxy for the nexus of real
estate market conditions, willingness to sell and other factors that limit the
development of land

* Using this approach Market Factor assumptions can account for
inefficiencies in the delivery of housing and commercial square footage
and lack of availability of land
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Market Factor Guidance Approach and Methodology

Methodology Overview

The following outlines the key steps leveraged in the approach and methodology to
determining and selecting Market Factor ranges.

1: Establish the Market Factor Indicator through analysis of historical deliveries and the
planned capacity for the coming twenty-year planning period.

Measurements: 5-year avg. deliveries
Cities’ Planned capacity

Regional
Geographies: Kitsap County Cities and UGAS, PSRC Regional Geographies classifications.

Data Sources: - County Parcel Data
- 2014 Kitsap BLR Data
- 2016 Comp Plan Update
- PSRC Regional Geographies

Output:  Market factor indicators informing recommended ranges for all geographies
and product types

Process:
+ Assemble and evaluate past deliveries by evaluating the 5-year and 20-year average
deliveries. These are used to project trends into the future.

* Evaluate Capacity Projections (2014 BLR, 2016 Comp Plan)

* Create an indicator by extending the 5-year delivery trend over the 20-year forward
planning period and express as a percent of capacity. This gives an indication of what
percentage of the planned capacity will be absorbed over the coming years. This
indication can also be used to calculate what percentage of capacity does NOT develop
over the 20-year planning horizon, which serves in this analysis as an indicator for
market factor. The values from this analysis informed Market Factor Range
recommendations but were not used to directly calculate Market Factors.

8/20/2021

2: Establish Market Factor Ranges for select Cities and UGAs

In the next step, cities were sorted into Low/Med/High Market Factor Range, based on the

relationship of their Market Factor Indicators for each Product-type.

» Market price data (rents, median house prices) are used to inform how these ranges
should be distributed among Market Factor Alignments

Range Bounds
« Lower = 5% To account for the unmeasurable variables.

* Upper = 50% Adjusting deliveries for projected growth across the County (for
both Single Family and Multifamily product), the countywide market indicator
aligns with a 50% upper range bound.

* Range Segmentation:
This analysis separates the ranges into three segments evenly distributed within
the upper and lower bounds (low/medium/high).

* The Market Factors Range bounds used in previous buildable lands analyses
(referenced in Appendix) also helped inform the upper and lower market factor
range bound.

3: Adjustments — Cities can refine and adjust the Market Factor based on local analysis.

+ Cities should adjust their Market Factor within the either the range provided OR the
range that aligns most closely with their conditions.

Further discussion of these adjustments is provided in step 6.3 of the Market Factor
Guidance Framework

+ Additional data are provided in the appendix to aid cities in making adjustments.



Market Factor Guidance Approach and Methodology

Methodology Summary

A: Assign product types to each zone
within each geography

B: Establish market indicators for each city
and product type

C: Establish Market Factor Ranges for
each geography, and product type.

D: Refine and Adjust

8/20/2021

A. Select Geographies to Assess Market Factor by
Product Type and Market Conditions

Product Type

Industrial

e

Commercial
B. Analyze Historic Development Patterns and Historical
Market Indicators

Residential

Market
Conditions

T

Market Factor %

Deliveries/

Absorption Estimate Market
Factor based on % of
real estate absorption
by product over that

I . I I I I time period
2000 2020

Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance

C. Cities select from a range of market factors
organized by product type

Market Factor Guidance by
Product Type

Market Type

%

Geography

D. Cities refine and address local conditions through
adjustments



Market Factor Guidance Approach and Methodology

PSRC Framework

Below is the PSRC Regional Geographies framework.

Additional geographies under consideration include the existing
Regional Growth Centers within Kitsap County:

*  Silverdale

*  Bremerton

*  Bremerton Industrial Center

Regional Geographies (PSRC)

High-Capacity Transit
Metropolitan Core Cities Communities Cities and Towns

Bremerton &
Bremerton Urban
Growth Area
(UGA)

Silverdale Bainbridge Island None

Poulsbo & Poulsbo UGA

Kingston

Port Orchard & Port
Orchard UGA

8/20/2021 Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance

Regional Geographies
I netropoitan Cities
| core Cities

| HCT Communities

1 | Gities & Towns

Rura
Agricufturel Land

Ratural Resowrce Land

Urban Unnoarporated Areas




Market Factor Guidance

Framework
Overview

The following provides an overview
of the Market Factor guidance
framework developed for Kitsap
County. There are four district steps
defined within the

framework outlined below.

Additional details and data are

provided on the subsequent pages
detailing each step.

8/20/2021

Step

Step 6.1
Identify Zoning by Predominant
Product-Type

3§
Step 6.2

Select from Market Factor
Ranges

8

Step 6.3
Adjustments

Explanation of step

Identify the predominant
product type in each zone of
the City/UGA where capacity

exists

For each product type select a
Market Factor Range to apply to
the capacity analysis

Adjust selected assumption
based on known conditions

Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance




Market Factor Guidance

Step 6.1 -

Assign the applicable
product type to each zone
based upon the anticipated
predominant uses in the
corresponding zone.

The product-type assigned
to each zone should
represent the predominant
building typology and use
that is likely to occur. This can
be based on past buildout
within a given zone OR the
product type envisioned and
supported by the zoning
regulations and
requirements.

8/20/2021

Identify Zoning

orth City

N -V

e sy -
lll.A .I!Illl:“:T

Identify Product Type

Residemntil

Single Familly

Multifanmilly/Nlied
Residientiall

Non-Residentii|

Industrial

Commercial (non

industrial)

Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance

Classify
~zoning—ixedUse et Type
2 mimer lehse 1 Deadiietr Trvrina
R1°7T8 N (y/n) | I’ Single Family
R4 N SF iSingle Familly
Ré N ISF L%I@ Family I
R62 N I8FF I ingle Family I
R1g N IME [SinglEdraimly
R28 N IME | Multifamily |
||u|;§a HN IME | mafammky |
8Q) N MF téf sty
MBHC) I YRl lbinale Remily [
S S — T -
D& 7 MUK Mixedres 1
DC Y My I Mixed Res I
U Y MU I Mixed Res I
NgC Y MU Mixed Res
RB Y MU I Mixed Res I
I TOTALS I

TOTALS
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Market Factor Guidance

Step 6.1 -

Jurisdictions can refence the
table to the right to assist in
selecting product-type
categories.

Table 1T—-Product-Type Descriptions

Product-type

Description/Application

llustrative Examples

Residential

Single Family

All areas where single family residential product
inclusive of any of the following listed as the
predominant use: detached, duplex, tri-plex,
four plex, or townhouse plat.

Detached single family homes and subdivisions, attached
townhomes and duplexes

Multifamily/Mixed
Residential

All areas where multilevel stacked residential product
in the form of rental housing or condominium
ownership is the predominant permitted use.
Inclusive of high density multifamily and mixed use
developments.

Stacked flat apartment buildings, garden style apartment
complexes, mid rise multifamily projects, mid rise
multifamily projects with ground floor commercial uses,
residential high rise, and residential condominium projects

Non-Residential

Industrial

Industrial facilities inclusive of manufacturing,
warehousing, distribution, and light industrial
facilities.

Heavy industrial and manufacturing, warehousing and
logistics development, light industrial and flex industrial
facilities

Commercial (non-
industrial)

Inclusive of all nonindustrial commercial uses.
Apply in mixed use areas where the commercial
use is the predominant use despite instances
where residential is allowed.

Retail and office development (stand alone or mixed)

Commercial components of residential mixed-use products




Market Factor Guidance

Ste 6 9 Market Factor Range Guidance
P o 5% - - 20% < - 35% < > 50%
The following table contains ; -
Market Factor Range Low Medium ngh
Recommendations by geography

! [PIEC LIEE{2IE, SEIE it e Table 2 — Market Factor Suggested Ranges by Product-Type

middle of the suggested range,
given in the table to the right. In Product Typology

e o, 2 L TEelCoN G Geography Residential Non-Residential

provide justification to adjust
within this range, or select a

more appropriate range. Market Factor Range

Range Bounds

MUy Single Famil COmimedl Industrial
Mixed-Res & y (Office/Retail/Mixed)

] - Bremerton City, UGAs Medium (20% - 35%) | High (35% - 50%) | Medium (20% - 35%) | High (35% - 50%)

. ower: 5%
Ve zacouii for e Bainbridge Cit Low (5% - 20%) Low (5% - 20%) | Medium (20% - 35%) |Medium (20% - 35%)
unmeasurable variables. 9 Y

e U 50%:
Uggg o for — Central Kitsap UGA High (35% - 50%)  |Medium (20% - 35%)| Medium 20% - 35%) | Low (5% - 20%)
market factors. , , o o ‘ o o . o o , o o

+ Range Segmentation: Silverdale UGA Medium (20% - 35%) |Medium (20% - 35%)| Medium (20% - 35%) | High (35% - 50%)
This analysis separates the ‘ , o o ‘ o o . 0 o , 0
ranges into three segments Kingston UGA High (35% - 50%) |Medium (20% - 35%)| Medium (20% - 35%) | Low (5% - 20%)
evenly distributed within the . , . . .

Port Orchard City, UGAs High (35% - 50%) |Medium (20% - 35%)| High (35% - 50%) |Medium (20% - 35%)

upper and lower bounds

(low/medium/high). .
Poulsbo City, UTA Low (5% - 20%,) Low (5% - 20%,) Low (5% - 20%,) Low (5% - 20%,)




Market Factor Guidance

Step 6.3 —

The final step provides a framework for
selecting a Market Factor from within the
range selected in Step 6.2.

Specific conditions are discussed that would
influence future development and impact
the Market Factor assumption for a given
City or UGA.

8/20/2021

Range from
Step 6.2

-

Adjustment
Considerations

Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance

Vacant versus underutilized lands
Market conditions

Single family uses in recently up-zoned
areas

Restrictive Covenants in planned
communities

Parcel size and assemblage challenges
Transit accessibility
Infrastructure limitations

Areas designated as Growth Centers

12




Market Factor Guidance

Step 6.3 —

Overview

Step 6.3 provides a framework for selecting a Market Factor from within the range selected in Step
6.2. Specific conditions are discussed that would influencefuture development and impact the
Market Factor value assumed by a given City or UGA.

Each jurisdiction should carefully consider these conditions and how they might impact their
assumptions related to Market Factor. The conditions discussed do not represent all the potential
conditions and issues that a Market Factor may address. The County and Cities should adjust
within the given ranges or may deviate from them altogether to account for known conditions
that impact the development of and availability of land in a given geography. The tables on the
following pages provide more detailed descriptions of these conditions and how adjustments
should be considered.

+ Vacant versus underutilized lands

* Market Trends

* Single family uses in recently up-zoned areas
* Restrictive Covenants in planned communities
+ Parcel size and assemblage challenges

» Transit accessibility

* Infrastructure limitations

» Areas designated as Growth Centers

8/20/2021

Selecting Within The Range Based on Market Conditions:

A range for each product-type by each Regional Geography is provided in Step 6.2. In order to
select within this range, each city (or UGA) must review their specific attributes, assumptions and
market conditions and consider whether a higher or lower Market Factor is appropriate for that
given product type (and therefore, applicable zone within the City or UGA). It is important to note
that additional factors may need to be considered to account for unique circumstances influencing
the market availability of land in any given jurisdiction.

Documentation of Market Factor Assumptions

It is recommended for cities and jurisdictions to document the elements influencing the upward or
downward adjustments on market factor. An example worksheet is provided on page 17.

Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance 13



Market Factor Guidance

Step 6.3 —

Connecting Market Factor and other LCA Assumptions

Key considerations

Market conditions also enter the capacity analysis through other assumptions in the Land Capacity
Analysis. These assumptions should be considered when making adjustments to market factor.
Below is additional commentary on other assumptions made within the capacity analysis
framework and how these assumptions should be considered when using the Market Factor
Guidance document. It is important to note that all of the assumptions discussed are calculated
and applied outside of the application of the Market Factor deduction and represent stand alone
assumptions estimated by each City.

Identifying Redevelopable Lands. The approach to identifying redevelopable lands and the
selected thresholds for determining what could be redeveloped in the future is of great
importance to how a City’s capacity relates to market conditions and future development
economics and conditions. More conservative thresholds, i.e., those that anticipate that less
redevelopable lands will develop over the planning period, would result in less redevelopable
land being available. Less conservative thresholds would result in more land being available for
redevelopment, and may warrant the selection of a market factor at the higher end of the
suggested range, depending on market strength. Each City should evaluate how their
redevelopment assumptions already incorporate market conditions (or not) when selecting a
Market Factor to apply.

8/20/2021

Assumed Densities. The density at which property develops in the future is in part dependent
on market conditions and greatly impacts overall capacity. Each City has studied historical
achieved densities and planned densities to arrive at an assumed density assumption. Where
appropriate, each City should evaluate whether their assumptions reflect more aspirational
product types and densities versus historical development patterns and achieved densities ina
given zone and consider this when selecting a Market Factor to apply.

Infrastructure. Analysis and deductions have been completed to account for deficiencies in
infrastructure which could limit the development of land in the future. Jurisdictions may wantto
consider higher Market Factors for zones or land supply included as capacity, but requiring
infrastructure investments to serve the assumed density. This adjustment would be intended to
reflect the cost of the infrastructure investment, which was not a component of the previous
infrastructure gaps analysis. This would only be a valid consideration where Cities believe the
initial applied infrastructure gap deductions do not fully represent the infrastructure challenges
in a given area.

Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance 14



Market Factor Guidance

Table 3 — Market Factor Adjustments

Condition

Explanation

Recommendation on Market Factor Adjustment

Select a lower value from the range if:

Select a higher value from the range if:

Assumption for Vacant versus Partially Utilized or

Underutilized Lands (Residential and Non-Residential Assumptions)

Where a City has a mix of vacant and Partially
Utilized or Underutilized Lands as part of their
capacity and it is appropriate to differentiate the
Market Factor assumption for vacant and
Underutilized lands.

Consider the overall ratio of vacant land versus underutilized land and
the condition of said lands. For example, if >50% of capacity is on vacant
land, consider adjusting Market Factor downward on Vacant land and
Partially Utilized lands and upward on underutilized land. The relative
location of vacant and underutilized lands is also an important
consideration. Where underutilized lands are located near or adjacent to
important infrastructure and amenities, the need to differentiate between
the two is less pronounced.

For Vacant lands and Partially Utilized
Lands, select a value that is lower within
the given range (or outside the low end
of the range if deemed appropriate)
when the supply of vacant lands
represents a significant portion of
overall capacity for a given product and
the location and relative attributes of
said supply do not represent barriers to
redevelopment

For Underutilized Lands, select a higher value in
the Market Factor range if conditions are known
that may limit or impact the turnover and
availability of land with an existing use and
improvements.

Market Trends (Residential and Non-Residential Assumptions)

Where recent real estate market trends for a
given product type indicate more or less
challenging conditions for development in the
next 20 years.

If trends indicate growth in demand for a given product, consider a
downward adjustment on market factor to reflect this demand. Such
indicators include growth in pricing/lease rates as well as recent growth in
deliveries for a given product. Alternatively, if the market data for a given
product indicates more difficult market conditions in terms of ranking
amongst jurisdictions, consider selection of a higher market factor within
the given range.

Market indicators suggest an overall
ranking within the market amongst peer
cities indicates that a lower market
factor would be appropriate.

Market indicators suggest a downward trend in
overall demand or overall rankings amongst
peer cities suggest that a higher market factor
may be appropriate.

Project Pipeline and Land Consumption (Resident

ial and Non-Residential Assumptions)

Silmilar to Market Trends, where the recent
development pipeline for a given product type
and/or geography has resulted in above
average development and land consumption.

In areas where recent development has occurred and overall land
capacity has been reduced because of new development, consider
selecting from the lower end of a recommended range for the applicable
product type.

The recent development pipeline for a
given product type has resulted in the
reduction of land capacity and suggests
higher demand for that product type.

Consider selecting from the higher end of a
recommended range if little to no recent
development has occurred and no projects are
planned or in the development pipeline.

8/20/2021
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Market Factor Guidance

Table 3 Continued — Market Factor Adjustments

Condition

Explanation

Recommendation on Market Factor Adjustment

Select a lower value from the range if:

Select a higher value from the range if:

Single Family Up-zoned Areas (Applicable to Residential Areas)

Where significant capacity for higher density
single family or multifamily/ mixed-use housing
is assumed on existing single family uses

Where capacity exists on lands that currently support single family uses
but greater densities are permitted, many cities have cited concern
regarding how such areas will redevelop and if a specific Market Factor
adjustment should be leveraged. The Cities of Shoreline and SeaTac serve
as examples where single family areas were up-zoned around planned or
completed transit facilities. The turnover and development of single family
areas in these cities is captured in through the analysis of historical
deliveries data and may be leveraged for reference or comparison on a
county wide scale.

Important indicators to consider when adjusting for such a condition
include:

~ Whether home prices are below, on par or above median prices in the
region

The age and quality of the housing stock

Recent transaction activity

Recent permitting activity

The land with single family uses
reflect the following conditions:

Home prices at or below median
prices for the area

The housing stock is aging

There is a higher rate of recent
transactions reflecting interest from
developers

The land with single family uses reflect the
following conditions:

~ Home prices are above median prices for the
area representing a potential market barrier
to redevelopment

The housing stock includes recently
constructed or updated structures

Recent transactions reflect value-in use
(meaning the highest and best use of the
property is still considered the single family
residence)

Restrictive Covenants in Planned Communities (Applicable to Residential Areas)

Where restrictive home- owner association or
other similar covenants may limit the
redevelopment at a higher intensity/use

In some cases, areas that have been rezoned or up-zoned are still subject
to restrictive covenants that run with the land and limit how development
may occur. This is most likely to exist in existing single family
neighborhoods but may also pose a challenge in business parks and
other similar commercial districts.

If restrictive covenants are not known
to exist or would have a limited impact
on redevelopment in the future.

If restrictive covenants are known and would
need to be removed/eliminated in order for
redevelopment per new zoning allowances to
occur (at a higher intensity).

8/20/2021
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Table 3 Continued — Market Factor

Condition

Adjustments

Explanation

Recommendation on Market Factor Adjustment

Select a lower value from the range if:

Select a higher value from the range if:

Fragmented Ownership and Parcel Size (Resident

Where capacity in a given neighborhood or
zone is fragmented and generally consists of
smaller parcels (less than .25 acres for
multifamily site for example)

ial and Non-Residential Assumptions)

Where capacity for a given product type occurs on largely fragmented or
non-contiguous parcels and parcel sizes are generally smaller in size, a
higher market factor may be considered. Such conditions may limit
options for parcel assemblage in the future and result in less land being
redeveloped in the future.

Vacant and/or underutilized lands
consist of a mix of contiguous and non-
contiguous properties and parcel sizes
do not appear to represent a challenge
to development in the future

Conditions are observed that reflect an
abundance of capacity on smaller, non
contiguous properties in a given zone or
neighborhood

Access to Transit (Residential and Non-Residentia

Where planned or recently completed transit
facilities may impact develop feasibility in the
surrounding neighborhood/zone.

| Assumptions)

Planned infrastructure like Bus Rapid Transit and other major
transportation improvement that improve access and mobility can greatly
improve development feasibility and owner willingness to

sell/redevelop land. Market Factor assumptions should reflect where such
improvements either exist or are planned in the future (within an
impacted area such as a ¥ mile walk shed).

A significant transportation
infrastructure investment is completed
or planned that will greatly improve
transit access in a given zone or
neighborhood.

NA

Accounting for Infrastructure and Other Assumpti

Take into consideration other assumptions made
as part of the Land Capacity Analysis, such as
infrastructure deductions, assumed density and
redevelopable land thresholds.

ons (Residential and Non-Residential Assumptions)

As previously discussed, several assumptions made during earlier steps of
the Land Capacity Analysis should be considered when selecting within a
recommended Market Factor Range. For cities that wish to account for
potential infrastructure challenges that were not previously addressed, a
higher Market Factor Assumption may be leveraged to address this.

Previous Land Capacity Analysis
assumptions were more conservative
and resulted in significant deductions to
land capacity.

Where other Land Capacity Analysis
assumptions in given zones or geographies did
not result in significant reductions in land
capacity or where assumptions were less
conservative.

8/20/2021
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APPENDIX: Market Factor Range Recommendations — Multifamily

Table AT - Market Factor Indicator Summary — Multifamily/Mixed-use

2015-2019 Average Market Factor Current Average Pricing — Average Price* Growth
City/UGA Product Type Projected Capacity* - Units Annual Deliveries Indicator Average Rent Per unit Y/Y (2013-2020)
Bainbridge Multifamily 339 29 0% $2,187 3.5%
Bremerton Multifamily 3,589 48 73% $1,343 4.8%
Central Kitsap Multifamily 1,297 8 87% $1,422 5.5%
Kingston Multifamily 251 0 100% NA 2.4%
Port Orchard Multifamily 1,562 8 90% $1,344 5.1%
Poulsbo Multifamily 0 36 0% $1,620 6.1%
Silverdale Multifamily 1,548 54 30% $1,596 5.9%
SUBTOTAL 8,586 183 57%
*Capacity is taken from the 2014 BLR and the 2016 Comp Plan Update
M 3 rket FaCtOF Ra nge Recom mend atiOﬂS _ Mulz—lfamll)//Mlxed_use Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Costar
Recommendation  Supporting Observations
Bainbridge Low The delivery rate with low projected capacity suggests a low market factor range. High pricing provides further support for this suggested low range.
. The projected capacity puts upward pressure on the market factor indicator, however a high delivery rate combined modest MF rent growth would suggest a
Bremerton Medium

medium market factor range.
Central Kitsap High Significant projected capacity and a low delivery rate support the recommendation for a high market factor range.

Low projected capacity could be absorbed quickly should a couple projects develop. Low rent growth suggests market conditions would need to change to

Kingston High achieve a higher delivery rate, therefore recommending a high market factor range.

The large amount of projected capacity and low delivery rate represent a high market factor indicator therefore recommending a high market factor range.

Port Orchard High However, the high rent growth could indicate a shift in market conditions.

No projected capacity for multifamily product types, however demonstrated deliveries, high rents, and the strongest rent growth observed would all support a

Poulsbo Low low market factor range for any multifamily capacity projected.

8/20/2021 Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance 23



APPENDIX: Market Factor Range Recommendations — Multifamily

The market factor indicator would point to a medium market factor range. However, market conditions, including the highest delivery rate, high face rents

Silverdale Medium and rent growth may support selecting the lower range.

8/20/2021 Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance 24



APPENDIX: Market Factor Range Recommendations — Single Family

Table A2 - Market Factor Indicator Summary — Single Family

2015-2019 Average Current Average Pricing -Average Price* Growth
Product Type Projected Capacity* - Units Annual Deliveries MKF Indicator Median PriceY/Y (2013-2020)

Bainbridge Single Family 2,496 106 15% $904,000 9.0%
Bremerton Single Family 13,193 138 79% $361,000 9.4%
Central Kitsap Single Family 1,406 34 52% $389,000 10.6%
Kingston Single Family 900 19 57% $515,000 9.0%
Port Orchard Single Family 6,609 119 64% $396,000 8.1%
Poulsbo Single Family 2,329 105 10% $480,000 7.0%
Silverdale Single Family 2,201 37 6/% $443,000 6.3%
SUBTOTAL 29,134 557 62%

*Capacity is taken from the 2014 BLR and the 2016 Comp Plan Update
Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Redfin, NWMLS.

Market Factor Range Recommendations — Single Family

Recommendation  Supporting Observations

Bainbridge Low Low projected capacity and a high delivery rate suggest the low market factor range. Market pricing data provides additional support for this recommendation.
While having the highest delivery rate, the large amount of capacity suggests the high market factor range. The average Y/Y price growth could indicate a
change in market conditions, potentially supporting a lower range.

Modest projected capacity with modest deliveries. The delivery rate is proportionally higher compared to neighboring jurisdictions, and the market factor
indicator suggests a medium market factor range.

Low projected capacity, but a proportionate delivery rate suggests a medium market factor range. The high median price and the strong price growth support
the recommendation for the Medium market factor range.

The strong delivery rate compared to neighboring jurisdictions and about half the projected capacity would suggest a medium market factor range. Market
pricing data aligns with this recommendation.

Less projected capacity, but strong delivery rate when compared to neighboring jurisdictions. The median price and the price growth indicate that market
conditions are favorable and support a low market factor range.

Bremerton High

Central Kitsap ~ Medium

Kingston Medium

Port Orchard Medium

Poulsbo Low
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APPENDIX: Market Factor Range Recommendations — Single Family

Modest projected capacity and a modest delivery rate, these combined with the median pricing and the lowest average price growth would suggest a medium

Silverdale Medium !
market factor range is recommended.

8/20/2021 Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance 25



Bainbridge Island — Residential Analysis

- Bainbridge Island
- Kitsap County

v Sources: Esrl, Garmin, USGS, NPS

CAPACITY

Projected Capacity (2014)
Multi Family 339
Single Family 2,496
DELIVERIES
Avg. Annual Deliveries
Total deliveries 2000 - 2019 2015-2019
Multi Family 273 29
Single Family 2,298 106

PRICE
Price Growth

Multi Family 3.5% average y/y 2013-2020
Single Family 9.0% average y/y 2013-2020
8/20/2021

Projected Capacity (2014 BLR)

Multifamily
Single Family

Deliveries Data By Product Type 2010 — 2019

140
120

o o O

2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016
M Single Family — ® Multifamily

2017

Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Redfin, NWMLS, Costar.

Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance

100
80
6
4
o :
. I | |

2018

25

2019



Bremerton — Residential Analysis

- Bremerton
- Kitsap County

|||||||

o Sources: Esnl, Garmin, USGS, NPS

CAPACITY
Projected Capacity (2014)

Multi Family 3,589
Single Family 13,193

DELIVERIES

Avg. Annual Deliveries
Total deliveries 2000 - 2019 2015-2019
Multi Family 568 48
Single Family 1,814 138
PRICE

Price Growth
Multi Family 4.8% average y/y 2013-2020
Single Family 9.4% average y/y 2013-2020

8/20/2021

Projected Capacity (2014 BLR)

Multifamily

Single Family

Deliveries Data By Product Type 2010 — 2019

250
200

150

2010 201 2012 2013 2014 2015

M Single Family @ Multifamily

2016

2017

Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Redfin, NWMLS, Costar.
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Central Kitsap UGA — Residential Analysis

Projected Capacity (2014 BLR)
; B ool Kitsap

- Kitsap County

30/ ,J' ’ Multifamily
:,_/,:.7'%" V2t Single Family
I Deliveries Data By Product Type 2010 — 2019
Projected Capacity (2016) i i
Multi Family 1,297 70
Single Family 1,406 o
DELIVERIES *0
40
Avg. Annual Deliveries
Total deliveries 2000 - 2019 2015-2019 20
Multi Family 224 8 20
Single Family 1,324 34 10 I I
0 —
PRICE 2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016 2017 2018 2019
Price Growth B Single Family @ Multifamil
Multi Family 5.5% average y/y 2013-2020 e ramiy S
Single Family 7.9% average y/y 2013-2020 Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Redfin, NWMLS, Costar.

8/20/2021 Kitsap County Market Factor Guidance 27



Kingston — Residential Analysis

- Kingston
- Kitsap County

sssssss

v Sources: Esrl, Garmin, USGS, NPS

CAPACITY

Projected Capacity (2016)
Multi Family 251
Single Family 900
DELIVERIES
Avg. Annual Deliveries
Total deliveries 2000 - 2019 2015-2019
Multi Family 88 0
Single Family 262 19

PRICE
Price Growth

Multi Family 2.4% average y/y 2013-2020
Single Family 9.0% average y/y 2013-2020
8/20/2021

Projected Capacity (2014 BLR)

Multifamily
Single Family

Deliveries Data By Product Type 2010 — 2019

80
70
60
50
40
30
20

10 I I
) O 0
2010 2011 2012 2013 2014 2015 2016

B Single Family ® Multifamily

2017

Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Redfin, NWMLS, Costar.
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Port Orchard — Residential Analysis

- Port Orchard
- Kitsap County

lllllllll

‘‘‘‘‘

,,,,, . [Sources:Esr, Garmin, USGS, NPS

CAPACITY

Projected Capacity (2014)

Multi Family 1,562
Single Family 6,609

DELIVERIES

Avg. Annual Deliveries
Total deliveries 2000 - 2019 2015-2019
Multi Family 270 8
Single Family 2,636 19
PRICE

Price Growth
Multi Family 5.1% average y/y 2013-2020
Single Family 8.1% Average y/y 2013-2020

8/20/2021

Projected Capacity (2014 BLR)

Deliveries Data By Product Type 2010 — 2019

Multifamily
Single Family

250

200

150

(@}

(@}

2010 20M 2012 2013 2014 2015

M Single Family — ® Multifamily

Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Redfin, NWMLS, Costar.
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Poulsbo — Resigential Analysis

- Poulsbo
- Kitsap County

......

v Sources: Esrl, Garmin, USGS, NPS

CAPACITY

Projected Capacity (2014)
Multi Family 0
Single Family 2,329
DELIVERIES
Avg. Annual Deliveries
Total deliveries 2000 - 2019 2015-2019

Multi Family 206 36
Single Family 1,715 105

PRICE
Price Growth

Multi Family 6.1% average y/y 2013-2020
Single Family 7.0% average y/y 2013-2020
8/20/2021

Projected Capacity (2014 BLR)
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Single Family

Deliveries Data By Product Type 2010 — 2019
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Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Redfin, NWMLS, Costar.
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Silverdale — Residential Analysis

- Silverdale
- Kitsap County
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e Sources: Esrl, Garmin, USGS, NPS

CAPACITY

Projected Capacity (2014)
Multi Family 1,548
Single Family 2,201
DELIVERIES
Avg. Annual Deliveries
Total deliveries 2000 - 2019 2015-2019
Multi Family 671 54
Single Family 650 37

PRICE
Price Growth

Multi Family 5.9% average y/y 2013-2020
Single Family 7.9% average y/y 2013-2020
8/20/2021

Projected Capacity (2014 BLR)

Multifamily
Single Family

Deliveries Data By Product Type 2010 — 2019
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Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Redfin, NWMLS, Costar.
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APPENDIX: Market Factor Range Recommendations — Commercial

Table A3 - Market Factor Indicator Summary — Commercial

Average Annual  Average Annual Average Annual 5-year Max Delivery
Deliveries Deliveries Deliveries ke Snin kIl 20-year Indicator 10-year Indicator Indicator Indicator Current Market]
City/UGA Total Capacity* - SH (2001-2020) (2001-2010) (2016-2020)  Delivery Rate (2001-2020) (2001-2010)  (2016-2020)  (Single Year)  Rents (2021)
Bainbridge 1,441,796 27,615 38,544 14,944 106,407 62% 47% 79% 0% $24.20
Bremerton 1,858,537 76,293 131,139 10,609 270,135 18% 0% 89% 0% $16.39
Central Kitsap 532,866 19,909 38,626 265 152,873 25% 0% 99% 0% $14.75
Kingston 304,882 6,925 13,187 58 112,003 55% 13% 100% 0% $20.10
Port Orchard 4,350,361 33,862 60,646 4,649 171,497 84% 72% 98% 21% $15.75
Poulsbo 61,789 51,931 77,589 15,631 366,279 0% 0% 0% 0% $19.93
Silverdale 2,465,409 108,370 75,722 213,240 999,011 12% 39% 0% 0% $20.29
SUBTOTAL 11,015,640 324,904 435,452 259,395 2,178,205 21% 21% 53% 0%

*Capacity is taken from the 2014 BLR

M a rket Fa ctor Ra N g e ReCO mimen d atl ons — COmmerC[al Sources: Kitsap BLR 2074 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Costar

Recommendation  Supporting Observations

Highest average commercial rents and relatively consistent deliveries, however, the large amount of capacity and resulting indicator suggest that a
Bainbridge Medium medium market factor range should be considered.

Highest nominal delivery rate in the County and moderate overall capacity suggest a medium market factor range. Market Rents below the median for
Bremerton Medium jurisdictions.

A significant amount of capacity, but deliveries have tapered off in the last 5 years. Market Rents are lower than other jurisdictions. Recommend that a

Central Kitsap Medium medium market factor range be considered.

There have been only small-scale deliveries over the past 20 years, however with a low amount of capacity and high rents, this capacity could be
Kingston Medium absorbed quickly should market conditions change. Recommend considering a medium market factor range

Port Orchard has had strong demonstrated deliveries, however, with a large amount of capacity and lower than median rents it's recommend that the
Port Orchard High City consider a high market factor for commercial only development.

Relatively high rates of deliveries, with very little capacity, with rents in the middle of the range found across Kitsap County. Should development continue
Poulsbo Low at the historical pace, capacity would be absorbed. Because of this recommending a low Market Factor range.
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APPENDIX: Market Factor Range Recommendations — Commercial

The second highest projected capacity in the county in 2014. With strong demonstrated deliveries and strong market rents, it's recommended that the
Silverdale Medium City consider a medium market factor.
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APPENDIX: Market Factor Range Recommendations —/ndustrial

Table A4 - Market Factor Indicator Summary — Industrial

Total Capacity* - SH

20-year Indicator 10-year Indicator
(2001-2020) (2001-2010)

5-year
Indicator
(2016-2020)

Max Delivery
Indicator Current Market
(Single Year)  Rents (2021)

Bainbridge 205,373 2,795 2,164 2,238 23,058 /3% /9% 78% 0% $11.27
Bremerton 14,870,761 34,875 48,351 37,245 175,743 95% 95% 95% 76% $9.66
Central Kitsap 0 1,885 3,770 0 34,200 0% 0% 0% 0% $9.99
Kingston 59,791 3,333 6,600 0 56,860 0% 0% 100% 0% $11.57
Port Orchard 955,480 23,763 33,367 27,615 124,298 50% 50% 42% 0% $10.79
Poulsbo 128,063 10,192 13,343 9,652 91,554 0% 0% 0% 0% $10.58
Silverdale 3,632,694 15,504 7,747 45,188 104,249 91% 91% 75% 43% $10.27
SUBTOTAL 19,852,162 92,347 115,408 121,937 609,962 91% 91% 88% 39%

Market Factor Range Recommendations —/ndustrial

Recommendation  Supporting Observations

Recommending a medium Market Factor range for industrial-only zones. Industrial rents are comparatively high and there was very little capacity

*Capacity is taken from the 2014 BLR

Sources: Kitsap BLR 2014 and 2016 Comp plan Update, Kitsap County Assessor, Costar

Bainbridge Medium projected from 2014.
. Demonstrated deliveries are the highest in the county, however, the large