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Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-area Plan/EIS  

Responses to Comments 
 
Originally, the Port Orchard / South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan was anticipated for adoption in 2005.  
Due to the delay in the schedule for completion of the Sub-Area Plan and the accelerated 
schedule for the 10-year Update, adoption of the Sub-Area Plan as part of the 10-year Update is 
now being accomplished.  As a result, the County does not anticipate adopting a stand-alone 
Sub-Area Plan / EIS document for the Port Orchard / South Kitsap sub-area and has rather 
integrated the Sub-Area Plan policies, land use concepts, and data as appropriate into the Volume 
I: Policy Document and Volume II: Draft and Final EIS for the 10-Year Update.   
 
The Draft Sub-Area Plan / Draft EIS was released for public comment in December 2005 and 
written comments were accepted until February 6, 2006.  The comments received and responses 
to those comments are included as Chapter 10 in the Preliminary FEIS that is reproduced in this 
10-Year Update Appendix.  The following letters were received during the public comment 
period on the Draft Sub-Area Plan / EIS.  A public hearing was conducted by the Kitsap County 
Planning Commission on January 24, 2006.  The City of Port Orchard Planning Commission was 
also in attendance.   
 
This 10-Year Update FEIS provides updated responses to comments on the Integrated Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan Draft EIS consistent with the 10-Year Update.  The County 
prepared a Preliminary Final Sub-Area Plan EIS that addressed comments prior to final decisions 
on the 10-Year Update.  This 10-Year Update FEIS completes the Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
Sub-Area Plan environmental review process.  
 
Several of the responses to comments in this Appendix refer to changes that have been made to 
the Draft Final Sub-Area Plan / EIS text; such changes are included within the Preliminary Final 
Sub-area Plan/EIS.  The Preliminary Final Sub-area Plan/EIS is available at MyKitsap.org.  The 
redline/strikeout format of the Preliminary Final Sub-area Plan/EIS provides a record of the data 
and clarifications for the sub-area that may be referenced in the future.  In terms of the 10-Year 
Update the environmental and planning analysis cumulatively reviewed the Port Orchard/South 
Kitsap Area together with all UGAs and provides the final goals and policies applicable to this 
area in Volume I. 
 
 



 



CHAPTER 10.0  COMMENTS AND RESPONSES PORT ORCHARD / SOUTH KITSAP SUB-AREA PLAN / EIS 
 10-1 May 2006 

10.0 Comments and Responses 

The following letters were received during the public comment period on the Draft Sub-
Area Plan / EIS.  To save space, the comments have been reduced to allow two pages 
to be reproduced onto one page.  Full size versions of the comments are available from 
the Kitsap County Department of Community Development.  The comment letters have 
been numbered by comment letter and by comment.  The comment letters are followed 
by responses to the comments.  Following the responses to the written comments is the 
transcript of the public hearing, followed by responses to those comments.   
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UPDATED RESPONSES TO COMMENTS 
Comment Letter No. 1 – The Suquamish Tribe (Alison O’Sullivan) 

1-1 Chapter 1, Section 1.2 in the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final 
Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) provides an overview of the organization.  The 
May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS is an integrated State 
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) and Growth Management Act (GMA) document 
prepared pursuant to WAC 197-11-210.  As such, the document combines the processes 
and supporting analyses required under both GMA and SEPA.  The integration of the 
documents is intended to help decision-makers select an alternative and ensure that 
adoption of the final Sub-Area Plan incorporates measures to fulfill the goals for GMA 
while identifying and mitigating probable significant adverse environmental impacts under 
SEPA.  
 
Please note the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan Preliminary EIS, as 
well as other sub-area plans have been incorporated into the 10-Year Update and Preferred 
Comprehensive Plan. As such, many elements of the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-Area 
Plan have been reorganized into several volumes, with the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-
Area Plan policies represented in Chapter 13 in Volume I: Comprehensive Plan Policy 
Document. An overview of organization can also be found in the Section 1.5 of the Final 
Comprehensive Plan.  
 

1-2 We apologize for the mistake with your name.  It has been corrected in the 
Acknowledgements section of the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final 
EIS.  The acknowledgement of tribal input has been relocated so that it is clear the Tribe 
was not a member of the Citizen Advisory Group.   
 

1-3 The referenced policy has been modified to clarify the definition of natural systems as 
features such as swales, stormwater cascades, small wetland ponds, larger landscaped 
areas and smaller paved areas. These features help reduce the quantity and speed of the 
runoff from developed sites. 
 
In regards to the 10-Year Update and Preferred Comprehensive Plan Policy Document, 
Policy EP-3.8 has been modified as mention above and renumbered to state: 
 

Policy POSK-63 Require that development projects manage stormwater quantity in a 
way that approximates the natural hydrologic characteristics of the sub-area, while 
ensuring that all stormwater receives adequate treatment before discharge or 
groundwater infiltration.  
 

 
1-4 Your comment regarding the Goal EP 4.1 and coordination with the Tribes is noted; this 

goal is included as Policy POSK-78 in the 10-Year Update Chapter 13.  Please note that 
Kitsap County reaffirms its intention to improve communications with the Tribe and to 
coordinate efforts and ensure timely and effective participation in planning processes 
involving Tribal concerns. 
 
As part of the 10-Year Update, the Preferred Comprehensive Plan Policy Document, 
revises Policy UGA-3 and -4 into three separate policy statements as follows: 
 

Policy LU-4 Coordinate with the cities and Tribes, using the KRCC as a forum to 



establish updated population forecasts and distributions to reflect RCW 43.62.035 
(Determining Population Projections).  

 
Policy LU- 5 Monitor and review land capacity, and development trends occurring 
within UGAs annually.  
 
Policy LU-7 Evaluate the assumptions contained in the County’s Updated Land 
Capacity Analysis annually.  
 

The Preferred Comprehensive Plan Policy Document also renumbered Goal EP 4.1 to 
Goal 15 under Volume I: Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 13.  The Preferred Plan retains 
this language as noted in the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan Preliminary Final 
EIS and states:  
 

Goal 15: Protect and sustain the sub-area’s natural environment through preservation 
and enhancement of those features critical to fish and wildlife species and habitat.  

 
Please also note that throughout the Preferred Comprehensive Plan Policy Document, the 
need to coordinate with local tribal governments is stated. Please see Responses to 
Comments, Letter 9 in the 10-Year Update Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS), 
Chapter 5.  
 

1-5 The County recognizes the importance of coordinating with the Suquamish Tribe on the 
identification and preservation of cultural resources.  The paragraph following the Goal 
#13 statement has been revised to include coordination with the Tribe to identify and 
preserve sites of historic and archaeological significance to the Suquamish Tribe.  
Additional information has been provided about the policies in the Kitsap County 
Comprehensive Plan that will apply to the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-Area.   
Because the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary EIS is a nonproject level evaluation of 
the environmental impacts of the proposed land use changes in the sub-area, a site-specific 
analysis of cultural resources is not appropriate.  The statement that “no lands of historical 
or archaeological significance have been identified” has been deleted from the May 2006 
Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS.   
 
In addition, 10-Year Update Volume II: Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS), 
Section 3.2.4 provides cultural and archaeological resource analysis for the county as a 
whole.  
 

1-6 Reasonable measures must be applied when the designated urban area is not able to 
accommodate its allocation of growth because the plan densities are not being achieved.  
In the case of the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-area Plan, the expanded UGA is for the 
additional growth allocation, beyond what the existing UGA is planned to accommodate.  
Whether to expand the UGA based on the additional allocation is a policy decision of the 
Board of County Commissioners so long as the plan establishes urban densities and 
balances the other goals and requirements of the GMA.   
 
As part of the 10-Year Update, the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA, as well as other 
unincorporated UGAs, apply new and augmented reasonable measures. Please see Volume 
I, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.3 of the Final Comprehensive Plan and FEIS, Appendix C. A 
quantitative assessment of existing reasonable measures (Resolution 158-2004) has been 
analyzed and noted in FEIS Appendix C (similar to DEIS Appendix H).  
 



1-7 The County agrees that development and the resulting increase in impervious surfaces can 
impact wetlands.  These activities are generally considered indirect impacts because they 
do not take place directly in the wetland.  Increased runoff from impervious surfaces or 
increased density is considered an indirect effect to wetlands because the activity occurs 
off-site.  Where appropriate, the text in the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
Preliminary Final EIS has been revised to clarify.   
 

1-8 The purpose of the regulations you cite is to minimize impacts to natural systems.  
Stormwater regulations minimize impacts of increased development on streams and 
wetlands.  Critical areas regulations are intended to protect the functions and values of 
wetlands, streams, and other designated critical areas.  It is acknowledged in the Sub-Area 
Plan / EIS that there will be some unavoidable impacts to natural areas as a result of 
continued development in the Sub-Area.  See Sections 5.3.4 and 5.4.4 of the May 2006 
Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS.  
 

1-9 References to isolated wetlands have been removed and reflected in the May 2006 Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS.  
 

1-10 This paragraph has been revised based on the information provided and reflected in the 
May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS.  
 

1-11 The May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS has been revised to 
include the new Kitsap County Critical Areas regulations that were adopted in December 
2005.  Your comments regarding the effectiveness of buffers are noted. 
 

1-12 Table 5.3-3 has been revised in the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary 
Final EIS to reflect the newly adopted stream buffer requirements and stream types. 
 

1-13 Kitsap County has not adopted Ecology’s 2005 Stormwater Manual, but the County’s 
Stormwater Manual includes erosion control techniques and design standards that are 
similar to the Ecology Manual.  Adoption of the 2005 Manual is not part of the Sub-Area 
Plan and would require separate County action.  The Kitsap County Board of 
Commissioners has requested additional studies of potential impacts of adopting the 
Ecology Manual.  Your comments regarding runoff control and treatment provided by the 
2005 Manual are noted. 
 

1-14 The Gray Whale is not federally or state listed at this time.  The gray whale is a state 
sensitive species and still receives protection under the Marine Mammal Protection Act 
(MMPA). This has been noted in the in the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
Preliminary Final EIS.  
 

1-15 Your comment regarding the potential for lower density development adjacent to critical 
areas is acknowledged.  The methodology used in the Sub-Area Plan / EIS for evaluating 
the available land capacity in relation to the Critical Area Ordinance (CAO) constraints 
was identified in the Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) methodology and was 
published in Appendix A of the Port Orchard / South Kitsap Scoping Report and 
Description of the Land Use Alternatives.  The approved methodology identified the acres 
within the study area with CAO coverage and estimates the net impact of those critical 
areas on the parcel’s development potential by deducting the portions of the affected 
parcels assumed to be unavailable for development due to the provisions of the CAO.  
These calculations are based on the same CAO “reduction factor” assumptions 
recommended by the Board of County Commissioners for use in the Urban Residential 
ULCA on April 25, 2005. 



 
For all alternatives in the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS, the 
Urban Restricted (1 to 5 units per acre depending on individual parcel constraints) zoning 
classification was applied to any parcels identified to posses more than fifty percent (50%) 
critical areas on site.  It was intended to allow for lower density development adjacent to 
critical areas and would result in reduction of impacts directly adjacent to critical areas. 
 

1-16 See the responses to Comments 1-13 and 1-15.  Although the retention of open space does 
not fully mitigate the impacts of increased development, it does provide some reduction of 
impacts.   
 

1-17 Your comment regarding coordination with the Tribe is noted.  Please note that Kitsap 
County reaffirms its intention to improve communications with the Tribe and to 
coordinate efforts and ensure timely and effective participation in planning processes 
involving Tribal concerns.  Please refer to Comment 1-4. 
 

Comment Letter No. 2 –Washington Dept. of Community, Trade and Economic Development (Tim 
Gates, Senior Planner) 

2-1 Your comment regarding the Sub-Area Plan adoption process is noted.  We appreciate the 
Washington Department of Community, Trade, and Economic Development’s timely review 
of this programmatic proposal. 
 

2-2 Your comment regarding the Sub-Area Plan adoption process is noted.  The County will 
forward the adopted Sub-Area Plan to CTED and other commenting agencies in accordance 
within 10 days of adoption. 
 

Comment Letter No. 3 – Washington Dept. of Fish & Wildlife (Jeff Davis) 

3-1 High densities and a small expansion area were both evaluated within the range of 
alternatives analyzed.  Alternative 4 in the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
Preliminary Final EIS increased densities within the existing UGA, and Alternative 1 did 
not expand the area of the UGA.  Planning Commissioners compared all impacts of the 
different alternatives and recommended an alternative that best met the community’s 
goals.  See the response to Comment 1-6 regarding reasonable measures. 
 

3-2 In developing the Sub-Area Plan for Port Orchard’s UGA, the size of the new UGA was 
determined through a community process informed by a land capacity analysis and 
consistency with Kitsap County’s countywide policies for designating UGAs.  Please see 
Volume I, Chapter 2, Section 2.3.3 of the Final Comprehensive Plan and FEIS, Appendix 
C for discussions on reasonable measures, as well as Response to Comment 11 in Letter 
129 in the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5.  
 
In addition, the 10-Year Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA 
removes the Neighborhood Commercial expansion along Mile Hill Drive and converted 
large portions of the Bethel corridor from Highway/Tourist Commercial to mixed use. 
This Mixed Use designation provides additional opportunities for affordable and multi-
family housing in the Port Orchard area than previously analyzed in the May 2006 Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS.  
 



3-3 High densities and a small expansion area were both evaluated within the range of 
alternatives analyzed.  Alternative 4 as analyzed in the May 2006 Port Orchard/South 
Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS increased densities within the existing UGA, and Alternative 
1 did not expand the area of the UGA.  Planning Commissioners compared all impacts of 
the different alternatives and recommended an alternative that best met the community’s 
goals.   
 
Please also refer to Response to Comment 3-2, as well as the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5, 
Responses to Comments, Letter 9, Suquamish Tribe and Responses to Comments, WDFW 
Letter 10.  
 

3-4 Your comment regarding the CAO and the jurisdictional differences between the Kitsap 
County CAO and the City of Port Orchard CAO is noted.  Kitsap County, as the lead 
agency for the proposed action and the jurisdiction responsible for all unincorporated 
lands within the Urban Growth Area, on December 2005, adopted an updated CAO 
ordinance, applied to the analysis of the Preferred Alternative in the May 2006 Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS. Please also note the 10-Year Comprehensive 
Plan Update has included this regulatory update as well.   
 

3-5 See the response to Comment 1-13 regarding adoption of the 2005 Ecology Stormwater 
Manual. 
 

3-6 Comment noted.  Section 5.4.4 of the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary 
Final EIS includes a discussion of Unavoidable Adverse Impacts to fish and wildlife 
resources and diversity that could result from future development within the sub-area.  
Additional information has been added to Section 5.4.4 regarding altered vegetative and 
hydrologic conditions resulting from development. 
 

3-7 Your comment regarding the Transfer Development Program is noted.  As part of the 10-
Year Update, revised, new and renumbered Transfer of Development Rights goal and 
policy statements have been incorporated into Volume I: Comprehensive Plan Policy 
Document and implementing development regulations. Specifically, this language can be 
viewed in Section 3.2.8 of the Comprehensive Plan and Volume III: Development 
Regulations, Titles 17 and 21.  
 

3-8 Your comments in support of the retention of open space, recreation and resources 
protection areas are noted. As part of the 10-Year Update, this new policy is referenced in 
Chapter 13 of the Preferred Comprehensive Plan, Policy POSK-93.  
 

3-9 Your comment regarding the implementation of Low Impact Development Standards and 
support of adoption of the 2005 Department of Ecology Stormwater Manual is noted.  The 
Kitsap County Surface and Stormwater Management Program has been implemented to 
ensure adequate stormwater regulation, planning, maintenance, and capital improvement.  
See the response to Comment 1-13 regarding County adoption of the Ecology Manual. 
Please also refer to the Preferred Comprehensive Plan, Volume I of the 10-Year Update, 
specifically, Chapter 2, policies LU-158 through LU-162.  
 

3-10 See the response to Comment 1-3. 
 

3-11 Comments noted.  The City appreciates the offer of WDFW assistance in the inventory of 
wetlands in the City limits. 
 



3-12 Your comment regarding the implementation of Low Impact Development Standards is 
acknowledged. Please also refer to the Preferred Comprehensive Plan, Volume I of the 10-
Year Update, specifically, Chapter 2, policies LU-158 through LU-162.  
 

3-13 General mitigation measures have been added to each section.  Also, additional reference 
has been made to mitigation measures. 
 

3-14 Adoption of LID standards has been added to the list of possible mitigation measures. 
 

3-15 The referenced text has been changed from “Blackberry” Creek to “Blackjack” Creek.  A 
sentence has been added acknowledging the importance of the wetlands as a wildlife 
corridor. 
 

3-16 The May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS acknowledges increased 
levels of impervious surface as an unavoidable adverse impact of development.  Your 
comments regarding the nature of those impacts are noted.   
 

3-17 The May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS is a nonproject level 
evaluation of proposed land use changes in the sub-area and countywide.  As such does 
not require a detailed analysis of potential impacts of each alternative.  The primary 
differences between the proposed alternatives relate to the size of the UGA.  The type and 
distribution of the proposed land uses do not significantly differ between the alternatives.  
Potential impacts resulting from future development do not differ significantly other than 
in magnitude given the size of the UGA and proximity to fish and wildlife resources.   
 
Since the publication of the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS, a 
modified version alternatives has been included as part of the 10-Year Update.  One of the 
key modifications included in this alternative is the connection to Long Lake to allow 
extension of sewer service to the area.  This will provide the potential for future 
improvements to lake water quality.   
 
As part of the 10-Year Update, the Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
UGA includes expansion to the Long Lake area to provide opportunities for extension of 
wastewater service. Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the 
Kitsap County Board of Commissioners (BOCC) approved Preferred Alternative for the 
Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.  
 

3-18 The discussion of aquatic habitats and salmonids has been updated in the May 2006 Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS to incorporate the information provided in 
your letter as well as information from the Salmon Refugia Report (2003) and the Lead 
Entity Watershed Rankings (2005). 
 

3-19 See the responses to Comments 1-11 and 1-12 regarding the revised Kitsap County 
Critical Areas Ordinance.  Your comments regarding buffer reductions are noted. 
 

3-20 Comment noted.  Section 5.4.4 of the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary 
Final EIS identifies those impacts that are likely to be unavoidable as a result of the 
proposed action.  Existing regulations, such as the CAO, include avoidance and 
minimization as mitigation for development near critical areas.  Enforcement of those 
regulations will help mitigate potential impacts.   
 

3-21 See the response to Comment 3-2.  
 



3-22 Your comments are noted.  See the response to Comment 1-13 regarding adoption of the 
stormwater manual. 

Comment Letter No. 4 – City of Port Orchard Planning Department (Joanne Long-Woods, AICP, 
Director) 

4-1 Comment noted.  The comment period was extended per your request. 
 

4-2 Comment noted.   

Comment Letter No. 5– City of Port Orchard Planning Department (Joanne Long-Woods, AICP, 
Director) 

5-1 Your comment regarding the special meeting of Port Orchard City Planning Commission 
on January 30, 2006 is noted.  The Port Orchard City Planning Commission recommended 
Alternative 2, as analyzed in the Draft Sub-Area Plan/EIS with three minor changes: 
 

1. Adding the Berry Lake area south of Old Clifton Road 
2. Adding a small section (triangular lot south of Old Clifton Road) next to 

McCormick Woods / ULID#6 UGA 
3. Adding a small section east of Phillips Road. 

 
That recommendation was presented to the Kitsap County Planning Commission for 
consideration at their meeting on February 14, 2006.  At this time, the Kitsap County 
Planning Commission selected Alternative 2 as the Preferred Alternative with a 
modification extending the UGA east toward Long Lake to provide the opportunity to 
extend sewer service to the Long Lake area to address water quality issues in the lake.  
The Kitsap County Planning Commission considered the modifications recommended by 
the Port Orchard Planning Commission, but did not approve a vote to adopt those 
modifications. This analysis is noted in the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
Preliminary Final EIS. 
 
Please also refer to Response to Comment 1-1 and the MyKitsap.org website to view a 
copy of the BOCC approved Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
UGA.  
 

Comment Letter No. 6 – City of Bremerton Department of Community Development (Chris Hugo, 
Director) 

6-1 Your comments regarding the maintenance of distinct community identities and the 
interface and alignment in the provision of urban services between jurisdictions are noted.  
We appreciate the City of Bremerton’s timely review of this programmatic proposal. 
 

6-2 Your comments regarding the reduction of urban sprawl and promotion of urban 
separators and/or greenbelts between jurisdictions are noted.  We appreciate the City of 
Bremerton’s support of these urban planning concepts. 
 

6-3 Your comments regarding the clarification of urban separators and references to the four 
main points including conformance with the 2004 Countywide Planning Policies, the 
geographic preference for an urban separator, proposed land use designations for urban 
separators, and description of future annexation areas between jurisdictions are noted.   



 
6-4 Comment noted.  Coordination of utility services with the City of Bremerton is important.  

Under the Preferred Alternative the City of Port Orchard water and sewer, Annapolis 
Water District, and Karcher Creek Sewer District will provide water distribution and 
wastewater collection and treatment services to the expanded UGA area.  The City of Port 
Orchard will maintain its wholesale intertie with the City of Bremerton. 
 

Comment Letter No. 7 – Tom Nevins/Kitsap Citizens for Responsible Planning/Charlie Burrow and 
Tom Donnelly 

7-1 The alternatives were intended to provide a range of potential densities that responded to 
both requirements of the GMA.  Several alternatives were analyzed in the Draft Sub-Area 
Plan/EIS; specifically Alternative 4 was evaluated using higher densities than are currently 
zoned within the existing UGA, closer to the urban center, rather than within the expanded 
UGA as a means to achieve a more compact urban form.   
 
Please also note, after inclusion of the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan into the 
10-Year Update, the Planning Commission recommended and BOCC approved, with 
revisions in a Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA. These 
approved revisions include: 1) Conversion of Highway/Tourist Commercial along the 
Bethel Corridor to Mixed Use, 2) UGA retraction near Baby Doll and Mountain View 
Roads, and 3) UGA restriction of Neighborhood Commercial from Mile Hill Drive.  
 
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative 
for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

7-2 Additional industrial lands within the UGA were deemed necessary to attain an equal job 
to housing balance, which is important to reduce travel times. 
 

7-3 Strip commercial is typically characterized as small to medium sized developments with a 
few tenants on a shallow parcel with parking along a major arterial.  There is existing strip 
commercial in the sub-area and under this plan there likely will be more developed.  This 
can be addressed in several ways:  design guidelines related to site design, landscaping, 
placement of parking, limited access points, signage, or a more concentrated development 
pattern.  There are policies in the proposed plan that encourage the development of more 
concentrated centers and these can be implemented through changes in the City or County 
land use regulations.  See also Response to Comment 7-1 regarding application of Mixed 
Use designations to the Bethel Corridor. 
 

7-4 The County’s development regulations for stormwater management and critical areas will 
require new development to take measures to avoid adverse impacts to critical areas 
including frequently flooded areas such as areas surrounding Converse Avenue.  While 
critical areas are not ideal lands to include within urban areas, avoiding them entirely is 
not always practical, and they often provide valuable natural areas within urban areas.  In 
addition, development of the regional stormwater facility and conveyance system for the 
Converse Avenue Area shown in Figure 6.5-7 in the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-Area 
Plan/EIS will allow peak flow to be removed from the closed depression.  The project has 
been added to the SSWMP Capital Facilities Plan and is planned for construction in 2008 
and 2009. 
 

7-5 The City of Port Orchard has had several inquiries from property owners around the 
Sedgwick intersection who see the adjacency to SR-16 as an asset for commercial 



development.  The addition of impermeable surfaces will be regulated by land use and 
stormwater regulations, either City or County, for new development if and when that 
development occurs.  Wetlands will be protected by City or County CAOs. 
 

7-6 Adequate provision of infrastructure is required before building permits are issued per 
Kitsap County Code Chapter 16.24. 
   

7-7 The Port Orchard / South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan / EIS was initiated through an initial 
memorandum of agreement with the City of Port Orchard on July 2003 and an Interlocal 
Agreement for cost sharing in July 2004, prior to the most recent Central Puget Sound 
Growth Management Hearings Board orders.  Kitsap County is dedicated to completion, 
adoption, and implementation of a Preferred Alternative and related sub-area plan for the 
Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA in a manner that is consistent with the GMA, and in 
compliance with any orders from either the Central Puget Sound Growth Management 
Hearings Board, Superior Court, or Washington Supreme Court.  Please refer to Section 
2.2 The Planning Process, of the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final 
EIS for additional information related to this comment. See Response to Comment 1-1.  
 
Please also refer to the DEIS, FEIS and Preferred Comprehensive Plan for the 10-Year 
Update for updated analysis assumptions, public involvement process, etc.    
 

7-8 See the response to Comment 7-1. 
 

7-9 See the response to Comment 7-2. 

7-10 See the response to Comment 7-3. 

7-11 See the response to Comment 7-4. 

7-12 See the response to Comment 7-5 

7-13 See the response to Comment 7-6. 

7-14 See response to Comment 7-7.  Your comments regarding the Central Puget Sound 
Growth Management Hearings Board decisions and the Kitsap County Comprehensive 
Plan are noted.   

7-15 See the response to Comment 3-2.  
 

7-16 This Sub-Area Plan is in accordance with RCW 36.70A.130 and the recent Growth 
Management Hearings Board order to review and revise designated urban growth areas to 
provide sufficient area and densities to accommodate the urban growth projected to occur 
during the succeeding 20-year period.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 1-1.  
 

7-17 On October 25, 2004, Kitsap’s Board of County Commissioners identified measures they 
deemed reasonable to direct growth to urban areas.  The effectiveness of several 
reasonable measures has been applied to increase achieved densities is being analyzed as 
part of the 10-Year Update of the Comprehensive Plan. The Sub-Area Plan will be 
adopted as part of the 10-year Update, and 10-Year Update FEIS Appendix C provides a 
quantitative analysis of existing reasonable measures (Resolution 158-2004), as well as 
implementation of new or expanded reasonable measures.    

7-18 A land capacity analysis was performed under this Sub-Area Plan, and as part of the 10-
Year Update, to review and revise the designated urban growth area to ensure it could 



accommodate the urban growth projected to occur in an area over the next 20 years. 

7-19 When the County began the sub-area plan process for South Kitsap/Port Orchard UGA, it 
was not aware the 10-Year Update would be required so soon.  Although the Sub-Area 
Plan builds on the 1998 plan, it has been incorporated into the 10-Year Update with 
modifications as appropriate to ensure consistency. 
 

7-20 See the response to Comment 7-19.  Deferral of adoption of the Sub-Area Plan is at the 
discretion of the BOCC. 

Comment Letter No. 8 – Doug Skrobut 

8-1 Your comment regarding transportation concurrency is noted.  The Kitsap County 1998 
Comprehensive Plan regarding Level of Service (LOS) and concurrency allows for 15% of 
the arterial and collector road miles to be out of compliance at any one time.  Presently the 
percentage of roadways below standard is about 4.3% (See 10-Year Update DEIS, Section 
3.2.6), well within the 15% limit.  Modeling efforts countywide indicate that the primary 
congestion problems are focused in Silverdale (Bucklin Hill, Ridgetop and Silverdale Way). 
 

8-2 Your comments and recommendations regarding the transportation analysis and forecasted 
roadway LOS are acknowledged.  Please refer to Table 3 of Appendix D – Travel Demand 
Modeling Methods and Results for additional data on forecasted roadway LOS of the May 
2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS. 
 
Please also note updated analysis of the forecasted LOS can be found in the 10-Year DEIS 
and FEIS, Section 3.2.6.  
 

8-3 Your comments and recommendations regarding the transportation mitigation and the 
requirement of project based impact analysis and mitigation are acknowledged.   As 
development within the sub-area progresses, development review will be required by Kitsap 
County on a project specific basis to further define mitigation measures necessary to 
minimize adverse impacts. 
 
Please also note updated analysis of the potential transportation mitigation measures can be 
found in the 10-Year DEIS and FEIS, Section 3.2.6.  
 

8-4 Your comments regarding the document organization of transportation analysis, mitigation, 
and modeling data are noted.    
 

8-5 Your comments regarding the transportation analysis and the LOS for existing roadways are 
acknowledged.   The discrepancy in LOS appears to relate primarily to the analysis 
methodology employed (i.e., road segments versus intersections).  In the context of the 
methodology employed in the Sub-Area Plan /EIS, the LOS calculations for the roadway 
segments appear accurate. 
 
Please also note updated analysis of identified number of deficiencies can be found in the 10-
Year DEIS and FEIS, Section 3.2.6.  
 

8-6 Your comments regarding the transportation analysis and the LOS for existing roadways and 
the proposal for lowering urban roadway capacity thresholds are noted. Please also note 
updated analysis can be found in the 10-Year, DEIS, Section 3.2.6.  
 

8-7 Your comments regarding the transportation analysis and the County standards for LOS are 
noted. 



Comment Letter No. 9 – Fred Depee 

9-1 Your comment regarding the accuracy of mapping of a Baker Road parcel is noted.  Please 
refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative for the Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

Comment Letter No. 10 – Jerry Harless 

10-1 Your comment regarding the Updated Land Capacity Analysis (ULCA) is noted.  The 
methodology for evaluating the available land capacity was identified in the Updated Land 
Capacity Methodology and was published in Appendix A of the Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
Scoping Report and Description of the Land Use Alternatives.  The approved methodology 
identified the acres within the study area and the associated “reduction factor” assumptions 
recommended by the Board of County Commissioners for use in the Urban Residential 
ULCA on April 25, 2005. 
 
In regards to the 10-Year Update, the ULCA methodology has incorporated the Central 
Puget Sound Growth Management Hearings Board decision for the Kingston Sub-Area Plan. 
Updated and comparative analysis of the impacts of this decision for all unincorporated 
UGAs can be found in the DEIS, Section 3.2.3.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 6 
Letter 129 of the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5.  
 

10-2 See the response to your Comment 10-1 regarding the Updated Land Capacity Analysis.  
The Port Orchard/South Kitsap Scoping Report and Description of the Land Use 
Alternatives including Appendix A was accepted and approved by the Port Orchard City 
Council on September 26, 2005.   
 

10-3 Thank you for your comment regarding the ULCA tables for each of the Port Orchard/South 
Kitsap Sub-Area Plan Land Use Alternatives.  The detailed analysis and results of the 
ULCA for each of the land use alternatives is provided in Section 6.1, Land and Shoreline 
Use of the May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS.  
 
10-Year Update FEIS Appendix B contains the summary buildable lands 
calculations for reference for the Preferred Alternative. Please also refer to Response to 
Comment 17, Letter 129 of the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5.  
 
 

10-4 Your comment regarding the Land Capacity Analysis utilized for the 1998 Kitsap County 
Comprehensive Plan is noted. Please refer to Response to Comment 10-1 and 10-3.  
 

Comment Letter No. 11 – Curt Halsan 

11-1 Your comment regarding the map correction of a Perdemco Avenue parcel.  Please refer to 
the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative for the Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

Comment Letter No. 12 – Steve Cochran 

12-1 Corrections noted.  An ADT of 16,607 and capacity of 16,300 with V/C 1.02 is correct.  
Table 6.4-1 has been corrected to reflect an ADT of 16,600.  Please also note updated 



analysis can be found in the 10-Year, DEIS, Section 3.2.6.  
 
 

12-2 The differences in ADT are noted. Traffic counts collected in October 2004 indicate 
volumes higher than those estimated in the 2004 Annual Traffic Report. 
 

12-3 Correction noted.  The heading has been changed to “Capacity (vpd).”  

Comment Letter No. 13 – Constance Boustead 

13-1 Your comment regarding the inclusion of a Sidney Road parcel in the Preferred Alternative 
is noted.  Please refer to Appendix A – Land Use Reclassification Requests for explanation 
of the Land Use Reclassification Request process, a summary of the Land Use 
Reclassification Request public outreach for the community, and a matrix of the Land Use 
Reclassification Request criteria.  On February 14, 2006, the Kitsap County Planning 
Commission voted to not include any of the Land Use Reclassification Requests in the 
recommended Preferred Alterative.  Please see Figure 4-1 of the May 2006 Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS.  
 
The 10-Year Update Preferred Alternative selected by the BOCC on November 6, 2006 did 
include this parcel in the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA, as Highway Tourist Commercial. 
Please refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative for the 
Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

13-2 Your comment regarding support for Land Use Alternatives 2, 3, and 4 for the Port Orchard 
/ South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan / EIS is acknowledged. 
 

13-3 Your comment regarding support for Commercial Land Use designations for the Sidney 
Road segment between Highway 16 and Sedgwick Road is noted. 
 

Comment Letter No. 14 – Don Ryan 

14-1 Your comment regarding the inclusion of both a Bethel Road parcel and Sedgwick Road 
parcel in the Preferred Alternative is noted.  Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to 
view a copy of the Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

14-2 Your comment regarding the inclusion of a specific Sedgwick Road parcel as a Land Use 
Reclassification Request in the Preferred Alternative is acknowledged.  Please also refer to 
the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative for the Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

14-3 Your comment regarding notification of any upcoming public meetings is noted.  Your 
contact information was included on the “interested parties” list on May 31, 2005 and you 
have been provided regular contact and notification of any public meetings regarding this 
planning process. 
 

Comment Letter No. 15 – Loren M. Olsen 

15-1 Your comment regarding the inclusion of a specific Phillips Road parcel as a Land Use 
Reclassification Request in the Preferred Alternative is noted.  Please note the approved 



10-Year Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA retains this 
property outside the UGA as Rural Protection. Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org 
website to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap 
UGA.   
 

Comment Letter No. 16 – Ruthie Wrothwell 

16-1 Your comment regarding the specific intent and goals of the Citizen Advisory Group is 
noted.  The Kitsap County Board of County Commissioners and the Port Orchard City 
Mayor appointed a Citizen Advisory Group comprised of a broad base of community 
residents, stakeholders and representative interests to evaluate these issues and propose a 
land use alternative to accommodate the proposed population growth.   

The Citizen Advisory Group scrutinized the accommodation of growth based on the 
provisions of GMA while considering community values, environmental constraints, 
provision of services and infrastructure, and local land use and development patterns, 
ultimately voting and approving recommendations for accommodating the proposed 
population allocations.   

This Citizen Advisory Group met biweekly through 2004 and 2005 and was provided the 
available technical information, maps, and data.  Staff and consultants facilitated the 
evaluation of this data, the incorporation of the Updated Land Capacity Analysis 
information, the economic and employment analysis provided in the Population and 
Development Report, and the public comments provided in each of Public Meetings and 
Land Use Reclassification Requests to arrive at a group consensus for proposing Land Use 
Alternatives for evaluation.  The Citizen Advisory Group recommended a Preferred 
Alternative on June 9, 2005 and the Land Use Alternatives in the Draft Sub-Area plan 
were a result of this community consensus process.  The recommendation may not 
necessarily satisfy every property owner, but represents a consensus-based approach to 
resolving this difficult task. 
 

16-2 The BOCC has approved, with revisions, modification of the 10-Year Alternative 2 as the 
Preferred Alternative.  This alternative was selected as the Preferred Alternative that best 
met the requirements of GMA, Citizen’s Advisory Group input, as well as public input at 
multiple opportunities. The Preferred Alternative includes UGA expansion to the east 
toward Long Lake.  The extension will provide the opportunity to extend sewer service to 
the Long Lake Park and adjacent area to better address current and future water quality 
issues in the lake. 
 
Please also refer to Responses to Comment Letter 171 in Chapter 5 of the 10-Year FEIS.  
 

16-3 Your comment regarding the support of Land Use Alternative 4 in the Draft Sub-Area 
Plan/EIS is noted.   Please refer to Comment 16-2. 
 

16-4 The Port Orchard / South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan / EIS is intended to serve as a 20-year 
planning document for the future growth of the area and to assist the City of Port Orchard 
with identifying areas for future annexation.  No action is required for citizens to maintain 
their existing use or structures on land that may change comprehensive land use 
designation through this Sub-Area Planning process.  Any proposed changes to a given 
land use designation would only affect future development of that parcel. 
 

16-5 Currently, developers pay for new infrastructure when development occurs. 
 



16-6 Your comment regarding the location of portions of Industrial land use designations in 
Alternative 4 in the Draft Sub-Area Plan is noted.  The majority of any proposed industrial 
land use designations were originated based upon the adjacency to the existing City of 
Port Orchard industrial designated property and additionally based on the information 
received through the public comments provided during the scoping period and the Land 
Use Reclassification Request process. The Preferred Alternative approved in the 10-Year 
Update does not include any industrial designated land south of the Old Clifton Road right 
of way, and would not impact any parcels indicated that have recently been constructed 
with new housing. 
 
Please also refer to Responses to Comment Letter 171 in Chapter 5 of the 10-Year FEIS.  
 

16-7 See the response to Comment 16-1. 
 

16-8 See the response to Comment 16-6. 

16-9 Your comment regarding the support of Land Use Alternative 4 in the Draft Sub-Area 
Plan/EIS is noted.  See the response to Comment 16-2. 

Comment Letter No. 17 – Jessica Johnson 

17-1 Your comment regarding the map correction of a Firecrest Drive SE parcel in the Land 
Use Alternative 2 and 3 in the Draft Sub-Area Plan/EIS is acknowledged. Please also refer 
to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative for the Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

Comment Letter No. 18 – Ken and Clarice Mischel 

18-1 Your comment regarding the support of Land Use Alternative 3 or 4 in the Draft Sub-Area 
Plan is noted.  See the response to Comment 16-2. 
 

18-2 Your comment that incorrect information was conveyed to the Citizen Advisory Group 
regarding the community desire to be included or excluded from the Urban Growth Area 
is noted.  Throughout the Citizen Advisory Group meetings, residents from the Berry Lake 
area expressed comments that supported both inclusion and exclusion from the Urban 
Growth Area. 
 
See the response to Comment 16-1 regarding the Citizen Advisory Group process. 
 

18-3 Comment noted. 
 

18-4 Your comment regarding the consensus of the Citizen Advisory Group is noted.  See the 
response to Comment 16-1.  
 

18-5 See the response to Comment 16-2. 
 

18-6 Your comment regarding the inclusion of the Berry Lake area in the Preferred Alternative 
is noted.  Analysis of the critical areas within the Berry Lake area through the Updated 
Land Capacity Analysis identified that more than one-third of the Berry Lake area was 
constrained by significant Critical Areas and may not have been developable.  Please note 
on November 6, 2006, the BOCC approved a minor UGA extension to Long Lake as the 
Preferred Alternative.  This Preferred Alternative did not include the Berry Lake area. 



 
Please also refer to Response to Comment, Letter 146 of the 10-Year Update FEIS, 
Chapter 5.  
 

Comment Letter No. 19 – Jerry Harless 

19-1 The preferred UGA alternative for the Sub-Area Plan reflects the work of the Citizen’s 
Advisory Group and public input and meets the requirements of the GMA.  The land 
capacity analysis performed for sizing the UGA used the minimum allowed urban 
densities to determine how much population could be accommodated within the different 
land use alternatives.  Please also refer to Response to Comment 16, Letter 129 of the 10-
Year Update FEIS, Chapter 5.  
 

19-2 See the response to Comment 7-19. 
 

19-3 High densities and expansion areas were evaluated within the range of alternatives 
analyzed.  Alternative 4 in the Draft Sub-Area Plan/EIS increased densities within the 
existing UGA, and Alternative 1 did not expand the area of the UGA.  Please also refer to 
Responses to Comments, Letter 129 of the 10-Year Update FEIS, Chapter 5.  
 

19-4 Comment noted.  The effectiveness of several reasonable measures that could be applied 
to increase achieved densities has been analyzed as part of the 10-Year Update. Please see 
FEIS Appendix C and Volume I Comprehensive Plan Section 2.3.3. Please also refer to 
Responses to Comments Letter 129 in the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5.    
 

19-5 An additional policy mirroring many of the CAG’s proposed reasonable measures was 
incorporated into the Chapter 13 of the Preferred Comprehensive Plan, land use section, 
Policy POSK-2 and POSK-7 and -8. Please also refer to Responses to Comments Letter 
129 in the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5.   
 

19-6 See the response to Comment 7-1. 
 

19-7 See the response to Comment 7-1. 
 

19-8 Currently, developers pay for new infrastructure when development occurs.  In the 
Preferred Comprehensive Plan, Chapter 13, Policy POSK-310 however encourages the 
County to work with Karcher Creek Sewer District to develop plans to connect all existing 
development within the UGA to sewers.     
 
Please also refer to Responses to Comments Letter 129 in the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5.    
 
 

19-9 The Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA reflects the work of the 
Citizen’s Advisory Group and public input at multiple public hearings that best achieves 
the goals of the community and meets the requirements of the GMA.  CAG members were 
given UGA locational criteria to use in their development of their recommended 
alternative.  
 

19-10 See the response to Comment 7-19. 



Comment Letter No. 20 – Charlie Burrow and Tom Donnelly 

20-1 Comment noted. 
 

20-2 See the responses to your previous letter, Comment Letter 7. 
 

20-3 See the response to Comment 7-1. 
 

20-4 See the response to Comment 7-3. 
 

20-5 All new development is required to supply adequate infrastructure to serve new 
development at the time of development per Kitsap County Code Chapter 16.24. 
 
Please also refer to Response to Comment 10 Letter 129, and Response to Comment 4, 
Letter 25, in the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5.    
 

Comment Letter No. 21 – Craig L. Jones, Pinnacle Real Estate Law Group, PLLC 

21-1 Your comment regarding the inclusion of a specific Sedgwick Road parcel as a Land Use 
Reclassification Request in the Preferred Alternative is acknowledged.  Please refer to the 
May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS Appendix A – Land Use 
Reclassification Requests for explanation of the Land Use Reclassification Request 
process, a summary of the Land Use Reclassification Request public outreach for the 
community, and a matrix of the Land Use Reclassification Request criteria. The 
evaluations in the context of the 10-Year Update are also found in the 10-Year Update 
DEIS Appendix E.  Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org to view a copy of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

21-2 Comment noted.  Refer to Comment 21-1 
 

21-3 Comment noted.  The BOCC has recommended a modification of Alternative 2 in the 10-
Year Update as the Preferred Alternative.  This alternative was approved as the Preferred 
Alternative that best met the requirements of the GMA and as recommended by the 
Citizen’s Advisory Group and public input a multiple public hearings.  The Preferred 
Alternative extends the UGA to the east toward Long Lake.  The extension will provide 
the opportunity to extend sewer service to the Long Lake Park and adjacent area to better 
address current and future water quality issues in the lake. 
 

21-4 Comment noted. 
 

21-5 Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 
 

21-6 Comment noted. 
 

21-7 Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 
 

21-8 Comment noted.   
 

21-9 Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 
 

21-10 Comment noted.  See the response to Comment 21-3. 



Comment Letter No. 22 – William M. Palmer, W.M. Palmer Consultants 

22-1 Your comment regarding the inclusion of a specific Retsil Area parcel as a Land Use 
Reclassification Request in the Preferred Alternative is acknowledged.  Please refer to the 
May 2006 Port Orchard/South Kitsap Preliminary Final EIS Appendix A – Land Use 
Reclassification Requests for explanation of the Land Use Reclassification process, a 
summary of the Land Use Reclassification Request public outreach for the community, 
and a matrix of the Land Use Reclassification Request criteria.  The evaluations in the 
context of the 10-Year Update are also found in the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E.  
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative 
for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

Comment Letter No. 23 – Dale Hunt 

23-1 Your comment regarding a comprehensive analysis of the quality of life issues is noted.  
The Draft Port Orchard / South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan / EIS does provide a comprehensive 
analysis of four Land Use Alternatives.  The Kitsap County Board of County 
Commissioners and the Port Orchard City Mayor appointed a Citizen Advisory Group 
comprised of a broad base of community residents, stakeholders and representative 
interests to evaluate these issues and propose a land use alternative to accommodate the 
proposed population growth.   
 
The Citizen Advisory Group scrutinized the accommodation of growth based on the 
provisions of GMA while considering community values, environmental constraints, 
provision of services and infrastructure, and local land use and development patterns, 
ultimately voting and approving recommendations for accommodating the proposed 
population allocations.  The Plan and EIS work to identify ways of lessening these impacts 
by encouraging land use and transportation patterns that maximize connectivity and make 
other modes of travel more viable. By encouraging concentrated nodes of commercial 
activity dispersed throughout, the Sub-Area Plan aims to improve accessibility to goods 
and services. 
 

23-2 Your comments regarding the preservation of rural character are noted.  The GMA cites 
preservation of rural character as Goal #9: Open Space and Recreation as one of the 13 
GMA goals intended to balance the accommodation of future population with maintenance 
of the quality of life in Washington State.  The Sub-Area plan has been developed under 
the guidelines established in the GMA, the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan, the Kitsap 
County Countywide Planning Policies, and the Puget Sound Regional Council Vision 
2020 policies.  The intent of the Sub-Area plan is to preserve the county’s rural lands by 
taking a long-term view of the growth and development that is predicted to occur within 
the County and by looking for the most suitable ways to accommodate it without 
endangering what people value most about their communities.   
 

23-3 Your comments regarding need for adequate infrastructure are noted.  The Citizen 
Advisory Group scrutinized the accommodation of growth based on the provisions of 
GMA while considering community values, environmental constraints, provision of 
services, local land use and development patterns and especially infrastructure, ultimately 
voting and approving recommendations for accommodating the proposed population 
allocations.  Each of the infrastructure providers has been heavily involved in the 
development of the Sub-Area plan and in analysis of the impacts, financial requirements, 
and mitigation for each of the Land Use Alternatives. 
 



23-4 Your support of a Sub-Area plan that accommodates the needs of the existing residents in 
addition to future growth is appreciated.   

Comment Letter No. 24 – Anonymous 

24-1 See the response to Comment 5-1 regarding the Preferred Alternative. 
 
Any new development occurring in the UGA would be required to supply adequate 
infrastructure to serve the new development at the time of development per Kitsap county 
Code Chapter 16.24. 
 

24-2 See the response to Comment 7-1. 
 

24-3 See the response to Comment 7-1. 
 

Comment Letter No. 25 – Jerome and Judy Mischel 

25-1 Your comments in support of Alternative 4 in the Sub-Area Plan/EIS are noted. Please 
also refer to Responses to Comments Letter 144 of the 10-Year Update FEIS, Chapter 5.  
 

 



Public Hearing Transcript 
 

The Kitsap County Planning Commission held a Public Hearing on the Draft Sub-Area Plan / 
EIS on January 24, 2006.  The Public Hearing was at the end of the Planning Commission 
meeting.  The minutes of the meeting are included in this Final Sub-Area Plan / EIS.  The public 
comments start on page 35 of the meeting minutes and are numbered.  Responses to the 
comments follow the meeting minutes. 
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M I N U T E S 
KITSAP COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 

PUBLIC HEARING 
January 24, 2006 

The Kitsap County Planning Commission met on the above-stated 
date at the Givens Community Center, Kitsap Room, 1026 Sidney 
Ave, Port Orchard, Washington 98366.  Members Present: John Ahl, 
Tom Nevins, Dean Jenniges, Brian Bekeny, John Taylor, Lary 
Coppola, Mike Gustavson and Monty Mahan. Members not present: 
Chair, Deb Flynn. City of Port Orchard Planning Commission 
members present: Gil Michael, Tadina Crouch, Rob Putaansuu and 
Tim Drury. Staff Present: Scott Diener, James Weaver, Greg Cioc, Jim 
Bolger, Commissioner Angel and Acting Planning Commission 
Secretary Brynan Pierce.  

7:00PM

A. Vice Chair John Taylor called the meeting to Order and 
 introduced the Planning Commission members present from 
 the City of Port Orchard and the Kitsap County Planning 
 Commission. 

Vice Chair Taylor-Encouraged everyone in attendance to review both 
sides of the agenda and turn off any cell phones. Taylor informed the 
public that the meeting is recorded and minutes are provided after 
they are approved on the Kitsap County web site. Taylor introduced 
Joanne Long-Woods, Planning Director for the City of Port Orchard. 
James Weaver, Senior planner with Kitsap County was introduced. 

Weaver- introduced the consultant team from AHBL starting with 
Michael Katterman, AICP, Associate Principal;, Senior Planner; and 
Gwen Rousseau, Planner Denise Lathrop, AICP, a consultant from 
Adolfson, Inc. was also introduced. Weaver explained the binders 
provided to all Planning Commission members that included: the 
draft Sub-Area Plan, draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS), 
appendices with the land use reclassification requests, reasonable 
measures, study area wildlife list, transportation analysis and 
methodology and the Annapolis water system improvements. There 
is also a population development allocation report prepared by 
Gregory Easton and a scoping report. The County is now going into 

32

Kitsap County Planning Commission –January 24, 2005 

the Phase III component of this two year process. The planning 
process began in 2003. Since that time we have been working closely 
with the Citizens Advisory Group (CAG), the community members, 
staff, local infrastructure providers and the City of Port Orchard to 
bring the four land use alternatives and provide analysis through the 
draft Sub-Area Plan and EIS. This process has taken the majority of 
2004 and 2005. The document was provided to the public on 
December 21, 2005 which was also the beginning of the 60 day 
comment period. The comment period was originally 45 days, but 
was extended another 15 days, to February 6, 2006, at request of the 
City of Port Orchard. At the January 10, 2006 Planning Commission 
meeting the roles of the Kitsap County and City of Port Orchard 
Planning Commissioners were defined. Upon a selection of preferred 
alternatives, preparation of a final Plan/EIS would commence, and a 
public hearing with the Board of County Commissioners would be 
held upon completion. There will be an opportunity for public 
testimony at tonight’s hearing as well as at the Board of County 
Commissioner’s hearing.
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Monty Mahan-Requested that the presentation be shortened 
because of the number of citizens in the audience waiting to 
give testimony. 

Weaver-Stated the presentation can be condensed. 
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Denise Lathrop-Was responsible for coordinating the Environmental 
Impact Analysis Statement for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Sub-
Area Plan. One of the key roles of the plan was to look at urban 
growth area options for  the City of Port Orchard to accommodate an 
additional 9,700 people and approximately 2200 new jobs by 2025. 
Another goal was to provide an opportunity to live, work and do 
business within the Port Orchard community. Part of the community 
development of the area we looked at the ability for provisions of 
public services and utilities as well as protection of the natural 
environment. The EIS was broken into natural and built environment. 
Critical areas were subtracted from the initial land capacity analysis. 
The larger the UGA, the greater the effects to the critical areas. From 
the built environment, each alternatives represent how the Sub-Area 
will be developed in the future. Much of the development will occur 
on undeveloped property or through redevelopment of some areas. 
In September there was an open house/scoping meeting where 
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citizen’s comments were submitted about issues that they wanted 
discussed. Some of the issues were avoiding shortage of buildable 
land, having a smaller UGA, having a larger UGA, and protection of 
the natural environment and ecosystem. 
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Michael Katterman-Briefly went through the four alternatives. 
Alternative 1 is the no action alternative which is required under the 
state Environmental Policy Act. Alternative 1 does only allows us to 
accommodate approximately 2,055 additional people. We are, again, 
looking at the accommodation of approximately 9,700 people. This is 
based on existing zoning. Alternative 2 adds commercial zoning to 
the South near Bethel Road and residential south of Bielmeier Road 
and over to Phillips Road. It also adds to the North along Baby Doll 
Road to the Sinclair Inlet. It also increases to the South West along 
Glenwood Road and adds more commercial along Sidney and some 
industrial along Old Clifton and South West Cook road. Alternative 2 
was developed by the Citizens Advisory Group (CAG) and has the 
capability to accommodate from 9,500-19,000 additional people. 
Alternative 3 was based on input from the City of Port Orchard. There 
are many similarities between alternatives 2 and 3. Alternative three 
has the capability of accommodating from 9,500-18,600 people. 
Alternative 3 includes more property along Berry Lake Road. There is 
some commercial along Bethel and Sidney. There is less residential 
south of Bielmeier and does not go as far north along Baby Doll road. 
Alternative 4 was put together primarily by the consultant team to 
cover the other end of the spectrum. Alternative 4 includes 
alternatives 1, 2, &3 plus some additions. Alternative 4 has the 
capability to accomodate13, 000-19,000 more people. The Additional 
areas are along Sedgwick road, north of Long Lake, and around 
Anderson Hill road. Some higher and medium densities were added 
within the existing UGA primarily where low density is now. One of 
the questions that needs to go before the Planning Commission is, 
do we expand the UGA? If we don’t we need to be able to 
accommodate for the population. 
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Weaver-Kitsap County received 86 land use reclassification requests 
from property owners. The land use reclassification request process 
was setup by the Board of County Commissioners to allow property 
owners to voice specifically what their properties are desired to be 
designated during the Sub-Area planning. Each request was scanned 
and delivered in a CD-ROM format within the binders before the 
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Exhibit No. Description

A. January 24, 2006 Agenda 
B. Legal public notice for the January 24, 2006 Planning 

Commission work study session 
C. PowerPoint Presentation of the Port Orchard/South Kitsap Draft 

Sub-Area Plan and EIS 
D. Written testimony from Tom Donnelley 
E. Written testimony from Rick Gienger/Debra Torgerson 
F. Sub-Area Land Use Reclassification requests represented by 

Bill Palmer 
G. January 10, 2006 Minutes 

MINUTES approved this _______ day of _______2006. 

________________________________________
Deborah Flynn, Chair 

_________________________________________
Brynan Pierce, Planning Commission Secretary 
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UPDATED RESPONSES TO COMMENTS  
JANUARY 24, 2006 PUBLIC HEARING 

Fred Depee 

1 The 10-Year Update Preferred Alternative is based on the Planning Commission 
recommended land use plan for the Port Orchard / South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan.  
This alternative was selected as the alternative that best met the requirements of 
the Growth Management Act (GMA) and as recommended by the Citizen’s 
Advisory Group who worked for two years to develop Sub-Area Plan Alternative 2 
upon which the Planning Commission made its recommendations.  The Port 
Orchard / South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan Alternative 2 was modified by the Planning 
Commission to extend the UGA to the east toward Long Lake and also appears in 
the 10-Year Update Preferred Alternative.  The extension will provide the 
opportunity to extend sewer service to the Long Lake Park and adjacent area to 
better address current and future water quality issues in the lake.  
Please also refer to the 10-Year FEIS, Chapter 5, Letter No. 111 regarding other 
comments submitted by Mr. Depee.  

Tom Donnelley 

2 See the responses to your Comment Letters 7 and 20.  

Rhonda Edwards 

3 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land 
use reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the 
reclassification requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification 
requests were reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Group and Planning 
Commission.  Please note that both the Citizen Advisory Group and the Planning 
Commission did not recommended inclusion of any of the reclassification requests.  
The land use reclassification request was forwarded to the Board of County 
Commissioners for consideration. Please also see the 10-Year Update Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) Appendix E for the reclassification 
request evaluations.  10-Year Update Final Environmental Impact Statement 
(FEIS) Chapter 2 indicates (FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 land use reclassification 
requests are included in the Port Orchard UGA. 
 

Jerry Harless 

4 The Draft Port Orchard / South Kitsap Sub-Area Plan / Draft Environmental Impact 
Statement does provide the data and analysis of a No-Action Alternative in Chapter 
4, indicating an insufficient ability to accommodate the proposed population 



allocation for this area.  The Kitsap County Board of County Commissioners and the 
Port Orchard City Mayor appointed a Citizen Advisory Group comprised of a broad 
base of community residents, stakeholders and representative interests to evaluate 
these issues and propose a land use alternative to accommodate the proposed 
population growth.   
 
The Citizen Advisory Group scrutinized the accommodation of growth based on the 
provisions of the GMA while considering community values, environmental 
constraints, provision of services and infrastructure, and local land use and 
development patterns, ultimately voting and approving recommendations for 
accommodating the proposed population allocations.   
 
This Citizen Advisory Group met biweekly through 2004 and 2005 and was 
provided the available technical information, maps, and data.  Staff and consultants 
facilitated evaluation of this data, the incorporation of the Updated Land Capacity 
Analysis information, the economic and employment analysis provided in the 
Population and Development Report, and the public comments provided in each of 
Public Meetings and Land Use Reclassification Requests to arrive at a group 
consensus for proposing Land Use Alternatives for evaluation.  The Citizen 
Advisory Group recommended a preferred alternative on June 9, 2005 and the Land 
Use Alternatives analyzed in the Draft Sub-Area plan were a result of this 
community consensus and recommendation. 
 

5 All new development is required to supply adequate infrastructure to serve new 
development at the time of development per Kitsap County Code Chapter 16.24.  
Please also refer to Response to Comment 10, Letter 129 of the 10-Year Update 
FEIS, Chapter 5.  
 

6 Comment regarding the location of portions of Industrial land use designations in 
Alternative 4 is noted.  The majority of any proposed industrial land use designations 
were originated based upon the adjacency to the existing City of Port Orchard 
industrial designated property and additionally based on the information received 
through the public comments provided during the scoping period and the Land Use 
Reclassification Request process.  The 10-Year Update approved Preferred 
Alternative does not include any industrial designated land south of the Old Clifton 
Road right of way, and would not impact any parcels indicated that have recently 
been constructed with new housing. Please note the 10-Year Update approved 
Preferred Alternative includes a minor extension to Long Lake.   
 

7 The Preferred Alternative approved in the 10-Year Update was selected as the best 
scenario to meet the requirements of the GMA, Citizen’s Advisory Group 
recommendation and public input received at multiple public hearings.  The 10-Year 
Update approved Preferred Alternative provides an extension to Long Lake Park and 
adjacent area to better address current and future water quality issues in the lake.  
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   



 

Rick Gienger 

8 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land 
use reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the 
reclassification requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification 
requests were reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commission 
and Board of County Commissioners.   Please note that the Citizen Advisory 
Group  did not recommended any of the reclassification requests.  The land use 
reclassification requests were reviewed again by the Planning Commission in the 
10-Year Update process and forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for 
consideration. Please also see the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E for the 
reclassification request evaluations.  10-Year Update FEIS Chapter 2 indicates 
(FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 land use reclassification requests are included in the 
Port Orchard UGA. 

Ron Wiley 

9 As part of the 10-Year Update, the Preferred Alternative for the Port 
Orchard/South Kitsap UGA includes this property into the UGA as Industrial. 
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org to view a copy of the Preferred Alternative 
for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

Pat Waters 

10 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land 
use reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the 
reclassification requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification 
requests were reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commission 
and Board of County Commissioners.   Please note that the Citizen Advisory 
Group did not recommend any of the reclassification requests.  The land use 
reclassification requests were reviewed again by the Planning Commission in the 
10-Year Update process and forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for 
consideration. The Preferred Alternative approved in the 10-Year Update was 
selected as the best scenario to meet the requirements of the GMA, Citizen’s 
Advisory Group recommendation and public input received at multiple public 
hearings.  Please also see the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E for the 
reclassification request evaluations.  10-Year Update FEIS Chapter 2 indicates 
(FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 land use reclassification requests are included in the 
Port Orchard UGA. 
 



The 10-Year Update approved Preferred Alternative provides an extension to Long 
Lake Park and adjacent area to better address current and future water quality 
issues in the lake.  Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of 
the Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

John Kincel 

11 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land 
use reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the 
reclassification requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification 
requests were reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commission 
and Board of County Commissioners.   Please note that the Citizen Advisory 
Group did not recommend any of the reclassification requests.  The land use 
reclassification requests were reviewed again by the Planning Commission in the 
10-Year Update process and forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for 
consideration. Please also see the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E for the 
reclassification request evaluations.  10-Year Update FEIS Chapter 2 indicates 
(FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 land use reclassification requests are included in the 
Port Orchard UGA. 
 
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   

Arnie Norm 

12 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land use 
reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the reclassification 
requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification requests were reviewed 
by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commission and Board of County 
Commissioners.   Please note that the Citizen Advisory Group did not recommend 
any of the reclassification requests.  The land use reclassification requests were 
reviewed again by the Planning Commission in the 10-Year Update process and 
forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for consideration. Please also see 
the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E for the reclassification request evaluations.  
10-Year Update FEIS Chapter 2 indicates (FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 land use 
reclassification requests are included in the Port Orchard UGA. 
 
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   



Don Ryan 

13 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land use 
reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the reclassification 
requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification requests were reviewed 
by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commission and Board of County 
Commissioners.   Please note that the Citizen Advisory Group did not recommend 
any of the reclassification requests.  The land use reclassification requests were 
reviewed again by the Planning Commission in the 10-Year Update process and 
forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for consideration. The Preferred 
Alternative approved in the 10-Year Update was selected as the best scenario to meet 
the requirements of the GMA, Citizen’s Advisory Group recommendation and public 
input received at multiple public hearings.  The parcels noted in your land use 
reclassification request have been included as part of that preferred alternative. 
 
Please also see the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E for the reclassification request 
evaluations.  10-Year Update FEIS Chapter 2 indicates (FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 
land use reclassification requests are included in the Port Orchard UGA. 
 
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 



Bill Palmer 

14 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land 
use reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the 
reclassification requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification requests 
were reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commissioners.   Please note that the Citizen Advisory Group did not 
recommended any of the reclassification requests.  The land use reclassification 
requests were reviewed again by the Planning Commission in the 10-Year Update 
process and forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for consideration. 
Please also see the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E for the reclassification request 
evaluations.  10-Year Update FEIS Chapter 2 indicates (FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 
land use reclassification requests are included in the Port Orchard UGA. 
 
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   

Dick Brown 

15 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land 
use reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the 
reclassification requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification requests 
were reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commissioners.   Please note that the Citizen Advisory Group did not 
recommended any of the reclassification requests.  The land use reclassification 
requests were reviewed again by the Planning Commission in the 10-Year Update 
process and forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for consideration. 
Please also see the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E for the reclassification request 
evaluations.  10-Year Update FEIS Chapter 2 indicates (FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 
land use reclassification requests are included in the Port Orchard UGA. 
 
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

16 The 10-Year Update approved Preferred Alternative provides an extension to Long 
Lake Park and adjacent area to better address current and future water quality issues 
in the lake.  Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the 
Preferred Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

17 See the response to Comment 16 regarding the selected Preferred Alternative.   
 

18 Comments regarding developable acreage are noted. 



Loren Olsen 

19 See the response to your Comment Letter 15. 

Jerry Mischel  

20 See the response to your Comment Letter 25. 

Susan Daniel 

21 The Board of County Commissioners set up a land use reclassification request 
process to allow property owners to request designations for their properties during 
sub-area planning.  Kitsap County Staff developed criteria to evaluate the 86 land 
use reclassification requests received.  Based upon those criteria 55 of the 
reclassification requests were supported by the criteria.  The reclassification requests 
were reviewed by the Citizens Advisory Group, Planning Commission and Board of 
County Commissioners.   Please note that the Citizen Advisory Group did not 
recommended any of the reclassification requests.  The land use reclassification 
requests were reviewed again by the Planning Commission in the 10-Year Update 
process and forwarded to the Board of County Commissioners for consideration. 
Please also see the 10-Year Update DEIS Appendix E for the reclassification request 
evaluations.  10-Year Update FEIS Chapter 2 indicates (FEIS Table 2.6 6) that 42 
land use reclassification requests are included in the Port Orchard UGA. 
 
Please also refer to the MyKitsap.org website to view a copy of the Preferred 
Alternative for the Port Orchard/South Kitsap UGA.   
 

 



 




