DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received Name

Category Subcategories

Comment

Regarding Appendix D and the inevitable adoption of replacement vehicles for the transit fleet, it seems (based on what information | have studied so far) that biofuel vehicles will be the best type in
which to invest. Given the various types of organic matter, including the various types of waste, that can be used for biofuel production, this sounds the most cost-efficient and environmentally
friendly pathway to take for our transportation system. Plus, with all of the waste that is released by the Navy in our waters, can we partner with them to reroute it to a more honorable processing
system so that our marine life can be healthy/er?

12/17/2023 Kelly Roberts DEIS Transportation
Land Use, DEISPlan ¢ pages 20-21
12/25/2023 Thomas Garrett DEIS Edits
Zoning Changes Map - Alternative 3 Zoning Changes - All Parcel Owners that border or are adjacent to the Kitsap County Port Gamble Heritage Park (Park) shall have no legal access to the Park from
Land Use, their private property. This would prevent unnecessary damage to the Park. Only Kitsap County designated access roads/trails will be used for all park visitors.
12/25/2023 Thomas Garrett DEIS Environmental
On p. 3-20 of the Environmental Impact Statement, it is acknowledged that Kingston is intended to become an incorporated city but not Silverdale. In other places (not that | have found in this
. document), Silverdale is also intended to become an incorporated city. Is this an oversight?
12/27/2023|Jess Chandler DEIS DEIS Plan Edits
In the Draft Comprehensive Plan EIS p. 3-140 [referring to pedestrians] says, "The roadway inventory (linked on the county website at www.kcowa.us/compplan) identifies the sidewalks and
shoulders currently present along county roads.
There is a Roadway Inventory by Alternative linked as a Reference Document on the Comprehensive Plan site here:
(https://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/PEP%20Documents/121423_Roadway%20Inventory%20Data%20By%20Alternative.pdf).
However, this is a PDF of a table that does not contain any Road Names or Road Log Ids that match to the county's public road data. It also has column names that are not explained. This inventory is
not something that we can consume to identify sidewalks and shoulders currently present along county roads in a meaningful way never mind how they would be changed in each alternative.
I am looking for a version of this that can be somehow related to our roads.
Transportation, DEIS | Please advise how | can obtain that data with Road Log Ids and Segment Ids or geometry. Thank you..
12/29/2023|Jess Chandler DEIS Plan Edits
Comment/request on rezone request by Jon Rose for Raydient 400 acres off Bond and Stottlemeyer Roads in North Kitsap.
| see that Jon Rose has applied for a rezone in the new proposed Kitsap comp plan on the 20/ 20 acre lots (rezone Rose says would mean 80+ residual lots) in that 400 acres from rural wooded to
rural residential and one 24 acre piece off Stottlemeyer from rural wooded to rural commercial (YMCA).
| personally would be against these rezones, as it does not comply with the GMA and | believe it would be more beneficial for the citizens of Kitsap to keep this 400 acres rural wooded.
Also, | see the YMCA need in the North, but the location should be in Poulsbo City limits where access and population are best suited for such a development, There does not need to be a rezone for
ball fields, from what Rose said, so that would not preclude making the ball fields on these 400 acres, which the North badly needs. | have suggested before at two meetings and some emails to
officials, so far, that for this YMCA here in the North, officials should develop a partnership with the City of Poulsbo, WWU/OCC and the YMCA to build said needed YMCA/Rec Center in College
Market Place where Poulsbo is already moving on a Rec Center there, not on Raydient/Raynior land on Stottlemeyer.
My suggestion is to buy this 400 acres from Raydient, like the KFBC/P did for the Port Gamble Heritage Park a few years ago, and put this 400 acres in the PGHP and owned by Kitsap Parks, who then
partner with Kingston Rotary and the North's citizen groups to build and maintain the needed ball fields and also restore the forest in these 400 acres. As what happened with the PGHP purchase,
Jon Rose (Raydient) made money on that deal without all the expenses and hassles of residential development and citizens who will fight what they see as unwise development,
Raydient In closing; and the community got a very special place for recreation and conservation, and Raydient comes out smelling like a ROSE! Win Win!
Reclassification, Land
1/5/2024 John Willett DEIS Use, Environmental
Many of our aquifers are being rapidly depleted by over-pumping. As the over-pumping occurs, the land can settle as water is pumped out leaving less space for the new water to refill the aquifer.
Over-pumping can also cause saltwater intrusion also which can damage the entire aquifer beyond use. Kitsap County should facilitate a contingency fund to cover the cost of rural parcel owners for
the loss of their private wells due to over-pumping and saltwater intrusion of the aquifers due to the rural growth forecast. A plan should also be developed to install new water pipelines in existing
rights-of-way to facilitate new water connections to the rural parcel owners losing their wells due to over-pumping and salt water intrusion. Kitsap County should also fund the research for other
solutions with existing and new technologies to solve this problem.
Environmental Kitsap County should take into consideration all private wells when determining total water usage forecast for the CAO Hydrology Plan and EIS
1/8/2024 Thomas Garrett DEIS Infrastructure
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Thank you for the informative zoom session 1/11/2924 In our break up session with Eric | posed a couple couple questions one of them being good. The comp plan gives very specific information on
housing unit numbers and people unit numbers and employment numbers however, there’s a little data regarding available land units to put all these people that are planned to be moved into
Kitsap county other than Silverdale. And while | see, there is open space, particularly in what was the Silverdale mall becoming more residential there’s little area otherwise open space for growth in
the county. My other question was with respect to our water, quality and availability with this increased gross and also air quality with increased traffic.
| posed a question to Eric About vehicle usage in increased density. Specifically is there any evidence in the country where density has been forcibly increased greatly that people actually move to
mass transit rather than continuing with single use automobiles.
And finally in that, | am responsible as trustee for 30 acres of Forrest and farm area, I’'m concerned about losing the tax break on the portion of his property that fits the designation. Eric responded
) that was not in the plan to be changed for the near future. | hope that remains true.
Housing, Thanks again for the zoom meeting. I'm looking forward to the next one. Thanks Nan Mader
1/11/2024 Nan Mader DEIS Transportation
Land Use, See pages 22-24
1/12/2024 Mayor Rebecca Erickson DEIS Environmental
The transportation section of the Comprehensive Plan Draft EIS mentions multi-modal transportation but does not show any analysis of how non-vehicle transportation impact the LOS and
community development. This comment is focused on the lack of real analysis of the public transit options in the draft EIS and Appendix D.
-Appendix D of the Comprehensive Plan Draft EIS: Kitsap Transit Planning Context and Trends Analysis does not provide any trends analysis or planning context. This shows the service that exists on
routed busses and ferries.
-On p. 3-33 of the EIS - under discussion of the Regional Transportation Plan - says 'Expanding transit and travel choices' as one of the key challenges and opportunities
-On p. 3-45 of the EIS we have 'Increased transit service in the locations mentioned above is intended to help areas meet PSRC's centers criteria and is consistent with policies looking to increase
transit-oriented communities.'
- In definitions of kinds of communities for VISION 2050 on p. 3-30 and 3-31, Bainbridge Island, Port Orchard and its UGA, Poulsbo and Its UGA, and Kingston are called out as High-Capacity Transit
Communities.
- Quite a bit of the current context for transit is provided in the transit section of chapter 3, pp. 3-132:137. Which describes the routes that exist and shows a map.
However, in no part of the Transportation Chapter of the draft EIS nor in Appendix D is any attention given to what would have to change about Kitsap Transit operation in order to support
Alternative 2 or to achieve significant VMT reduction. There is no policy shown that will achieve these things. We have words that say that we will have transit oriented development and that we will
need to rely on transit more, but we do not acknowledge what a lift that might be. How much will it cost? How do we choose to quantify the costs and benefits? If we continue to do what we've
always done, we will keep what we have had before - and that is not consistent with the stated goals of this comprehensive plan.
As such, for transit, | think that we need to provide better clarity on the following points:
1. What is the current access to transit? The route map is not the same thing as considering access - some of those routes only run as commuters (as shown in the table in appendix d) going past
areas where they don't have stops.
2. What is the current ridership and trends in ridership for certain routes? (And associate causal analysis, if possible)
3. What are alternative transit access routes that can be considered that would achieve our transit and VMT goals?
Transportation, 4 and so on will be identifying how to get from 1 and 2 to a preferred alternative transit plan from 3 - capital facilities/Human Resources/ etc.
1/13/2024|Jess Chandler DEIS Economy
The details of the travel demand model referenced on p. 3-144 of the Draft EIS are not readily available - | have tried to find the referenced 'Kitsap County 2020 Travel Demand Model Update' and
failed to find more than a summary.
It is also not listed as a reference document or in the related links.
Can you point me to this file?
Transportation, DEIS
1/13/2024 Jess Chandler DEIS Plan Edits Thank you.
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This comment is on p. 3-149 of the Draft Comprehensive Plan Environmental Impact Statement EIS.
The Exhibit 3.2.6.2-2 Summary of Countywide Travel Statistics has Countywide Employment numbers that are not consistent with the Countywide Planning Policies [CPP
2021](https://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/PEP%20Documents/121423_Final%20Ratified%20Kitsap%20Countywide%20Planning%20Policies%20with%20Corrected%20Appendix.pdf)
In this exhibit, the Countywide Population in 2044, under all alternatives, is set to 346,358 - which is the population defined in the CPP 2021, Appendix B-1.
However, in this exhibit, the Countywide Employment in 2020 is set to 195,754 under all alternatives and in 2044 is set at 347,368 under Alt 1, 353,244 under Alt 2, and 352,428 under Alt 3.
In the CPP 2021, Appendix B-2, the Employment Distribution through 2044 shows
The employment in 2020 as 114,860 and the target in 2044 is given as 160,883.
It is not clear to me what kinds of errors having the employment numbers incorrect will do to the model, but it would probably indicate more driving. This is a huge difference. The employment
assumptions are highly correlated to the vehicle miles travel demanded. Please correct and rerun.

1/13/2024|Jess Chandler DEIS DEIS Plan Edits
To Whom It May Concern:
I am in support of the land use changes in Alternative 3 and request that if Alternative 2 is chosen, the rezone requests in Alternative 3 be granted. Those rezones will add to the inventory of
housing options in areas of the county that already have infrastructure in place, therefore it will not add additional tax burden to the taxpayers to extend utilities. Existing regulations will adequately
protect any natural resources that the properties have near them.
Thank-you for the opportunity to comment on the changes being proposed for the future of Kitsap County and its taxpayers.
Respectfully,
Jodee Strickland

1/15/2024 Jodee and Barry Strickland DEIS Land Use Barry Strickland
I am writing in opposition of Alt 3 to support keeping the 95 acres of the old Crista Camp and Courter's property from being zoned Urban low and included in the Silverdale UGA for the following
reasons:
1. There is enough capacity for homes in Alt 2 without rezoning the 95 acres currently Rural to Urban Low. The GMA states that it should not rezone Rural lands if adequate housing needs are met in
the existing UGA.
2. The 95 acres is heavily wooded, on steep terrain, adjacent to Island Lake and Barker Creek and over Critical 1 Aquifer. If rezoned, the forest would be clearcut, steep slopes denuded and runoff
would clearly be unavoidable into the creek and lake, causing damage to the ecosystem.
3. It is difficult to separate the 55 acre Meadowview development from the 75 acres of rural land as the development of Meadowview with 329 homes, has proposed plans to cross Barker Creek,
with a narrow road exit to Lakeview Rd to Central Valley. The country roads to exit these properties are inadequate per the fire Marshall to adequately handle the traffic exiting to the East. Crossing
the Creek with a road should not be allowed.
4. An Environmental Impact Study should be required on this entire 145 acres of heavily wooded, sloped property with a fish creek, lake, seasonal creek and abundant wildlife. The property should
not be allowed to be clearcut nor reduced setbacks from code to the creek and lake. Tree retention should be included as well as green belts.
5. Concerns with the sewer pump station and retention ponds next to the creek and lake for inevitable spills and runoff.
6. The critical 1 Island Lake Aquifer needs to be protected from contamination and overuse. At the minimum Silverdale Water's study should be completed and reviewed before any approvals are
made to increase zoning and EIS should be required.
7. Precedence for continued Urban sprawl in Central Valley if the 95 proposed rezone is allowed is a real concern, losing the rural feel of the valley along with loss of farmland and animal corridors.
8. Climate change is offset by trees and reduced carbon emissions from cars. Keeping growth in the proposed Alt 2 Silverdale UGA seems to be the best for the environment, affordable housing and
transportation needs.
In closing, my hope is to keep the aquifer, lake and creek healthy and available for all to enjoy for years to come. Once damage is done it cannot be undone so | am hoping the County Commissioners
will vote to keep the 95 acre parcel rural.

Land Use, Thank you, Coleen and Mike Shoudy
1/17/2024 Coleen Shoudy DEIS Environmental
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Land Use, See pages 25-27
1/18/2024|Dave Shorett DEIS Environmental
On page 3-74 there is a typo "West Sound Partners for Ecosystem Recover" is missing the "y".
On page 3-212 the name of the PG heritage park needs to be corrected. Instead of "Port Gamble Heritage Park" it should be "Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park" in the reference to the framework
1/18/2024 Beth Berglund DEIS DEIS Plan Edits document. | wasn't able to find the framework document itself and that should be available to the public.
I am commenting as the Planning and Economic Director for the City of Poulsbo. This comment is limited to the proposed expansion of the City of Poulsbo's UGA in proposed Alternative 3. The City
of Poulsbo has capacity within our existing city limits and UGA to support our population growth target. We are also seeking to increase capacity within our current boundaries to meet expected
City of Poulsbo - Heather population growth based on our historical growth rate. With this, we do not support the expansion of our UGA as proposed in Alternative III.
1/18/2024 Wright DEIS Land Use
Kitsap County Planning Commission,
As you are seeking input on the 2024 Comprehensive Plan, | am writing to express my strong support for funding for Projects #80 and #90 of the DEIS Transportation Plan (Appendix C). Specifically, |
hope the county will move forward with the long-delayed plans to design and build shoulders along Miller Bay Road NE. The 5-mile stretch of this major arterial, running from Suquamish to
Hansville Road, presently lacks shoulders (paved or unpaved) on either side of the road. In addition to being used extensively by vehicles, Miller Bay Road NE is the site of numerous Kitsap County
and North Kitsap School District bus stops, and is widely used by bicyclists, pedestrians, joggers, dog-walkers and others. The absence of a shoulder along this arterial (with a posted 45 mph speed
limit) represents a major public safety hazard to school children, neighbors and cyclists who have no choice but to walk or ride along this road. For those on foot or on bike, Miller Bay Road NE is
dangerous and terrifying. Furthermore, the construction of shoulders along Miller Bay Road NE has been under the planning stage by Kitsap County for more than 15 years. (See the attached article
from the 4/24/2009 edition of the North Kitsap Herald entitled “Wider Shoulders Coming to Miller Bay?.) It is high time that Kitsap County addressed this widely-known public safety issue by making
it a priority in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan.
| welcome you questions and feedback, and | appreciate your consideration.
) - Stephen Growdon
1/21/2024 Stephen Growdon DEIS Transportation
Kitsap County Planning Commission,
| have previously written to express my personal strong support for funding for Projects #80 and #90 of the DEIS Transportation Plan of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan. In that email message, |
explained some of the reasons why the county needs to move forward with the long-delayed plans to design and build shoulders along Miller Bay Road NE. | want you to be aware that the obvious
dangers posed by the absence of shoulders along this arterial, and the compelling need to address this glaring public safety issue, are shared by many residents of north Kitsap. Attached for your
consideration is a petition requesting that the county “pursue all necessary planning and funding requirements needed to pave the shoulders of Miller Bay Road.” This petition is signed by 33
residents of the community.
On behalf of many residents of north Kitsap, | welcome your questions and feedback, and | appreciate your consideration.
1/21/2024 Stephen Growdon DEIS Transportation - Stephen Growdon
Environmental, CAO,
Land Use, DEIS Plan  See pages 28-32
1/22/2024 |Port Gamble S'Klallam Tribe DEIS Edits
Transportation, S 3334
. . ee pages 33-
1/22/2024 Marc Rimbault DEIS Housing pag
Envi tal, CAO
nvironmental, ’ 'See pages 35-40
1/23/2024 Doug Hayman DEIS Land Use
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1/23/2024

Name

Robin Shoemaker

Category Subcategories

DEIS

Land Use

Comment

In scanning DEIS comments on Alternates 2 and 3, both alternates have impacts. | would like to reiterate my earlier comments already logged regarding a preference for the zoning for Alternate 3 as
it allows more meaningful environmental sensitivity and consistency with surrounding properties related to my property. That alternate remains my preference and recommendation as a result. But,
in either scenario, and should Alternate 2 be recommended to the Planning Commission,| would like to suggest that both of our West Kingston Road properties - and in particular our undeveloped
parcel - be allowed to connect to sewer through a waiver or whatever means necessary, for the reasons already noted in earlier comments. Thank you. -Robin Shoemaker

1/23/2024

Jake Coutlee

DEIS

Land Use,
Transportation

To Whom It May Concern,

| strongly oppose the zoning changes of alternative 3. This alternative does not support limiting urban sprawl and | feel that it does not align with the intent of Washington State's Growth
Management Act. | prefer alternative 2 as it focuses more on urban development and limits the impact on Kitsap County's rural environments and natural habitats.

My most specific problem with alternative 3 is the rezone of the Raydient property near Bond, Stottlemeyer, and Port Gamble Roads. While the rezone is for 1DU/5 Ac, | know the intention is to turn
this set of parcels into an 80 unit housing development with a YMCA adjacent to it. The addition of this housing development at this location would create numerous problems. First, this would
reduce the rural land/habitat in Kitsap County as this land is currently working forest. Environmentally speaking, this land should be left alone. Second, a housing development at this location would
be a traffic nightmare. Not only would this create another busy intersection on an already busy road, but the added vehicles traveling on Bond Road would significantly contribute to traffic on an
already overloaded thoroughfare. This would lead to a number of different problems, including longer commutes and increases in traffic accidents.

| believe that Kitsap County's Comprehensive Plan should be "Focused Growth" to help preserve Kitsap County's rural beauty, promote more efficient transportation, and maintain Kitsap County as a
wonderful place to live.

Thank you,
Jake Coutlee

1/24/2024

Leslie Newman

DEIS

Land Use

| would like to see Manchester take a pro active approach to planning and future development.
| vote for Level 3 plan.

Thank you

Leslie Newman

1/25/2024

Jack Stanfill

DEIS

DEIS Plan Edits

To Whom t May Concern.

The 2024 DRAFT ENVIRONMENTAL IMPACT STATEMENT, Kitsap
County, is a travesty:

RCW 40.16.030 Offering false instrument for filing or record.

RCW 40.16.020 Injury to and misappropriation of record.

WAC 197-11-080 Incomplete or unavailable information.

Many laws have been broken by Kitsap County and the City of
Bremerton. With this email, | inform you that | strongly oppose the
2024 Draft Environmental Impact Statement, Kitsap County.

On January 24, 2024, | answered the Washington Attorney General's
Motion to dismiss my Environmental Complaint, PCHB No. 23-019. |
intend to file my report with the with the GMA folks at the Pollution
Control Board.

Please contact me If you have questions.

Respectfully,

Jackie W. Stanfill
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1/25/2024

Name

James Heytvelt

Category Subcategories

DEIS

Transportation

Comment

Dear DEIS administrators.

| have reviewed the DEIS, and approve.

| did participate in the PROS plan with Kitsap County Parks and gave my input.

One item | would like to note. For a walk on ferry person getting a late morning or early afternoon ferry from Southworth to Fauntleroy in West Seattle | have found the Southworth ferry lot to be
full to park my vehicle . While there is plenty of space at the Harper Park and ride at those time where a person could park there appears to me not to be transportation from the Southworth ferry
dock back to the Harper Park and Ride in the late evening hours. Thus | have elected to drive around in stead of taking a ferry as a walk on.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

James Heytvelt

1/26/2024

Anonymous

DEIS

Transportation,
Infrastructure

Walk, Bike and Roll Facilities - "Kitsap County has been retrofitting existing roads with wider shoulders or sidewalks as funding allows..." Providing some defined minimum width of paved shoulders
where not present and where right-of-way allows on classified roadways should be a requirement (if feasible) with any pavement preservation project and not as funding allows. Recent preservation
on Fairgrounds Rd left shoulders unpaved and unsafe with active transit stops sitting in the uneven dirt 4 feet from the edge of pavement. The county saved minimal dollars at the expense of
pedestrian safety and ADA accessibility.

Wastewater - "Several capacity improvements to existing pump stations and sewer mains would also be needed to ensure the existing system could handle additional flows from development within
the UGAs." The County should be assessing impact fees to support wastewater capital improvements similar to transportation. Growth (new development) should pay for growth (system capacity
needs) and not just for the extension to serve the development. Future development should not overly burden existing rate payers to finanace develop-driven capcaity capital improvements.

1/26/2024

Susan Digby

DEIS

Environmental, Land
Use

Greetings,

| live on Marine Drive. It is a dead end street with no turn around. | have several concerns about high density housing. | expect you have these thoughts already but here they are:

Safety: Marine Drive is on the one road along a finger of land. This means that if there is a wild fire on the south end, a tsunami that destroys the low elevation portion of the road by Kelly Road, or
downed electrical wires, access to this area is not possible. High density housing puts more people at risk.

Environmental impact on Dyes Inlet: More houses on Marine Drive will increase chemicals from lawn treatments.

Wastewater handling system : A bigger issue for Bremerton as a whole (not Marine Drive because we are on septic systems) is that our current wastewater handling system is undersized with the
result that there are almost routine overflows of sewage into Dyes Inlet. The wastewater system needs to be sized to accomodate more houses.

Climate change and forest cover: We need all the trees that we can possibly save. | urge you to build in ways through requirements to ensure that forest cover is saved wherever possible and that
new trees be planted when trees have to be removed. It's important for our health and that of salmon survival. Water entering the Sound needs to be as cool as possible.

Sincerely, Susan Digby

1/27/2024

Mark Vigna

DEIS

Transportation, Land
Use

Regarding the proposed revisions to zoning along Lindvog in Kingston to accommodate medium density dwelling units, | find this to be irresponsible and completely contrary to the spirt of the
environment of that area. It is a violation against all home and land owners in the surrounding area that made their real estate purchase based on the existing environment and is nothing more than
an opportunity for the county to increase the tax base.

Infrastructure in this area is already burdened by the existing traffic and significant infrastructure changes would be necessary to accommodate additional population. The submission for approval
argues that the buyers of these units will be comprised mostly of East side people commuting to Seattle and further, that these people will WALK to the ferry. This argument is nothing short of
ludicrous! Anybody that has lived in this area for any amount of time knows that the romance of walking that distance of 1.3 miles and 28 minutes in the rain and cold will fade after one or two
experiences. They will drive. Traffic will be a mess. Risk of road runoff into water sources is increased.

This is simply a very bad idea, fueled by developers that want to make money and the county that wants to collect more taxes. Restrict this type of development to existing high population density
areas as they have in Edmonds, Redmond, Ballard, etc.

Sincerely,
Mark Vigna
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This comment is in reference to the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) studies three land use alternatives. Option 2 Compact Growth/Growth Near Urban Centers adequately supports the
following issues and Options 1 and 3 do not. Options 1 and 3 should not be selected.

1 - Access to Basic Services:

- Affordable housing and efficient public transportation.
- Adequate planning and distribution of utilities and infrastructure.

2 - Social Inclusion:

- Concentration of cultural opportunities in central areas.
- Fostering a sense of community and increased social interaction.

3- Environmental Sustainability:

- Reduced environmental impact
- Preservation of green spaces.

4- Equitable Access to Opportunities:

- Diverse employment and industry
- Educational opportunity placement

Land U -
an' >¢ 5 -Reduced Inequalities:
Environmental, . . .
. . - Concentrated resources promoting economic equality.
1/29/2024 Kirsten Dahlquist DEIS Economy
My name is Anita Orban Banks, | am writing on behalf of the Angeline Orban Estate. The estate owns the Subject Property 172501-1-016-2007 which currently holds the Comprehensive Plan
Designation of Urban Industrial. The Estate submitted Reclassification #12 to request a Comprehensive Plan change for the Subject Property from Industrial to Commercial. The Estate supports the
County’s Recommended Zoning of Commercial that was proposed for Alternatives 2 & 3 regarding Subject Property’s account.
Thank you.
1/29/2024|Anita Orban Banks DEIS Land Use
I am not sure that | understand what is going on in Kingston, Wa. | am told they want to make it morelivable by cutting down all the trees! What!!!!l That is one of the things that made kingston
it 11
1/30/2024 Gail Sullivan-Bertran DEIS Environmental what it is now!!!
| live near Island Lake and would like to share my input about the Environmental Impact Statement for the Comprehensive Plan. Option #2 is a much better option for the County, as it addresses
growth needs but also protects precious rural areas.
As a teacher, | am seeing huge issues with children and teens not spending time in nature, which directly impacts mental health. Island Lake is a gem for community members, as it's easily accessible
and provides outdoor options for people who can't travel far. Please protect this for generations to come.
The Island Lake and Central Valley areas contain vibrant ecosystems. Disturbing these through excessive development has a huge environmental impact on fish, birds, land, and water. Again, please
protect this for generations to come. Once an area is disturbed, it is difficult to return it to its original, pristine condition.
I am also concerned about the lack of roads leading to this area. Huge amounts of traffic are not feasible for this residential area.
Land Use,
Environmental, | know growth is inevitable, but please consider the option #2 that is least disruptive to people, wildlife, and the environment. Future generations will thank you for making the right decision.
1/31/2024 Connie Lander DEIS Transportation
| am writing to request that alternatives 2 and 3 no longer include Snyder Park being added to the City of Poulsbo's UGA since the County is retaining the park and is no longer interested in
transferring it to the City. Additionally, and as provided in an earlier comment, the City is not in support of any additional land into our UGA, including the almost 10 acres to the northwest of our city
limits as proposed in Alternative 3. The City has enough capacity in our city limits to provide for our population allocation and housing targets.
City of Poulsbo - Heather Land Use, DEISPlan  Thank you.
2/1/2024 Wright DEIS Edits
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Land Use, Housing,
Environmental,

Comment

Hi,

I’'m writing to restate my opposition to the county adopting the Alternative 3 to the 2024 Comprehensive Plan for the following reasons:

1.It opens the rural areas of Kitsap County to sprawling development and damages the environment, recreational opportunities and wildlife habitat including the vital salmon habitats.

2.1t does nothing to address the need for affordable housing in the North Kitsap area, instead it allows development of expensive housing that exceeds the areas projected growth requirements
(the areas growth is not exclusively in the high income demographic that can afford houses on 2 - 5 acres).

3.The proposed “Bond Road” re-zone will adversely affect traffic and public safety. Jon Rose from Raydient admitted that traffic was a problem that needed to be solved at a recent public meeting.
1.None of the various road junctions - Stottlemeyer/Bond, Minder/Bond and Port Gamble NE/Bond and and the proposed entrance to the re-zoned area, lend themselves to safe entry to Bond
Road and this cannot be solved without major re-work - a single traffic light or rotary will not work.

2.Bond Road is State Road 307. Any re-work would need to be approved by the State and come out of the State budget.

3.Addition of the proposed Regional Sports Complex (Kingston Rotary), The YMCA and a restaurant that are muted would only serve to increase the traffic problems. By the time these projects are
realized (if ever) and the traffic safety issues become critical the developers will be long gone and all the burden will fall on tax payers. Note the rotary in Poulsbo on the SR305 cost around $20M!
As a side note regarding the sports complex/YMCA; the Kingston Village Green took around 15 years from concept to opening and was probably a much easier and less costly enterprise than turning
20 acres of hills into flat sports fields with lights and player facilities. The Silverdale YMCA cost S11M in 20118S. It is hard to see how either project will go forward in the next decade. These projects
are being used as “emotional support” by Raydient to gain public support for their re-zoning request.

Comp Plan Alternative 2 is the one that should be supported. It allows retention of the rural areas and encourages appropriate growth in the current UGAs.
Thank you

Robert Salthouse

2/3/2024 Rob Salthouse DEIS Transportation
See letter on pages 41-44
Environmental, CAO,
2/3/2024 Beth Nichols DEIS Land Use, Housing,
As you work on the EIS draft, please carefully read the recent article from the Kitsap Daily News to look at the implications of the EIS work: https://www kitsapdailynews.com/news/group-tribes-
2/14/2024 Beverly Parsons DEIS Land Use opposed-to-proposed-nk-sports-complex/
Land Use,
Environmental,
Transportation, See pages 45-94
Raydient
2/12/2024 David Pederson DEIS Reclassification
DE.IS, DEIS Plan Edits, See pages 95-100
Enivronmentral, Land
2/14/2024 Betsy Cooper DEIS Use
anrjler.\;c' ion. Land I’'m writing to express my opposition to the Stottlemeyer Raydient rezone effort. | support the Comprehensive Plan goal of concentrating development in the Urban Growth areas while limiting
eclassification, Lan growth in Rural areas.
2/15/2024 Joe Crell DEIS Use




DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received Name Category Subcategories Comment
Dear Commissioners:
I am writing regarding the draft EIS on the 2024 Comp Plan. | support Alternative 3, for the reasons | will discuss.
| speak not only as a resident of Kingston, but also as a Rotarian working hard to bring much-needed sports fields to our community. Active recreation facilities have been consistently overlooked in
North Kitsap and, while my family enjoys and regularly uses the wonderful parks and trails that have been created, the need for active recreation has consistently failed to be addressed. Although
some projects, such as Poulsbo Events and Recreation Complex (PERC), address small aspects of the need, no other proposed project sufficiently addresses the need for such facilities in North Kitsap,
nor do they cumulatively address the need for the current population, let alone the future growth.
North Kitsap, and especially Kingston, has extremely limited land within or adjacent to any proposed UGA boundaries. There is likely not enough land to fulfil the housing needs, let alone address the
need for active recreation facilities. Additionally, it is my opinion that the limited land is better suited to providing housing, and especially affordable housing, for families and commercial space for
small businesses closer to town centers and public transportation. Using the limited land for active recreation, which requires significant acreage, would further put pressure on our ability to provide
enough housing and commercial support for the predicted growth.
With land within the Kingston UGA so limited, it is my opinion that alternative 3 of the Comp Plan can best provide the space for all necessary housing, while allowing affordable housing to be
concentrated around urban growth areas. Additionally, allowing for small clustered housing developments in rural North Kitsap, such as the Raydient rezone, the county can better address
environmental concerns by coordinating things such as stormwater retention and septic design for a neighborhood rather than each dispersed house being responsible for their own.
It is my opinion that this can also be done in a way that maintains the rural feel of non-urban North Kitsap. Setting these neighborhoods back and obscured from major roads, requiring wildlife
corridors and green belts, etc. can minimize the urban feel of such communities and help them blend in with rural North Kitsap, yet still provide additional housing to meet the growth targets.
Although I’'m aware that this is not the topic of the Comp Plan itself, our proposed sports complex project is highly dependent on Alternative 3 being chosen or the rezone at the Raydient site off of
Bond Road being addressed separately. Simply put, there is no other flat, dry land that we are aware of that is adequate for such a project in North Kitsap. We have done significant research and
continue to look (unsuccessfully) for alternative sites should this rezone fail. If we let this opportunity pass, North Kitsap may never be able to deliver the facilities that can provide the space for our
youth to play sports, our seniors to stay active, and all community members to enjoy active recreation within North Kitsap.
Thank you for your time and consideration.
Sincerely,
Emily Froula
Land Use, Raydient
2/16/2024 Emily Froula DEIS Reclassification
Environmental, Land | ¢ pages 101-104
Use, Island Lake
2/19/2024 Donald Fenton DEIS Reclassification
To Whom it May Concern:
As residents in these zones, we are opposed to option #3. It is detrimental to the environment in these areas. Development does not equal progress in this case for all. In fact, it is the opposite:
destruction and demise. We have a responsibility to respect the land, all creatures, and nonliving beings that inhabit our town. In this zone, we strive to live With the land, not against it. That is why
we DO NOT want you to allow Reclassification Request #49 along Phillips Rd, but to see option 2 as the most balanced option for everyone involved (land, animals, people). Option 3 would have a
negative impact from 200 homes would have on the local environment: Cool Creek is a salmon bearing stream that flows through this property and will be negatively affected, if not completely
destroyed. In our south kitsap school district as a 5th grade teacher, I’'m teaching our district’s agreed upon standards of human impact. And yet, every year, | have to explain why right here in town,
we put people before the environment and nonhuman creatures time and time again. You took this office for the opportunity to help or for the power. Love and empathy can accomplish everything,
power over the land is only intended to control money or inflate the ego. Our grandparents rehabilitated the creek years ago after salmon were suffering from developmental effects nearby. Don’t
undo the decades of care our family and this area has put into preserving and respecting the land. Are you making choices your 7 year old self would be proud of? Why 7? Because that is when you
know enough about how important the world is and you still believe in the magic of hope and the future. Be the superhero in your story. You have the chance to play a real life super hero right now.
Will you help or hurt our land? Will you be the superhero that this town needs to make mindful choices setting an example of conscious development while upholding ethical standards for the land
on which we rely on and now relies on us.
Land Use With Gratitude,
; ! . Leslie Ashby
Environmental, Site
2/19/2024 Leslie Ashby DEIS Specific
Land Use, Site Attached find zone change input (request) for property designated Fisher-Cheney plat in Enetai. Full hard copy with attachments in route via US Mail
Specific, See attachment on pages 105-109
2/20/2024 Christie Schultz DEIS Environmental




DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received Name Category Subcategories Comment
It is time to consider that South Kitsap needs less urban sprawl and less expansion of the UGA. Especially along the Phillips Road corridor. The expansion of housing projects and the two traffic lights
at the Sedgwick Road and Mullenix Road accesses to Phillips Road have created both excessive amounts of traffic and environmental (Lake Emelia) damage. Lake Emelia has been polluted due to
contaminated run-off from the major housing development at the corner of Phillips Road and Baker Road. Wildlife ( Eagles, bear, deer, waterfowl) not to mention trees that have been lost due to
the urban growth in the area. Now, more homes are being considered. More loss of trees and wildlife and eco-friendly environments. The proposal of a housing development on land
encompassing Cool Creek, a fish spawning waterway. More traffic put on a road that was not built for it. More speeders and more reckless drivers who have no regard for those families that live
along Phillips Road. Maybe it's time for South Kitsap to think more about the environmental impacts these developments have on areas in South Kitsap than the collection of revenue from those
developments that are causing the type of damage witnessed along Phillips Road.
| would urge. .. No More expansion of the UGA along Phillips Road. YES, to Alternative 2 for South Kitsap. NO to Reclassification Request #49.
Please, consider the impact 40 acres of homes would have on Cool Creek and its surroundings, the added traffic along Phillips Road (which is already becoming over crowded with vehicles of all
sizes) and the loss of wildlife along with the environmental damage that has already been caused by developments along Phillips Road and Baker Road.
Thank you
Land Use,
Site Specific, Dale Zittle
2/20/2024 Dale Zittle DEIS Environmental Emelia Lane resident.
In all the alternatives, there is a persistent expansion of LAMRID zoning and construction at the intersection of Gunderson and Bond Road at Stottlemeyer. Over the years, local residents have
continued to complain about the violation of view (tree) buffers, setbacks, and use of signage (on roadways and building walls) that do not conform to code with no response from the county.
Increasing traffic on Bond Road and the necessity to install turn lanes and traffic lights have limited the required tree buffers, and thus increased the "eye-sore" quality of these commercial uses in
rural areas.
Land Use, Raydient Please ensure that expansion of LAMRIDs replant (or ideally, do not remove existing trees), controls signage per existing code, manages traffic appropriately, and does proper code enforcement.
2/20/2024 Linda Paralez DEIS Reclassification Thanks.
My name is Lisa Hurt and | have been a Kitsap County resident for 60 years.
| believe it is the rural lands that provide the beauty, nature and quality of life that draw people to this area.
Growing up here, | have watched growth and urban sprawl happening at an alarming rate. Comprehensive plans come and go in which zoning changes happen again and again.
One concerning trend is changing Rural residential to LAMRID. Limited Areas of more intense development. Once that door is open, there is no going back. The rural lands start getting nibbled away
at and before you know it, Bond Road will look like Aurora Ave in Seattle.
| am concerned that we are allowing far too much rezoning of the rural, farm and forested lands in our county. The fact that there are no incentives to keep these spaces whole and intact is of great
concern. | live in one of the last rural areas left in the county. | pay a lot of taxes to keep my property that way. With al of the development and clearcutting around me, my property has become an
animal highway.
There are so few spaces for wildlife left! We need corridors and wetlands for animals. If we want to keep the flavor of this area, we should really consider some kind of incentives for people to keep
these spaces open and natural.
| suggest putting a moratorium on all rezoning of rural, farm and forested lands until a more wholistic vision is created in which these important areas that provide for the quality of life that people
seek are taken care of in perpetuity.
We all want clean air to breathe, clean water to drink, fresh local food to eat and not feel overcrowded.
Land Use, Please, | implore you to think about keeping the rural areas of Kitsap rural and not letting developers bully everybody to their will.
2/21/2024 Lisa Hurt DEIS Environmental
Please accept the attached comments on the Draft Kitsap Comprehensive Plan Environmental Impact Statement. Note this is being sent in by email instead of using the online from as | do not have
Land Use, it in a pdf format.
Environmental, Walt Elliott
2/21/2024 Walt Elliot DEIS Housing See attachment on pages 110-111
Housing, Land Use, ~ See pages 112-115
2/23/2024 \Wendy Arness DEIS Infrastructure
Land Use,
City of Port Orchard - Nick Transportation, Site | See pages 116-117
2/23/2024 Bond DEIS Specific
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DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received

2/23/2024

Name

Puget Sound Energy (PSE) -
Robert Bergquist

Category Subcategories

DEIS

Infrastructure,
Environmental, DEIS
Plan Edits

Comment

See pages 118-122

2/23/2024

Futurewise - Tim Trohimovich

DEIS

Land Use,
Environmental, DEIS
Plan Edits

See pages 123-137

2/23/2024

Robin Salthouse

DEIS

Transportation,
Raydient
Reclassification,
Environmental

Alternative 2 land use is the best choice for meeting Kitsap County's future growth needs and from preventing sprawl in rural areas.Reclassifying rural wooded property like #27 (Jon Rose) on the
Reclassification Request will not allow Kitsap County to meet the proposed goals, policies and strategies found in the Draft Comprehensive Plan. Focusing on UGAs will effectively meet the strategies
in the Transportation goal of multi-modal transportation and moving people not vehicles. Public transit systems that serve a concentrated population makes sense. Future budgets and strategies to
provide safe non-motorized transit for moving people to jobs, schools healthcare, businesses, and our ferries is more sustainable than funding trails that could damage existing heritage park habitat,
and serve fewer people. Safe non-motorized trails will take pressure off our roads, provide health benefits, and not contribute to added Greenhouse Gas Emissions

Reclassifying land along a Washington state routes or county roads could further worsen Levels of Service (LOS). Any improvements or expansion along state roads in Kitsap County will require our
state legislators to approve funding for feasibility studies, design and construction which will take years to complete. The current Kitsap County transportation budget does not support road
improvements due to increases in traffic created by sprawl. The Draft Capital Facilities Plan states the future average Level of Service for County roads is at a C or D grade (p.109/140). Deteriorating
traffic flow will only worsen the strategies to reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions stated in the Climate goal.

People live in Kitsap County to enjoy the natural open spaces, the biodiversity in our heritage parks, a healthy lifestyle, and roads that are not snarled in gridlock.

2/24/2024

Beverly Parsons

DEIS

Environmental

I have read through the “Public Comments Received through February 9, 2024 on the DEIS” posted on the county website. Rather than repeat what has been said, | want to add my voice in support
of what has been posted by Mayor Rebecca Erickson, Coleen Shoudy, Dave Shorett, Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, Doug Hayman, Rob Salthouse, and Beth Nichols.

Additionally, In preparing to making comments, | realized that I’'m not clear on a fundamental issue about how the DEIS is conducted. What do you consider the baseline for the EIS of each
alternative? We need a baseline that goes back much further than the current situation or even 2016 (the most recent Comp Plan). We are experiencing the degradation of the environment by a
thousand cuts over time. Can an EIS be done using a baseline of the late 1990’s or even 20007 This is probably not something you can do; if not, please call attention to this issue when presenting
the EIS to the Commissioners and to the public.

2/24/2024

Emilee Ashby

DEIS

Land Use,
Environmental

| appreciate the County's due diligence when creating the draft environmental impact statement for the 2024 Comprehensive Plan for Kitsap County. | would like to bring attention to the
devastating environmental consequences that the expansion of the UGA along Phillips Rd in Port Orchard would result in. Specifically, reclassification request #49, which would rezone 20 acres of
forest, wetlands and other critical habitat from 1 home per 5acres, to 5-9homes per acre. The owners of this land would then have a total of 40 acres in the UGA, to be sold to the highest bidder,
with the potential of 360 homes on the banks of critical areas including a large section of Cool Creek, a fish bearing stream.

Please consider the following prior to making your decision:

*This 20 acres of land was left out of the UGA in 2016, largely due to a community effort that shed light on the environmental concerns that development of this land will bring. The environmental
concerns that we had in 2016 have only been amplified today, between the threat of climate change and urban sprawl.

eAccording to our state government, (stateofsalmon.wa.gov), our coho salmon population in WA state remains unstable and is particularly susceptible to changes in conditions. Coho salmon have
historically spawned in Cool Creek and the numbers, although are not what they once were, have shown promise in the past years. My family has spent years working with local conservation efforts
to make our property, (which is located upstream from the land in request #49), an optimal habitat for this unique species of salmon. If reclassification request #49 is considered, it would allow
many homes to be built on the banks of critical wetland and salmon habitat, that will absolutely put the native Coho salmon population in real danger of non-existence. And all of our family’s efforts
over the past decades will have been for nothing.

eAlthough | appreciate the need for more housing opportunities in Port Orchard, reducing forested land and expanding the UGA in order to increase the number of single family residences does
nothing to contribute to affordable housing, and it reduces the rural feel of our community. Housing diversity and limiting urban sprawl is not attained in Port Orchard with Alternative 3, specifically
Request #49.

| urge the County and our Commissioners to adopt Alternative 2 in Port Orchard and to not adopt Reclassification Request #49 as part of our Comprehensive Plan Update.
Thank you for your time and efforts.

1"




DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received Name Category Subcategories Comment
| am formally requesting that Option 2 be adopted. The area is ripe with old growth forests and a fish bearing stream. The Phillips Road corridor cannot handle any more high density development.
Let’s keep the rural areas as they are, we are quickly running out of natural, pristine land for the sake of “affordable housing”, there is no way to develop the land that is in question without
spending millions of dollars to build on slopes, near wetlands and streams, and somehow mitigate the effects of traffic on our environment. The cost to develop would eliminate any possibility of
Land Use “affordable housing “.
Environrr:ental, Maybe look at transforming some of the industrial/commercial that no one is allowed develop into areas where the infrastructure is already in place.
2/24/2024 Ken Rice DEIS Housing
Kitsap Community Advisory See pages 177-182
2/25/2024 Council (KCAC) DEIS Land Use, Economic
Environmental,
Suquamish Citizens Advisory Infrastructure, See pages 144-147
2/25/2024 Council (SCAC) DEIS Transportation,
Neither the draft EIS nor the draft Comp Plan adequately addresses or evaluates the so-called “Framework” for the Port Gamble Heritage Park as required under GMA as the County said would be
done. The park plan is effectively a proposed revision to the Comprehensive Plan, so it needs to be included in this EIS. It is not sufficient to vaguely say it is incorporated by “reference” especially
since there remains significant environmental impacts that are not described nor addressed.
The EIS and plan should acknowledge that significant issues remain with this proposed park plan related to such things as priority given to conservation and preservation of critical natural resources,
delineation of critical areas such as wetlands and streams, landscape delineations, trail design and standards, usage, etc.
Further, all environmental impacts of the park plan need to be expressly identified, studied, and analyzed in this EIS. If impacts caused by the park plan will be identified and analyzed under SEPA in
the future then it should be clearly stated that the park plan (the “Framework”) will not be adopted nor projects in it funded or completed until that happens.
If the County does not evaluate all environmental impacts of the park plan in the FEIS, then it will be opening itself to potential legal challenges regarding the scope and adequacy of the County’s
SEPA review.
Regarding Section 3.2 on Land Use:
The Plan needs to protect farmland in Kitsap County. This needs to be added to the land use section. Protection of local farmland helps climate resilience, habitat, and local food production.
Land Use, Protection of farmland is paramount to a healthy community.
2/25/2024 Beverly Parsons DEIS Environmental
Future transportation project funding will not have the impact to reduce vehicle use and increase safe non-motorized trails. Specifically along SR 307 and 104, and S. Kingston RD NE along the
Arborwood housing development. More public transit and multi-use trails will need to be funded. Focused non-motorized projects are needed to move users to schools, jobs, healthcare, businesses
and ferries. The trail system needs to be addressed from rural to UGA areas. The STO trails will serve a relatively small number of users with funding for those projects appropriated for trails to
improve transportation along routes that reduce vehicle miles, greenhouse gas emissions, tire particle pollution, improve the climate, and provide safe, heathy recreation.
Projected LOS will further degrade, especially when Arborwood builds out, Port Gamble development begins, and additional housing and businesses come online in UGAs.
2/25/2024 Anonymous DEIS Transportation
Emvironmental, See page 148
2/25/2024 Marion Allen DEIS Transportation
To Kitsap County SEPA Responsible Officials. Attached are a set of 10 photos showing a quadrant of Radiant property's proposed North Kitsap United Property development on Bond Rd. It's N.E.
portion indicates poor forest management practices as indicated by photo's #2-#10. Remaining photos will likely require additional Email. Photo #1 indicates entry gate to this area. Jon Rose stated
at the Dec.12th 2023,at the North Kitsap United meeting he has two choices to maintain this property with herbicides, or not as requested by the community. According to WAC Ch.222-30, Timber
harvesting "10) Future productivity. Harvesting shall leave the land in a condition conducive to future timber production". In the DEIS there should be a section dedicated to management of Rural
Wooded (RW) zoned property that no longer is under DNR enforcement but is still natural resource land. IE Tree farm's. To the best of my knowledge Raydient has timber rights until 2042,
therefore it is Kitsap County DCD Code Enforcement responsibility to ensure that forest stands develop into healthy productive forest's. As a multi million dollar capitol investment company, they
can have this issue resolved by hiring landscape contractors, yet this property no longer follows under DNR jurisdiction. David Pedersen.
See attachments on pages 149-160
Land Use,
2/25/2024 David Pederson DEIS Environmental
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Date Received

2/25/2024

Name

Anthony Augello

Category Subcategories

DEIS

Land Use,
Environmental,
Housing

Comment

Kitsap County is being destroyed. My family and I left Port Orchard in 2010, and we returned just a couple of years ago. The deterioration of Kitsap County is painfully evident. The Visit Kitsap
Peninsula website states, “The Kitsap Peninsula is blessed with an abundance of natural beauty and many opportunities to enjoy safe and healthy outdoor recreational activities all year round.
Whether visiting or living in the region, when out touring the town or hiking the trails, please follow official health guidelines as you Discover the Treasures Around the Kitsap Peninsula.” It’s only a
matter of time before these statements will need to be changed on the website, because how Kitsap County is defined is becoming obsolete. Reckless promoting of apartment complex
developments and smaller lots that have mushroomed everywhere from Port Orchard up to Poulsbo without even having a demand for them are more than just ruining the landscape. Eric Baker
presented a persuasive speech about how even more multifamily and smaller house development is needed and a necessity. Furthermore, he is trying to pigeonhole such development according to
income levels. This is not how economies successfully work, and only guarantees eventual slums (hence the word “projects”) that will only contribute more to the overall demise and decay of Kitsap.
He is even promoting high rise buildings (on the verge of skyscrapers) in areas such as Kingston and Silverdale, which is in complete contradiction to the culture of the Peninsula. History across
America has shown that prosperous economies thrive only when the natural laws of supply and demand are permitted to work without government interference, and in this case the magnitude of
the proposed interference is phenomenal.

Kitsap County needs to be much more responsible of what we are funding. Very recently Port Orchard (and truly all of Kitsap County) made headlines in USA Today with the Mexican drug cartel
(CING) now firmly entrenched here. This happened due Kitsap County “leaders” slashing police funding, which is another very apparent observation we have seen since returning to Kitsap County.
The increase in crime (including criminals having no fear of committing it), anarchy on the roadways, and garbage scattered everywhere on roadsides highlight the surreal changes we have observed
since our return. Taxpayer funds should be more dedicated to fixing real problems such as protection that government funding is meant to fix, not trying “put the cart before the horse” committed
to a population increase and excessive development.

Eric Baker used phrases like “we need to do this” for population growth and “we must do that”. He has asserted a “necessity” for population growth without even supporting what the residents of
Kitsap County truly desire, and the reasons (as was also echoed in the meeting) that people relocated to Kitsap County in the first place. On the contrary, Eric Baker promotes urbanizing Kitsap
County to look more like Seattle/King County as a mission, even though he does so in complete opposition to what the overwhelming majority of Kitsap County residents desire based on the outpour
of the community in the latest meeting. He should be trying to lead Kitsap County in line with the culture and fabric that make Kitsap County a unique place to live. There are SEPA regulations,
wildlife corridors, and potential historic preservation areas abound throughout the entire county. However, he failed to truly mention these as viable alternatives, even though the overwhelming
majority of taxpayer residents prefer these alternatives for the comprehensive growth plan. | pray for our leaders, and hope they will focus on what they should be focusing on.

Supposedly Kitsap County leaders are committed to “climate change”. If this is true, Kitsap County leaders should be presenting to the governor the significant natural habitats and biodiversity that
Kitsap offers and that must be protected (according to law). However, Eric Baker is trying to promote urban growth areas (UGAs) in such areas as Enetai without even considering that more than
90% of the Entetai residents do not want this (for obvious reasons). Enetai has aquifers and steep/unbuildable slopes and is home to wildlife such as bald eagles and lynx, yet it is being proposed to
tear down this old growth forest area so that one developer can build 189 homes on 37 acres. This is beyond comprehension! He should be arguing for Kitsap County’s behalf that dense tree
canopies, especially next to urban areas are an important tool for combating climate changes. Preserving old growth forests with significant biodiversity should be a PRIORITY. Trees can regrow, but
the natural habitats and biodiversity can NEVER be replaced. Once it is gone, it is gone forever. Enetai is one of the primary areas that visitors and tourists see when they come to the Kitsap
Peninsula on the ferry. What is being proposed is a true eyesore on the shoreline. Also, who even authorized the zoning exception for this to potentially occur? This itself warrants more investigation
and research.

I am not against development. In fact, I've had my own development company and assisted with the Manchester Community Plan in 2008. However, development should be done responsibly and
without government purposefully attempting to destroy the natural process of supply and demand by violating laws and zoning.
See attachments on page 161-176
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Category Subcategories

Comment

| am concerned about the seeming lack of room made in the various proposals for retention of stands of mature urban trees. While urban density and preservation of rural lands is important to help
our communities weather both the influx of population projected and the impacts of climate change, focusing solely on density to the detriment of preserving the remnants of urban forests is
foolhardy given the crucial role that mature trees play in urban settings. A single grove of mature Douglas firs in an urban setting can shade dozens of homes and businesses. They act as air
scrubbers, and they mitigate stormwater headaches. They also act as small oases to protect pockets of urban wildlife. While tree replacement is a good start in urban planning and zoning, it will take
a hundred years or more for current stands of native mature trees to truly be replaced. That is 100 years of their benefit being lost to our communities in the name of density when heat indexes are
climbing, air scrubbing is ever-more important, and our area is projected to see more storms, wetter weather, and additional flooding. While density is crucial, the need for balance is important. At a
time when our state is offering communities millions in grants to preserve stands of mature urban trees due to recognition of their unique and vital importance, | fear that Kitsap is about to adopt a
Comprehensive Plan without a tree retention provision in urban settings. In 2024, the idea that this would not be included is worrying to say the least.

Our neighborhood in downtown Kingston recently appealed a DCD decision to allow the destruction of the tallest and oldest stand of native firs in the Kingston UVC. Those trees, which are going to
be cut down to make way for four single family homes, currently shade more than fifty households including the homes of dozens of vulnerable seniors and disabled residents at the Martha and
Mary complex at the Village Green. Some of those trees stand over 160 feet and are used daily by both Osprey and Eagles. The impending destruction of this resource to our community and to local
wildlife will be a huge loss, and while these particular trees are slated to be victims of density over all else, I'm hoping that we can do better in the future for other mature stands of urban trees,
recognizing their vital importance for helping urban communities weather what is coming,

2/25/2024 Dana Sweany-Schumacher DEIS Environmental
Land Use, See pages 177-181
2/26/2024 Jackie Kelly DEIS Environmental
Re: the DEIS, | second the substantive comments submitted by Betsy Cooper, David Shorett, the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, Doug Hammond, and Beth Nichols.
Re: the Alt 3 proposed re-zone and proposed future use of the 400+ acres owned by Raydient North Kitsap LLC adjacent to the Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park, | share the concerns expressed by
Poulsbo Mayor Becky Erickson / Poulsbo City Council, the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, and Rob Salthouse.
Per the goals of the Growth Management Act, this level of investment belongs inside urban growth areas (UGAs) or existing LAMIRDS where it can be served effectively by public transit, where it can
support the economy of the UGA, and where it doesn't create a new investment hub and driver of sprawl.
The plan for meeting club sport field needs should focus on (1) supporting Poulsbo’s PERC project while also investing in improvements to existing fields at (2) our NKSD schools, (3) private schools,
and (4) our community parks (i.e., Kingston Kola Kole). The Port Gamble Redevelopment and the PGFHP include plans that will dramatically increase traffic in this rural section of NK. We shouldn't
Land Use, voluntarily allow development so misaligned with smart growth planning principles.
2/26/2024 Beth Berglund DEIS Environmental
Land Use,
Environmental, DEIS |See pages 182-183
2/26/2024 Berni Kenworthy DEIS Plan Edits
Nancy Langwith and Kingston Land Use, Economic  S€€ pages 184-188
2/26/2024 Stakeholders DEIS Development
§3.3.4. Forestry plans and master plans for County heritage parks exist. They may or may not have been approved by the BOC and may or may not have gone through a SEPA process. It is fair to say
that the County and Parks Department processes for reviewing, adjusting, and implementing these plans is unclear. These plans are within the purview of the GMA. None of these 'land use policy
Land Use plans' are mentioned in the current EIS and it is unlikely they have been addressed previously. The current EIS should (1) acknowledge, explain, and address these plans and (2) identify adverse
. . ’ [ tal i ts.
2/26/2024 Joseph Lubischer DEIS Environmental environmentalimpacts
§3.2.6.1 specifically addresses the Sound to Olympics STO Trail. This project previously received DNS status under the String of Pearls and Non-Motorized plans. The SEPA determinations were based
on route alignments that have been largely abandoned. On the order of 90% of alignments, outside of SR305, have been changed. In addition, County failed to identify adverse impacts that offer
little possibility for mitigation.Therefore, the previous Determinations are invalid and a new SEPA process is required. A specific Determination of Significance for this project is required. In addition,
Land Use, because this project is linear, phasing is not appropriate.
2/26/2024 Joseph Lubischer DEIS Environmental
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3.3.4.2. The master plan for Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park, aka Framework, received a Determination of Non-Significance. When challenged, the County said 'ok’, we'll include it under the
Comp Plan EIS. Under SEPA, the process requires, equentitally, a determination of significance, then EIS if applicable, and if not applicable then non-project and project determinations. A fair
Land Use, question is what is the County's process with this land use policy? The process must be clarified and an environmental review be performed following SEPA rules.
2/26/2024 Joseph Lubischer DEIS Environmental
I am in support of many of the comments already made by Coleen Shoudy, Dave Shorett, Doug Hayman, Beth Nichols, and others. Comments submitted in the letter from the Port Gamble S'Klallam
Tribe are particularly significant. They make the case for adoption of Net Ecological Gain as a County standard.
Critical Area Ordinance regulations need enforcing, especially in reference to wetlands, streams, and the shoreline. Buffers around these water ways need to be honored and enforced, and variances
Land Use, for buffers are not appropriate. Property owners must be held to a higher standard in their responsibilities towards the environment.
2/26/2024 Carol Price DEIS Environmental, CAO
Parks and Recreation:
Regarding 3.3.4.2, The EIS emphasizes access to passive recreation at the expense of active recreation, particularly sports fields. | acknowledge that for me and my demographic (retired Baby-
Boomer, no children living with us), passive recreation opportunities are one of the great draws to Kitsap County living. Nevertheless, the county's growth will have to consist of a diversity of
demographics; most of the growth won't resemble me and my situation.
Families already have a shortage of places for youth and adults to engage in sports activities. The present allocation of active sports facilities leaves North Kitsap out almost entirely. So | reason that
the stated impacts of any of the alternatives must include the present sports facilities deficits as well as what will surely be increased deficits owing to projected growth. Because the PROS plan is not
yet ready, there's an absence of data to support any of the three alternatives and their associated Levels of Service.
Intuitively, it seems the best alternative for accommodating more active sports facilities is Number 3. The As-is condition is clearly not sufficient; Alternative 2 makes reference to increased parks but
we know from observation in Kingston that there is no location for increased parks.
The existing (2012) PROS plan reports that School Districts provide most of the active athletic facilities. Reports from parents of primary and secondary school kids confirm what my own family has
observed over the years: School District facilities are in poor shape, are overbooked, and are nearly always primarily devoted to use by the schools themselves. This facilities gap will not be
addressed before the next Comp Plan and its impacts should be mitigated with this Plan.
The North Kitsap United project would be accommodated by Alternative 3 and would be a viable approach to addressing the facilities gap.
Recommendations:
First, keep the Draft EIS comment period open until the PROS plan data have been gathered and summarized.
Second, prioritize active recreation in the EIS. It deserves to be considered on a par with passive recreation.
Third, Alternative 3 makes the most sense to me.
Respectfully,
2/26/2024 Bobbie Moore DEIS Land Use, Health ~ Bobbie Moore, Kingston
Washington Department of
Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) - Land Use, See pages 189-191
2/26/2024 Jessica Bryant DEIS Environmental
Land Use
Environmental, See pages 192-203
Kitsap Environmental Coalition Infrastructure,
2/26/2024 (KEC) DEIS Housing
Puget Sound Regional Council Transportation, Plan  gae pages 204-208
(PSRC) - Liz Underwood- Edits, Infrastructure,
2/26/2024 Bultmann DEIS Housing
DEIS Plan Edits, Land
Use,
Environmental,Housi | See pages 209-217
ng, Raydient
2/26/2024 Lisa Pederson DEIS Reclassification
Land Use,
Environmental,
Farmland Preservation Economic See pages 218-240
2/26/2024 Working Group - Diane Fish DEIS Development
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DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received Name

Category Subcategories

Raydient
Reclassification,
Transportation,

Comment

Revised Dave's 2 minute comment to
Kitsap County Commissioners on 2-26-24

Good evening Commissioners,

My name is David Pedersen and | would like to comment on the Comp. Plan and DEIS document. During a meeting at the Village Green, as | understand it, Jon Rose stated, in general most
resources are located around urban areas to prevent sprawl, yet he is asking DCD to accept his request for application ID#72 to be granted, which in fact, per the Kitsap United North Feasibility
study will create urban sprawl in an area that is currently zoned Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Residential (RR). The DEIS, the GMA, and the Puget Sound Regional Council rejects urban sprawl in rural
environments and how this type of activity incorporates too much mitigation. In my opinion to keep our natural resources safe, as these mitigated measures fail from time to time, | would submit
that DCD adopt a resolution to allow Commissioners to review any rezoning request over 20 acres that involve the county's aquifer recharge areas, timber lands, and lands containing minerals to
preserve what's left of our natural resources. This will also keep taxes lower for the community. In regards to the Preliminary Transportation Assessment in the NKU's Feasibility Study, page 11,
there have been 2 deaths in our area from accidents that have occurred less than 6 months ago. One on Bond Hwy 307 and one in front of Heritage Park Hwy104. | have submitted a more recent
accident report to the Commissioners from North Kitsap Fire and Rescue, indicating 415 accidents up to October 15th.

2/26/2024 David Pederson DEIS Economic
This particular article written by former Kitsap County Commissioner Steven Bauer, was published September 4th, 2009 and submitted to the Kitsap Daily News for circulation throughout Kitsap
County. | have lived here for well over 30 years and seen the changes the county has gone through and find this article is extremely accurate in it's facts and findings as my neighborhood was
flooded at it's lower end because of a retaining pond overflow across the street during a rain storm, which then flowed into the adjacent ditch which had a very large culvert that lead directly
underneath HY104 to our storm water ditches and created a massive influx of water, our 2.5 foot by 3 feet wide ditches could not handle. Water overflowed on to Bond road and headed due north
to the lower established homes across the street and through our culverts which could not handle the flow as well! So | ended up having to due a lot of photographic work to show the DOE after
arriving. Just one of our culverts could fill a fire truck in less than 5 minutes! The water finally slowed after several homes had water up to their front porches above steps. It is my understanding the
business that refused to follow their own approved blueprint in its inception clearly stated the ground was to be left with at least 60% gravel to assist in our Categorylaquafer recharge area. Instead
it was completely paved over with blacktop and a piping system leading directly to the retaining pond. The DOE was very upset about this issue and I still to this day have no idea if DCD Code
Enforcement was ever involved with repair work. | am under the impression that culvert under HY104 may now be plugged, which allows thousands of gallons of water to flow straight down the hill
to Gamble Bay under same conditions. Mitigation is nothing more than a means to slow down the destruction of a particular resource, and as | have said before, KPUD will "simply" walk away if any
of these actions occur! | hope to live another 30 years, and pray those who make decisions for our next generation are long term and solid.
On page 48 of the Puget sound Regional Council vision 2050, " the amount of impervious surface as a key metric related to the health of the region's water resources. Increasing the amount of
impervious surface may have numerous impacts... degraded water quality, decreased aquafer recharge, and increased water temperature." " King and Kitsap Counties have the highest percentage
of impervious surfaces at 9.4% and 9.1%." Kitsap County has reached the mark of it's resiliency in my and many others belief that leads to that same thread where | have now endured the smell of
chlorine in my drinking water for over four year's, but have not been medically affected to the best of my knowledge at this time. My community has expressed their concerns as well on our web
page. Health advisory issued for Dyes Inlet due to sewage spill. For information, go to: https://Inks.gd/2/nNdxx7
See attachment on pages 241-245
Environmental,
2/26/2024 David Pederson DEIS Infrastructure
DEIS Plan Edits, Land
Use, Environmental,
Housing, CAO See pages 246-287
2/26/2024 Suquamish Tribe - Rod Malcom DEIS
Land Use,
. EnV|r'o'nmentaI, Site See pages 288-291
City of Bremerton - Garrett Specific,
2/26/2024 Jackson DEIS Infrastructure
Kitsap Building Association :Zl:\Sslsg;‘tation CAO See pages 292-294
2/26/2024 (KBA) - lan Harkins DEIS !
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DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received Name

2/26/2024

Cathy Ridley

Category Subcategories

DEIS

Land Use, Raydient
Reclassification

Comment

Kitsap County Commissioners Rolfes, Garrido, Walters, and Eric Baker, Department of Community Development:

| suggest that the County adopt Alternative 2 as the basic alternative as you move toward the Preferred Alternative, and wait until after the Comp Plan Update is finished to look at rural land use,
zoning, and codes as a whole with attention to ensuring protection of the natural environment. This means putting all requests for changes in the rural zones or LAMIRDs on hold until there is
concerted attention to the rural areas following the completion of the Comp Plan Update.

I am also writing to express my concerns about the request by Mr. Jon Rose to rezone 400 acres of property owned by Raydient Corporation on Bond Road and the proposed sports complex,
commercial zone, and increased density housing development. | oppose this location for a sports complex and intense development. Please do not allow the zoning changes requested by the
Raydient of their property on Bond Road near Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park to change from 1 dwelling/20 acres to 1 dwelling/5 acres.

Here are my concerns:

Growth Management Act: This project would create intense development in a rural area adjacent to the Port Gamble Heritage Park -- resulting in disorganized sprawl that the Growth Management
Act was designed to avoid. To promote responsible and sustainable growth, this type of dense project should be located in an urban setting with urban amenities. Our Rural areas are part of Kitsap’s
beauty and character and need to be protected. Permitting this rezone sets a bad precedent; other developers will want to follow suit and the rural area will be turned into sprawl. In addition, it
would establish precedent for Raydient to request rezoning of their other rural and forest properties for commercial development.

Traffic: Traffic infrastructure already cannot handle the existing traffic. There is no sensible plan to deal with the traffic added by the sports complex, commercial zone, and additional homes outside
one per 20 acres. There is no public transportation to the proposed sports complex site. The preliminary traffic studies completed for the Sports Complex project indicate that Bond Road currently
does not meet service requirements; additional development would exacerbate the already unsafe conditions on Bond Road. In addition, the traffic counts conducted to support Raydient's
preliminary studies occurred during the pandemic, a period of severely reduced ferry service in Kingston, meaning the counts were likely much lower than they will be when ferry service is fully
restored to reliable operations. WSDOT’s Transportation Improvement Plan does not show any planned improvements to Bond Road in the near future. The County's new public works facility on
Bond Road and the Suquamish Clearwater Retail Development, already approved, will also greatly impact traffic beyond what the initial studies take into account.

Duplication of new sports centers: This proposed project is 3.8 miles from the proposed Poulsbo Event and Recreation Center (PERC), and planning for that project is already underway. The city of
Poulsbo opposes the rezone of the Bond Road property.

Viability of Funding: There is no confirmation that the sports complex can obtain funding for construction and ongoing maintenance, including wastewater discharge and road improvements.
Taxpayers could end up with unsustainable tax burdens. We could end up with Raydient’s wish list for housing and commercial development being built, but no way for the community to proceed on
the sports complex project due to inability to fully fund the project.

Water and Environment: This proposed housing development, sports complex, and commercial zone would be located on a critical aquifer recharge area, near mapped fish bearing streams, and a
mapped wetland -- putting our local drinking water resources and watershed health at risk. A sports complex including turf fields and large amounts of parking would cause high amount of
impervious surface, stormwater discharge, and wastewater. For instance, the septic discharge is estimated at 100,000 gallons a day.

Wildlife Habitat and Park environment: The rezoning proposal would displace numerous animal populations, and impact Endangered Species Act-listed wildlife that may be present on this site. The
intensity of development would degrade the habitat and outdoor experience of Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park, with neighboring lighting, car trips, and user population.

Tribal Concerns: Port Gamble S'Klallam Tribe opposes the Rezone on Bond Road. The Suquamish Tribe opposes the rezoning of rural protection or urban restricted parcels to more intensive uses.
Affordable Housing Goals: The rezone and sports complex do not help with the target for affordable housing that the County is required to meet by the GMA. The houses will only be for high income
earners.

| urge you to vote against the Raydient rezone request and the proposed sports complex to keep development within the UGA as required by the GMA, protect areas of North Kitsap’s rural
character, discourage suburban sprawl development, minimize additional traffic congestion, and protect our natural environment, water quality and habitat.

Respectfully,

Cathy Ridley
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DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received Name Category Subcategories Comment
| vote for Alternative 2. Not only will compact growth leave more natural lands for hikers, bikers, and wildlife, having the growth happen around the city centers will benefit the small businesses in
the community, just by being within walking distance. This will allow for better growth within the city centers and allow recreation outside of it.
Land Use, Economic
2/26/2024 Anonymous DEIS Development
Land Use, Housing,
Kitsap Alliance of Property Transportation, See pages 295-306
Owners (KAPO) - William Economic,
2/26/2024 Palmer DEIS Environmental
First, a personal thank you to the staff at the DCD for all their hard work and dedication in outreach during the DEIS process. They have held numerous in-person and hybrid events, with display
materials to better understand potential changes to our county.
Of the alternatives proposed by DCD, Alternative 2 is the one | support. It provides for more rural, farm and environmental protections.
To refrain from being repetitious, | would like to call special attention to the comments from Poulsbo Mayor Erickson and the Port Gamble S'Klallam Tribe. | do not support the Raydient rezone
request. It would degrade forever the rural character that currently exists and would bring suburban/urban traffic and other environmental mitigation needs that are not supported by the intention
of the GMA. Please keep the zoning as it stands. If future citizens decide to change this, let them do so at that time. The same goes for the Island Lake rezone request. Please deny this upzone.
Between 1997 and 2017, Kitsap County lost 61% of it farmland (USDA Agricultural Census, 1997-2017), nearly three times the rate of that in the greater Puget Sound Region. Kitsap County needs to
make farmland preservation a priority to provide food security for its citizens. We cannot, and should not, expect farmers in other areas to fully supplement our growing food needs. There is a
growing number of young and motivated local farmers that we need to embrace and assist in growing our local food supply. Please commit to public hearings with regards to farmland preservation
in 2024-25.
| agree with previous citizens commenters below on the need to achieve Net Ecological Gain when pursuing development goals as a county. We cannot continue to unsustainably build out and
lessen our quality life, in a "death by a thousand cuts," as someone said below. And no more variances when it comes to wetland mitigation. This is a shell game that does not force us to come to
terms with building the way we should, where we should. | have heard that our development community is very creative. Let that creativity flow within the existing landscape and work around our
critical and forested areas. These are critical areas for a reason.
| support expansion and enforcement of the CAO. | however would like to see some exception in the CAO code for farmland. I'm proposing something like a 50% variance of setback in the CAO so
these farms can remain in business in a county with rising land values and rapid land conversion.
Lastly, Kingston, "The Little City by the Sea," is a gem of a town. | strongly oppose the upzones put forth in the alternatives for Kingston. Especially for the poor folks off Lindvog Rd., a beautiful road
Land Use, that will be forever changed should this zoning be changed. We need to wait to see the impacts that Arborwood has on our quite and kind little town before expanding the UGA. From what | have
Environmental, read, Kingston has already met our population goals as required by the GMA.
2/26/2024 David Vliet DEIS Health, CAO
Housing,
Kitsap Co.unty Council for Infrastructure, See pages 307-308
Human Rights (KCCHR) - Health,
2/26/2024 Kirsten Dahlquist DEIS Environmental
Squaxin Island Tribe - Erica Land Use,
2/26/2024 Marbet DEIS Environmental See pages 309-311
Land Use,
Environmental,
Housing, See pages 312-560
Infrastructure,
2/26/2024 Raydient - Jon Rose DEIS Transportation
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DEIS Public Comment Matrix

Date Received

Name

Category Subcategories

Comment

Folks, | had intended to comment within the allotted time, thinking it went to the end of the day today. However, it appears that the comment form has been removed from the website. So,
perhaps my comment is for nothing, but | want to try anyway.

My husband and | have lived in Kingston since 1995. We treasure the woods and wetlands that surround us. As time has gone on, and development has evolved, it seems that the rules are bent,
exceptions are made and zoning changes are not very difficult to accomplish.

With more and more people moving to our area, | believe it’s time to make implementation of zoning changes more difficult in order to preserve the rural and treed areas that we have. It's what
makes us unique.

It's also time to get very serious about preserving ground and surface water, growing trees, and protecting the flora and fauna associated with our particular environment. We support Alternative 2.

Land Use, Leah and Kurt Smith
2/26/2024 Leah and Kurt Smith DEIS Environmental
Hello!
I meant to submit this through the website, but it looks like | can no longer submit a comment there. | assumed | could submit anytime today. | hope you will take this-- thank you!
I'd like to voice my support for Alternative 2, and state my opposition to the Raydient and Island Lake rezone requests. To protect our farms, wetlands, forests, and the wild creatures who call this
place home, we should concentrate growth close to the town center.
Land Use, Many thanks for your work!
2/26/2024 Shannon Stephens DEIS Environmental Shannon Stephens
Port Gamble S'Klallam Tribe - Environmental, See pages 561-562
2/26/2024 Marla Powers DEIS Infrastructure
Washington State Department See pages 563-565
of Transportation (WSDOT) - Transportation, DEIS
2/26/2024 George Mazur DEIS Plan Edits
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Thomas Garrett DEIS Comment
12/25/23

DEIS Comments

1.2 SEPA Environmental Review - In the event of a conflict with Kitsap County
Regulations/Policies/Best Available Science and the governing WA State Agency
Regulations/Policies/Best Available Science (BAS), the WA

State Agency Regulations/Policies/BAS shall apply.

1.4 Section Major Issues, Significant Areas of Controversy & Uncertainty & Issues to Be
Resolved Define Level cost estimates for capital improvements shall be made
available to the public prior to approval by Kitsap County. If the cost estimates
exceed a level not acceptable to the public, it shall go to the public for vote. Project
Define level estimates shall be made publicly available prior to a project Execute
phase.

1.5 SUMMARY TABLES OF IMPACTS & MITIGATION MEASURES
Exhibit 1.5-1 Earth (Section 3.1.1) Impacts Common to all Alternatives add
“regulations of Federal, State and Kitsap County regulations and codes"

Exhibits 1.5-1 through 1.5-4 All Sections with "Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts"
- Kitsap County should require any major developer/parcel owners to have a legally
binding incorporated and bonded Owners Association (OA) to oversee and ensure
compliance with State and County Codes/Regulations in the Critical and Sensitive
areas. The developer/parcel owners will furnish a detailed project schedule and detailed
work plan to be approved by Kitsap County. This would allow Kitsap County to manage
with minimum staff and third party services. This OA would continue for life of the
Development. OA to manage new permits and ensure compliance with the Critical Area
Ordinances. This should also apply to parcels owners bordering on or adjacent to major
Kitsap County Parks.

2 Alternatives

Exhibit 2.3-1 Kitsap County Planning Jurisdictions Map This map should be modified to
indicate all streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams.

2.5.7 Capital Facilities Plan Where the Alternative 3 "Dispersed Growth Focus"
where the infrastructure/capital facilities only benefits the developer/parcel owner,
consider having them pay the cost.

3 Affected Environment, Significant Impacts & Mitigation Measures

Exhibit 3.1.1-1 Kitsap County Soil Survey Map This map should be modified to indicate
all streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams and intermittent
streams.

Exhibit 3.1.1.1-2 Geologically Hazardous Map — Erosion hazards This map should be
modified to indicate all streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams
and intermittent streams.

Exhibit 3.1.1.1-3 Geologically Hazardous Map — Landslide hazards This map should be
modified to indicate all streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams
and intermittent streams.
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Exhibit 3.1.1.1-4 Geologically Hazardous Map — Seismic hazards This map should be
modified to indicate all streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams
and intermittent streams.

Exhibit 3.1.3.1-1 Watercourse and surface water map This map should be provided with
a link to the interactive map.

Exhibit 3.1.3.1-5 Critical Areas Map This map should be modified to indicate all stream sand
intermittent streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams and intermittent
streams.

Exhibit 3.2.1.1-2 North Kitsap Land Use Map This map should be modified to indicate all
streams and intermittent streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams
and intermittent streams.

Exhibit 3.2.1.1-3 Central Kitsap Land Use Map This map should be modified to indicate all
streams and intermittent streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams
and intermittent streams.

Exhibit 3.2.1.1-4 South Kitsap Land Use Map This map should be modified to indicate all
streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams.

Exhibit 3.2.1.1-5 Zoning & Development Standards Kitsap County should provide a
hyperlink to the Title 17 Zoning
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/KitsapCounty/#!/Kitsap17/Kitsap17.html

Exhibit 3.2.1.1-6 North Kitsap Zoning Map This map should be modified to indicate all
streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams including seasonal
intermittent streams.

Exhibit 3.2.1.1-7 Central Kitsap Zoning Map This map should be modified to indicate all
streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams including seasonal
intermittent streams.

Exhibit 3.2.1.1-8 South Kitsap Zoning Map This map should be modified to indicate all

streams and provide a link to the interactive map with streams
including seasonal intermittent streams

Return to Comment Matrix
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City of Poulsbo

Office of Mayor Rebecca Erickson

November 6, 2023

Department of Community Development
Planning and Environmental Programs
614 Division St. MS-36

Port Orchard, WA 98366

Email: compplan@kitsap.gov

Subject: EIS Alternative, City of Poulsbo Opposition to Alternative 3 rezone request
Dear Kitsap County Board of County Commissioners:

| am writing on behalf of the Poulsbo City Council to express our strong opposition to
the rezone application submitted by Jon Rose (aka Raydient) for the vacant, 413.9 acres
located off of and north of Bond Road, which seeks to change the zoning designation
from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Residential (RR) (aka Reclassification Request #72).
We understand that this request has been included in the Alternative 3 "Dispersed
Growth Focus” land use alternative of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan.

The Growth Management Act was enacted to promote responsible and sustainable
growth within city limits and urban growth areas (UGAs) and to preserve rural areas for
agriculture, open space, and other valuable purposes. Upzoning land outside of UGAs
runs counter to the fundamental purpose of the GMA and undermines the careful
planning and thoughtful development that the Act seeks to achieve.

The rezone would result in an increase of at least 60 units by increasing the density from
one (1) unit for every 20 acres (20 units) to one (1) unit per every five (5) acres (82 units).
We have several concerns regarding this application:

1. Environmental Impact: The area currently designated as Rural Wooded (RW)
contains valuable natural habitats and forested areas that play a crucial role in
maintaining the ecological balance of our region.

200 NE Moe Street ¢ Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347
(360) 779-3901 & fax (360) 779-5112
www.cityofpoulsbo.com
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The approximate 414 acres has multiple watercourses designated by DNR and
the Wildfish Conservancy that includes fish bearing streams, nonfish bearing
streams, as well as unknown, unmodeled hydrographic features. Moderate
landslides and erosion hazard occur as well as a mapped wetland.

Furthermore, the Port Gamble S'Klallam tribe submitted a comment (April 6,
2023) against this requested siting that it is within the Gamble Creek Watershed
that feeds directly into the Port Gamble Bay. They are concerned that the
watershed will be directly impacted by any development, but most intensely
impacted with Rural Residential development.

Changing the zoning to Rural Residential could lead to increased deforestation,
habitat disruption, and environmental stress.

. Traffic and Infrastructure: Bond Road is already a heavily trafficked route, and
the proposed rezone will result in increased traffic congestion, putting additional
strain on our infrastructure. We are concerned about the adequacy of
infrastructure and roadways to support the proposed development. The project
will have significant impact on the LOS for major intersections on Bond and must
be addressed.

Inconsistent with the Purpose of the R zone:

The purpose of the RW zone is to encourage the preservation of forest uses and
agricultural activities, retain an area’s rural character and conserve the natural
resources while providing for some rural residential use. This zone is further
intended to discourage activities and facilities that can be considered detrimental
to the maintenance of timber production. Residents of rural wooded (RW)
residential tracts shall recognize that they can be subject to normal and accepted
farming and forestry practices on adjacent parcels.

The purpose of the RR zone is to promote low-density residential development
and agricultural activities that are consistent with rural character. It is applied to
areas that are relatively unconstrained by environmentally sensitive areas or other
significant landscape features. These areas are provided with limited public
services.

The properties do not appear to meet the purpose of the RR zone as they are
relatively constrained by environmentally sensitive areas. As stated, the site is
largely covered in moderate geological hazard slopes and contains fish and non-
fish habitat streams as well as a mapped wetland and hydric soils. It is also within
the Gamble Creek Watershed that feeds directly into the Port Gamble Bay.

200 NE Moe Street ¢ Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347
(360) 779-3901 ¢ fax (360) 779-5112
www.cityofpoulsbo.com
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4. Community Character and Increased Demand for Services: The proposed area
abuts Port Gamble Heritage Park (Park zone) to the west and Rural Protection
zoned areas to the east. An increase in density from one unit per 20 acres to one
unit per 5 acres would be a dramatic increase immediately abutting a Park zone
and is inconsistent with the existing zoning pattern. Additionally, and as stated in
the comment letter from the Suquamish Tribe dated April 14, 2023, increasing
rural housing densities will also increase the need for school, libraries, churches,
transit, road maintenance, availably commercial and retail opportunities as well as
other public amenities. The densification projects require urban services and the
extension of services to projects located in the rural areas and is not only
expensive but contrary to the GMA.

Given these concerns, we respectfully request that the Kitsap County Board of County
Commissioners carefully consider the implications of this rezone application on the
environment, traffic, and the character of our community. We appreciate your attention
to this matter and urge you to consider the impacts to the residents of Poulsbo and the
surrounding natural and manmade environment.

Thank you for your time and consideration.
G
Rebecca Erickson, Mayor

Signed with unanimous support from the Poulsbo City Council as approved at the
November 1, 2023, Poulsbo Council Meeting.

Return to Comment Matrix

200 NE Moe Street ¢ Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347
(360) 779-3901 ¢ fax (360) 779-5112
www.cityofpoulsbo.com
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Kitsap County updated Comprehensive Plan
Comments on Draft Environmental Statement
Dave Shorett 206-200-3433

1. Itis clear that under any standard applied, GMA, RCWs, PRC 2050, Kitsap County Code and all
planning codes applicable, Alternative 2 js legally supportable in contrast to Alternatives 1 and 3.
There are so many references in the EIS that overwhelmingly support Alt. 2 and the Alt 2 map as
preferred over Alt 1 and Alt 3 map that it would take pages and pages to highlight them. What stands
as a basic summary is well presented in the tables beginning at p. 203.

2. Given the central mandates of the GMA - concentrate growth in UGAs, avoid sprawl and avoid
unneeded negative environmental impacts whenever possible, rezones are unnecessary in this 2024
version of the Comp. Plan. More than sufficient capacity for population growth exists in Alternative 2
and the EIS, as stated, provides no support for adding land to existing UGAs. In fact, this EIS states

“e For UGAs that show capacities greater than the population or employment targets, UGA
boundaries should be decreased, where possible. Areas should be removed that are more costly to
provide public services or that have significant concentrations of critical areas. .”

Rezones can wait until needed. The Comp. Plan and Kitsap Code allow for adjustments to zoning as
needs are demonstrated beyond the date of a.new comp plan — if it becomes apparent that capacity for
population growth figures set in 2024 is not being met in the following years, there are several
opportunities available to the County to make rezoning adjustments as needed.

Moreover, those who have submitted applications for rezones in this Comp Plan can ask for rezones at
any time in the future. The Kitsap Code provides a specific means of doing so. Additionally, the 5
year review of the Comp Plan presents another specific opportunity for consideration.

3. Need to incentivize development in UGAs but not outside UGAs.
It has been occasionally contended that developers must be incentivized to build in UGAs. This is
reasonable and is or should be a goal of Kitsap County and DCD.

However it has been suggested that adding rural zoned land to UGAs would be another way of
incentivizing builders. This idea makes no sense, as zoning then becomes driven by developer’s needs,
rather than public interest; rural zones would lose much of the protection they now have; as for-profit
operations, developers seek to maximize profit and that generally means constructing large single
family homes priced out of the presently desired range set by recent legislation. The only conceivable
exception might be parcels which would have little or no impact from urban development due to
location, adjacent to Highway 303 for example and negligible impact on condition of the land.

4. As to specific proposed rezones in Alt 3, the 95 acre proposed rezone bordering Barker Creek and
Island lake stands as an example of land which should never be rezoned to urban growth unless
absolutely necessary to meet population growth projected for Kitsap County.

This specific developer generated rezone proposal stands out as an example of what should only be a
last resort to meet GMA population needs. It borders a salmon bearing stream and a Lake, is heavily.
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forested, virtually undeveloped, provides excellent habitat, is not served by urban infrastructure,
includes several CAO areas, including stream, wetland and a Category 1 CARA. Much more can be
added as reasons this proposal must be rejected. It would be an abuse of discretion to add it to any type
of UGA or up zone it in any manner.

Additionally, the EIS states “The Comprehensive Plan is the centerpiece of planning for unincorporated
Kitsap County. It expresses the community’s vision of itself and the community it aspires to become.”
The community has weighed in on the proposal to rezone 95 acres at Island Lake and Barker Creek and

overwhelmingly opposes this proposal.

5. I could not find any assessment using the standard of “no net loss,” applicable to planning under
WAC 365-196-830, Protection of critical areas. Reference in the EIS to stream and lake impact from
Alt 3 do not appear to use this standard. Specifically, Island Lake and Barker Creek are mentioned
several times in this EIS, apparently without reference to how no net loss would factor into a proposed
rezone in Alt 3, mentioned above.

6. There is a significant understatement of adverse environmental impacts from development.

The actual significant environmental impact of development is inescapably understated because the
EIS has not included assessment of permitting, monitoring, actual on the ground deveolopment and
enforcement processes in the county. Despite a few scattered references to codes being sometimes
ineffective, the EIS essentially assumes that the processes involed in developement are successful in
meeting statutory and code adherence to protection of the environment in development. This
assumption, made without an examination of the actual processes and their history, is arguably a
significant flaw in the EIS. It is suggested that such studies be required to accurately assess actual
probable impacts. The historical performance of the developers, Kitsap County government and its
city governments in carrying out their respective obligations under applicable code must be known
before making a fair environmental assessment of a comprehensive plan.

The actual process of development includes an application for development supported by paid expert
opinion which generally suggests no adverse impact or that impacts will be eliminated by regulatory
mitigation or prevention measures taken by the developer and subsequent owners. Experience suggests
that the following assumptions occur in the EIS: expert opinion is unbiased and accurate; government
has the expertise to recognize bias, lack of information, etc in the application; mitigation measures will
not be hedged, avoided or not carried out in actual practice; monitoring will discover any problems
with the final product and its performance over the years; that monitoring will result in enforcement;
enforcement will remedy adverse impacts. Without having sufficient data of a County’s adherence to
regulations in granting a permit, contractor adherence to construction requirements, extent of County
monitoring, data from the results of that monitoring, and data post enforcement, it cannot be assumed
that various adverse impacts will not occur or will be remedied. Thus, the unavoidable impacts, which
appears to be an assessment of the impacts which occur after everything in the process is done
according to regulation, while accurate enough when stated as categories of impact, are highly likely to
be greater, sometimes much greater in actuality than what is predicted by this EIS.

For example, is there a fish bearing stream in Kitsap County which was not permanently adversely
affected and its fish population adversely affected by urbanization? Many no longer have sustaining
fish populations. What is known about the development process, monitoring, enforcement, etc
applicable to these streams? Can anyone say with any level of confidence that Barker Creek, for
example, which has viable salmon and cutthroat populations, would not lose those populations if its
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surrounding lands were to be urbanized? If you cannot answer this question, you cannot accurately
assess the impact of any proposed development.

Finally, the EIS assumes that statutory and code provisions protect undeveloped, relatively pristine
land from adverse impacts without truly examining their actual implementation in light of experience
and data.

Return to Comment Matrix
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January 22, 2024

Scott Diener, Kitsap County SEPA Responsible Official
Department of Community Development

Planning and Environmental Programs

614 Division St, MS-36

Port Orchard, WA 98366

Email: compplan@kitsap.gov

Subject: Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe Comments — DEIS for the 2024 Kitsap County
Comprehensive Plan Update

To Mr. Diener,

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS)
for the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 2024 Update. The Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe is
the successor in interest to Indian bands and tribes signatory to the 1855 Treaty of Point No
Point, 12 Stat. 933.! The Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe Reservation is located within Kitsap
County and much of the county is within the treaty reserved rights for fishing, hunting, and
gathering in usual and accustomed areas. The Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribal Council has
discussed the potential and imminent impacts of development in Kitsap County to the immediate
areas around the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribal Reservation and its Usual and Accustomed
Areas. To protect our tribal treaty rights, heritage, culture, and to improve the livelihood of our
people, we have these comments.

DEIS General Comment:

Context: The State Environmental Policy Act Handbook, updated in 2018, provides a number of
general standards for a DEIS and FEIS. The EIS substantive authority (WAC 197-11-660) states
that any government action may be conditioned or denied under SEPA to mitigate the
environmental impacts. The DEIS, Section 1.5 Summary Tables includes the impacts &
mitigation measures for 9 topics. Four of these topics are described as resulting in significant
unavoidable adverse impacts. The Transportation summary states that there will be no
significant unavoidable adverse environmental impacts even though the impacts state that
vehicle miles traveled (VMT) will increase between 72 and 78 percent and that greenhouse gas
(GHG) emissions will continue to rise.

Comment: The Earth, Air Quality/Climate/Noise, Water Resources, Plants & Animals, and the
Transportation Topics must all be revised to include mitigating measures that are sufficient to
mitigate the identified impacts in the DEIS.

1 United States v. Washington, 459 F. Supp. 1020, 1039 (W.D. Wash. 1978) (hereinafter Boldt Il).
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Mitigation:

Context: Referenced mitigation measures throughout the EIS point to the WRIA 15 Watershed
Restoration and Enhancement Plan, Salmon Recovery Plans, Critical Areas Regulations, the
Shoreline Master Program, the Stormwater Ordinance, and other reports and plans as a way to
mitigate the environmental impact identified in the EIS. Some State and Federally listed
Endangered and Threatened Species have been listed since 1999.

Comment: The county can not rely on the WRIA 15 Watershed and Restoration and
Enhancement Plan because it is not an adopted plan. It may be years before the plan is adopted.
The WRIA 15 Plan is mandated by state law to result in a net ecological benefit to instream
resources, but many involved in the review of the plan rejected the plans’ ability to meet these
criteria. It needs to go farther to offset the consumptive water use from the expected new permit-
exempt wells to avoid negative impacts to groundwater recharge. Of the approximately 40
projects listed in the plan, Kitsap County is listed as a project sponsor for one project.

Lead Entities for salmon restoration/recovery plans have been authorized by the legislature since
1998. The Hood Canal and Eastern Strait of Juan de Fuca Summer Chum Salmon Recovery
Plan was developed in November 2005 in response to the ESA listing for summer chum. More
recovery plans have been added. These plans are important, and work must continue, but these
plans are not fixing the problem and they do not exist to provide additional mitigation to future
projects. The county is relying on decades old action to mitigate anticipated environmental
impacts from future development. More mitigation is needed to prevent and halt all habitat
degradation.

Critical Areas Ordinance was originally adopted on November 25, 2013. The purpose of the
ordinance was to “Achieve no net loss and increase the quality, function and value of wetland
acreage with Kitsap County...” KCC 19.200.205. No net loss (NNL) has been a standard for 20
years. Yet, during the 2022 Legislative session through the proviso contained within the
Engrossed Substitute Senate Bill 5092-the Washington State Legislature directed the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) to investigate a pathway for incorporating a Net
Ecological Gain (NEG) standard into state law with the goal of improving endangered species
recovery and ecological health statewide. WDFW submitted a letter and report to the legislature,
Net Ecological Gain Standard Proviso Summary Report, December 2022. The letter states,
“Despite significant investments in the recovery of salmon and other fish and wildlife species,
scientific evidence of continued ecosystem decline in Washington indicates that NNL policies
are not working or are not going far enough to protect our state’s rich natural heritage.” The
county can not rely on NNL policies to mitigate significant unavoidable adverse impacts to the
environment. Additional mitigation measures are needed.

Shoreline Master Program (SMP) was first adopted in 1976 and the purpose is to guide the future
development of the shorelines in Kitsap County in a manner consistent with the Shoreline
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Management Act of 1971. Exhibit 3.1.3 1-2 Existing conditions of the county’s Shorelines of
the State lists nine streams/rivers. These streams and rivers are described as being impaired with
impacts such as being on the 303(d) list for DO, pH, bacteria, having fair floodplain
connectivity, temperature, etc. County data indicates that 82% of the shoreline properties within
the county have been developed and 38% of the shoreline has been altered with shoreline
armoring. Policies need to be put into place to protect the existing shoreline and restore as much
as possible in the future.

The SMP is also based upon the NNL policy. This policy does not work, and significant
revisions need to be put in place to mitigate the adverse environmental impacts of the future
development of Kitsap County.

Rural Character:

Context: Section 3.2.2.1 Relationship to Plans & Policies —Affected Environment. This section
describes Rural Lands, specifically, “The rural element may allow for a variety of rural densities
and uses, but it should include measures for the protection of rural character, bot in terms of the
visual compatibility of rural development with surrounding areas and in terms of reducing the
inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density development.” Page
3-26.

Comment:

The diversity of rural densities is lessening in North Kitsap County. The Port Gamble S’Klallam
Tribe is working toward putting lands north of the existing reservation land into trust. This will
remove a large swath of Rural Wooded (1 DU/20Ac). There is a 400 acre request to change land
use and zoning from Rural Wooded to Rural Residential (1 DU/S ac) adjacent to the Port Gamble
Forest Heritage Park. This is a rezone the tribe does not support. There are many other requests
being reviewed by the county to convert Rural Wooded to a smaller lot for single family
development. The Rural Wooded Zone is becoming less and less in this area. In addition, many
rezone requests are also for the conversion of Rural Protection (1 DU/10 Ac) to Rural
Residential. This decrease in larger rural lots will have a significant effect on the variety of rural
densities. The variety is an important aspect of the rural character in Kitsap County. Otherwise,
it seems the county may end up as Rural Residential only. Take measures to protect the large
rural lots and the existing character that makes Kitsap the place people love.

Rural Growth:

Context: Exhibit 3.2.2. 1-1 Vision 2050 calls for reduced rural population growth rates in all
counties and encourages counties to plan for even lower growth rates than contained in the
Regional Growth Strategy (approximately 5%). PSRC MPP-RGS-14, "Manage and reduce rural
growth rates over time, consistent with Regional Growth Strategy, to maintain rural landscapes
and lifestyles and protect resource lands and the environment.”

Comment:

The county’s rural development expectation should be in the single percentage range. The King
County EIS also released as a supporting document to the mandated Comprehensive Plan Update
in 2024 states that the rural area population will be 1% annually. The county can achieve
increased limited development in rural areas. The county expects to grow by 15% in the rural
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area as analyzed by the EIS. This is too high. A measure to support decreased rural growth
would be to remove the Rural Residential Zone.

Rural Impacts:

Context: Exhibit 1.5-3 Summary of impacts and mitigation-Water Resources states that,
“impacts on water quality in rural areas are also assumed to be proportional to the number of
residences served by onsite septic systems, which have the potential to produce higher loads of
nutrients and bacteria.” Page 3-49 a discussion of the Hood Canal Dissolved Oxygen describes a
State Legislature adoption of the Hood Canal Rehabilitation Program to develop a program to
address the rehabilitation of Hood Canal in Mason, Kitsap, and Jefferson Counties under RCS
90.88. The Upper Hood Canal Restoration Project (2005) Final Report and Hood Canal
Coordinating Council Regional Pollution Identification and Correction Program (PIC) focused
solely on onsite septic system issues as a source of pollution.

Comment:

Rural development means no urban services. One of the most important services urban areas
provide is sewer. Rural development for single family homes requires the use of an on-site
septic (OSS) with every home. The OSSs are guaranteed to fail at some point.
Homeowners/renters don’t understand what is required for maintenance, inspection, and
replacement. It is expensive to own an OSS. This is a differed cost that the county does not
need to manage with development in the county. Due to the significant impact these uses have
on the environment, their future use in all rural development in the foreseeable future, and the
lack of oversite the adverse environmental impacts are high. There are several mitigation
measures that could be used. One, remove the Rural Residential Zone. Two, charge county
residents with OSS a fee for the county to inspect, maintain, replace, and monitor all OSS.
Three, use alternative methods of managing waste. Four, several other mitigating measures are
out there and available. Add as many as possible to mitigate this environmental impact.
Current policies are not enough to limit single family development growth and environmental
impacts in rural areas.

Topics requested be included in the EIS Scoping

Context: The tribe requested a number of additional topics be included in the EIS review with a
letter submitted on December 8, 2022.

Comment:

¢ (Climate change should have a section of its own. It is sprinkled throughout but it would
be clearer if it were in its own section. More detail could be provided for sea level rise,
increased storm intensities, and the health impact climate change will have.

e Tree canopies were mentioned six times in the EIS. Reliance on tree canopy loss is based
on the draft code provided. This is relinquishing tree canopy to a development activity.
Robust efforts and policies should be reviewed and implemented as mitigation to ensure
there is no loss of tree canopy over time.

e Fish passage barriers were not specifically discussed. Improvements to fish passage
barriers extend beyond fish passage to decreased local area flooding, functioning riparian
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PORT GAMBLE S’KLALLAM TRIBE
NATURAL RESOURCES DEPARTMENT
31912 Little Boston Rd. NE — Kingston, WA 98346

areas capable of infiltrating more water, improved habitat with additional tree canopy,
GHG sequestration, connection to wildlife corridors, and other benefits.

e Analysis of ground water quantity and quality should be included. Is there enough water
to support the additional population and job growth? Can Kitsap County ensure that
tribal senior water rights will not be impacted?

e PGST is concerned about the capacity for wastewater treatment and the heavy use of
septic tanks for more rural development. Include analysis of environmental impact of
septic tank use for development.

e Evaluation of Net Ecological Gain was not discussed in the EIS. This measure could go
far as a mitigation measure toward reducing significant adverse environmental impacts.

Should you have any questions, please contact Marla Powers at the address or phone number
below.

Marla Powers, Environmental Planner, Natural Resources Department
Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe

31912 Little Boston Road NE

Kingston, WA 98346

(360) 689-7551

mpowers@ggst.nsn.us

Thank you for considering our comments.

Sincerely,

Amber Caldera, Chairwoman
Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe

Return to Comment Matrix

32



Comments on North Kitsap Comprehensive Plan

The following recommendations are to promote and improve pedestrian walking and
biking safety, along with improving public transportation in North Kitsap.

Transportation

Update on Bicycle plan:
o Protective bicycle route on:

= NE SR HWY 104 from ferry terminal to Hood Canal Bridge

» NE West Kingston Road from ferry terminal to Miller Bay Road NE

»  South Kingston Road NE from NE West Kingston Road to
Indianola Road NE

» Indianola Road NE from Indianola to Miller Bay Road NE

= Miller Bay Road NE / Hansville Road NE from SR HWY 305 NE to
Hansville

» Bond Road (SR HWY 307 NE) from SR HWY 305 NE to SR HWY
104 NE

Add secure Bike storage at Ferry terminals, Bus transfer stations, Park and
Rides areas, pedestrian only areas, shopping areas, sport facility and
swimming pool

Update Bus Route plan
o Change Bus Route 307 to include Gamble Wood development
o Add a Bus Route from Hansville to SR HWY 305 NE at the Suquamish
Clearwater Casino along Miller Bay Road NE / Hansville Road NE

o Add a Bus Route from Kingston ferry terminal along South Kingston
Road NE which includes Jefferson point area ending at to SR HWY
305 NE at the Suquamish Clearwater Casino

Improve Bus Stops by adding Bus Stops islands, actual sidewalk or sidewalk
bump outs into the street to allow safe access to the Bus and to slow traffic
along the bus route

o For the Bus Stops within Kingston on HWY 104 and West Kingston
(stop between Arco gas station and Grocery Outlet in Kingston on
HWY 104)

o For all Bus Stops along the bus routes, install Covered Bus Stops on
raised sidewalks

Add a light or a traffic circle at the intersection of SR HWY 104 and Highland
Road to improve safety
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Comments on North Kitsap Comprehensive Plan

e Add a light or a traffic circle at the intersection of SR HWY 104 and Barber
Cutoff and Parcells Road NE to improve safety

e Support a tunnel from Kitsap county to King county to allows Link light rail to
connect to Kitsap county while also supporting car, truck, and bus traffic

Pedestrian improvements

e Convert Main Streat into a pedestrian only area from the intersection of NE
West Kingston Road with Main Streat to the Kingston Ferry Terminal, while
keeping the trees down Main Streat as part of moving ferry traffic off of Main
Streat.

¢ Increase pedestrian crossing times on SR HWY 104 for Lindvog Road NE and
Bannister Steet NE to allow for a person with limited mobility to cross in the
crossing time.

Parks and Recreation

e Add a sport facility and swimming pool near SR HWY 104 and Miller Bay
Road to support Hansville, Kingston and Port Gamble area

e Add trails or walking paths between all parks, schools, and transit transfer
stations

Housing

e Change zoning to allow a mix of housing and business with housing over
business, multi-level apartments, quadplexes, triplexes, and duplexes housing
units along the improved transit Bus Routes

o NE SR HWY 104 from ferry terminal to Hood Canal Bridge
o NE West Kingston Road from ferry terminal to Miller Bay Road NE

o South Kingston Road NE from NE West Kingston Road to Indianola
Road NE

o Indianola Road NE from Indianola to Miller Bay Road NE

o Miller Bay Road NE / Hansville Road NE from SR HWY 305 NE to
Hansville

o Bond Road (SR HWY 307 NE) from SR HWY 305 NE to SR HWY 104
NE

¢ All new developments are required to provide side walks and protected bike
lanes from the development to existing transit routes

Return to Comment Matrix
34



Comments on the Kitsap County Draft Environmental
Impact Study for 2024

submitted by Doug Hayman, Indianola, WA

The environment can survive without humans, but humans cannot survive without a
healthy environment. This is an essential starting point in looking at the plans by people in
Kitsap County on how we will proceed for the coming decades. What follows are my
thoughts and concerns in examining the 400+ page Draft EIS.

e On page 7 of the Draft EIS, it mentions a required approval by the Kitsap Planning
Commission. | have attended a handful of their online meetings via Zoom and find
that they may need to be provided a better explanation of how each of the proposed
alternatives truly work. Those commissioners need more information on what has
been discussed in the Critical Area Ordinances working groups and would benefit by
hearing short presentations by DCG Watershed, the firm hired to provide
recommendations on Best Available Science as it pertains to Kitsap County’s CAO
update work. Additionally, hearing from the Washington Department of Fish and
Wildlife and the Department of Ecology would be of great benefit to then shape their
decision-making process. One area in particular stands out, the suggested use of
Riparian Management Zones to replace current stream buffers. The commission
could use more detail on that science and process.

e One critical thing that lacked specifics in this Draft EIS is just how each of the
household income brackets will get their housing needs met. We need to actively
target meeting the housing needs of middle- and low-income households regardless
of which alternative is chosen with specific detail on what income ranges are
already saturated in unincorporated Kitsap County versus what is still lacking. The
EIS repeatedly says that Alternative X will meet housing but not jobs or vice versa
with little concrete detail.

e In1.3, pg. 22, the draft says: “Ultimately, the Board of County Commissioners
(Board) will select a preferred alternative. The Board is not limited to selecting the
alternatives exactly as set forth in the EIS and may select an alternative that
combines various features of the alternatives set forth in the EIS. However, the
selected alternative must be within the range of alternatives addressed by the EIS
(WAC 197-11-655(3)(b)).” The text I've emphasized in bold raises big flags for me.
Pick an alternative and stick to it. Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 are quite different
and we shouldn’t be opening up a buffet line of sticking to UGAs but then allow
expansion into areas zoned to maintain rural standards. Of particular concern
would be the request by Raydient to rezone approximately 400 acres currently zoned
at 1DU/Acre to a much higher density without a real public need for this but instead
much opposition to their request.
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On page 28 and in many other parts of this Draft EIS there is language like this which
needs to be strongly fact checked: “Under Alternative 3, increased riparian buffer
widths are proposed compared to Alternative 1 and 2. Within the proposed UGA
boundaries, approximately 508 acres would be encumbered by the increased
stream buffers, compared to 245.5 acres that would be affected by the existing
50-foot buffers. This increase will improve protections compared to Alternative
1 and 2.” As someone who took part in the Critical Area Ordinances Update Working
group for the Fish and Wildlife section where Riparian Management Zones (RMZs)
were discussed, not only was there not enough time to fully discuss this proposed
change to stream buffers, there was never mention along the lines of implementing
this only for one of the three proposed alternatives. In fact, we left those two
meetings thinking that the county might implement it in whole, as a hybrid model or
not embrace RMZs at all. And the planning commissioners heed some additional
information on these as some in their most recent meeting think the WDFW tool is
not yet ready for implementation when in reality they are likely more fearful that the
increased buffers from 100-feet to perhaps 200-feet would be too much of an
encumbrance on property owners. And this will be a challenging process to use
RMZs for any of the three alternatives as those wouldn’t need to be tied to just
alternative 3.

Pg 34 referring to 3.2.3 states: “Alternative 2 projects to develop 14,684 housing
units, which meets the housing need target, and produces about an even split of
housing that serves lower income households and middle to upper class income
households.” Where in these out-of-the-air estimates do you show how you’ll meet
middle- and low-income housing needs. Are you locking in building permits only for
home that guarantee they’ll be at prices to meet the income of those segments, or
will these be home that cost $600k or more?

On pg. 38 referring to 3.2.6 it states: “Generally, each alternative results in similar
levels of transportation impact.” This seem to be in error as an increased density in
a UGA like Kingston with public transportation would mean far fewer cars on the
road than if the added population was traveling to newly expanded developments in
rural zones. This needs to be called out and real numbers shown on how you make
such general statements.

On pg. 46 in reference to 3.3.6 for Solid Waste is again providing a questionable
assumption: Why would humans in any of the three alternatives be producing more
or less solid waste? How do you arrive at: “tons of solid waste and recycling
generated per year would be highest with Alternative 2.”

On pg. 53 referring to 2.1.2 there is mention of “housing affordability and
availability” but how with any of the three alternatives are you truly enforcing this
goal? If we are saturated in the housing for upper income households, will you block
issuing any more building permits until the lower tiers of income have their
affordability and availability needs met in unincorporated Kitsap County?
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In 2.2.2.2 on public participation, how will you go beyond “public participation
theater” so that the public tracks that their comments were not only submitted, but
also taken in by decision makers and discussed?
Maps used throughout this Draft EIS PDF are highly problematic. They are densely
filled with information and even those that can be zoomed in on, result in losing
access to simultaneously seeing the legends for the maps. These should be
provided as hyperlinks to online GIS maps similar to what the Kitsap Parcel search
tool has where the public can zoom in/out while the legend remains, and a choice to
activate layers to see just those portions for better clarity. Lastly, you are failing to
meet federal accessibility standards which at the minimum would have good
alternative text to describe the images and not auto fill in things like “a map of the
United Kingdom” which currently exists for many of these Kitsap maps. Throughout
the PDF allimages relied upon autogenerated descriptions that failed to describe
what the images are every time. These are what blind and low vision users rely upon
to fully access what the county shares out to citizens.
In 2.4 Alternatives you once again mention the highly problematic “The Board is not
limited to selecting the alternatives exactly as set forth in the EIS and may select an
alternative that combines various features of the alternatives set forth in the EIS.
However, the selected alternative must be within the range of alternatives
addressed by the EIS (WAC 197-11-655(3)(b)).” Pick a plan and stick to it, especially
where not doing so would allow creep into areas that should remain rural.
In 2.4.2 it says, “Rural Rezones: Only those that promote limited rural employment
opportunities.” This is imperative, especially in the case of Raydient’s rezone
request as it wouldn’t truly provide an employment benefit that isn’t already being
met elsewhere in North Kitsap.
2.4.3 states for Alternative 3, “Reclassification Requests: Includes most requests
except those that are GMA-non-compliant (e.g., urban zones in rural areas, one-acre
zoning, etc.).” Raydient’s rezone request has been tossed into both alt 2 and alt 3 and both
are problematic as it goes against the intent of the GMA to keep rural areas rural.
The table on pg. 68 of the Draft EIS PDF in reference to stream buffers again is questionable
for buffer widths not changing with alt 1 or alt 2 versus alt 3. The CAO update working
groups were never discussing such restrictions on where riparian management zones as
stream buffers would or would not be applied. And the 100-foot buffer is a minimum to
prevent pollution but could be much wider with RMZs if the site-specific tree height for
dominant trees was say, 200 feet or more for a 200-year old tree. There needs to be
clarification on why Alt 2 would not be able to include RMZs for setting buffer widths.
In 2.5.2 you state that “County staff reviewed the reclassification requests and categorized
them as follows:

o 1. Requests that fit the “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus” of Alternative 2

o 2.Requests that fit the “Dispersed Growth Focus” of Alternative 3

o 3. Requests that did not fit Alternative 2 or 3 because the change was inconsistent

with GMA or other requirements.”

This does not seem to be accurate as it pertains to Raydient’s rezone request being
dropped into both alt 2 and alt 3. It clearly goes against the intent of the GMA. That
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rezone request does not meet a public need and would increase density in an area
thatis supposed to be 1 home per 20 acres. Someone made a mistake on this oris
biased towards this developer.

e Intables 2.5.3 and ones like it you fail accessibility standards wherein you used color alone
to distinguish items. Look up “WCAG” and “color alone” to remedy this failure to reach all
the citizens in an equitable manner compliant with the law.

e Table 2.5.3-5 stands out for how it does not show the housing capacity for each of the
income ranges, unless I’'m reading something else in there. We need to know specifically
how Kitsap DCD will enforce meeting the housing needs of middle- and low-income
households regardless of alternative 1, 2 or 3 and not throw around sub-totals and totals for
each without citing details.

e [In3.1.1.3 it states, “Kitsap County will encourage building sites to be located away from
critical areas, such as steep slopes and landslide hazard areas, by requiring minimum
buffer widths and building setbacks in the CAO.” In my experience in looking at several
variance requests in the area, the county tends to lean towards NOT strictly enforcing
buffers, whether that relates to hazards for the homeowner or risks to the health of the
critical areas. Whichever planis chosen, or CAO updates are made, the county needs to
make variances the exception and not the norm.

e 1In3.1.2.1 it states, “Kitsap County does not appear to have a current tree canopy cover
inventory that could be referenced as the baseline condition.” This is a very important issue
that follows pretty much all monitoring. If the county is striving towards no net loss of
ecological function, you cannot know if a decline is happening if you’re not willing to put the
resources into such baseline monitoring followed up later to see if you are succeeding.

e 1In 3.1.2.3 states, “Environment Goal 1. Formally treat natural environments, including forest
lands, shorelines, freshwater systems, intact ecosystems, and other critical areas, as an
essential asset that is planned for, managed, and invested in to meet the needs of current
and future generations.” This sounds great on paper but how will you truly commit to this if
you allow variances again and again for fear of unconstitutional takings? This difficult
challenge needs to be addressed and not swept under the rug till the next comp plan work
years from now.

e 1In 3.1.3.1 regarding Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA) you state, “CARAs are regulated
under the Kitsap County CAO (Kitsap County Code 19.600).” That doesn’t mean much if the
regulation is written on paper but is ignored in the variance process by DCD. Hold fast to
protecting critical areas and if you cannot, address why it is that you aren’t complying with
the GMA in this regard.

e On page 140 of the PDF, where are you coming up with:

“Under Alternative 3, an additional 5,674 lineal feet of non-fish bearing streams will be affected by
the UGA expansion areas compared to Alternative 1. As a result, stream water quality would be
expected to decline in those areas where growth is greatest under Alternative 3. Additionally,
17,936 feet of non-fish bearing waters would be affected by up zoned areas under this Alternative.
Surface water impacts on streams would be generally greater under Alternative 3 than

under Alternatives 1 and 2. The greatest impacts to those basins would be directly

associated with the most extensive conversion to impervious surfaces. Under Alternative 3,
increased riparian buffer widths are proposed compared to Alternative 1 and 2. Within the
proposed UGA boundaries, approximately 508 acres would be encumbered by the

increased stream buffers, compared to 245.5 acres that would be affected by the existing

38



50-foot buffers. This increase willimprove protections compared to Alternative 1 and 2.”

This was not part of the CAO working group discussion of RMZs, that only one alternative would
possibly implement them.

e On page 159, Impacts Common to All Alternatives, again | challenge the line, “Critical areas,
including streams and wetlands, would receive similar protection under each of the
alternatives with some increased protections for riparian areas in Alternative 3.” This
inaccurate RMZ information needs to be addressed.

e In 3.2.1.3 for Mitigation Measures it also states, “Critical areas, including streams and
wetlands, would receive similar protection under each of the alternatives with some
increased protections for riparian areas in Alternative 3.” Again, the CAO update process for
Fish and Wildlife working groups did not tie the use of Riparian Management Zones only to
one of three alternatives. It was the use of Best Available Science recommendations to
better protect riparian zones. This needs to be corrected and “similar protection”is a
fallacy if one alternative uses 50-foot buffers that then get a variance while alternative 3
supposedly uses RMZs to be 100-foot or wider.

e On page 192 it states, “Private property shall not be taken for public use without just
compensation having been made. The property rights of landowners shall be protected
from arbitrary and discriminatory actions.” What mechanism would allow DCD to both
protect the environment AND compensate property owners so that these were not mutually
exclusive conditions?

e How will you meet the following mentioned on pg. 1967 “Public participation procedures
that are described in the procedural rules (WAC 365-196-600) include broad dissemination
of proposals and alternatives, opportunity for written comment, public meetings after
effective notice, provision for open discussion, communication programs, information
services, and consideration of and response to public comments.” Especially that last
point? Would there be feedback on my challenge that RMZs should not just be associated
with Alternative 3 and the public would know about how this comment was being
addressed?

e Onpg. 247 of the PDF, how is it that you all arrive at the specifics of, “Alternative 2 is the only
alternative which adequately meets the expected housing need by 2044 as projected by the
Housing All Planning Tool developed by the Washington State Department of Commerce.
Alternative 2 projects to develop 14,684 housing units and produces about an even spilt of
housing that serves lower income households and middle to upper class income
households.” Will you enforce not allowing new developments of homes that don’t meet
the middle and lower household income affordability standards or is this just vague
speculation for rating the alternatives?

e On page 249 there is the questionable assertion, “Alternative 3 is the only Alternative that
meets the 2044 employment target, generating 1,157 more jobs than the target.” Just
because you expand into areas with rezones doesn’t guarantee increased employment. Or
that employment increase would be fleeting as it might just be during a new building phase
that more people in that area would be employed in construction.

As acitizen | call upon you all to protect the environment by measuring ecosystem health now to

have a baseline to compare to later to see if you have achieved no net loss or better yet, a net
ecological gain in ecosystem well-being.
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Take into consideration the reality that you cannot have infinite growth in a finite world. You can
only squeeze so many people into an elevator, bus or county. We do not need to develop every bit
of land in Kitsap County. People choose to live here because of the natural beauty they are
surrounded by. We can protect our critical areas like streams, wetlands, aquifer recharge areas.
We do not have to yield to demands to develop into those areas and should find mechanisms and
incentives to reward property owners for protecting these places.

We need to meet the housing needs of allincome ranges as directed by the Growth Management
Act, not just build expensive home for the upper tiers of our county. Cap development of those
upper end homes in unincorporated Kitsap County until we’ve met the needs of the middle- and

lower-income tiers.

Return to Comment Matrix
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EIS Comments. For 2024 Beth Nichols

General comment on Draft EIS for Comp Plan:
-First of all, how are our public comments being incorporated into this EIS?

Critical areas ordinances ( CAO) are mentioned widely throughout the Draft EIS as a mitigation
mechanism for protecting the natural environment as the County is more widely developed. It is
brought up in every section as the mitigation for the unavoidable losses. However, in practice,
Kitsap County approves variances to the CAOs routinely, making the CAO useless as a protection
mechanism. | wonder if currently any variance is ever denied in Kitsap County to uphold the
CAO goals of protection. These CAOS are weak and ineffective and not a true mitigation
measure in current practice. Critical areas ordinances, which are currently under review, need to
be strengthened with fewer routine variances and NO administrative approval decision options.

Every section of the EIS states “Inevitable loss” —how does this contribute to the mandated goal
of NO Net loss?? There must be true use of critical areas protections-- without variances and
with full mitigation measures.

Climate change needs to be more fully addressed in the EIS, especially for water quality and
qguantity and the importance of tree canopy preservation.

1.3 Alternatives

-Alternative 2 or 3 are given as distinct choices in approach. However, the County Planners say
there can be a “mix” of elements of both Alternatives. This is hugely problematic. You can’t do
both and have a coherent plan.

By allowing elements of Alternative 3, Alternative 2 will be undermined. You can’t pursue both
paths at once: Compact Growth/ Urban Center Focus AND elements of Dispersed Growth Focus.
This needs to be corrected: it is an underlying serious fallacy and makes the whole approach
faulty and inconsistent. This looks like a loophole to allow dispersed rural development while
also intensifying the urban center.

1.5-3. Water Resources

As stated in the EIS, the use of on-site septic systems in rural areas is a major impact on water
guality. When these systems fail as they will, there will be potential contamination to water
systems. The County doesn’t do enough to mitigate this major impact and most homeowners
do not know enough about these systems to properly maintain them. There should be a
program for all homeowners for education, monitoring, and guidance for replacement for those
on 0SS, with an impact fee collected. Also this is a strong reason for not allowing more
development into rural areas without sewer systems.

Water quality and quantity needs to be more fully analyzed and addressed. We need more

baseline measures of water quality AND quantity. This is fundamental for all in Kitsap County.
Do we absolutely have the water quantity and quality to support the population growth targets?
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2.4.2 Housing Diversity

How are guidelines for meeting the housing targets going to be set? How does the County
ensure that permitted housing does accomplish the goal of creating missing middle housing,
instead of just adding to more housing geared toward high income earners. Especially in
Kingston area where we already have 750 high end homes coming in at Arborwood- we need a
primary focus now of middle-income housing. No rezones for high end housing; we don't need
more of that kind of housing stock. We need a MORATORIUM on rezone requests for multiple
single family home developments, until we meet the target for affordable housing.

Exhibit 2.5.1 -1 Page 2-16 Major Revisions table — Countywide

-Alternative 2- Why no tree retention???? Some level of tree retention needs to be in place for
urban areas when possible. Trees in the urban environment are significant mitigation to climate
change and decrease heat island effect. This needs to change.

-Alternative 2 states no change in stream buffers ?? This number needs to be guided by the
Best Available Science and consistent with Critical Areas Ordinances.

2.5.3-1 Population Targets

Kingston has already met its growth target with the addition of Arborwood, approx. 750 homes.
We do not need to bring on any more units if this is correct.

2-24 Exhibit 2.5.4-1 UGA increase in Alternative 2- Kingston adds 73 acres when growth
targets already have been met. WHY?

3.1.4 Plants and Animals

This review of impacts on plant and animal communities does not address large and small
mammals that live specifically in forested habitat, amphibians that live in wetlands and have
migration patterns, native plants that are replaced by clearing and grading.

In the specific case of amphibians, migration patterns need to be considered and also silt fences
that block those pathways need to be discouraged.

Vague description of animals without specificity makes the EIS review very weak in this area, it
needs more specificity.

The EIS needs to add the adverse impact on all wildlife by natural areas’ proximity to housing
areas, causing more wildlife interactions that can result in animal deaths. Displaced wildlife such
as bear and cougar wander into neighboring yards and end up being killed for human safety.
This happened with a cougar incident in Kitsap in 2023.

Continued 3.1.4 This section is where the benefits of a tree and native plant retention policy
should be added.

3.2 Land Use. Need to address Farmland in Kitsap County. Needs to be added to the land use
section. Benefits of farmland to climate resilience, habitat, local food security. Protection of
farmland now is needed for food production options in the future. Agricultural land
preservation is paramount to a healthy community.
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3.2.2.1 Rural Character: “The rural element of the comprehensive plan must include measures
to contain development and protect against sprawl, assure visual compatibility with the
surrounding rural setting, protect critical areas, and protect against conflicts with agricultural,
forest, and mineral resource uses.”

How is this being strongly protected? We need a moratorium on rezones of rural lands.

This article chronicles past practice of Kitsap County:
https://www.theurbanist.org/2024/01/29/kitsap-countys-proposed-comp-plan-sleepwalks-
toward-more-sprawl/

“Do what you’ve always done, Get what you’ve always got”

Rural rezones should be denied. For instance the 400 acre Raydient rezone request on Bond
Road would contribute to the same pattern of sprawl and would set a precedent for more
development in the rural area. The environmental impact of this rezone would be hugely
negative for North Kitsap.

3.3 Built Environment: Public Services and Utilities

-l am not seeing any mention of Health Services in this section. The Kitsap County Health
Department declared a health emergency in Kitsap due to high health care costs and
inadequate access to services. Although overall health services are not a function of County
government, the crisis situation in our County’s health services heavily impacts public services,
including fire services. In 2023, there was a crisis with overcrowding at St Michael’s ER that kept
first responders from being able to leave patients at the ER. This is a huge omission in the EIS,
and a health services section needs to be added addressing the impact of higher population
with an already strained to crisis health system. Talk to the Kitsap County Public Health
Department for these additions.
https://providers.kitsappublichealth.org/2023/07/kitsap-public-health-board-declares-crisis-in-
response-to-high-healthcare-costs-and-inadequate-access-to-services/

-Although the Washington State Ferries are under State control / WSDOT, the impact on Kitsap
County with higher populations and continued expectation of overburdened ferry service needs
to be addressed.

-With an increased population located in Silverdale, Kingston, Port Gamble and overall North
Kitsap the location of County services in Port Orchard becomes more problematic to citizens.
Attending in person meetings, applying for permits, or attending jury duty is a hardship coming
from North Kitsap with increasing traffic and time it takes to travel. There is no public transit
going directly to the County seat in Port Orchard from North Kitsap, leaving North Kitsap
residents less able to access County services. This should be mentioned in the EIS and needs to
be addressed for fair representation.

Zoning 17.420.060

Lot aggregation in the Suquamish LAMIRD — removal of requirement for multiple existing lots to
aggregate. This should not be removed, there is an environmental benefit to encouraging larger
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lots in this area that is too heavily built without being a UGA. Address the difference between
the two.

Return to Comment Matrix
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February 12, 2024 Kitsap County Commissioners Public Meeting
Christine Rolfes, Charlotte Garrido, Katie Walters

From: Dave Pedersen — Phone/text (360)536-5093; peda51@centurytel.net
Good evening Commissioners:

My name is David Pedersen, each of you have been given six document
packets that have been highlighted which indicate the most important points
of concern to the rural community of North Kitsap. Those packets include
examples of what is happening now to our power grid, and disappearing
water supply. Also is a packet from NKU's traffic analysis and summary
pages from Kitsap County's DEIS that confirm our county's infrastructure is
in need of being updated. In the February 2024 Community News, an article
stated, “over 1 million ride KT ferries in '23; WSF continues reduce
service,”which leaves all kinds of traffic issues in Kitsap County. After
reviewing all these documents, I see a common thread, our infrastructure is
being used to its limits. These last few weeks on the police scanner, a sheriff
told the call center, “we will get to it when we can” on several occasions.
From Jan. 13 to 23rd St. Michael's during the cold snap was turning away
ambulances because it was filled to capacity. The Commissioners recently
agreed to budget $3,176,000 to repair a septic system currently in use in
Bremerton. All of these situations are leaving me very concerned about
application ID 72 being approved because it will only exasperate the current
conditions such as traffic congestion/safety and water quality/quantity in an
already fragile environmental biosphere. Why isn't Kingston Rotary trying to
fix up the existing play fields in Kingston, rather than partnering with a
timber investment company making large profits off of property zoned in a
rural wooded environment? The Rotary has full knowledge that this
application does not comply with the GMA. Community responses of
opposition from the Mayor of Poulsbo, and S'klallam and Suquamish Tribes,
and many of the 840 members of Facebook's Stop Raydient Rezone group,
have been submitted to the Commissioners. There is no fate but that fate,
which we create for ourselves and the Commissioners are our last hope for a
vision of a rural life that is being preserved in accordance with the GMA.
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Kitsap County Chapter 1

2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Summary
Draft Environmental Impact Statement December 2023
Exhibit 1.5-1 Summary of impacts and mitigation—Earth

5o

Impacts Common to All Aiternatives
All alternatives will result in impacts to earth resources through development to meet population
and employment growth but will offer protection of resources through the regulations of the
County code, particularly the Critical Areas Ordinance (CAO) and the Shoreline Master Program
(SMP). Earth-related impacts will occur from development activities such as clearing, grading,
erosion, and sedimentation, expanded areas of impervious surfaces, and increased chemicaf
contamination. The degree of impacts of the alternatives will be based on whether the growth is
focused on urban centers or spread across a larger geographic area.
Impacts of Specific Alternatives
Alternative 1, "No Action”
Alternative 1 provides for the lowest opportunity for growth of the three alternatives by
incorporating no changes from current conditions. Alternative 1 retains the focus on single-family
residential development with limited opportunities for multi-family structures. The development
activities associated with intensification activities can lead to soil compaction and subsequently
loss of soil productivity by the expanding impervious surfaces, modifying soil structure, and
increasing site contamination. Impervious surfaces can reduce the volume of water that infiltrates
the soil, which leads to increased runoff and decreased groundwater recharge. Stormwater
controls are intended to maintain stream flows in ranges consistent with native vegetation cover.
Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus"”
Intensification of development in current UGA boundaries and the limited UGA expansion areas
would increase the extent of impervious surfaces, modify soil structures, and allow potential for
chronic soil contamination as a result of development activities. Alternative 2 encourages vertical
development by increasing the maximum building height allowance, particularly within the
Silverdale UGA. This allowance would reduce the impervious surface construction compared with
low-rise development of similar capacity and could be considered a stormwater runoff mitigation
strategy in densified areas.
Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus™
Impacts on Earth resources would be generally consistent with those of Alternative 1 and 2 but
would be commensurate with the limited expanded areas of UGAs. Under Alternative 3, there are
more expansions of UGA boundaries than Alternative 2, predominantly within Silverdale,
Kingston, and Bremerton. The increases in UGAs would expand impervious surfaces, modify soil
structures, and allow potential for chronic contamination of soils associated with development
activities.
Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
» Areas with geologic hazards are mapped to the extent practicable.
» Development proposals will undergo technical review to ensure compliance with requirements
for protection of public health, safety, and welfare by adhering to development standards.
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Chapter 1
Summary
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. Kitsap County
2024 Comprehensive Plan Update
Draft Enviranmental Impact Statement

» Review of development proposals within the vicinity of geologically hazardous areas will require
a geotechnical report prepared by a licensed professional to evaluate the site-specific
conditions, analyze potential impacts on slope stability, and provide recommendations.

» Kitsap County will encourage building sites to be located away from critical areas, such as steep
slopes and fandslide hazard areas, by requiring minimum buffer widths and buifding setbacks
in the CAQ.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

s KCC Section 19.400.405 of the CAO defines geologically hazardous areas and outlines
regulations for development standards for projects in or near the designated hazard areas.

s Federal National Pollution Discharge Elimination System (NPDES) regulations, as well as County
stormwater drainage regulations (KCC Title 12), require stormwater pollution prevention plans
and mitigation, including water quantity and water quality controls.

* The development standards administered by the Kitsap County Department of Community
Development require that all new construction be designed to withstand the ground motion
effects specified in the most recent versions of the International Residential Code (IRC) and
Internationat Building Code (IBC) as adopted locally.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

* Reducing UGA expansions in Moderate and High Geologic Hazard areas would reduce the
potential number of persons or structures exposed to risk of damage due to geologic hazards.

= Incorporating the recommended mitigation strategies in the Kitsap County Multi-Hazard
Mitigation Plan (2019) for erosion, landslide, earthquake, and tsunami hazards.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse impacts

All alternatives would result in increased urbanization in the county. The corresponding increase

in impervious surfaces and changes in hydrology would be correlated with the amount of growth-

related development under each alternative. An overall increase in erosion and sedimentation is
an unavoidable consequence of increased development activities to accommodate growth.

Sediment leaving development sites can negatively impact nutrient balances and other water

quality indicators in receiving waters, including lakes, wetlands, and streams. These impacts are

likely to also negatively affect the habitat of anadromous fish and other aquatic organisms. A

larger population could also be at risk, depending on specific locations, from the adverse impacts

of damage to buildings and infrastructure in the event of an earthquake, landslide, or tsunami.

Exhibit 1.5-2 Summary of impacts and smitigation—ar Quality/Climate
J

‘Noise (Section 3.1.2)

Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Air quality impacts associated with urban and rural development will-occur under all- the
alternatives. Regional growth, building energy use, transportation volumes, and tree losses are
projected to increase under all the considered alternatives. Building energy emission projections
are based on net developable acres under each alternative. Fuel types for passenger vehicles are
projected to shift from majority gasoline to majority electric vehicles (EV) powered vehicles by
2044. Freight and service vehicles are also projected to increase EV use: Even with greater
adoption of EV, Vehicle Miles Traveled (VMT) emissions increase under all alternatives. Increases
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Kitsap County Chapter 1
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in fuel burning are associated with several air quality pollutants, such as particulate matter,
carbon monoxide, nitrogen oxides and sulfur oxides. Relative to 2019 greenhouse gas (GHG)
emissions will increase under all three alternatives. Existing air quality policies and regulations
apply to all alternatives to manage and mitigate these impacts to the extent practicable.
impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

Alternative 1 would not accommodate growth targets for housing or employment. Under
Alternative 1 growth would progress under current zoning within current county and UGA
boundaries. Building energy consumption emissions are lowest for Alternative 1, relative to
Alternatives 2 and 3. GHG emissions resulting from transportation are represented using vehicle
miles traveled (VMT). VMT under Alternative 1 is modeled at 680,015 MTCO2e by 2044, an 11
percent increase relative to 2019 values. Tree losses reduce carbon sequestration yielding
increased GHG emissions. Difference in forested acreage among alternatives is nominal.
Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Alternative 2 focuses growth within multi-family and commercial zones to accommodate growth
with limited expansion of UGAs. Specifically, development is targeted in the Silverdale regional
center and Kingston countywide center. UGA expansions under Alternative 2 would be associated
with existing urban areas, including Bremerton, Port Orchard, and Poulsbo. The approach reduces
development pressure on rural areas and provides opportunities for transit use within the urban
centers. Under Alternative 2, GHG emissions resulting from building energy consumption are
lower than projected for Alternative 3. These lower emissions coincide with greater housing
capacity under Alternative 2, relative to Alternative 3. This employment capacity is higher than
Alternative 1 and slightly lower than Alternative 3. Transportation impacts on GHG emissions,
using the YMT metric, are slightly more than would be expected under the no action alternative.
Cascadia's ICLEI LEARN analysis projects a slight decrease in forested acres under Alternative 2.
Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

Alternative 3 is more dispersed than Alternatives 1 and 2. UGAs would expand in more areas
under Alternative 3 relative to Alternative 2. This more dispersed growth option offers fewer
opportunities for transit and increases growth pressure on rural areas. Alternative 3 is similar to
Alternative 2 metrics for GHG emissions, while accommodating less housing and employment
growth.

Building energy GHG emissions are greatest for Alternative 3. Alternative 3 building energy
emissions are 2.8 percent higher than Alternative 2. However, Alternative 2 accommodates 26
percent more housing than Alternative 3. Employment capacity is highest for Alternative 3
approximately 13 percent more than Alternative 2. Transportation impacts on GHG emissions, as
measured by VMT, are highest for Alternative 3. Dispersed development under Alternative 3
would yield a slight increase in emissions relative to Alternatives 1 and 2. Alternative 3 VMT
emissions are higher than Alternative 2. Under Alternative 3, Cascadia’s ICLEI LEARN analysis
projects a slight decrease in forested acres relative to Alternative 1.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features
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« The 2016 Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan provides goals and policies intended to preserve
and protect the natural environment. Chapters 1 - Land Use, Chapter 3 - Environment, and 5 -
Transportation, include goals and policies pertinent to air quality and climate change.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

Clean Air Act (CAA) - a comprehensive federal law that regulates all sources of air
emissions. The CAA is permitted and enforced by the US Environmental Protection Agency
(EPA). The EPA establishes National Ambient Air Quality Standards (NAAQS) for common
pollutants.

Washington State Department of Ecology monitors and tracks NAAQS to ensure outdoor
air pollutants meet federal and state air quality standards.

State Implementation Plan (SIP) provides tools to restore air quality and meet NAAQS
when one or more pollutants are not in compliance. EPA reviews and approves a SIP.
Revised Code of Washington (RCW) 70A.15 - Washington Clean Air Act.

The Clean Energy Transformation Act (CETA) 2019. CETA commits Washington state to an
electricity supply free of GHG emissions by 2045.

Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (PSCAA) Regulations. PSCAA administers air quality permits
and registrations.

Washington State Department of Health - Shares Air Quality Index (AQ}) data with the
public. Provides public education on hazards, including wildfire smoke.

Climate Commitment Act (CCA). The CCA caps and reduces GHG emissions from
Washington state’s largest emitting sources. Washington is working on polies to help
achieve a 95 percent reduction in GHG emissions by 2050.

Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) Vision 2050.

Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan goals and policies as noted above.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

The county should consider public and private incentives to reduce use of fossil fuel
energy sources. This may include working with the Washington State Renewable Energy
System Incentive Program and regional partners, such as Puget Sound Energy.

Consider the cap-and-invest program under Washington's CCA to motivate large industrial
polluters to reduce emissions.

Invest in transit to reduce single occupancy vehicle use and reduce VMT overall.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse impacts

Regional growth under all alternatives increases energy needs and impacts forest canopy cover.
GHG emissions will increase under all the alternatives. While the alternatives can manage that
population growth to minimize GHG emissions as a priority, none of the alternatives eliminates a
net increase over the next 20 years. Tree losses projected for the alternatives cannot be wholly
avoided given net developable acres in the county. However, regulations to protect and replace
significant trees can minimize this unavoidable impact,

Exhibit 1.5-2 Summary of impacts and mitigatlon—Water Resources

Impacts Common to All Alternatives
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All alternatives wouid atlow for development in various land use designations to accommodate
population and employment growth. Each of the alternatives would result in an overall increase in
the population and total employed persons in Kitsap County. However, all alternatives must
adhere to the policies and regulations to safeguard surface water and groundwater resources, as
well as protect public health and safety from flood hazards. Each alternative would allow for
increased opportunities for development in UGAs and would allow for iower density development
to continue to occur in rural areas. Consequently, all alternatives would indirectly affect surface
water resources with future development proposals. The creation of impervious surface areas
and removal of forested areas associated with development activities in all alternatives will
influence natural surface water systems (Booth et al. 2002).

Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, "No Action”

The increased imperious surface area associated with continued urban development under
Alternative 1 may reduce groundwater recharge area and could affect water quality from
nonpeint urban runoff and point source contamination. Impacts on water quality in rural areas
are also assumed to be proportional to the number of residences served by onsite septic systems,
which have the potential to preduce higher loads of nutrients and bacteria. Water resources
within UGAs are predicted to experience changes in watershed runoff processes, stream flow
patterns, and stream water quality with increasing development.

Alternative 2, "Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Densification in current UGAs and UGA expansion areas would increase the extent of impervious
surfaces due to development activities, Surface water impacts on streams under Alternative 2
would be greater in several basins and UGAs than those under Alternative 1 as a resutt of
increased total impervious surface area in those basins. Under Alternative 2, an additional 1,458
feet of non-fish bearing streams will be affected by the UGA expansion areas compared to
Alternative 1. Additionally, 1,477 feet of non-fish bearing waters will be affected by upzoned areas
under this Alternative. Water quality in riparian areas would be expected to decline in those areas
where growth is greatest under Alternative 2.

Alternative 3, "Dispersed Growth Focus”

The potential for surface water impacts would be proportionately greater in the areas providing
greater levels of growth within the UGAs. Under Alternative 3, an additional 5,674 feet of non-fish
bearing streams will be affected by the UGA expansion areas compared to Alternative 1. As a
result, stream water quality would be expected to decline in those areas where growth is greatest
under Alternative 3. Additionally, 17,936 feet of non-fish bearing waters would be affected by
upzoned areas under this Alternative. Surface water impacts on streams would be generally
greater under Alternative 3 than under Alternatives 1 and 2. The greatest impacts to those basins
would be directly associated with the most extensive conversion to impervious surfaces. Under
Alternative 3, increased ripartan buffer widths are proposed compared to Alternative 1 and 2.
Within the proposed UGA boundaries, approximately 508 acres would be encumbered by the
increased stream buffers, compared to 245.5 acres that would be affected by the existing 50-foot
buffers. This increase will improve protections compared to Alternative 1and 2.

Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
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The Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan Chapter 3, Natural Environment, provides goals and
policies intended to preserve and protect critical areas, water resources, and intact ecosystems.
Applicable Regulations & Commitments

Critical Areas Regulations (KCC Title 19) identify and protect critical areas, including water
resources like streams, wetlands, frequently flooded areas, and critical aquifer recharge areas.
Alternatives 2 and 3 would include adoption of revisions to critical area regulations; however,
the substantive regulatory requirements will be consistent across each of the alternatives.
Shoreline Master Program (KCC Title 22) applies use and modification standards, as well as
mitigation sequencing, vegetation conservation, and critical areas regulations to all Shorelfines
of the State.

The Kitsap Regional Shoreline Restoration Plan identifies several voluntary projects and
programs to be implemented to improve shoreline functions over time,

The U.S. Army Corps of Engineers regulates filt of wetlands through the Federal Clean Water
Act.

State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires environmental review and consideration of
potential adverse impacts of projects.

Ecology regulates water quality through general and individual water quality permits as well as
Section 401 water quality certifications.

As a result of a 2008 Biological Opinion by the National Marine Fisheries Service, the County
must ensure that any proposals for development or redevelopment within floodplains will not
adversely affect water quality, flood volumes, flood velocities, spawning substrate, or floodplain
refugia for listed salmonids.

Under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), alt state and local agencies must use an
interdisciplinary, integrated approach to include environmental factors in planning and decision
making.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

Follow the recommendations of the 2019 Kitsap County Multi-Hazard Mitigation Plan for flood

mitigation strategies.

The WRIA 15 Watershed Restoration and Enhancement Plan (Ecology Publication 22-11-017)

addresses planned actions to offset the consumptive water use from the expected new permit-

exempt wells to avoid negative impacts to grou ndwater recharge.

Consider state, local, and tribal restoration plans to ensure salmon recovery is prioritized.

These include the Chico Watershed Plan, Curley Creek Watershed Plan, and the Natural

Resource Asset study.

Additional mitigation measures may be needed to ensure adequate protection of anadromous

fish including, but not limited to:

o Increased stormwater management requirements near riparian management zones to
increase channel complexity;

o Establish benchmarks in floodways to accommodate additional flows; or

o Encourage habitat components that will create pools to provide shelter to salmonids and
other anadromous fish.

significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
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Impacts to both surface and ground water resources are expected, including increasing peak

flows, channel! incision, and reduced groundwater recharge, and may be unavoidable as new

impervious surfaces are created and vegetation is removed with development activities. It is not

possible to eliminate all impacts on surface water resources entirely under any of the alternatives.

Some adverse impacts that may still occur include, but are not limited to, the following:

s Decreases in forestiand and vegetative cover.

« Increases in impervious surfaces.

« Erosion and sedimentation of streams and wetlands due to increased flow rates and volumes,
resulting in the decline of nutrient balances, substrate quality, and habitat avaitability.

» Decline and eventual loss of some wetland functions for hydrology, water quality, and habitat.

« Long-term cumulative reduction in groundwater recharge and asscciated discharge to streams.

‘Plants & Animals (Section 3.1.4)
Impacts Common to All Alternatives

Population growth and upzoning will occur under each of the proposed action alternatives
throughout the County. As a result, foss and/or fragmentation of habitat is expected to increase.
The extent of impacts to plants and animals wilt depend on the location and intensity of
development, habitat patch size, and connectivity across the landscape. Development would be
primarily focused within UGAs under all alternatives. However, lower intensity development is still
expected in rural areas. Critical areas, including streams and wetlands, would receive similar
protection under each of the alternatives with some increased protections for riparian areas in
Alternative 3.

Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

Direct impacts on plants and animals from intensification of development are assumed to be
proportional to the amount of impervious surface created in specific areas. Wildlife habitats are
predicted to experience reduced habitat guantity and quality as a result of development activities.
Impacts to intact habitat are expected to occur primarily where clearing is being conducted or
impervious surfaces are being created. New development to accommodate growth is expected to
result in loss of habitat and increased fragmentation. These actions would impact the overall
quality of remaining habitat areas. Development of properties within or near environmentally
critical areas could result in increased impacts to wetland and riparian habitat functions and
values.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Densification in current UGAs and UGA expansion areas would increase the extent of impervious
surfaces from increased development activities. These activities are expected to impact plant and
animal species most in areas where undeveloped land is converted. Under Alternative 2, an
additional 1,458 feet of non-fish bearing stream habitat will be affected by the UGA expansion
areas and 1,477 feet of non-fish bearing stream habitat will be affected by upzoned areas under
Alternative 2. Impacts to aquatic habitat are expected to be similar to impacts of water resources.
The area of expanded UGA boundaries may result in increased conversion of riparian habitat and
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related habitat corridors, degraded habitat functions and values, and increased fragmentation.
Quantity and quality of riparian areas would be expected to decline in those areas where growth
is greatest under Alternative 2.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

Alternative 3 would provide for increased growth primarily through expansion of existing UGAs by
approximately 1,082 acres overall. Expansion of UGA boundaries would occur in Kingston,
Poulsbo, Silverdale, Port Orchard, Central Kitsap, and Bremerton. These changes allow for higher
impervious surface coverage compared to the other alternatives, which may result in greater
impacts on plants, animals, and related habitat.

An additional 5,674 feet of non-fish bearing stream habitat would be included in UGA expansion
areas and 17,936 feet of non-fish bearing stream habitat would be included in upzoned areas
compared to Alternative 1 (No Action). As a result, riparian habiiats and related habitat corridors
would be expected to decline in those areas where growth is highest under this alternative. The
greatest impacts to plants and animals would be directly associated with the most extensive
conversion of undeveloped habitat areas to impervious surfaces.

However, increased stream buffers are proposed in Alternative 3 compared to the other
alternatives. Within the proposed UGA boundaries, approximately 508 acres would be
encumbered by the increased stream buffers, compared to 245.5 acres that would be affected by
the existing 50-foot buffers. This increase would improve protection for plants and animals by
requiring greater buffer widths from development activities. Increased buffer widths provide
additional functions for pollution removal and wildlife corridors for terrestrial habitats, in addition
to increased protections of riparian and associated aquatic habitat.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan Chapter 3, Environment, provides goals and policies to generally

preserve and protect critical areas and intact ecosystems.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

o Critical Areas Regulations (KCC Title 19) identify and protect critical areas, including fish and
wildlife conservation areas, streams, wetlands, frequently flooded areas, and critical aquifer
recharge areas.

e The Shoreline Master Program (KCC Title 22), updated in 2021, applies use and modification
standards, as well as mitigation sequencing, vegetation conservation, and critical areas
regulations to all Shorelines of the State.

« The Kitsap Regional Shoreline Restoration Plan identifies several voluntary projects and
programs to be implemented to improve shoreline functions over time.

 The US Army Corps of Engineers regulates fill of wetlands through the Federal Clean Water Act.

« State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) requires environmental review and consideration of
potential adverse impacts of projects.

o Ecology regulates water quality through general and individual water quality permits as well as
Section 401 water quality certifications to protect water quality.
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« As a result of a 2008 Biological Opinion by the National Marine Fisheries Service, the County
must ensure that any proposals within floodplains not adversely affect water quality, flood
volumes, flood velocities, spawning substrate, or floodplain refugia for listed salmonids.

« Under the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), all state and local agencies must use an
interdisciplinary, integrated approach to include environmental factors in both planning and
decision making.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

« Public outreach and education measures could help mitigate the impact of population growth
on plants and animals.

« The County could consider incorporating standards beyond the existing 2021 Kitsap County
Stormwater Design Manual requirements by incorporating additional Best Management
Practices (BMPs) for stormwater management near roadways to reduce the impacts on aquatic
life from roadway runoff that contains 6ppd-quinone. Recommended BMPs to mitigate impacts
from 6ppd-q are referenced in Ecology Publication 22-03-020.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Future development activities to accommodate the expected growth in Kitsap County will

generate unavoidable adverse impacts to native plant and animal species. By focusing

development within UGAs, impacts will be minimized by reducing impacts to high functioning,
intact habitats, but is unlikely to reduce landscape-scale impacts. Increased impervious surface
area within a basin is expected to impact stream hydrology and water quality and quality. These
watershed-levei changes are likely to negatively impact listed and unlisted aquatic species. As
native vegetation corridors are degraded by selective clearing, wildlife is consequently displaced,
colonized by invasive plant species, reduced in size, and fragmented by development.

Exhibit 1.5-5 Sumimary of impacts and mitigation—Land and Shoreline Use

Land 3 Jse (Section 3.2.
Impacts Common to All Alternatives
By 2044, Kitsap County is projected to add 28,825 people, 19,882 jobs, and need 14,497 housing
units. Impacts common to all alternatives include conversion of undeveloped land for new
residential, commercial, an/or industrial uses; increased intensity of use on developed parcels
through redevelopment, or infill development on underutilized parcels; and land use compatibility
issues resulting from the encroachment of new urban development patterns on current uses,
often more rural in nature.

Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

Maintains existing Comprehensive Plan land use designations, zoning, and UGA boundaries,
which has a residential pattern that focuses on single-family residential, and a land use pattern
defined by sprawl. Alternative 1 does not meet growth targets for population, housing, or
employment. There are also no changes to Regional or Countywide Centers.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Emphasizes a more compact land use pattern that increases density to accommodate growth,
specifically in urban centers, and focuses more on multi-family residential and densely clustered
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jobs in commercial zones. Alternative 2 meets projected housing need and is very close to
meeting emplayment targets. Additionally, the Silverdale Regional Center and Kingston
Countywide Center see significant zoning amendments and incentives to reduce barriers for
multi-family and commercial development, which include greater allowed heights and densities.
Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”
Emphasizes a more dispersed growth focus that is similar to the land use pattern of Alternative 1,

. which has a residential pattern that focuses on single-family residential, and a land use pattern
defined by sprawl. Alternative 3 exceeds employment targets but does not meet the projected

_ housing need target. There are limited changes to Regional and Countywide Centers under

. Alternative 3.
Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
» Compact development patterns seen in Alternative 2
Applicable Regulations & Commitments
e Kitsap County Code (KCC) Title 17 establishes development standards to reduce compatibility

impacts and other measures regarding land use.
» Potential changes to development regulations in Titles 16 and 17 may have a mitigating effect
on land and shoreline use impacts. Please see the alternatives analysis for more information.

- o KCCTitle 19, Critical Areas Regulations & KCC Title 22 Kitsap County Shoreline Master Program.
Other Potential Mitigation Measures \
o N/A
Significant Unavoidable Adverse impacts
No significant unavoidable adverse impacts to land use patterns, compatibility, or urban form are
expected under any alternative.

Exhibit 1.5-6 Summary of impacts and mitigation—Relationship to Plans and
Policies

impacts Common to All Alternatives
All alternatives have some level of consistency with the GMA, VISION 2050, and Kitsap CPPs.
Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1,.No. Action”

Impacts on policy consistency under Alternative 1 would be similar to the existing pattern
described under impacts common to all alternatives, as there are no policy changes under
Alternative 1.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Proposed policy changes include expansion of MFTE areas, expedited permitting, reduced parking
minimums, a tree replacement standard, increased transit service to at least 30-minute frequency
in Silverdale Regional Center and Kingston UGA, and meeting PSRC's greenhouse gas (GHG)
emission targets.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”
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Proposed policy changes include a tree retention standard, increasing stream buffers to 100 feet,

removing lot aggregation requirement for Suquamish and Manchester LAMIRDs, and creating a

storefront zone that requires vertically integrated mixed-use buildings in the Kingston UGA.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

« The proposed policy changes in Alternatives 2 and 3 of the proposal would increase consistency
with other plans, policies, and state requirements in different ways. Please see the alternatives
analysis in this DEIS for more information.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

« Submittal of proposed Comprehensive Plan to Washington Department of Commerce for
review.

« Ensure consistency with CPPs.

o The County will confirm the adequacy of public urban services in UGA expansion areas with its
Capital Facilities Plan before formally amending UGA boundaries.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

e N/A

significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

With implementation of mitigation measures, no significant unavoidable adverse impacts are

anticipated regarding future plan consistency under any of the alternatives.

Exhibit 1.5-7 Ssummary of impacts and mitigation—Popuiation, Housing and
Employment

Population, Housing & Employment (Section 3.2.3)
Impacts Common to All Alternatives

All three alternatives assume an increase in population and employment over the planning period
but differ in their assumed intensity and location of development. Alternatives range from adding
about 14 percent to 21 percent to the county’s population. About 85 percent of the new
population would occur in cities and UGAs, while about 15 percent would occur in Rural areas.
Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

Alternative 1 anticipates 2,761 fewer people than the 2044 growth target. Alternative 1 is expected
to produce an additional 9,090 housing units, with only about 1,800 of those units expected to
serve households with median family incomes of 0 to 50 percent of AMI. This does not meet the
housing need target. Alternative 1 also falls 7,097 jobs short of the growth target for 2044.
Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Alternative 2 would bring 8,714 more people to Kitsap County than the growth target has set for
2044. Alternative 2 projects to develop 14,684 housing units, which meets the housing need
target, and produces about an even split of housing that serves lower income households and
middle to upper class income households. Alternative 2 gets close, but also falls short by 959 jobs,
of achieving the employment target set for 2044.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

56



Chapter 1
summary
December 2023

Kitsap County
2024 Comprehensive Plan Update
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Alternative 3 would add an additional 632 people living in unincorporated Kitsap County beyond
the 2044 growth targets. Alternative 3 does not produce as much housing as Alternative 2 but
does produce about 1,700 more housing units than Alternative 1 does. Alternative 3 also
produces about 1,600 more housing units than Alternative 1 for households earning 0 to 50
percent median family income (MF), but still only produces half of what is needed by 2044.
Alternative 3 is the only alternative that meets the 2044 employment target, generating 57
more jobs than the target.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

« Alternative 2 will allow limited expansions of UGA areas with the expansions focusing on
increasing job growth and employment opportunities.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

« Zoning code requirements throughout unincorporated Kitsap County will see a reduction in
regulatory barriers to development under Alternative 2.

o Expansion of MFTE zones and other affordable housing incentives under Alternative 2 could
help support development of housing that serves households earning 0 to 50 percent of AMI.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

« For UGAs that show capacities greater than the population or employment targets, UGA
boundaries should be decreased, where possible.

s Alternatively, or in combination with UGA reductions, a different mix of densities or land uses
may assist the achievement of population and employment allocations.

« The County could work with KRCC and cities to reallocate population from undersized UGAs to
oversized ones.

« Where the County has already applied reasonable measures (e.g., upzones or other incentives),
the County could consider limited UGA expansions.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse impacts

This population, housing, and employment growth will cause impacts on the natural and built

environment and the demand for public services. Each of these topics is addressed in the

appropriate sections of this EIS.

Exhibit 1.5-8 summary of impacts and mitigation—Historical & Cultural
Preservation

Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Future development under all the alternatives may affect known or potential historic sites.
Archaeological sites tend to be concentrated in the vicinity of waterways, shorelines, and river
valleys. These areas are anticipated to be subject to development pressures under all alternatives,
Unidentified prehistoric and historic sites and historic/cultural artifacts present throughout the
area could be disturbed by future development. Historic and archaeological sites located in urban
growth areas are likely to have the highest potential of disturbance during development activities
as these areas are likely to have the most intensive development.

Impacts of Specific Alternatives
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Alternative 1, “No Action”
Residential and employment-related growth would be focused within existing UGA boundaries.
This could create additional incentives to develop or redevelop in urban growth areas, particularly
those with zoning designations that allow for higher densities or a broad variety of land uses.
Therefore, potential impacts on cultural resources may be higher within UGAs than rural areas.
However, new residential growth is anticipated to occur in rural areas as well and may potentially
impact cultural resources.,
Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”
Alternative 2 would accommodate the greatest amount of residential growth of the three
alternatives. Alternative 2 would focus residential growth within UGAs and centers. A focus on
infill rather than UGA expansion minimizes potential disturbances. Most development would be
focused within the Silverdale Regional Center and the Kingston Countywide Center. Alternative 2
includes approximately 464 acres of UGA expansion. The expansion of UGAs under Alternative 2
would lead to a greater potential for impacts on cultural resources than Alternative 1. Several
locally significant historic and archaeological sites could potentially be affected by development
pressure associated with the expansion of UGA boundaries. Since archaeological sites are likely to
be located within the vicinity of shorelines and water bodies as outlined above, areas of
expansion of UGAs near or adjacent to shorelines may have greater impacts on archaeological
resources. Alternative 2 proposes expansion of urban areas near or adjacent to shorelines in
almost every UGA.
Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”
Alternative 3 includes approximately 1,049 acres of UGA expansion. Accordingly, potential impacts
on cultural resources are anticipated to be greater than for Alternatives 1 and 2 since the area for
greater density of development would be the largest of three alternatives. Alternative 3 is
expected accommodate growth primarily with the expanded UGAs, predominantly within
silverdale, Kingston, and Bremerton. There is expected to be less variety in housing types under
Alternative 3 than Alternative 2 due to a focus on single-family residential development. This
alternative would include greater potential for lower density and widespread urban development
throughout the various UGAs. Alternative 3 also includes changes to the density aliowances within
the Suquamish Limited Area of More [ntense Rural Development (LAMIRD), which may preclude
Tribal social, economic, or cultural goals. Of the three alternatives, Alternative 3 would have the
most potential to affect culturai resources. Overall, UGA expansion in proximity to water bodies
would be greater under Alternative 3 than under any alternative, which as a result would create a
greater potential impact on cultural resources.
Mitigation Measures
Incorporated Plan Features
» Goals and policies in the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan encourage a coordinated approach
to identification and preservation of historlcal and archaeologically significant sites. and
structures throughout the county.
Applicable Regulations & Commitments
« The County has an existing agreement with Department of Archaeology and Historic
Preservation under Kitsap County Contract KC 442-07.
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« The County will continue to implement the requirements of Port Gamble Historic Rural Town
(KCC 17.321B) to ensure that development maintains and enhances the defining and essential
characteristics of the town,

« The County will continue to implement the Open Space Plan (KCC 18.12) that allows for tax
relief for eligible properties as an incentive to preserve archaeological and historical sites under
the Open Space Act (Chapter 84.34 RCW).

« The County will continue to implement the policies and regulations of the Shoreline Master
Program (Title 22), which requires Tribal historic preservation officers (THPOs) for tribes with
jurisdiction the opportunity to review and comment on all development proposals in the Kitsap
County shoreline jurisdiction (KC 442-07).

« If archaeological resources are uncovered during excavation, developers and property owners
must immediately stop work and notify Kitsap County, the Department of Archaeology and
Historic Preservation, and affected Indian tribes. Uncovered sites shall require a site inspection
by a professional archaeologist in coordination with the affected tribe(s). Tribal historic
preservation officers shall be provided the opportunity to evaluate and comment on cultural
resources evaluations conducted by the professional archaeologist. Further, work shall not
recommence until authorized by the Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation
through an archaeological excavation and removal permit, which may condition development
permits pursuant to KC 442-07.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

» A process could be developed that further improves the partnership with the Tribes, the
Coroner's Office, DAHP, and other entities.

o The County could consider establishing a historic review board as a strategy to better preserve
cultural and historical sites.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Expected development to accommodate growth within Kitsap County may increase development

pressure in proximity to cultural resources sites. Future development activities have the poteatial

to impact undiscovered sites as well as documented sites. However, with consistent application of
federal, state, and local laws, significant unavoidable adverse impacts (0 cuttural reseurces are not

anticipated.

2xhibit 1.5-9 Surmmary of impacts and mitigation—Aesthetics

Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Future growth and development will include a wider variety of housing types that include more
infill midrise buildings, accessory dwelling units (ADUs), and middle housing types (duplexes,
townhomes, etc.). Increased density and intensity of development raises the potential for shade
and shadow impacts on adjacent land uses, sidewalks, and plazas. There could also be spillover
light and glare impacts in rural areas due to increased traffic and household security fighting from
neighboring properties.

impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”
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Similar to what is described in impacts common to all alternatives.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

The Kingston UGA, McWilliams/303 Center, and South Kitsap/Bethel Commercial area see

increased allowed height of 10 - 20 feet to their commercial areas. For most of the UGA shadow

and light impacts would not increase significantly over Alternative 1. Mixed-use areas in the

subarea would likely become more pedestrian oriented over time and have an increase in

pedestrian lighting, street trees, street furniture, and access to improved transit.

Alteraative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

Similar density ranges and impacts to height, bulk, and scale under Alternative 1, but density is

spread out and distributed more broadly across the County's UGAs than is the case in the more

focused and intense density found in Alternative 2. Shadow and light impacts would not increase

significantly over Alternative 1. Silverdale Regional Center would see an expansion of UGA

boundaries and changes in land use designations but would not see changes in allowed densities

and maximum heights range from 45 feet to 65 feet. The Kingston Countywide Center would see

height increases in its high intensity commercial areas to 55 feet and a mixed-use requirement in

a new storefront overlay zone in downtown Kingston.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

¢ Managing urban tree canopy.

e Reduce residential parking requirements

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

s Proposed changes to Title 17 regulations for the Silverdale Regional Center, Kingston UGA,
McWilliams Center, and South Kitsap/Bethel commercial areas would change bulk requirements
in those areas as described above.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

o N/A

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Over time, additional growth and development will occur in Kitsap County, and a generalized

increase in development intensity, height, bulk, and scale is expected under 2l aiternatives—this

gradual conversion of low-intensity uses to higher intensity development patterns is unavoidable

and an expected characteristic of urban population and employment growth. No significant

unavoidable adverse impacts to land use patterns, compatibility, or urban form are expected

under any alternative.

gxhibit 1.5 Summary o IMpacts and mitigation—Transportation

vansportation (Section 3.2.6)
impacts Common to All Alternatives
Generally, each alternative results in similar levels of transportation impact. In total, the number
of vehicle miles traveled (VMT) is expected to increase between 72 and 78 percent during the PM
peak hour between now and 2044. The County's current roadway level of service (LOS) standard is
measured on a roadway segment volume to capacity (v/c) ratio. Each alternative results in

approximately 130 lane-miles of county roadway being below LOS. While a list of projects has
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been compiled to address each roadway impact, other options to construction will likely be
considered to address these impacts. Additionally, none of the alternatives results in more than
15 percent of the County’s lane-miles being below LOS standard, meaning concurrency has not
heen exceeded, and mitigation is not required. This suggests that without any transportation
systemn improvements the County would still meet the LOS standard. However, the county is likely
to focus transportation investments to improve non-motorized travel options (which will result in
lower VMT due to mode shift) and prioritize safety investments.

impacts of Specific Alternatives :

Alternative 1, “No Action”
The traffic forecasts associated with Alternative 1 result in a 72 percent increase in vehicle traffic

during the PM peak period between 2020 and 2044. This increase in traffic results in

approximately 129 lane-miles of County roadway operating below LOS standard. Approximately

56 percent of these deficiencies are in the North-Central county, and the remaining 44 percent are

in the South county. Build-out of the proposed land use Alternative 1 is not expected to result in a

percentage of deficient lane-miles of roadway that exceeds the County concurrency standard of

15 percent for either the north-central region or the south region.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

The traffic forecasts associated with Alternative 2 result in a 75 percent increase in vehicle traffic

during the PM peak period between 2020 and 2044. This increase in traffic results in

approximately 134 lane-miles of County roadway operating below LOS standard. Approximately

58 percent of these deficiencies are in the North-Central county, and the remaining 42 percentare

in the South county. Build-out of the proposed land use in Alternative 2 is not expected to resuilt

in'a percentage of deficient lane-miles of roadway that exceeds the County concurrency standard

of 15 percent for either the north-central region or the south region.

Afternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

The traffic forecasts associated with Alternative 3 result in a 78 percent increase in vehicle traffic

during the PM peak period between 2020 and 2044, the largest across all alternatives. This

increase in traffic results in-approximately 137 fane-mites of County roadway operating belfow LOS

standard. Approximately 57 percent of these deficiencies are in the North-Central county, and the

remaining 43 percent are in the South county. Build-out of the proposed land use in Alternative 3

is not expected to result in a percentage of deficient lane-miles of roadway that exceeds the

County concurrency standard of 15 percent for either the north-central region or the South

region,

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

« Goals and Policies within the Comprehensive Plan place additional emphasis on prioritizing
expanding the non-motorized transportation system and improving transportation safety.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

o Kitsap County Concurrency Ordinance (KCC 22.04) - defines transportation concurrency and
establishing the process for measuring LOS. The County may consider changing how it
measures LOS and concurrency to place further emphasis on all modes of travel.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures
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conditions downstream of the planning areas and could potentially aggravate existing
downstream flooding and erosion problems.

exthibie 1.5-20 summary of impacts and mitigation-—~Water Supply

.....

Data and modeling indicate that Kitsap County has adequate water resources to meet the need
for water supply of expected population growth and allocation under all three alternatives,
although water may need to be delivered to serve areas of lesser supply, or greater population in
the future. Kitsap PUD has been working on developing regional supply and transmission for over
20 years in order to support the County in complying with the GMA. Some of the sources needed

have been identified and arce certificated, and some are in the process of being approved

currently, with more to follow as needed. In terms of resource cost analysis, greater densities

should provide a lower cost of service, and lesser densities, such as the majority of Kitsap PUD's

rural service area, should be a higher cost of service. With that said, most of the infrastructure is

already in place to support the existing UGA boundaries (Alternative 1), with developers covering

the cost of future infrastructure needs. If UGA boundaries are greatly expanded (Alternatives 2

and especially 3), there may be a need for more regional infrastructure in the future.

Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Afternative 1, “No Action”

Operating costs are increased for Kitsap PUD customers as additional low-density infrastructure is

constructed, but it is the best way to manage water resources responsibly if growth is required.

Most of the infrastructure is already in place to support the existing UGA boundaries.

A/temd‘tive‘ 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus” V

Greater concentrations of population and employment growth within the UGAs, particularly in

_ Alternative 2, would minimize impacts on service providers by lessening the need for lateral

expansion of distribution systems. There may be a need for more regional infrastructure in the

future to support UGA expansion. Most of the infrastructure is already in place to support the

existing or minimally changed UGA boundaries,

Alternative 3, ”Dispérsed Growth Focus”

There may be a need for more regional infrastructure in the future to support UGA expansion.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

e Capital Facilities policies promote coordination with non-County facility providers, such as cities
and special purpose districts, to support and be consistent with the future land use patterns
identified in the County's Comprehensive Plan.

« The Capital Facilities Chapter consolidates water provider capital plan information to help

coordinate multi-jurisdictional planning efforts. This would be updated with Alternatives 2 and
B

Applicable Regulations & Commitments
« Pursuant to RCW 58.17.110, local authorities must review plat applications to see that adequate

provisions are made for a variety of public facilities, including potable water.
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o N/A
Significant Unavoidable Adverse impacts
None.
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| Noise (Section 3.2.7) F ol
impacts Common to All Alternatives
Changes in traffic volumes will increase noise disturbances under all scenarios. Single-family
residential construction will continue under all alternatives, resulting in project-specific
construction noise impacts. Ambient noise levels will be affected based on changes in population
density related to zoning and land use changes.

Impacts of Specific Aiternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

Construction noise levels will be most affected in existing UGAs, with less in the rural areas.

Ambient noise levels will increase less than under Alternatives 2 and 3. Vehicle-related noise

increases will be significant along major corridors but will increase the least as compared to the

other alternatives.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Construction noise impacts would be the greatest under Alternative 2 but primarily focused in the .

modified UGAs, particularly Silverdale and Central Kitsap subareas. Ambient noise levels would

rise in the UGAs, while remaining relatively stable in the rural areas. Noise levels along new or

expanded bus reutes and transit centers-within the UGA will-increase the most under this

alternative.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

Construction noise would be greater than under Alternative 1 but less than Alternative 2, Ambient

noise levels will increase slightly across all areas, but the changes would likely be more

perceptible in rural areas where smaller changes in density can have greater realized noise

effects. Traffic-generated noise will increase the most along major commuter routes into and out

of the UGAs, resulting from both increased automobile and bus traffic along major traffic

corridors.

Mitigation Measures

Applicable Regulations & Commitments-

» Kitsap County Noise Ordinance (KCC 10.28) and the associated EDNAs will regulate the levels of
acceptable noise disturbances based on land use type.

o Highway noise is regulated under WAC 173-62.

« Federal noise abatement criteria are adopted by WSDOT and are applied by the US Federal
Highway Administration.(FHA).for projects receiving federal funding..

" Other Potential Mitigation Meagsures

« Project-specific construction activities will be required to maintain standard construction best
practices, including limiting the hours of construction noise in accordance with local
regulations.

significant Unavoidahle Adverse Impacts
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Construction-generated noise will increase, but the extent, location, and duration will vary based
on the selected alternative and will be highly associated with project-specific development.
Amblent notse levels will increase under 2l alternatives but wifl be most reafized in urban areas
that are more sensitive to changes.

Exiiliafy 1.5-13 Summary of impacts and mitigation~Publle Bulle

2 ] T.F A e T

Tttt Ji L ol WY By Trase b L b La i
g bt TSI (e iU -
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Impacts Common to All Alternatives

All alternatives described in this Draft EIS will accommodate a certain level of growth and
development. Along with this level of growth there is expected to be an equal increase in demand
for publichuilging space. Increased demand would result in the need for different strategles to
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impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”
The level of demand for services at administrative buildings, courthouses, maintenance facilities,

and community centers would be consistent with past planning at a countywide level.

Alternotive 2, "Compeoct Growth/Urban Tenter Focus”

This aiternative would benefit from the strategic location of amenities such as community centers
{o serve a population that would be seeking community gatherings and recreation.

Alternaiwe 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

Thae sizing and location of maiatenance facliities and community centers is more sensitive to
Incation, Such facilitias would be addressed in the cpace needs analysic,

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features
« Policies in the Capital Facilities Element establish LOS standards for community centers, County

buildings, and courts and require the County to apply these standards to its annual budget and
Capital Improvement Program.

« Alternatives 2 and 3 update the Capital Facilities Plan for the 20-year planning period 2024-
2044.

Applicable Reguiations & Commuitments

» With added development and population, tax revenues (o the County would increase and could
r_r_mrriﬁ:;t;}n funding of additional or expanded facilities and agsaciated staffing neads

Other Potentiat Mitigation Measures

e To address future deficiencies, the County could adjust its LOS standards to reflect the likely
service levels in 2044, given estimated population growth and planned facilities.

o If determining impact fees for parks and recreation facilities, the County could ensure that
impacts on community centers are reflected in the calculations of impact fees.

« Alternative 2 focuses growth in specific zones and locations. A strategy to plan community
spaces around these zones would help address future deficiencies.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
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Demand for public services will increase under all studied alternatives. With advanced planning,
no significant unavoidable adverse impacts on public buildings are anticipated within the range of
alternatives reviewed.
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impacts Common to Al Alternatives

New development and population growth will result in an increased demand for emergency
response to fire, rescue, and emergency medical services. This increased demand will require fire
districts to increase their emergency response capabilities concurrent with growth to maintain
service levels. All growth alternatives will create challenges for fire districts to maintain service
jovals.

impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative T, “No Action”

The level of demand for services at fire protection facilities would be consistent with past planning
at a countywide level.

I+, i 25 & # ie i £ 1eba
Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urb

Will create challenges with larger and more complex buildings to protect along with increased

traffic congestion.
Afternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”
With UGA expansion, fire protection services will be challenged by increased emergency response

travet timee or will ptharwice require the development of new fire departments qlaserto

expanded UGA areas.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features
e Under the CFP, the county fire and rescue districts will continue to improve fire protection

efficiency by focusing on eliminating overlapping responsibilities and system inefficiencies, as
well as coordinating service provision with population growth.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

« New development would be required to meet city and County codes, as well as International
Fire Code and International Building Code regulations, regarding the provision of fire hydrants,
fire flow, alarm systems, sprinklers, and emergency vehicle access.

Other Potential Mitigation Megsures

« Kitsap County adoption of ordinance allowing fire departments to implement impact fees per
RCW 82.02

« Kitsap County adoption of minimum road and driveway standards

« Expanded fire and emergency medical services could be provided concurrent with new
development

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts
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Future population growth and development will continue to increase the need for fire
protection/EMS services under any studied alternative. With implementation of the
abovementioned mitigation measures, significant, unavoidable adverse impacts are not
anticipated.

Exhnibiv 1.5-14 Summary of impacts and mRkigation—Law Enforcement

impacts Common to All Alternatives

Lack of staff currently means a small number of patrol deputies are responsibie for very large

geographic areas within their patrol areas and current growth has created an increased demand

for services aMegradatmn in patrol response time

impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

The level of demand for law enforcement facilities would be consistent with past planning ata

countywide level.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

reased concentrations of population and employment €6 id allow for greater cfficiency of

service in urban areas, although this focused growth may increase the need for law enforcement

services including parking and traffic enforcement.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

The further growth of Silverdale and its potential incorporation would have an effect on service

levels ac revanues are diverted to the new city and development concentrations expand beyond

the current UGA boundary.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

o A comprehensive study of predicted law enforcement services and facilities, including impacts
on the corrections services could be conducted to provide an evaluation of potential deficits
and the needed resources to meet future demand.

« Future incorporation of Silverdale would likely result in contracting for services to the new city
but would also provide a funding source that could provide the level of service the new city
requires.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

e The Sheriff's Office and facilities are maintained primarily through the County’s general fund,
which is funded through sales and property tax revenue. The increased tax base associated
with increased population and development would increase tax revenues and bonding
potential.

Qther Potential Mitigsation Measures

« Staffing will need to be increased as the population increases. Urban areas may be annexed or
incorporated. In this case, responsibility for law enforcement services in these areas would be
absorbed by the cities.

« Future regionalization of law enforcement services is also a potential pathway for delivering

services to county and city residents.
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Significant Unavoitdable Adverse impacts

- Feture population growth and development will continde to increase the need for law
enforcement services and facilities under all alternatives. An appropriate assessment of current
and future fieeds should be conducted to provide the framework of needs. The county can then
use that toof to determine a coutse of action and potential adverse impacts on law enforcement
services, including the need for future corrections facility needs.
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tmpacts Common to All Alternatives

Al alternatives would result in an increased demand for park and recreation facilities and

enhancementBTexisting facilities.

impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

The level of demand is consistent with past planning countywide.

Alternative 2, "Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Increased densities would allow for easier planning of outdoor leisure facilities such as

playgrounds, picnic shelters, nature centers, and community centers. At the same time, existing

park faciities in areas with higher growth allocations may become overburdened.

Alternative 3, *Dispersed Growth Focus”

Natural resource areas, trails, and shoreline access may see more use compared to atternatives i

and 2 due tothe rural nature of those facilities. The adoption of the 2024 Parks, Recreation, and

Open Space (PROS) plan may find more specific impacts to these facliities

Mitigation Measures

fncorporated Plan Features

¢ Improve the connectivity of parks, tralls, and open space systems, particulatly in proximity to
population and job centers, to encourage recreation use when appropriate.

¢ Develep active ar outdoor ieisure facilities usable in multiple seasons for a variety of activities,

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

e Impact fees are applied to all new housing developments. Fees could be reassessed te reflect
increased costs of land for park acquisition or Increased impacts within areas of significant
intensification.

Other Patential Mitigation Meastures

o The County cotld cansider allowing public use of undeveloped or partially developed parkland
in or near urhan areas.

» The County could consider joint use of facilities for parks and recreation purposes such as
school athietic fields and playgrounds.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse impacts

Neighborhoods surrcunding existing, new, or expanded parks would experience more activity in

the form of vehicles and pedestrians. Costs for acquiring parks will rise with the increased

dermand for urban fand.

67



Ay, i

e B

Kitsap County Chaper 1
2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Summary
December 2023

Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Exhilit 1.5-16 summary of impacts and mitigation—3chools

Impacts Common to AII Alternatives

All alternatives will result in an increase in projected school enroliment. The alternatives will affect

school districts by increasing residential development and consequently the number of students

enrolled within the four school districts serving the unincorporated county. Based on where
population growth would occur and the demographics of the%ooulatlon within the
unincorporated county, each school district will be affected differently. Impacts will generally be
higher at schools serving the more urbanized area located within UGAs.

Impacts of Specific'Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

See impatt'si common to All Alternatives section.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

The most impactful alternative is alternative 2, which focuses growth in multi-family and

commercial zones with an emphasis on the Silverdale Regional Center and Kingston Countywide

Center as well the associated UGAs of Bremerton, Port Orchard, and Poulsbo. The school districts

serving these communities are already overburdened and without planned increases in school

facilities, intensive growth in these areas could lead to overcrowding of schools.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus” A

See impacts common to All Alternatives section.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

« Alternatives 2 and 3 amend the CFP to address the new 2024-2044 planning period.

o The County's regular review of the CFP in coordination with the school districts should allow
for ongoing long-range planning for educational services.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

«  School districts are required to plan for growth over time by regularly updating their six-year
capital improvement program.

« Adopted school impact mitigation fees would be collected for new residential development.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures »

o To address enrollment changes on an ongoing basis, prior to reaching the level of demand
that would necessitate construction of a new facility, districts can use portable classrooms to
temporarily meet growth demands. Portables can be funded by impact fees paid by
residential developers.

« The County and school districts could work together to identify potential sites for new school
development in areas where higher amounts of growth are planned.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

The demand for school services and facilities will increase as new development occurs and the

number of families with school-aged children increases. Land developed or set aside for school

facilities would be generally unavailable for other uses. Without a significant redevelopment to
existing schools or planned development of new schools, the schools which are near or above

capacity will become overcrowded.
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tmpacts Common to All Alternatives

The additional population capacity accommodated by the alternatives would increase demand for

additional solid waste capacity. The degree of need would vary among the alternatives based on

population and the capacity of existing solid waste facilities. The County, through contracts with

private haulers, will continue to be able to provide solid waste management for an increased

population regardless of the alternative ultimately chosen. The capital facilities planning

conducted within this Comprehensive Plan will allow the County to better anticipate funding

needs and sources for future solid waste disposal facilities.

Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

The existing level of service for solid waste is calculated on estimated countywide population and

the average per capita generation rates for solid waste and recycling. The rates used in the table

located in Chapter 3 were taken from the Washington State Department of Ecology, 2018

Recycling and Disposal Numbers for Kitsap County, 2021. If the generation rates from this plan

are carried forward from 2022 to 2044, the tons of solid waste and recycling generated per year

would be lowest in Alternative 1

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

If the generation rates from this plan are carried forward in 2022 and 2044, the tons of solid

waste and recycling generated per year would be highest with Alternative 2.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

If the generétion rates from this plan are carried forward in 2022 and 2044, the tons of solid

waste and recycling generated per year would be between rates generated by alternative 1 and 2.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

« FocusingBrowth in existing UGAs and cities where solid waste services already exist would
reduce impacts related to providing curbside pickup for added population and promote more
curbside customers. There would also be less need for additional solid waste handling facilities.
Alternative 2 would have the most compact UGAs of the alternatives.

Applicable Reguiations & Commitments

» Coordination and maonitoring at transfer facilities and other facifities would be ongoing to
ensure adaguate solid waste capacity. Service levels for curbside collection as outlined in the
CFP would continue or imgrove to encourage recycling.

Qther Potential Mitigation Measures

s Based on available iandfill capacity at the County's current contracted tandfilt tocation, a new or
extonded contract could be enacted to provide landfill capacity well beyond the 2044 planning
horizon,

Significant Unaveidable Adverse Impacts

Future population growth and development would continue to Increase the amount of solid waste

generated in the county under any alternative. Regutar monitoring of capacity and demand at

solid waste facilities will be conducted routinely as needed to address any capacity chailenges.

-
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Ertibeg 1.59-16 Surmmary of impacts and mitigation—\ fastevvaterfSewer

impacts Common to All Alternatives

Under any of the UGA alternatives, additional sanitary sewer service would be necessary {0 serve

increased demand. Construction of new sewer treatment facilities would have patential to result

in impacts to both the natural and built environment. These impacts would be addressed at the
project level at the time of project inptementation.

Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

Capital improvement projects will continue as planned if no action is taken to allocate growthina

certain area or change UGA boundaries.

Alternative 2,. ”Corhpact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

Encouraging development within existing urban centers and reduced unincorporated UGAs, as

promoted under Alternative 2, will minimize impacts on service providers to extend their services

to cover larger areas.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus”

Alternative 3 provides for lesser expansions in some locations and greater expansions in others

which may increase the demand for service locationally and reduce it in others.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

« The Draft CFP proposes improvements associated with studied alternatives.

» The Comprehensive Plan Capital Facilities Element (CFE) and CFP establish LOS for County-
owned and non-County-owned sanitary sewer systems and require agencies to “determine
what capital improvements are needed in order to achieve and maintain the standards for
existing and future populations.” This element is updated with Alternatives 2 and 3.

Applicable Reguldt}'ons & Commitments “

« Pursuant to Chapter 58.17.110 RCW, local governments must review plat applications to ensure
that adequate provisions are made for a variety of public facilities, including “sanitary wastes.”

e Pursuant ta Chapter 16.12 KCC, the County Engineer and County Health Officer provide their
respective recommendations as to the adequacy of proposed sewage disposal systems. The
hearing examiner then determines whether a proposal includes appropriate provisions for
“sanitary wastes” and other public and private facilities and improvements.

Other Patential Mitigation Measures

e The County could continue pursuing opportunities for water reclamation.

significant Unavoldable Adverse Impacts

With advance planning, implementation, and update of capital facility plans no less than every six

years, as well as review of development permits in terms of system impacts, no significant

unavoidable adverse wastewater impacts are anticipated within the range of alternatives

reviewed.
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Eehibit 1,519 Summary of Impacts and mitigation—Stormwater
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impacts Common to All Alternatives

Under all alternatives, additional stormwater drainage systems would be needed to handle

increased stormwater runoff resulting from new development and added impervious surfaces

such as roads and driveways.

Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, "No Action”

Alternative 1 would likely result in increased levels of urbanization, adding impervious surfaces

and the need for stormwater drainage and treatment facilities in more areas of the county.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus” v

Alternative 2 would result in an increased and focused growth within existing boundaries and

could create a greater need for upgrading and retrofitting existing drainage systems compared to

Alternatives 1 and 3.

Alternative 3, “Dispersed Growth Focus®

Alternative 3 would result in an increase in UGA boundaries and associated development,

impervious surface area, and associated stormwater runoff, and could potentially create a greater

need for upgrades to existing drainage systems within expanded UGA boundaries compared to

Alternatives 1 and 2.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

« The Land Use and Natural Systefs Elements of the Comprehensive Plan include goals for
mitigating erosion, sedimentation, and stormwater runoff problems related to land clearing,
grading, and development. Alternatives 2 and 3 update the County's Capital Facility Plan,
incorporating a 6-year CIP for stormwater projects. This planning process helps to ensure that
the County maintains compliance with the stormwater LOS.

Applicatile Regulations & Commitments™

» The County has adopted reguiations to protect against stormwater ihpacts of new
development (Title 12 KCT). These regulations require all new development to meet specific
performance standards before receiving approval. Kitsap County Code reguiations addressing
clearing and grading, critical areas, and fiood hazard areas also direct how stormwater
mitigation will be implemented.

Other Fotential Mitigation Measures

» Measures to reduce impacts of these alternatives to natural systems and public/private
property will be achieved through planning policies, goals, and permit conditlons, as described
belaw.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

With advanced planning, review of development applications, and implementation of mitigation

measures, there should not be unavoidable adverse impacts from any of the three alternatives.

The leve! of unavoidable adverse impacts depends on the degree that potential mitigation

measures are implemented. Even if one or more of the mitigation measures is implemented,

there could still be some changes to existing stormwater runoff patterns. This could alter flow

71



Chaprer 1
Summary
December 2023

Kitsap County
2024 Comprehensive Plan Update
Draft Environmental Impact Statement

« Pursuant to KCC Chapter 16.12, the County Engineer and County Health Officer provide their
respective recommendations as to the adequacy of the proposed water supply systems. The
hearing examiner then determines whether a proposal includes appropriate provisions for
“water supplies” and other public and private facilities and improvements.

« Water supply facilities for new development and public water system expansions must be
designed to meet, at a minimum, the fire flow levels specified in WAC 246-293-640, the Uniform
Fire Code, and KCC Title 14. In addition, utilities must develop their capital improvement
program to meet these fire flow objectives in consultation with the appropriate local fire
authorities.

o In accordance with state and local regulations, the Kitsap Health District performs assessments
of proposed and existing water supplies for adequacy and potability.

« Pursuant to Chapter 70.116 RCW and Chapter 246-293 WAC, the KPUD coordinates with local
water purveyors to evaluate and determine criticai water su pply service areas and undertake
orderly and efficient public water system planning.

« Continued conservation and leak detection programs of the WATERPAK would help to reduce
demand.

« The Coordinated Water System Plan for Kitsap County promotes regional water supply and
transmission improvements.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

« Water systems should increase the size of piping, install additional looping to increase water
pressure for fire flow, and/or increase frequency of hydrant placement to meet fire flow
requirements.

+ Water providers and County planners should continue to consult early in plan update processes
to coordinate land use with future water supply needs, particularly in urban infill areas
designated for higher densities.

» The County should review and revise landscaping codes as necessary to encourage use of
drought tolerant plantings and reduce demand for water.

¢ The County should encourage the use of rainwater retenticn systems ir new and existing
development to reduce water demand for landscaping needs.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts

Al aiternatives would increase demand for water services. However, with coordination of capital

and land use planning, significant unavoidable adverse impacts are not anticipated.

PO TRl TR, LLT L WEEEE B asNL

Telecomwununications

impacts Common to All Alternatives
Cascade Natural Gas (CNG) would increase its service connections upon customer request.
Additional facilities would be constructed only when existing systems capacity has been

maximized.
Puget Sound Energy (PSE) would use forecasts for future electricity need based on 20-year OFM

population projections to accommodate increased growth.
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The telephone, cable, and cellular service companies would increase their service connections

upon customer request.

Impacts of Specific Alternatives

Alternative 1, “No Action”

Alternative 1 maintains current densities and UGA boundaries, which may result in more service

extensions/expansions than alternative 2, which focuses on compact growth.

Alternative 2, “Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus”

More population growth in UGAs leads to-more demand for energy and telecommunications

services in those areas. Expanding or retrofitting the existing services in these areas may be

required to accommodate the focused population growth. Focused growth and higher densities
allow for higher efficiency of service for natural gas, electricity, and telecommunications.

Alternative 3. *Dispersed Growth Focus”

Dispersed population growth in the county would result in the highest infrastructure cost ot the

three alternatives due to the demand of service expansions and extensions. Anywhere there ts

focused growth centers will allow for more efficient services for natural gas, electricity, and
telecommunications.

Mitigation Measures

Incorporated Plan Features

e Alternative 2 focuses growth and concentrates densities, allowing for improved efficiency of
service for natural gas, electricity, and telecommunications.

Applicable Regulations & Commitments

« Development of future energy resources, transmission facilities, and other facilities will be
consistent with federal and state laws, the Northwest Power Planning Council, WU I(, and other
laws and agencies regulating utilities.

Other Potential Mitigation Measures

« Continue to encourage site design that emphasizes tree retention and planting, as welt as
optimizes solar access, to moderate temperatures and reduces energy consumption.
Encourage energy Conseivation through provider-sponsored programs and Buiiding codes.

» Continue to encourage co-location of telecommunications facilities and undergrounding of
utilities (in urbanized areas) to minimize aesthetic and land use impacts of utility corridors and
in rural areas to minimize aesthetic and environmental impacts.

. Continue to encourage appropriate landscaping and stealth deslgn of telecommunication
facilities to minimize their visuat impacts on theil surToundings.

Significant Unavoidable Adverse impacts

Population and employment growth under all alternatives will increase demands for energy and

telecommunications that in turn will increase the need for additional facilities.

Impacts Common to All Alternatives
Because the population increase in Kitsap County is similar under all three alternatives,
countywide level of service, both in terms of facility space and collection items per capita, is
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Article appeared in The Urbanist website

Kitsap County’s Proposed Comp Plan Sleepwalks Toward More
Sprawl

By

Travis Merrigan

January 29, 2024 4 *

The stated goal of Kitsap County’s 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update is to
maintain the county’s rural character by directing “the majority of growth toward
urban areas” and supporting denser housing around transit. And while the County
has some progressive ideas, the Comp Plan’s updated zoning rules don’t go far
enough to prevent ongoing sprawl and increased population into the far
hinterlands of the county.

Excluding Kitsap’s four incorporated cities - Bremerton, Port Orchard, Poulsbo,
and Bainbridge Island - unincorporated Kitsap County is primarily rural. 59% of
county residents live in rural zoned areas and the majority of housing built in the
past 11 years was built in areas zoned rural. If Kitsap wants that to change, it
needs to make meaningful zoning changes, but the draft 2024 Comp Plan falls
well short. Outside of three small "Growth Centers” (Silverdale, Kingston and
Central Kitsap), virtually all of the Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) will be zoned
exactly as they were in 2016, the last time the plan was updated.

To be clear, zoning rules do not decide where homes will be built, developers do.
Zoning sets rules about where different types of housing might/can’t be built.
Developers decide where to build based upon where it makes sense (aka makes
money) based on a variety of factors: zoning, tax abatements, minimum and
maximum density, required parking, etc. Smart zoning incentivizes developers to
build in smart places.

Kitsap County is disadvantaged in attracting developers because of its low
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housing prices, relative to King or Snohomish counties. Median home prices are
$550,000 in Kitsap, $775,000 in Snohomish and $935,000 in King County,
according to Northwest Multiple Listing Service. Thus, a developer can sell an
apartment building in Bellevue or Edmonds for much more money than an
identical one in Silverdale or Kingston. So if Kitsap County wants to encourage
developers to build here, the incentives have to be market-oriented and smart.

Do what you've always done, get what you've always got

The 2024 Draft Comp Plan sets a goal: 85% of population growth in Kitsap
between 2024-2044 will occur in the county’s UGAs, and only 15% in rural zoned
land. But in the 11 years 2012-2023, only 48% of new homes were built in the
UGAs, 52% in rural areas...and it gets worse.

Despite what the County might hope for, Kitsap is building almost exclusively low-
density housing in rural and suburban areas. Almost all the new growth occurs on
newly chopped forest. If the trend continues, the County has no chance of
addressing its bold stated goals regarding climate, traffic, loss of forest and

farmiand.

If 20,000 trees fall in a Regional Growth Center, is it
really a forest?

It should be noted that the the county’s 2021 Buildable Lands Report reports
Kitsap’s UGAs growing faster (7.6% over 6 years) than the rural area (4.5%),
which contradicts the data above. Part of the discrepancy is the county’s tendency
to permit suburban growth in rural areas and then reclassifying that land as UGA.
Instead of filling in with density, Kitsap’s UGAs sprawl outward into farms and
forests. Despite moving the goalposts, UGAs fell short of “policy target of 76%
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forests. Despite moving the goalposts, UGAs fell short of “policy target of
76%urban for new growth,” stating “unincorporated UGAs, growth from 2013-
2019 was... between 1% and 50%.” The phenomenon of moving borders to
accommodate “urban” sprawl can be seen clearly in the two alternatives for
Silverdale Regional Growth Center (RGC). Apparently unable to achieve growth
goals within its boundaries, commissioners will choose whether to sprawl
Silverdale RGC to the east or the west, designating hundreds of acres of doomed
forest for future housing.

The problem of unbuilt rural lots

Yet another challenge to dense growth in Kitsap County is a deep stock of unbuilt
lots, most in rural areas. Building out these lots not only costs more to build
because they lack sewers, sidewalks and broadband, they also contribute to
sprawl, as future residents will have to drive much farther to schools, jobs and
shopping.

Many of these rural lots were created in the early 1990s. Between the 1990
passing and 1994 effective date of Washington State’s Growth Management Act,
which greatly restricted the ability of rural landowners to subdivide their land,
there was a rush to subdivide before the deadline. According to the county’s
Parcel Data, 13,895 undeveloped lots still remain. At one house per lot and 2.5
humans per house, that's enough lots to accommodate all of unincorporated
Kitsap County’s growth through 2050.

County leaders are powerless to prevent development on these unbuilt lots. The
County simply can’t prevent a landowner from building on a lot they own. So the
2024 Kitsap County Comp Plan must use every tool to incentivize new homes
tobe built by increasing density limits, limiting or eliminating parking minimums
and streamlining permitting so developers choose to build in UGAs.
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Bright spot: Urban Growth Centers

In fairness, the County is significantly upzoning three small Growth Centers. As of
2019, unincorporated Kitsap County disallowed any housing zoned higher than
“medium low” density.

But those three Growth Centers consist of fewer than 1,000 of Kitsap’s 285,000
acres. And most of the scarce areas where higher-density uses would be allowed
are already built out. UGA land surrounding the Growth Centers remain zoned
only for low-density housing (1-9 dwelling units per acre).

All that means developers have very few opportunities to build multi-family
homes near transit or within walking distance to urban amenities. The scarcity of
lots available for high-density development pushes up the prices of the land and
makes those housing projects less likely to pencil out. Developers will continue to
conclude that it's more profitable to chop down virgin forests for subdivisions
rather than build walkable, transit-oriented housing.

How it might be different

Kitsap County could improve this with modest solutions that other communities
have successfully executed. Here’s some ideas.

Adopt HB1110 ‘Missing Middle’ rules in Kitsap UGAs - Three of Kitsap’s
cities will soon be required to permit muiti-family housing and ADUs in single-
family zones. Kitsap’s UGAs should adopt these rules to build up existing
neighborhoods.

-Allow very high density buildings in more areas. Permit and
incentivize buildings with 250+ apartments built 80-feet-tall like those
common in Tacoma, Seattle and Bremerton. Unincorporated Kitsap has
exactly zero of these types of buildings and, in the Comp Plan, only
Silverdale allows them. Just one 300-unit building would be equivalent to
20% of the unincorporated County’s yearly projected growth.
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-Build density walkable to high-volume transit routes. The suburbs
can support bus systems, but only if people live close enough to the bus
stops. Expanding the McWilliams County Growth Area just north of
Bremerton would allow new residents to tap into existing, high-frequency
bus routes on Wheaton Way (SR 303).

.Ferry-Oriented Development - Washington State’s proposed "“Transit
Oriented Development” bills at the legislature continue to exclude ferry
zones. That’s a mistake. Kitsap County should permit parking-limited
housing near the for car-free ferry commuters near Southworth and
Kingston. Incorporated Bainbridge Island should do the same.

-Merge bus systems: Kitsap County has three bus systems: Kitsap
Transit, Worker-Driver (a KT-operated legacy of WWII US Navy
transportation) and several school district bus systems. Merging would
create a single, stronger bus system. The new service could serve both
students and shipyard workers by coordinating start times at schools and
the Base. Vehicle miles traveled would plummet if parents could rely on
safe, reliable schools buses for student drop off.

Kitsap County’s officials and citizens have a sincere desire to reduce sprawi,
maintain “rural character” and create walkable, transit-oriented communities. And
the three Regional Growth Centers made strides in that direction. But the housing
zoning in the 2024 Comp Plan is simply too timid to reverse the trend of ever-
spreading sprawl. Changes can still be made to the Comp Plan, but time is

running out. Residents can comment on the plan until April 8, 2024.
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Application ID 72 total acres 418.90 acres. proposes to change From Rural Wooded (1
du/20 acres) to Rural Residential (1 du’5 acres).

The Port Gamble S"Klallam Tribe opposes this application. The opposition has been
provided to county staff during many meetings. PGST has been working in good faith
for the coordination of the Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park design and the Master Plan
for the Town of Port Gamble. The owner of these lands must first show that full
development of the Historic Port Gamble [ own can be completed betore requesting more
land for rural sprawl development. This location is within the Gamble Creek Watershed
that feeds directly into the Port Gamble Bayv. The watershed will be impacted by
development of any Kind. but most intensely impacted with a development of Rural
Residential. Deny this application. The Tribe will provide more detailed comments on
this application separately.
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Preliminary Transportation Assessment
NKU South Gamble December 2023

Summary of Findings

General findings of the preliminary transportation assessment for the NKU South Gamble
development include:

Land Use Assumptions — For purposes of the transportation assessment the following
range of development was reviewed:

¢ Residential — 80 residential lots with and without a detached accessory dwelling unit
(ADU) as permitted in the Rural Residential Zone.

+ YMCA regional facility - 80,000 square-feet (sf)

o 6-12 fields as well as supportive uses such as baseball, tennis, pickieball, etc.
s Restaurant - 2,000-4,000 sf anticipated to be high turnover sit down

«  Retail - 2,000-4,000 sf strip mall \A/ AT STRIP MALL §

Trip Generation — The primary weekday daily trips are estimated to range from
approximately 3,548 trips to 6,472 trips with between 225 and 407 trips occurring during the
weekday AM peak hour and 371 to 690 trips occurring during the weekday PM peak hour.

Traffic Operations — The existing full access side street stop-controlled intersections along
Bond Road (SR 307) are shown to operate below the LOS C standard by future (2028)
conditions without the project during the weekday PM peak hour due to the high volumes
along Bond Road (SR 307). The traffic signals are shown to operate acceptably with
additional project traffic, although they are near level of service thresholds.

Access — Access in the preliminary traffic analysis was assumed via Stottlemeyer (north)
connecting to Bond Road (SR 307), consistent with where the majority of the traffic generated
by the project will desire to travel. Stottiemeyer Road NE currently travels through the site
and accesses Bond Road (SR 307); however, occurs at an obtuse angie and operations
would fail with just a two way stop controlled intersection. Advanced traffic control such as a
traffic signal or roundabout would be necessary. Locating a traffic signal or roundabout along
Bond Road (SR 307) needs to be evaluated further in coordination with WSDOT. Initial
thoughts would be to further explore aligning Stottlemeyer Road NE with NE Minder Road
into one intersection or consider shifting Stottlemeyer Road further south or west of its current
location. Note that it is possible that the project may include a northern road connection
directly onto Port Gamble Road, but this access was not assumed as the single access
provides a more conservative impact at the Bond/Stottlemeyer/Minder Road intersections.

Next Steps/Additional Considerations -

« Explore access alternatives through on-going coordination with WSDOT and design
review. This would likely include evaluating options for realigning NE Stottlemeyer Road
to either align with NE Minder Road or shifting the Stottlemeyer Road intersection further
south.

« Seasonal impacts — the current analysis reflects average (typical) conditions. Higher
seasonal impacts during summer months could result in increased delay and additicnal
impacts.

e The above analysis focuses on the weekday PM peak hour condition. Given the
proposed recreational field uses which may have peaking conditions outside of the
typical weekday PM peak hour condition (e.g. Fridays and/or weekends), additional
review of these non-typical periods may be necessary. This could identify the need for
event management strategies to address traffic and/or parking concerns.

/ 19
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NKU Feasibility Report - Preliminary Transportation Assessment pp 160-241
Comments from various members of Stop Raydient Rezone

“The executive summary is pretty eye opening. It bluntly states that current traffic is pretty much at
capacity, and significant ($$$) improvements would be required by both the county and the state.
Hidden down on p177 is a worst case projection of an *additional* 6,742 daily trips! Even worse on
p173 is a note that the worst case assumes 80 more dwellings *plus* 80 accessory dwellings, for a
grand total of 160 more units!! “ (note: T believe the dwellings are mentioned on p 163, not 173 and
the worst case scenario could be up to 160 units if there are are 80 ADUs)

" iraffic stuaies typically snow impacts Dy rating the trainic perore ang arer a
development occurs by the “level of service” or LOS. LOS is rated A thru F, very
much like school grades. An A is best (free flowing), a C is disrupted traffic, and
from there it gets worse to an F where demand exceeds capacity.”

“The level of traffic generated by the development that would need to access
Bond (SR 307) would require a traffic signal or roundabout for traffic control." And
who is going to pay for this? This study further validates the position of those
against this project. A more simplistic view, but with validity, is that they are
trying to put 10 gallons of poop into a 5 gallon bucket. The light, or roundabout,
merely manages the flow. Lipstick on a pig. The bucket is still going to overflow,
and we're going to be left with a stinky mess.”

“It also floors me if you are familiar with the problems with the highway at Highland for school
traffic. Evidently the DOT refuses to put in any kind of light there due to it being a highway? | got
DOT to reduce speed there but it is ignored and not enforced. I'm really surprised that a bus hasn't
been hit. | have to be very careful to schedule Dr. appointments around traffic from school and
commuters. Now imagine even more parents picking up and trying to turn left to get to this stupid Y
after school. | would like to see county commissioners come down and work as traffic guards on the

highway during peak periods.”

Page 1
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“So it affirms what we all know, see and experience every day on Bond Road. Well at least
someone/reporting is honest. Nevermind the fact that the way that road is built an emergency crew
__would have a heck of a time to get in/out of the area in a major emergency. There are some portions

that there is no shoulder, no where to get out of the way and in some times of day no escape for

anyone. Note some of the closures for Asplundh tree trimming made this blatantly obvious. “

“| communicated with WSDOT staff overseeing SR 307 and 104 corridors in Oct The WA state
legislators must fund studies, design and construction of these roads. No funding has been
approved at this time that would address this added traffic. Some rough numbers from a Poulsbo
official for the SR305 Johnson Rd roundabout is 10+ years to design and build, $10+ million in costs.
Funding came from a variety of sources. Also know the state has huge costs associated with fixing
salmon passages under roads with costs rising. It appears Bond Rd has a few passages that will be
addressed. Other than the work on SR104 at Port of Kingston to redesign the ferry traffic flow there
is relatively minor changes scheduled for local state and county roads in this area. All your traffic

concerns are valid. Do we want to look like King County? “

“John Rose the big Property owner /Raydient, developer would have to pay for the
roadway improvements to Bond Road, new sidewalks so all the Soccer families
can safely walk to the facility, or ride their bikes.

They would most likely have to widen the highway put in a turn lane down the middle so all the
YMCA and soccer parents can get into their complex and buy food at their amazing restaurants that
they want to build as John Rose said you have to feed your soccer kids!

And then all the new home owners need to be able to turn into their new homes and get across the
HWY during ferry traffic streaming by heading towards poulsbo and Kingston!

He's trying to turn North Kitsap into a congested sprawling community.

Much like Edmonds , Shoreline across the water from us.

| don't want to pay for this do you?

Did anyone notice that he said there would be no affordable housing

It would be on the high side so only the wealthy would be able to afford to buy his property and
build.”

Page?2

85



Excerpts from:

News from the Columbia Climate School
WATER

America’s Groundwater Crisis

Steve Cohen
November 6, 2023

The New York Times has undertaken an excellent and comprehensive study of America’s
groundwater resources. According to a report last week by Dionne Searcey and Delger
Erdenesanaa:

“America’s stewardship of one of its most precious resources, groundwater, relies on a
patchwork of state and local rules so lax and outdated that in many places oversight is all but
nonexistent, a New York Times analysis has found. The majority of states don 't know how many
wells they have, the analysis revealed. Many have incomplete records of older wells, including
some that pump large volumes of water, and many states don t register the millions of
household wells that dot the country... For generations, groundwater regulations around the
country were routinely based on legal principles or economic forces thal prioritized the needs
of the moment, like farming and ranching in the West, or urban expansion in Eastern states...
There is no shortage of rules. In fact, states have created such a tangle of regulations that it
can be difficult to understand how much water is being extracted from aquifers, complicating
the efforts to protect them.”

This basic resource is endangered, while at the same, time anti-regulatory forces dominating
the fringe of the Republican-controlled House of Representatives are working to cut EPA’s
budget and shut down the government due to their perception that public administration is not
important. Groundwater contamination is not a new issue, but it rarely attracts attention. This is
because even though it is a critical resource, it is not visible to the naked eye. It is buried
underground. Here, in New York City, our original ecosystems featured plentiful groundwater
resources that we completely destroyed as the city’s development moved north from lower
Manhattan. The result was the construction of reservoirs. including one located where Bryant
Park sits today, another in Central Park, and finally, today’s multi-billion-dollar engineering
marvel that includes a system of reservoirs in the Croton and Delaware watersheds north of the
city.

In our case, groundwater destruction was the price we paid for the density of development we
wanted, but that density created the wealth required to generate the tax revenues needed to
build and now maintain our water system. I doubt the rest of the country wants to imitate New
York City’s population density or tax burden. But unwittingly, the anti-tax and anti-regulatory
zealots that dominate some of our state and local governments may eventually have to pay cash
to purify water that today is filtered by environmental services provided by natural ecosystems.
Destroy the ecosystems, over-pump the groundwater, and before you know it, you are digging

page 1
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reservoirs and spending billions of dollars to filter and treat water to get rid of all the chemical
contaminants you’ve allowed to pollute this essential resource.

Water, like air, is not an optional resource for our species. And dirty air and water make humans
sick and can kill us. So, today’s anti-regulatory advocates will be leaving expensive water bills
as a legacy to their children and grandchildren.

The New York Times’ report provides examples of weak and understaffed state agencies
regulating groundwater. Many states do not know the number of wells that are pumping water
_ from aquifers within their borders. Population growth and increased economic activity lead to
the increased use of these resources. The great danger is that by over-pumping. aquifers that
feed groundwater sources can run dry. Climate change has altered weather patterns, and
communities that once had little groundwater may have over-supply, and places that once had
lots of supply are now suffering from drought conditions. The lack of information and
organizational capacity are indicators of America’s weak ability to manage this increasingly
threatened resource.

I anticipate that water scarcity and water quality issues will reach crisis levels in localities all
over America in the next several decades. Like the groundwater in Manhattan, some of the
damage will be irreversible and will require billions of dollars of infrastructure construction. In
other cases, ecosystem restoration, investment in filtration plants, and construction of public
water systems may enable continued use of groundwater resources. The sad fact is that an
active program of data collection and remedial measures today could save billions of dollars in
the future, but local politics and the economic and political power of those currently over-using
groundwater makes it unlikely that these resources can be protected adequately. Aquifers are
recharged by rainwater, but if recharge zones are paved over, the rain may never reach the
places they need to get to replenish the groundwater.

it is a pure case of the “tragedy of the commons,” where it is in everyone’s self-interest to
overuse a free common resource until we so overuse it that it is destroyed. The New York
Times’ study is an important effort to enhance our understanding of the issue, and I am certain
that there are many state and local officials who werry about current trends. In today’s U.S.
Congress, there is no chance that a national policy to promote groundwater protection could be
enacted. Since water supply is largely a local issue, the locus of any policies that protect
groundwater would be at the state and local levels. The federal government could provide
expertise and funds, but not with the current congress. The objective environmental conditions
that localities will be confronted with will be reduced supply and contaminated water. In most
cases, these conditions will deteriorate gradually, and prevention will require a forward-facing
government that can act on trend lines. Some will manage to accomplish this, others will not,
but communities cannot exist without water. Homeowners may be confronted with the choice
of radical increases in water taxes or radical decreases in their home equity. While I might
sound alarmist to some, the impact of water supply on housing is already being experienced....

The American idea that resourees are infiniie and the market can he totally free i< mnning
directly into the timits of local water supply. 1t 1s not that we are running out ot water. Ihe
planet has the same amount of water that it has had throughout human existence.
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However, some has been poliluted, some has been contamimated by salt water, and people have
moved away from places with plenty of water to places that have limited supplies. The land
may be cheaper in Arizona, and the building regulations may be less stringent, but without
water, none of that matters.

Mast of America is not 2 desert and with adequate imfrastrictire investment water can he
transported over thousands of miles to meet people’s needs. But that costs money, and the era
of clean and free groundwater supply is likely coming to an end. Groundwater could be
protected with adequate planning and governance, but it will likely fall victim to short-term
thinking, greed. and under-regulation. The future of America’s water supply is an open
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PSE hit record demands for gas, electricity
during winter storm

Conservation request was sent out due to an outage at a gas storage
facility

Jan. 23, 2024 5:39 p.m.
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/Cascadpieypeswen Melanie Coon said. PSE keeps crews on call and monitors more
than 27,000 miles of electrical line to identify issues before they become
outages, Coon added.

PSE said it also had support from multiple service providers to help perform
functions such as outage investigation, damage assessment, vegetation
management and power restoration.

A request sent to customers in all 10 counties on Jan. 13 urging conservation of
natural gas was due to an outage at Jackson Prairie Gas Storage facility in
Lewis County. The facility went offline in the early afternoon but returned by
the evening, producing at 50-70% capacity during the outage. Additional
customer conservation requests went out Jan. 14 and Jan. 22.

“The outage was caused by failed redundant cables,” Coon said. “The fiber optic
network is like the nervous system in the human body — it sends control
signals throughout the facility. Without a fiber optic network, the work at the
facility can be more manual. We have redundant systems in place to help with
back up.”

The conservation request was intended for the duration of the cold snap, but
especially during the time the facility was oftline.
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2/11/24, 12:24 PM KUOW - Why PSE urged Western Washington to conserve energy amid severe cold

NEWS & STORIES : ENVIRONMENT

Why PSE urged Western Washington to conserve
energy amid severe cold
Q John Ryan f ¥ = in & @ & X

¢ 7 January &, Uuds ; SU pm

Puget Sound Fnergy's Jackson Prairie gas storage plant outside Chehalis, Washington

Courtesy of Puget Sound Energy
Energy utilities in Washington and Oregon asked their customers to curtail gas and electricity usage on

. Q

A spokesperson for Puget Sound Energy, Washington state’s largest utility, said Sunday afternoon that it
will keep asking customers to conserve as long as the region’s unusually cold weather continues.

KUOW Live Stream

https:/iwww.kuow.org/stories/why-pse-urged-people-to-conserve-energy-amid-severe-cold 1/5
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In sandstone layers, more than 1,000 feet underground, it holds gas purchased in summer, when prices are
low, for pumping into Williams' Northwest Pipeline in winter, when demand and prices are high.

With the need for heat and gas-fired electricity spiking during the region’s coldest temperatures in many
years, the volume of gas in the Northwest’s pipeline system on the I-5 corridor was dropping “at a rapid
rate,” the company warned customers.

“Northwest requests all customers to take IMMEDIATE action to reduce loads on the system,” Williams’

notice stated.

Just before 7 p.m., Puget Sound Energy asked its customers to conserve gas and power that evening,
blaming “cxtreme cold temperatures” and “higher cnergy use than forecasted” without mentioning the
dwindling supply of gas entering the Northwest Pipeline.

“This evening, we're asking customers to set their thermostats at a lower setting and limit the use of hot
water, such as dishwashing or clothes washing, dryers and other appliances.”

Gas-fired power plants are the leading source of electricity for Puget Sound Energy, followed by hydropower
and coal.

Other utilities in Washington and Oregon made similar asks of their customers, though some acknowledged

the outage at Jackson Prairie as well as the weather.

In an interview on Sunday, PSE spokesperson Christina Donegan said she did not know how long Jackson

Prairie’s output was stopped. but that it was up to 50-70% of capacitv later that afternoon and up to f .

KUOW Live Stream

hltps://www.kuow.org/slories/why-pse-urged-people—lo—conserve-energy-amid-%ezvere-cold 2/5
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that, especially when 1t's extremely cold,” Donegan said. - e

Though some customers complained on social media about being asked to conserve during a cold snap,
Donegan said many customers came through and saved energy.

“We saw the load drop correlated with that request to our customers,” Donegan said. “They did an amazing
job.”

Donegan said Puget Sound Energy's liquified-natural gas plant in Tacoma, which mostly fuels ships at the
Port of Tacoma but also provides backup supplies to gas users on land during times of peak demand, has
been running at “full tilt” to help gas customers in the Tacoma area stay warm.

Utilitics including NW Natural, which serves 800,000 customers in Oregon and southwestern Washington,
and Cascade Natural Gas, which serves 300,000 customers in Washington and eastern Oregon, told their
customers on Sunday the crisis had passed.

“The issue with the natural gas storage facility has been resolved and operating conditions have returned to
normal,” Cascade told its customers. “Customers may resume normal usage.”

Puget Sound Energy customers, meanwhile, are still being asked to curtail their energy usage.

“We will be asking customers to continue to conserve into the evening and then tomorrow and really, as

long as we're facing these unusually cold temperatures,” Donegan said.

~Extreme cold poses all sorts of problems for the gas system — from reduced supply due to frozen oil and

”

KUQW Live Stream

https://www.kuow.org/stories/why-pse-urged-people-to—conserve—energy-amid-ssgeé/ere-cold 3/5
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To: Scott Diener, Colin Poff, compplan@kitsap.gov

From: Betsy Cooper
Date: Feb 14,2024

RE: Comments on Kitsap County 2024 Comp Plan Draft EIS (December 2023)

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Draft EIS prepared for the consideration of the 2024
Kitsap Comprehensive Plan Update. Below please find my comments on the EIS:

Page 20 (1-2) (also page 54) - 1.1.3 — Location — while this document must focus only on County land and
land use, it is not correct that the Cities Comprehensive planning activities should not inform and be
considered in this EIS. If there are significant changes proposed for Poulsbo, Bremerton, or Port Orchard
they may affect traffic, infrastructure, or recreational planning done by the county. Also, annexations
proposed or anticipated in the near future would reduce the rural area the County is responsible for and
thus make continued ‘dispersed development’ even more undesirable. | believe that the results and
potential impacts of the City’s planning should be discussed in this document, to the extent that it may
change impacts or decisions being considered by the County and the effects on future CFP planning and
rural preservation. Please add references and information in the final EIS.

Page 21 (1-3) — Phasing — the reference here and later in the EIS mentions that this is a ‘phased review’.
Please explain or give examples of actions that would warrant a ‘narrower’ or specific review after this
non-project EIS level review is complete.

Page 24 (Exhibit 1.5-1 and throughout the document) — The Critical Areas Ordinance is cited as a
regulation that will a moderator of impacts to natural resources and a check on impacts. However, the
CAO is under revision and there are many changes that are still being considered. The fact that this
regulation is in flux should be stated clearly in the EIS and perhaps a summary of the changing aspects of
the CAO should be presented to more accurately indicate what aspects of these regulation can affect
impacts to water resources, sensitive areas, etc.

Page 25 (1-7) — Exhibit 1.5 1 Earth Impact Summary — as will be commented on later in the Earth Section,
the Earth impacts section is missing shoreline zone impacts that should be included in this section as
well as Climate Change.

Page 28/29 (1-8) 1.5.3 — Water Resources Impacts Alt 3 - | am glad to see the impacts quantified for non-
fish bearing stream, since Alt 3 carries clear significantly more impact (5-10X). However, ‘fish bearing’
stream impacts were not mentioned in this document. | would request that a similar analysis presented,
if possible, on Fish-bearing streams. One other aspect of stream and wetland effects was not presented,
the potential for additional buffers area losses that is allowed by the buffer averaging regs already in
place. Could buffer averaging losses be estimated, and if not at least mentioned?

Page 29 (1-9) also in Water Resources Impacts and elsewhere in the document, the ACOE are mentioned
as regulating Wetlands. While this is still correct for contiguous wetlands, the agency has recently lost
the ability to regulate small, disconnected wetlands so the general statement you have about the Corps
jurisdiction should be modified to reflect this reduction in jurisdiction. It could also be stated that if
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these small wetlands are not identified and regulated by the County or State that more wetland loss is
an unmitigated impact in the future.

Page 31 (1-11) — Alt 3’s proposed buffer widening mitigation should be considered to be added to any
eventual hybrid Alternative. This is an important measure and would have the potential to offset the
inevitable losses of small non-contiguous wetlands that will result from the loss of ACOE jurisdiction.

Page 32 (1-12) — SW BMPS — | also strongly recommend that the County include in any final alternative
that stronger BMPs for Water Quality improvement be part of Stormwater building or maintenance in
the County. While adding expense it will be very important to the future of Kitsap’s stream and
nearshore health.

Page 33 (1-14/15) 1.5-5 — Land and shoreline — The summary does not include Sea Level Rise expected in
the coming years. This will result in changes to shoreline development potential and thus there will be
adverse impact on the shoreline if the SMP is not changed to include policies and permit requirements
to address these effects when developing in the shoreline zone.

Page 34 (1-16) Plans and policies — This summary page and later in the document, Alt 3 is described as
including removal of lot aggregation requirements. What are those requirements and what would be the
effect of removing of those requirements? This should be described rather than just stated.

Page 38/39 (1-20) 1.5-9 Transportation Summary — Later in the Transportation Section the LOS for each
state roadway is shown to be barely adequate now. The fact that the State Roadways are North Kitsap’s
major arterials and their conditions in the next 20 years must be considered when loading population to
the North of Kitsap. Also, the effect on freight transport from the Kingston Ferry Terminal to South and
on to the Olympic peninsula is threatened by inaction for planning and improving LOS on these
roadways. Here too is where knowing what Poulsbo City Comp Planning is anticipating must be
considered by Kitsap County now.

Page 44 (1-26) Recreation — The EIS does not acknowledge or identify the current lack of adequate active
recreation facilities in the current (no Action) condition. Also, it states the PROS Plan will address this
issue. Will that information be in hand by the Final EIS? The current degraded conditions of the existing
facilities, and a cost estimate for the improvement of the existing facilities and a plan for the future is
vital for North Kitsap and | am sure for all of Kitsap. Please add this information in the final EIS.

Page 47/48 (1-29/30) 1.5-18/19- Wastewater and Stormwater — This planning effort should include a
new way to generate or allocate funding to these vital Capital Facilities so that the strategy for new
facilities is not solely on the shoulders of developers. Impact fees will always go up but heaping all the
burden on development is slowing residential and commercial growth in Kitsap. The mitigation measures
should be strengthened to acknowledge the need for new County funding of needed infrastructure.

Page 62 (2-10) Definition of Countywide Centers is vague at best and is difficult to distinguish from
Regional Growth Centers. It is concerning that since Kingston is designated ‘countywide’, but Silverdale
and Bremerton are ‘regional’ the badly needed transportation, transit and road infrastructure funding
may go to them over Kingston in all cases. Also how do Kingston and McWilliams/303 in any way relate
or resemble each other? Why were they the only Countywide centers designated? How are their needs
or characteristics similar?
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Page 69 (2-17) SEPA Flexibility Thresholds — What does “increase SEPA Flexibility Thresholds” mean?
What is the E-pacer Program? These mechanisms need to be explained and their actual effects on
development should be clarified so that their effects can be understood.

Page 71 (2-19) Kingston Storefront Zone — How was this storefront zone size decided upon? It appears
larger than any proposal received by the County. This proposed Storefront zone is wholly too large. It
would put pressure on the potential for multifamily residential development to occur throughout the
zone but particularly in the newly proposed area along Lynvog. The document is correct to state that
such a ground floor commercial requirement would be (as it was when it was first implemented for the
first 8 years) detrimental and a barrier to development in the Kingston Core.

Page 72 (2-19) Mc Williams/303 appears to be a carved-out section of the Rt 303 Highway Commercial
zone and not in any way resembling Kingston. Thus, Kinston should not be the same overlay ‘countywide
center’.

Reclassification proposal #72 — As part of Alternative 3 the reclassification of a 200-acre rural wooded
area is proposed to be reclassified to rural Residential. That Reclassification should not be included in
any action by the County. It wholly goes against the GMA effort to maintain rural character. | have also
recently learned that the Port Gamble S Klallam Tribe is planning to remove a large area of land from the
Rural Wooded category. Since the uses they may propose for these lands are not known at this time this
action would further diminish the rural wooded area in North Kitsap. And since the rural areas are
continuing to be developed at a greater rate than would be supportive of the basic GMA tenants of
maintaining rural character, there is no justification for granting such an upzoning of the Raident
property.

Exhibit 2.5 3-2 Employment Growth Targets — The figures for Poulsbo appear to be extremely low and
should be checked. Is this only for a small area that is to be annexed? Also, on this topic the Alt 3 is
described to meet and exceed the employment targets but how that would occur — what additional
employment-producing elements yield this conclusion is not clear. Please expand on this in the EIS.

Page 93 (3-11) Earth Impacts — While the statement “the assigned land use designations and zoning
classification do not generate impacts themselves” may generally be true, one aspect of land designation
is not being fully addressed - the potential for new and changing shoreline effects as sea level rises and
storms intensify. These effects will not be felt by all zoning designations. The Final EIS should
acknowledge this. The County should add a section to the SMP updating permit requirements for
development along the shoreline, and a mitigation measure in document should call for that review and
revision.

Page 122 (3-41) Exhibit 3.1.3.1-2 shows only limited coverage of streams. There is no mention of
important North Kitsap lowland streams. Also, this section should mention shoreline vegetation
(eelgrass) and forage fish populations areas. These resources have been shown to be affected by land-
based development and thus should be mentioned in the EIS.

Page 128 (3-45/46) — Lake list does not mention Carpenter Lake. It is important that this unique bog
environment, rare in Kitsap, be included in the list of lakes, as well as any other bogs in Kitsap.

Page 130 (3-49) — WQ Section should include a link to all the waterbodies that are listed as impaired by
some constituent for example, Carpenter Creek is listed for Fecal Coliform. Mentioning all the listings is
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important to correctly characterize these existing conditions. Such a figure or list should be available
from the Dept of Ecology.

Page 148 (3-68) — rare plants — as noted above, this section also does not mention the bog plants found
in at least one bog in North Kitsap — Carpenter Lake Bog. Please add mention of this and other bog/fen
environments in the plants and wetland sections of this document. These are important and rare in our
region and occur only because of unique surface water conditions that should be taken into account
when land is considered for development.

Page 148 (3-67/8) — Bear, cougar, and coyote should also be mentioned as being present in North Kitsap
woodland areas. And as a consequence of development the bear’s habitat is certainly being reduced.
These effects could be expected to be greater in Alternative #3.

Page 151 (3-70) — estuarine nearshore habitat — There should be mention of the fact that in several
places throughout the County that significant restoration investment has been made in areas to regain
more natural conditions (e.g. Carpenter Creek; Clear Creek; Harpers creek) and these areas are in the
process of enhancing the estuarine ecosystems in these areas.

Page 152 (3-70/71) Marine Nearshore habitat — the data for land cover is from 2013 and the other data
is from much older references. Unfortunately, it is possible that statistics of tree cover and other
vegetation are out of date. Unless they can be verified as still correct, | suggest they be removed or
caveated in some way.

Habitat section — while fish species in the intertidal and in the estuary are covered well in this document,
there is no reference to Eelgrass coverage along the Kitsap shoreline and Kelp Forest areas (some
restoration areas that exist). These are important components of the marine nearshore environment
along the Kitsap shoreline and should have some mention in the document. Since runoff from new
development, or intensified land uses in or near these areas could affect their patchiness, it is important
they be mentioned.

Also, the WRIA 15 Plan is cited as an important tool to direct action and achieve improvement in habitat
and water quality. However, the WRIA plan is not an approved plan, and its initiatives are certainly not
fully funded. Therefore the description of this plan and its use in this EIS should be revised to clearly
note that it is not fully approved or funded.

Page 167 (3-83) — Mitigation for shoreline affects — a mitigation again could be added here that speaks to
a revision of the Shoreline Management Program that incorporates increase protections for nearshore
areas from development and climate-related degradation with development.

Page 169-70 (3-2) — Centers designations — the distinction between regional centers and countywide
centers is not clear. Why is Kingston a Countywide Center? How are its characteristics the same as the
other area in that category? While it is important that Kingston be eligible for grants or other programs
that can support transit, housing, road, ferry improvements, it is not clear why Kingston is distinguished
differently than the regional centers (e.g. Silverdale). These distinctions should be explained in the Final
EIS or Kingston may need to be reclassified.
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Page 188 (3-20) — While the 2016 subarea plan may have mentioned the potential for Kingston to
incorporate, there is no determination at this time that such an incorporation is reasonable or feasible
during the next 20 years. This statement should be revised to say that Kington, like all UGA’s, are slated
at some time to be incorporated.

Page 195 (3-28) — Plan consistency — This section notes that jurisdiction’s plans much be consistent. Here
this EIS may fall short of evaluating all the impacts of these alternatives without being aware of, and
considering, the effects of the plans of Poulsbo, Port Orchard and Bremerton. While it is understandable
that the County needed to prepare this plan in time for a timely review by all, it should however share
the important components of these Cities updates as well in the Final EIS so that all effects on
Transportation, recreational planning, transit, changes can be assessed on County proposals.

Page 197 (3-30) — Regional Center designation vs Countywide designation — the distinction between
these two centers in vague at best. If there are differences in requirements and expectations, then they
should be more thoroughly explained. Kingston has been listed as an HCTC, and has been given
additional population and employment requirements, because of that designation but, it may not be
able to effectively compete for transportation funding against these other Regional Centers. The
distinction between these two zones and the attendant benefits and requirements should be clarified or
Kingston should perhaps be designated a Regional Center.

Page 260 (3-93/4) — Visual Character - Kingston — | would request that the photographs Exhibit 3.2.5.1 —
4 and narrative for Kingston be revised the Old Town component do have a storefront area and Kingston
does also have enforceable design standards that focus on a small-town maritime feel. This narrative
does not reflect those aspects and the images are not representative of the town in any way. A picture of
the downtown core showing the building type would be more illustrative.

Page 269 (3-102) Kingston section should be revised to mention the stairstep nature of the UVC zoning
that preserves light and views for the Downtown main streets. It also incorrectly states (However,
commercial zoned areas will have an increased maximum height of 50 feet.) This would be allowed only
in a stairstep manor and for roof peaks.

Page 272 (3-105) The impacts listed under Kingston Alt #3 neglect to present the significant light and
visual changes a 55ft building height allowance would cause in the main street in Kingston, creating a
canyon effect, significant loss of light and views of the water, the key aspect of the towns appeal. This
effect should be stated in the Final EIS.

Page 273 (3-105) - Exhibit 3.2.5.3 -1 While this table is a summary of the whole county, in Alt 3 the
significant change in the light, visual effects and character of potentially creating 55 ft buildings on either
side of Main Street in Kingston, where those heights and canyon effects exist in no City in Kitsap, should
be highlighted. This would be a significant change to Light, shadow and view corridor.

Page 307 (3-136) — Ferries — While the data on ridership is great and well presented, there is no data
presented regarding vehicles and particularly the truck and commercial vehicles that the ferries carry.
This is particularly important information regarding planning for roadway capacity. A key aspect of the
Kingston Ferry run is that it carries the most commercial vehicles of any part of the WSF system and the
need to plan for those vehicle movement is crucial. Therefore, it should be discussed, and future
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planning should consider the increase in these vehicles and their effects on LOS on County and State
roadways.

Page 312 (3- 140) — Pedestrian — This section is written in a way that currently seems to indicate that
there are adequate and safe shoulders on roadways for pedestrians in the UGAs. Kingston, and perhaps
other areas in the County, do not have adequate pedestrian ways. Therefore, the existing conditions
sections and the no Action should be amended to state this clearly and mitigations measures should be
noted in all alternatives that pedestrian ways development is needed to meet reasonable consistency
with Urban service requirements.

Page 318 (3-150/151) — Transportation/Roadway impacts - In seems the methodology used here is
flawed. The way the sections of the county roadways deficiencies are lumped together, and averaged
significantly minimizes deficiencies in serve, rather than highlight deficiencies. For example, in Kingston’s
UGA, all the major arterials corridors (state Rt 104 and Miller Bay) leading to and from the UGA are
currently nearing or are significantly deficient. Averaging these deficiencies with all other county roads
dilutes these impacts and seems to bring under 15 % and thus achieves consistency. This approach must
be revised in the Final EIS to more accurately highlight the pinch points and issues for roadway LOS for
the next 20 years. Analyzing the arteries alone associated with UGA could be one approach. Also
discussing their conditions’ impacts on commerce and presenting them would also be important and
illustrative planning challenges.

Also, one example of a missing component in the North Kitsap area is NE 288th St, which runs between
Hansville rd. NE and St Highway 104. This roadway is a narrow, curvy two-lane road without shoulders
that is used by many to avoid the stretch of Bond Rd (also called SR 104) from the Miller Bay/Hansville
highway intersection where it becomes St route 307. This stretch is regularly busy with offloading of ferry
traffic from Kingston that heads south and to the Olympic peninsula. Since that stretch is often
congested, and the NE 288™ St is a straighter, alternate route to RT104 for many leaving The Point
Casino, it is used heavily, particularly at night. This has resulted in property damage (loss of many
mailboxes) and many visits by law enforcement. While there have not been fatal accidents as yet, the
area is not safe for pedestrians to walk. This is an example of another type of deficiency not identified in
the EIS and not taken into account in the current analysis of consistency.

Page 326 (3-159) Exhibit 3.2.6.3.-1 roadway improvements — This table should include shoulder widening
for Barber Cutoff Rd and South Kingston Rd for pedestrian safe and recreational opportunity. For existing
and both alternatives.

Page 402 (3-235) — Stormwater Infrastructure — an additional mitigation measure that could be added
would be to require additional SW WQ remediation for all road projects.

Page 413 (3-246) Impacts on Telecommunications — This section did not describe any of the deficiencies
and inequities demonstrated by the pandemic when online school was not supported equally
throughout the county. Kingston and North Kitsap had significant areas where internet was not adequate
and as reported in this section, the communication companies do not intend to improve availability. This
is a critical impact to residential and commercial as it grows. This issue should be acknowledged and
quantified in the Final EIS.

Return to Comment Matrix
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Comments on Draft Environmental Impact Statement
Dated December, 2023

After reading the entire Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) prepared for the 2024 Comp
Plan it is clear the least environmental impact of the three alternatives is Alternative 2. According to
the statement Alternative 2 will achieve the housing targets and nearly meet the employment targets for
2044. Alternative 1 as stated on page 2-11 does not meet growth targets for population, housing, or
employment. Alternative 3 as stated on page 2-13 exceeds employment targets and accommodates less
population (housing) growth than Alternative 2. I would like to see Tree Retention in some form
incorporated into Alternative 2 rather than only Tree Replacement to help protect vital environmental
concerns with the loss of an entire tree canopy on future developed properties. This should be
addressed in the final EIS.

Most of my following comments have to do with the environmental concerns with the expansion of the
Silverdale UGA into rural properties in Central Valley that were considered in the DEIS. This
specifically is the East 75 acres of the former Crista Camp property and the 20 acre tract immediately
south of that property being the Courter Farm.

«  Seismic Hazards — Silverdale Subarea page 3-11:
“Erodible soils are found along the Dyes Inlet and some creek drainage corridors associated
with Clear Creek, Strawberry Creek, Steele Creek, and Barker Creek.”
Comment: Barker Creek traverses the properties noted above. As these soils are disturbed by
development they will become prone to contaminate the creek with turbid run-off. This may
occur both during development and after. Barker Creek is a fish bearing creek including salmon
and cutthroat trout which are affected by turbid waters.

- Water Resources (Surface and Ground) page 3-37
“ The quantity and quality of surface water also directly affects the extent of flooding and
amount of groundwater recharge. Maintaining groundwater recharge is imperative for the
residents of Kitsap county, as groundwater is the only source of drinking water outside of
Bremerton's public water supply service area. Groundwater also contributes to base flows of
streams, provides direct input into lakes, aids in the prevention of seawater intrusion, and other
related benefits.”
Comment: As stated in a later citation, the Island Lake Aquifer is a Category I aquifer and as
such is susceptible to contamination. The properties noted above are the largest remaining
mostly undeveloped tract that contributes to groundwater recharge of the Island Lake Aquifer
which supplies drinking water for the residents of Central Valley, Ridgetop, and much of
Silverdale. The loss of this vital resource to development will have a severe impact on aquifer
recharge and possible contamination of the groundwater. Island Lake itself has been in peril as
evidenced by the fact that tens of millions of gallons of water must be pumped into the lake
each summer (since 1992) to maintain an acceptable water level.

- Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA) page 3-51
“ The regulation of development and land use activities that may impact the quantity or quality
of groundwater is critical to public welfare given the reliance of groundwater for the county's
potable water supply. Several areas have been specifically identified in the CAO as Category I
CARA's due to special circumstances or identified in accordance with WAS 365-190-100(4) as
aquifer areas of significant potable water supply with susceptibility to groundwater
contamination including, but not limited to Hansville, Seabeck, Island Lake, Gorst and
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Poulsbo.”

Comment: Allowing development of the above referenced properties potentially will cause
irreversible negative impacts to the Island Lake Aquifer. Once this property is clear-cut,
bulldozed, and developed with impermeable surfaces the area will be forever lost for recharge
of the aquifer. In addition, as ground surfaces are altered, the potential for contamination of the
aquifer will be exacerbated.

Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas (CARA) Silverdale Subarea page 3-51

“Ecology has listed seven streams in the Silverdale subarea on the 2018 303(d) impaired waters
list, including an unnamed fish-bearing stream near Kitsap Mall and Clear, Strawberry, Mosher,
Illahee, Steele, and Barker Creeks.”

Comment: According to data supplied by Silverdale Water District the level of Island Lake has
not reached the outflow from the lake into Barker Creek since February 2021. Since Island Lake
is the headwaters to Barker Creek, no water being supplied at the headwaters means reduced
water flow down stream which several fish species including salmon and cutthroat trout call
home at various times of the year. As climate change continues, one can expect this trend to
continue. Development next to Barker Creek and Island lake will only make this situation
worse. In addition, there are wetlands associated with Barker Creek that will suffer from
development of the property.

Water Resources — Impacts Streams & Rivers page 3-53

“Increased development under all alternatives is likely to impact the quality and quantity of
surface water from soil compaction, draining, and ditching across the landscape, increased
impervious surface cover, and decreased forest cover associated with construction activities
(Booth and Jackson 1977, Moore and Wondzell 2005). ...

The development of previously undeveloped upland areas can result in various water quality
concerns, including, but not limited to, increased fine sediment, nutrients, pathogens, and
metals. Further, the impacts of fertilizers, pesticides, nutrients, bacteria and chemicals become
more widely dispersed as more land area is developed.... Land clearing activities may accelerate
runoff or result in elevated stream temperatures. Stream temperatures and summer low flows
may be exacerbated by climate change under all alternatives. Moreover, alteration of a
watershed runoff process and stream flow patterns is anticipated to be the most significant
impact on water resources. ...”

Comment: This says it all. With the inclusion of the property south of Island Lake in
Alternative 3, we can expect all of this to occur in Barker Creek.

Water Resources — Impacts Lakes page 3-54

“The cumulative effects of development under all alternatives are expected to impact water
quality in lakes in similar ways as marine resources and streams. Development activities and
conversion of undeveloped land can increase the volume and quantity of surface water runoft
and increase sediment and pollutant loads to lakes. ... Eutrophication, pathogens, and low
dissolved oxygen levels are primary concerns for impacting water quality in lakes. ...

Structural stabilization along lakeshoresis expected to negatively impact shoreline habitat and
interrupt natural processes.”

Comment: As long time residents of Island Lake, we have already experienced all of this. In the
late 1980's and early 1990's this was allowed to happen when Silverhills was developed. The
lake became turbid from runoff which eventually settled to the bottom of the lake. As time went
on, noxious lake weeds began to proliferate throughout the lake. With further development at
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the south end of the lake, we can expect this problem to exacerbate. One can also expect an
impact from the reduced riparian functions, values, and overall water quality of Island Lake and
Barker Creek by inclusion of 48 acres in the Silverdale UGA under Alternative 2 as described
on page 3-58 Silverdale Subarea.

Plants & Animals — Impacts Silverdale Subarea page 3-84

“A portion of the UGA boundary expansion includes the southern portion of Island Lake and
Barker Creek. Expansion of the UGA boundary in this area may impact the current
undeveloped shoreline habitat, similar to those impacts described in Section 3.1.3 Water
Resources. Conversion or indirect impacts to the shoreline habitats associated with Island Lake
and Barker Creek are expected to impact both aquatic and terrestrial species that occupy there
ecosystems. Increased zoning density is expected to increase impervious surface coverage and
may result in conversion of intact wildlife habitat areas.”

Comment: Island Lake and Barker Creek is home to varied species of wildlife and fish
including bald eagles, blue heron, osprey, kingfishers numerous species of waterfowl (ducks,
geese, cormorant), deer, coyote, black bear, otters, beaver, trout, bass, bluegill, salmon and
cutthroat trout in Barker Creek, amphibians (frogs, newts, salamander), and turtles. All of these
animals and fish will be negatively impacted by the loss of habitat should the Silverdale UGA
be expanded into the Island Lake area. Not only will they be impacted during construction but
will be exposed to long term impacts of added light and noise from development for years to
come.

Historical & Cultural Preservation — Impacts Alternative 3 page 3-87

“Overall UGA expansion in proximity to water bodies would be greater under Alternative 3
than under any alternative, which as a result would create a greater potential impact on cultural
resources.

Silverdale Subarea page 3-88

“ A portion of the UGA boundary expansion in Alternative 3 includes the southern portion of
Island Lake and Barker Creek. This area may include increased impacts on cultural resources
as most of this area is undeveloped.”

Comment: The southern portion of Island Lake and the northern section of Barker Creek was
operated as a children's summer camp for more than 60 years. As stated above, most of this
property is undeveloped and may have historical and cultural resources. There has been
indication from the State that this area may have been occupied by local tribes. In light of that, a
comprehensive study of the historical and cultural aspects should be done prior to inclusion in
the Silverdale UGA and subsequent development.

Fire Protection — Impacts Alternative 3 page 3-197

“Alternative 3 with UGA expansion will be challenged by increased emergency response travel
times or will otherwise require the development of new fire departments closer to expanded
UGA areas.”

Comment: Increased emergency response times are a matter of life and death for the citizens of
Kitsap County. It is not prudent to expand the Silverdale UGA into the Island Lake area with
narrow roadways and limited access points thus leading to even slower response times in event
of an emergency.

Parks & Recreation — Impacts Community Parks page 3-212
“Currently and within the 20-year planning period, the County will not be able to meet the
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Community Parks LOS standard as shown in Exhibit 3.3.4.2-4.”

Comment: I can not think of a better way to help meet the Community Parks LOS than the
County purchasing the east portion of former camp property (75 acres) for an additional park at
the south end of Island Lake. There is already some infrastructure in place that could be utilized
for park amenities.

- Stormwater — Impacts page 3-233
“The creation of more impervious surface area and the reduction of forest land cover would
reduce the amount of rainwater intercepted by trees and infiltration into the ground, thereby
increasing the volume and rate of stormwater runoff.”
Comment: By including the property immediately south of Island Lake in and increased
Silverdale UGA boundary and the development associated with that, impervious surface area
and stormwater runoff will have a detrimental affect on Island Lake and Barker Creek. In
addition, climate change could increase temperatures of the stormwater emptying into Barker
Creek.

- Energy & Telecommunications — Impacts page 3-247
“Alternative 3 focuses on dispersed growth. Dispersed population growth in the county would
result in the highest infrastructure cost of the three alternatives due to the demand of service
expansions and extensions. Anywhere there is focused growth centers will allow for more
efficient services for natural gas, electricity and telecommunications.”
Comment: There is currently no infrastructure on the property being considered to be added to
the Silverdale UGA next to Island Lake and Barker Creek. This includes sewers, electricity,
gas, and water. The infrastructure needed would be very costly and much would need to be
extended from the west of Barker Creek. This could result in contamination of the creek as
these facilities cross the creek.

Summary:

All of the citations above point to the severe environmental impacts for including the property south of
Island Lake in an expanded Silverdale UGA under Alternative 3. Also, Alternative 3 does little if
anything to meet the County stated goal of reducing urban sprawl as shown in Exhibit 3.2.2.2-1 on
page 3-36 and mentioned many times throughout the DEIS. In addition to this, in the early 1990's the
then County Commissioners promised the Island Lake community that the county would not expand
urban growth into the Central Valley Corridor. By including this property in the Silverdale UGA, it
does exactly the opposite of their promise.

Regards,

Donald Fenton
Island Lake Resident
Dated 2-19-2024

Return to Comment Matrix
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“Save Enetai”

2811 Rozewood Drive
Bremerton WA 98310
Saveenetai.org

February 20, 2024

Commissioners of the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan update (2024)
614 Division Street, MS-36
Port Orchard, WA 98366

Dear Sirs and Madams:

We are asking that the county change the zoning of the Cheney-Fisher plat, located to the south
of the Illahee Community Plan and 30th street. Our suggestion to the Kitsap County
Comprehensive plan update is to lower the zoning of this plat (associated with permit number
23-05658) to something more consistent with major ecological concerns existing there. We
think returning that plat to the zoning prior to 2016 is appropriate; it certainly should be much
lower than the proposed nine units per acre the developer is now planning. We believe that the
county was in error when they changed the zoning in 2016. Possibly the seller of the property
misrepresented the area; it is fairly well established that this is an eagle habitat as well as
containing probably two salmon streams. From LIDAR it is an unstable slope, as such falls
under the critical areas classification, and is protected both federally and at the state level by
many ordinances.

We understand this is a small concern in comparison to Kitsap's other concerns, but Enetai is
dropping through the cracks between Bremerton and Kitsap County planning. It is not enough
to expect the developer and owner of this property to generate an environmental impact study
(EIS); that is like putting the fox in charge of the henhouse. Let's not be naive. There are other
solutions the owner can find for his land which would be less impactful. The area should be an
extension of the Illahee Plan, already adopted by the county.

Ms. Schultz is professionally qualified/certified to teach Biology and Science in the State of
Washington, and she holds a Master of Science degree. She is also a tribal member of the
Muskogee-Creeks, and takes the heritage of her people and their relationship to the land very
seriously. Our concerns are that of citizen-scientists, of educators, and as a matter of cultural
heritage. She lives on Viewcrest, to the north of the Fisher Plat.

The first of multiple concerns is biological. The wildlife in the Enetai-Illahee greenbelt biome
is often observed by resident citizens; some are listed under the Priority Habitat and Species
Act (PHS) and include eagles (species of concern under PHS), raccoons, opossums, deer,
bobcats (possible Canadian Lynx which are endangered), river otters, bats, doves, pileated
woodpeckers, two species of squirrel (Douglas and grey) at least four species of owls (Great
Grey, Barred, Barn-Tyto and Screech) all have been observed, sited, tracked, photographed and
heard for over 25 years in this region. Innumerable migratory songbirds are also here along
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with small hawks, and the purple martin (listed “of concern” under PHS) and marble murrelet.
Off-shore waters sometimes host orca and seals, and the shoreline is mapped as surf smelt
spawning habitat, and sand lance spawning area as per Fish and Wildlife. ALL raptors (hunting
birds) have protection under the Migratory Bird Act (MBA.) Enetai is a dynamic, well-
populated, active biome, home to MANY species of animal.

Our primary concern is the Fisher Plat as an eagle habitat. The eagles were personally heard by
Ms. Schultz in Oct 2023, right where the nest is mapped on the Fisher Plat, then again (same
area) Feb 3, 2024, and a nest was sighted. Eagle nests are huge, built to be sturdy (they don't
just disappear with a click of the mouse as "old information™) and the two documented by Fish
and Wildlife (see attached email from Alexia Henderson) in the proposed Fisher development
are likely still occupied, home to eaglets in breeding season. Both nests probably belong to the
same pair of eagles (they like a choice) and residents in the area see AND HEAR eagles on a
regular basis. It seems a foregone conclusion that the eagles are still there. The site is perfect for
eagles, and there is no reason they would have decamped. Eagles not only are long-lived, but
their nests can pass down to future generations, for when one mate dies, the survivor goes out
and finds another mate; that might go on for years. Eagle nests have been documented to last
for decades, occupied up to 34 years.

Eagles are covered under PHS (Priority Habitat and Species) and that reference may be found at
https://wdfw.wa.gov/species-habitats/at-risk/phs. The GMA and Shoreline Management act
requires that this process, developing an "Eagle Plan" is part of the planning process for any
development in Washington State where eagles are present. Eagles AND THEIR NESTS are
also covered by a wide range of State AND Federal protections, all of which may be read at the
following link:

https://en.wikipedia.org/wiki/Bald_and_Golden_Eagle Protection_Act
https://www.fws.gov/species/bald-eagle-haliaeetus-leucocephalus/map
https://wdfw.wa.gov/species-habitats/at-risk/species-recovery/bald-eagle

Not far to the west of the Fisher Plat, there is a new installation next to Mountain View Middle
School, a sports field with huge white flood-lights (not the amber lights of Viewcrest and
neighborhoods in our greenbelt), and neighbors are already complaining about disturbed sleep
patterns. If anyone bothered to do an EIS on this construction, they utterly failed. As per
writings by noted biologist, UW professor John Marzluff in Subirdia, light pollution is one of
the most destructive effects Mankind has in our modern world, it throws off migratory patterns
of MANY birds, and is often in violation of the MBA (which also covers migratory mammals
such as bats.) Add to this the new Fisher development, and you may as well kiss goodbye the
migratory nocturnal creatures of this area, bats and owls. As well, houses bring with them pet
cats which roam loose and eat songbirds (protected under MBA), and power lines which are
deadly to large eagles. SOME animals can live with development (such as crows) but many can
NOT and that impacts diversity of species, which is a cornerstone concept in all ecological
studies.
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Hydrogeology: Climate change is often promoted as a governing factor in development. The
Cheney/Fisher plat is only a short distance from Bainbridge Island, and a very thorough study
of that island and aquifer system has already been done, and is on file.

https://pubs.usgs.gov/sir/2011/5021/pdf/sir20115021.pdf
https://www.bainbridgewa.gov/DocumentCenter/View/14968/GW-Fact-Sheet-Final-052121

We don't know what the future will bring; ours is not an infinite aquifer, and it services not
only Bainbridge, but the entire region of Illahee and the Manette peninsula. The study plainly
states that septic returns form part of the aquifer recharge system of our area. A sewer system
to the Fisher development will take that water away from the aquifer, and run-off will increase
urban toxic dumps into Dyes Inlet.

This Comp Plan update is now trying to forecast to the year 2044. In the Aquifer Plan, pg. 77
plainly states that the greater the population growth, the lower the aquifer. That's common
sense. There is a clear correlation of ground flow from springs and precipitation. Taking out
this massive stand of Enetai trees will alter aquifers for the entire region.

There are also stormwater concerns. From casual observation, right now, around a third if not
more of the storm-water run-off from the Viewcrest neighborhood is "dumped" into the Fisher
plat. Adding 189 units will accelerate erosion, and will take along all the toxic lawn and road
run-off from the Fisher housing tract to the Sound, which is already seriously polluted.

ALL Puget Sound builders know our type of soil (glacial till) is not conducive to absorption,
water runs off, and the lodgepole pines in the region are needed to slow the rain as it falls, as
well as aid in absorption to the aquifer through transpiration from leaves. This is a common
situation here; we have massive rainfall events and trees slow the erosion on sheer slopes. A
simple look at the LIDAR of the Fisher-Cheney plat will fully illustrate this situation; the
Enetai slope shows visual evidence of old landslides in this region. The entire Puget Sound
region is known for landslides, often due to poor planning in developments. No one should
need to be reminded of the terrible tragedy in Oso, Washington on March 22, 2014, where forty
homes were covered in a massive landslide, and 43 people died. Puget Sound is ALL
susceptible to land-slides; I have attached three articles from geologically recent slide events
right here in Kitsap County. No one knows what tips a slope to slide, but some of us live on
Viewcrest, and don't want to be on the slope next to the Fisher plat when we find out. There is
already one collapsed road on the Fisher property.

The landslide which covered Hwy 166 in Port Orchard continues today, during heavy rains, as
anyone who travels that road is well aware. Considering the layered nature of the land (ref
Bainbridge Island Aquifer study) it can happen here too. This is nothing to treat lightly, there
should be a comprehensive study of the Fisher plat by a competent impartial hydrogeologist
prior to any ground breaking.

The County has a Buildable Lands Report and other documents concerning environment all
over their website:
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Are we merely giving this lip service? It is not just the “birds and Bambis” we are concerned
about. The preliminary report on this potential development discusses removing trees to
"improve the view" therefore these homes will NOT fall into the "affordable housing" concerns
of the county. They will be high end "with a view" after the trees are removed, and affordable
by few in this current economy. As a resident to the north of this plat on Viewcrest (the same
geological terrain, perhaps more stable from LIDAR evidence) the county should be aware of
the longitudinal issues of homes on this slope. Ms. Schultz’s home, built in the 60s, is showing
signs of settling, apparently the house was built on top of a filled gully. It's livable for now, but
what about the future? To the east downslope, her neighbors have water intrusion in their
daylight basement during heavy rains. Other people further down the slope have had foundation
problems, and the only home built here recently needed a massive cantilever to stabilize the
structure; they sold their home within two years of completion. The Viewcrest neighborhood is
zoned at four to an acre. Filling gullies and slapping in nine homes to an acre on the same
terrain is NOT appropriate for this area. The proposed development is on the top ridge, and the
run-off will be eroding all the way downbhill, unless mitigation of septics, settling ponds,
bioswales and rain gardens are put in place.

Community Concerns: Almost 200 new units will bring more families to the area. Can
emergency services cover this? We have ongoing mail theft on Viewcrest now, and no police
coverage. We are missing an elementary school in Manette and this will mean that children K-5
grades will have to be bussed a considerable distance. We wonder if Bremerton has planned for
this influx of students, and how they feel about little ones having to get up early to catch the
bus? Viewridge and Arman Jahr need to be rebuilt as it is. Everyone, get ready for more bond
issues.

Above all, with the constant drumbeat of the UGA, we citizens KNOW that "we need housing"
is a weak argument in the Bremerton area; a statistic | pulled from the firehose of information
on line is that Bremerton has reached around 136% of the 2036 target date for growth; pushing
that date to 2044 won't change the fact that the growth mandate in the Bremerton area has been
FULFILLED. The push by the County for development is unsupported by clear or convincing
facts and figures, the only people development will benefit is developers, and the Cheney-
Fisher development will NOT be affordable housing. Any city planner worth their salt knows
when you run out of land, you put in affordable housing far from the city core, then provide
rapid transit for workers. Rather than pushing inappropriate development and destroying the
urban greenbelts with zoning tricks, the County should perhaps start planning an electric
monorail to the shipyard.

The Cheney-Fisher Plat has been sitting undisturbed for over 100 years, and presently shows a
wide diversity of species, as indicated by more than seven species of mushrooms spotted during
casual walks through the Enetai forest, and the six-story lodgepole pines which cover much of
the area. It's a lovely little wild area with potential for passive recreation. We citizens moved
here, and live here for a reason. We don't like concrete, we like trees. Our County is enabling
the creeping destruction of greenbelts. Kitsap county is being preyed upon by out-of-state
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developers who have bought cheap land and want to make a massive profit by destroying our
communities, not understanding the unbuildable nature of much of that "cheap” land which is
cheap for a reason.

One civil engineer when informed of this, commented "You'll find creatures like eagles often
live in places unbuildable for people, because sheer cliffs near the ocean are perfect for
THEIR lifestyles.” In a nutshell, that is our concern. The land is not suitable for nine units per
acre, nor is it suitable for massive tree removal.

We would beg the County to reconsider their erroneous zoning of this parcel; lowering the
density will not impact the "population pressure™ on county housing needs in the slightest. We
would urge adoption of the most environmentally protective version of the update to the plan.

Regards,

Christie Schultz
Secretary and Science/Biological Consultant
“Save Enetai”

Find attached: three articles regarding landslides in Kitsap, complaint TO Fish and Wildlife,
and email FROM Fish and Wildlife.

Return to Comment Matrix
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Public Comment on the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) December 2023
Walt Elliott, Kingston WA, 2/21/2024.
3.3.4.2 Parks & Recreation — Impacts
Issue: There is insufficient information to assess the impact of the Alternatives on active recreation.

e The DEIS states “the final EIS will revise the Draft EIS as appropriate and respond to comments as
required in WAC 197-11-560".

e The DEIS refers to an updated PROS plan to provide information on the recreation needs of future
growth. That update is in progress with approvals scheduled for the second quarter of 2024. The
Community Recreation Priorities survey, needed to support that Update was scheduled for December
but it has not yet been completed. It is not feasible for that information, needed to assess the impact of
the Alternatives on active recreation to be available for public review and comment (per WAC 197-11-
560) before the EIS is final.

e A GMA goal is “to stimulate the health and welfare of human beings”. Active recreation is important
to achieving that goal, especially for young people. The lack of information in the DEIS on active
recreation makes it impossible for those involved with active adult recreation and youth sports to
evaluate the Alternatives.

e The 2012 PROS plan identified field shortages. Since, there has not been sufficient funding to meet the
active recreation gaps identified in the Plan. As a result, addressing that need in the EIS is a matter of
significant public concern.

Recommendation: Use the LOS standards in the 2012 PROS Plan, to calculate 2044 active recreation needs and
gaps as is being done in the DEIS for passive recreation needs.

Facility inventory varies by County region. For north Kitsap include the objective data on inventory and need
collected by the KCAC Parks and Trails subcommittee.

3.3.4.3 Parks and Recreation — Mitigation Measures
Issue: There are no mitigation measures identified to address the active recreation gap.

e The 2012 PROS Plan reports that “School Districts provide most of the (active) athletic facilities. The
recent failed NKSD bond measure indicates substantial school investment in new athletic fields is
unlikely.

e The PROS Plan has identified public-private partnerships and community organizations as a means to
address recreation needs gaps.

e The Noth Kitsap Unted project which could be accommodates in Alternative 3, is an example of a
partnership that could meet active recreation gaps.

Recommendation: Include public-private partnerships and community projects to mitigate active recreation
gaps in Alternative 3.

Population, Housing & Employment (Section 3.2.3), Transportation (Section 3.2.6), Parks and Recreation
(Section 3.3.4)

Issue: The DEIS does not include the positive impact and mitigation that Alternative 3 will have by including a
central North Kitsap sports complex.

e Alternative 3 (which includes Application 72) will facilitate the establishment of a sports complex
which will have significantly less adverse impact than the collective impact of those facilities if
dispersed throughout North Kitsap.

e The location is central to all North Kitsap's communities. This location is equitable to all NK residents
and will reduce traffic impacts.

e Nearly all the 400 acres is underlain by sand. Documented surveys found no streams and only one small
wetland. Based on Rotary’s several years of search this would not likely be the case if the complex were
located on similarly sized sites available elsewhere in Noth Kitsap.

e Because of the above storm and sanitary sewer can be infiltrated on-site easily and sand is the perfect
material for field construction
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e The highway location means that no local streets or neighborhoods will be adversely affected. Locating
the complex in or adjacent to urban areas would have significantly greater transportation traffic impact.
e Adjacency to the Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park will create a "mixed-use" effect whereby families
can engage in numerous recreation activities with less traveling to diverse locations. This was a stated
purpose when establishing Heritage Parks.
Recommendation: Include in the above sections potential benefit in Alternative 3 of a sports complex in
meeting recreation needs in sections 3.2.3,4, and 6. Consider a stipulation that application 72 includes setting
aside 40 acres to a non-profit or government organization for a recreation complex.

3.2.2.1 Relationship to Plans & Policies — Affected Environment

Goal: “Encourage a variety of housing types including affordable housing. Goal: “The region preserves,
improves, and expands its housing stock to provide a range of affordable, accessible, healthy, and safe housing
choices to every resident.”

Issue: The comparison of Alternatives to meet these two goals cannot be objectively assessed.

e High density in urban areas, with limited available land, would increase demand for land and drive-up
urban housing costs. Affordability appears to be achieved only by residents having less living space.

e Requiring large tracts in rural areas would increase rural housing costs. While rural land may be lower
cost, requirements to buy large lots results in higher net housing costs.

e Limited housing choices to either high density urban dwellings or large rural lots is contrary to public
housing preferences. Please see the 2023 Profile of Home Buyers and Sellers1Survey by the National
Association of Realtors.

e (Cluster development (Chapter 17.450) has been promoted to reduce environmental impact. By locating
clusters in, and among, rural greenbelt areas rural environment character will be sustained.

Recommendation: Include housing cost per square foot as a metric for comparing Alternatives. Include a
metric that compares future housing supply and diversity to documented public preferences. Include cluster
development to mitigate housing development impact in rural areas.

Return to Comment Matrix
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Wendy C. Arness
6735A 24th Ave. NW
Seattle, WA 98117

February 19, 2024

Re Kingston Urban Growth Area (UGA)
Parcels #252702-2-022-2004 and 262702-1-003-2008
and Alternative #2 and #3

To Whom it May Concern;

| am writing regarding Parcels 252702-2-022-2004 and 262702-1-003-
2008 which are located just north of the current Kingston UGA, north
and east of the Alternative #2 UGA proposal and are included in the
Alternative #3 UGA planning option. These parcels are currently zoned
RR or “Low -density residential development and agricultural
activities.” | strongly advocate these parcels be included in the UGA or
Urban density (Medium) to allow for a higher density Comprehensive
Plan and zoning designation as part of the Kitsap County
Comprehensive plan update. This change would meet many of the
stated goals in the draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS) and
would also be beneficial to the community for the following reasons:

1. Growth and demand for housing in Kingston:

a) The Kingston area is expected to experience significant growth
within the coming years and needs additional housing options
to maintain affordability. The draft EIS indicates the target
population in 2044 is expected to rise to 5,556, up over 3,000
additional people from 2020 census levels. This kind of growth
is going to require all types of housing options on land adjacent
to municipal services.
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b) Both these properties are currently adjacent to the existing
UGA which would allow for efficient use of land and minimize
sprawl. For Example, parcel 4304-001-001-0101 immediately
south of parcels 2004 and 2008 is currently zoned Urban
Medium Residential (UM) and appears to make
accommodations for future extension of Gravity Avenue to the
southern boundary of parcel 2004 and 2008 when additional
phases of the Cherry Hill Plat are recorded. The proposed UM
comp. designation under Alternative #3 would be consistent
with the Cherry Hill development and would allow for
consistent development patterns between the parcels.
Expanding the UGA would allow development close to the
existing community core and in proximity to businesses and
available transportation (highways, arterials and the ferry).
(Goals and Policies- Environmental Policy 1.5 1.a and 1.b)

c) According to MPP-RGS-11 in the draft EIS, incorporating
additional properties into the UGA for Kingston would
“Encourage growth in designated countywide centers.” And
would help reduce more intensive development patterns in
other areas of the county.

2. More efficient use of Infrastructure and Utilities:

a) The County could better utilize existing infrastructure including
roads, public transportation, utilities and reduce the
environmental impact and costs associated with extending
services to more rural areas as these lots are close to the
current and future planned urban development.

b) The Kingston 20-Year CIP Overview Map indicates that sewer
already extends to the southern boundary of 2004 and 2008
through the Cherry Hill development to the south. This could
potentially allow for an extension of services from Cherry Hill
to serve future development on both 2004 and 2008. There is
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also sewer that extends along Ohio Avenue to the east of 2004
and 2008.

c) During a previous Comp. Plan cycle parcels 262702-1-008-2003
and 262702-1-007-2004 were brought into the UGA under the
UM designation. Those properties don’t appear to be adjacent
to any municipal/urban services and therefore, have yet to
develop. Proximity to urban services plays a fundamental role
in the development of property to urban densities.

d) Kingston is classified as a “High-Capacity Transit Community”
with ample access to the ferry system for commuters. Allowing
for additional growth would allow more people to reside in a
walkable community and minimize private vehicles by having
housing closer to the ferry system, stores, or other important
community amenities. This is consistent with the EIS goals for
fewer vehicles, less emissions, pollutants and reduced
greenhouse gasses. Having a walkable community will enhance
the economy and bolster the downtown businesses.

| strongly believe that allowing denser development in these lots could
benefit the community and makes sense from a planning and zoning
standpoint. With anticipated growth for the community, having
additional properties close to the community core and adjacent to
urban services would be an asset to the community to help provide
affordable housing options. Although | am a proponent of expanding
the UGA, | am not supportive of all proposed elements of Alternative #3
(even though it includes parcels 2004 and 2008 in the UGA zoning
increase). This alternative increases the potential for sprawl and does
not keep the community center localized. | do, however, believe that
these parcels could be included in the UGA, and additional housing
allowed in Alternative #2 to make a better-rounded plan for urban
growth. It would allow for diverse housing and adhere to the EIS goals
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of reducing greenhouse gasses with a “walkable transit oriented”
community, and “Compact growth” and an “Urban center focus.”

Finally, adding these parcels to the UGA could allow for a well-designed
housing community complete with green spaces and possible parks and
trails nearby. All of which help create a healthy community and allows
for growth without diminishing the Kingston charm.

In conclusion, incorporating these parcels into the County’s UGA would
be a balanced approach to the anticipated growth and development in
the Kingston area. It would meet current and future housing needs,
align with smart growth principles, meet planning goals in the draft EIS,
maintain community character, and address the critical need for
affordable and diverse housing. | urge the Kitsap County Planning
Commission and the County Commissioners to consider this proposal.

Thank You for your consideration.
Sincerely,
Wendy Arness

Owner of parcels #252702-2-022-2004 and 262702-1-003-2008

Return to Comment Matrix
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February 23, 2024

Kitsap County Administrator
Attn: Eric Baker

614 Division Street MS-4
Port Orchard, WA 98366

RE: Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 2024 Periodic Update

Mr. Baker,

Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on the proposed alternatives for the
Kitsap County 2024 Periodic Update. | am writing on behalf of the City Council and the
Mayor to express Port Orchard’s support for proposed Alternative 2. While Alternative 3
is also palatable, we believe that Alternative 2 is most consistent with the legal
requirements to plan for affordable housing across all income levels. In addition to
expressing support for Alternative 2, we would like to offer comments on some other
policy proposals in the proposed plan.

1.

UGA Amendment #60. The City is neutral on the expansion of the UGA in this
area. Port Orchard has concerns about the critical areas impacting these
properties but is supportive of the expansion if the County believes that the critical
areas that are present do not preclude urban development. Port Orchard is
concerned about the proposed industrial designation and would prefer to see a
commercial or residential designation in this location.

. UGA Amendment #79. Port Orchard supports amendment #79 as proposed. This

property is bordered on two sides by urban development and the third side is a
stream. The proposed urban boundary is both logical and regular. Port Orchard
is willing to have this parcel added to its UGA.

Phillips Road UGA Contraction: The City understands that the County must size
their UGA appropriately and supports the proposed reduction of the UGA east of
Phillips Road and North of Sedgwick.

Commercial Redesignations: The County has proposed several Commercial
redesignations within the Port Orchard UGA. Port Orchard does not object to
these redesignations.

Increasing SEPA Thresholds: Port Orchard has serious concerns about the
County’s proposed changes to SEPA thresholds. These concerns could be
addressed if the County were to enter an ILA with Port Orchard to ensure that
impacts on Port Orchard (especially transportation impacts) from development in
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the Port Orchard UGA, are mitigated. We want to ensure that development in the
Port Orchard UGA pays its fair and proportionate share toward city transportation
projects including but not limited to Bethel Ave, Lund Ave, Tremont Street, and
Sedgwick. Perhaps a policy could be added to the County’s comprehensive plan
that states that the County will enter interlocal agreements with cities adjacent to
affiliated UGAs to ensure that transportation impacts caused by development in
UGAs are mitigated through the payment of mitigation fees based on trip
generation and that the County will not approve development that causes a level
of service failure on a city facility. Ultimately, Port Orchard would like to see
payment of transportation mitigation fees via an ILA to help fund Port Orchard
transportation projects that benefit new development in the Port Orchard UGA. We
have successfully conditioned projects outside of the City through SEPA review to
ensure that impacts to Port Orchard are mitigated. This opportunity to seek
mitigation will be lost if the County increases SEPA thresholds without a framework
to mitigate transportation impacts.

. Transportation Level of Service: Kitsap County should include transportation levels
of service for County roads that include segments, intersections, and non-
motorized facilities. The current LOS standard in the Comprehensive Plan only
adopted a road segment LOS.

. South Kitsap Fire and Rescue. SKFR has acquired a property just outside of the
Port Orchard UGA for a new fire station. This property, parcel 052301-3-014-2001
should be added to the UGA with a public facility designation to allow for the
construction of a fire station connection to public sewer.

. UGA Amendment #66: The City objects to the proposed addition of rural
commercial lands at the intersection of SR-16 and Mullenix Road. The site of this
proposed change in land use designation is encumbered by a type F stream,
wetlands, and has indications for geologic hazards. The proposal is inconsistent
with the countywide planning policies and Vision 2050 concerning rural
development and the protection of critical areas. The proposal is also inconsistent
with the goals of the growth management act concerning reducing sprawl,
protecting the environment, and for rural development. The proposed
redesignation is not supported by rural employment growth targets as found in the
countywide planning policies and should be denied. Additional employment growth
in rural areas should be prioritized in rural centers, not on lands encumbered by
critical area resources. There is ample commercial land capacity proposed in the
Port Orchard UGA along Bethel Avenue South, near this location. An expansion
of rural commercial land in this location is not warranted.

Thank you for the opportunity to comment.

Sincerely,

Nvokobra Bond

Nicholas Bond, AICP
City Development Director

Return to Comment Matrix
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@ PUGET SOUND ENERGY

Puget Sound Energy
P.O. Box 97034
Bellevue, WA 98009-9734

PSE.com

February 23, 2024

Kitsap County Department of Community Development
Planning and Environmental Programs

Attn: Scott Diener (SEPA Official)

614 Division Street, MS-36

Port Orchard, WA 98366

Submitted via email compplan@kitsap.gov

Re: Kitsap County 2024 Comprehensive Plan — Draft Environmental Impact Statement

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on Kitsap County’s Draft Environmental Impact
Statement (DEIS), issued December 2023, for the 2024 Comprehensive Plan update. Puget
Sound Energy (PSE) anticipates that our comments contribute towards countywide collaboration
on topics pertaining to energy resource planning and policy.

Electrification

Electrification of the building and transportation sectors will increase electric load in the County.
It is important to recognize that, as the County is reviewing impacts to the environment, the
increase in electric demand due to electrification policies will increase demand and result in the
need for additional electrical infrastructure. Energy efficiency and conservation, including
demand response technologies, will be important tools in managing electric energy consumption.
However, these tools will not remove the need for additional electrical facilities in the County.

Additional electrical facilities will include new and upsized transmission and distribution lines,
transformers, substations and switching stations to serve new electrical load. Local generation
(such as wind, solar, hydrogen, geothermal, hydropower, biomass, small-scale nuclear) and
energy storage (batteries) could also be installed.

This increase in energy demand and the subsequent development of new electrical infrastructure
will need to be balanced and consistent with many of the other policies contemplated in the
proposed Comprehensive Plan update. Policies will need to support an increase in infrastructure
in the electric distribution and transmission systems and will need to work in concert with
policies that support reliability, resiliency, safety, the provision of low cost energy, and Kitsap
County’s electrification and de-carbonization policies.

Electrical infrastructure within Kitsap County has been installed over time in response to local
population growth and the development pattern established by the County. In contrast to the
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standard model of utility growth being driven by population growth, the phase out of fossil fuel
energy creates new demand for utility service within existing communities. Guided by
electrification policies and codes, a neighborhood with little to no growth in population will still
see significant growth in electric demand. In this situation development is not driven by the
chosen growth strategy but by the policy framework supporting electrification and
decarbonization.

PSE is committed to meeting our obligation under state law to provide the necessary electrical
service to meet growing demand in a safe, affordable and reliable manner. We also are
committed to transition to a decarbonized energy future. We share this information to foster a
solid understanding of the impacts that these policies will bring. It is important to approach the
energy transition with an understanding of what will be needed to achieve the County goals and
policies.

We look forward to continued collaboration with the County to address policy and development
challenges that come with increased electrification and decarbonization. PSE is encouraging the
County to ensure the impacts of proposed policies and action alternatives adequately address the
need for new electrical infrastructure throughout unincorporated Kitsap County.

Zoning & Development Regulations — Compatibility with Carbon Reduction and Electrification
Goals and Policies

PSE encourages the County to review their development regulations during this DEIS
Comprehensive Plan update process to ensure alignment between goals and policies that support
development and environmental protection alongside the goals of carbon reduction and
electrification. For example, providing flexibility and certainty for permitting, development,
operation, maintenance and repair of the needed electrical infrastructure within the County’s
development regulations will support reliable, resilient, and cost effective provision of power.

Vegetation Management — Safety, Reliability and Resiliency

PSE places high priority on providing safe, reliable and resilient energy. Tree retention and/or
vegetation management policies can impact PSE’s ability to provide safe, reliable electricity and
increase costs. Additionally, tree and/or vegetation management policies should support PSE’s
need to remove vegetation in an effort to fulfill wildfire prevention strategies.

PSE supports a strong focus on ‘Right Tree, Right Place’ policies to address tree protections. The
DEIS makes mention of regulations to protect and replace significant trees as a minimization
effort to avoid tree canopy loss. PSE encourages the County to analyze their tree policies
(existing and proposed) through the lens of safety, reliability and resiliency as it pertains to
electrical infrastructure. Utility corridors tend to follow transportation corridors however, that is
not always possible. Tree protection policies need to support the operation and maintenance of
electrical facilities in rights-of-way and utility corridors and not impact PSE’s need to provide
reliable, resilient, safe, and cost effective electric service to the community.
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Public Safety Power Shutoff — Wildfire Prevention

In addition to vegetation management practices intended to reduce facilities/vegetation contact,
PSE is now implementing a program called Public Safety Power Shutoff (PSPS). In this
scenario, PSE will determine if a power shutoff is warranted to prevent the potential sparking of
a wildfire. This generally would occur during drier times of the year and/or forecasted storm
events. This PSPS is a preventive measure and supports PSE’s commitment to safety, reliability
and resiliency. The County may consider including vegetation management and PSPS as
mitigation measures for avoidance of wildfire events in the DEIS.

The following comment section is provided to the County to consider updating the existing
electricity overview in the DEIS Comprehensive Plan update.

“Electricity Overview

Electricity service in Kitsap County is provided by Puget Sound Energy (PSE), which is a privately held,
investor-owned utility formed in 1997 with the merger between Puget Sound Power & Light Company
and Washington Natural Gas. PSE is the largest electric utility in Washington State, with more than one
million electric customers and a service area of 6,000 square miles, primarily in the Puget Sound region.
PSE electricity is generated from a variety of sources, including hydroelectric power, thermal power
plants, coal, natural gas, wind power, and more. In 28432022, the PSE fuel mix for electricity was 3423
percent coal, 32-27 percent hydroelectric, 28-23 percent natural gas, 716 percent wind, 10 percent
unspecified, <1 percent nuclear, <1 percent solar and <1 percent other (Biomass, non-biogenic and
petroleum). (Puget Sound Energy, 26452023) PSE in Kitsap County PSE serves over 127,960 electric
customers in Kitsap County and maintains over 132 miles of high-voltage transmission and distribution
lines throughout the county. (Puget Sound Energy, 2022) PSE also maintains 1,317 miles of overhead
wire and 1,562 miles of underground cable along with 30 total substations. (Puget Sound Energy, 2022)

Power is supplied to western Washington primarily from hydro generation stations along the mid-
Columbia River and in Canada. Interregional 230 and 500 kV transmission lines carry power from the
generating stations westward to PSE’s transmission switching stations and to transmission substations
operated by the Bonneville Power Administration (BPA) in the Puget Sound region. The existing
electrical facilities inventory in unincorporated Kitsap County consist of the following:

¢ Transmission Switching Stations — Bremerton Valley Junction

¢ Transmission Substations— South Bremerton .

e Distribution Substations — Port Gamble, Christensen's Corner, Miller Bay, Silverdale, Central Kitsap,
Bucklin Hill, Tracyton, McWilliams, Chico, Sinclair Inlet, South Keyport, Fernwood, Manchester, Long
Lake, Fragaria, East Port Orchard, Sheridan, Rocky Point, Poulsbo, Bremerton, Port Madison, Murden
Cove, and Winslow, Serwold, Kingston. Some of these substations are within city limits.

® Transmission Lines 115 kV — Foss Corner- , Foss Corner-
, Port Madison Tap, Valley Junction-Foss Corner,
Bremerton-Keyport, , South
Bremerton-Bremerton, South Bremerton-
Valley Junction, Lake South Bremerton-Long Lake
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O’Brien-Long Lake

¢ Other Facilities — Command Point Cable Station and Salisbury Point Cable Station. (Kitsap County,
2023)

PSE has divided Kitsap County into two sub-areas (north and south) for the purposes of electric facilities
planning. The North Kitsap sub-area is generally from Hood Canal in the north to Sinclair Inlet in the
south. The South Kitsap sub-area is generally from Sinclair Inlet to the south county boundary. (Kitsap
County, 2023)

The north and south sub-areas receive power from a network of 115kV interconnecting transmission
sources in the southern part of the county and transmission switching stations in central and northern
Kitsap County. A 230 kV transmission source comes into Kitsap County via BPA lines to the BPA Kitsap
substation in Gorst, then PSE has a short run of 230kV to their South Bremerton Substation. From there
115kV lines transmit power throughout Kitsap County. PSE also has a 115kV tie consisting of underwater
submarine cables that connect PSE transmission networks in South Kitsap area and King County, via
Vashon Island. This tie is operated normally-open and can be used to transfer part of South Kitsap area

load to PSE King County transmission network during outages and system emergencies.

Long-range plans are developed by PSE’s Total Energy System Planning Department and are based on
system needs and electrical growth projections. County population projections produced by OFM are
used to determine new load growth for the next 20 years. Projected load is calculated as the existing
load combined with forecasted new load, with deduction for conservation reductions and demand side
management.

PSE’s future electrical facilities plan is based on an estimated normal peak winter load. PSE plans to
construct additional transmission and distribution facilities to meet demand. The exact timing of
individual projects will be determined by the rate of load growth in specific areas. Planned-erpending
projectsarelisted-below-Two large electrical projects that are currently in the planning phases are
provided below.

Exhibit 3.3.10-1 P Sound.E ; 2 pl ! proi

Kitsap Transmission Capacity Upgrade Project Formatte
Start Date: Planning phase End Date: after 2028
PSE has identified transmission capacity needs on the 230 kV bulk transmission system serving Kitsap

Formatte

Formatte

i

County, and the 115 kV transmission network local to Kitsap County for providing reliable service to
existing load and meeting the projected load growth in Kitsap County. In addition, an aging

infrastructure replacement need has been identified for the 115kV submarine cables that tie Kitsap
County transmission network to King County via Vashon Island. The project is currently in planning
phase. The final solution is expected to be determined by end of 2024 and energized after 2028.

South Kitsap Distribution Capacity /l Formatt

Need Date: 2030
Estimated Date of Operation: 2030
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The South Kitsap area of Western has two existing substations with long feeder circuits running out to
the south, east, and west edges of the PSE service territory in an area that has seen increased load
growth. In order to meet increasing demand and meet service quality there is a study to add distribution
capacity in the area. The project will likely include a new substation and create a 115 kV transmission
loop in the area between the existing Fernwood and Fragaria substations. The study is planned to
commence in Q1 2024 to be completed by Q4 2024. A final solution will be selected following a full
Needs Assessment and Solution Study for the area. This project will address anticipated future load

growth in the area and help alleviate upcoming capacity constraints. /| Formatte

If you have questions or need further clarification on the information provided here please do not
hesitate to contact me at (360) 522-0322 or at robert.bergquist@pse.com.

Sincerely,

Boty Bergguist

Bob Bergquist
Senior Municipal Land Planner/ Liaison Manager

Cc:  Ted Vanegas, WA Commerce
Tom Buroker, WA Ecology
Liz Underwood-Bultmann, PSRC

Return to Comment Matrix
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February 23, 2024

Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan
614 Division Street MS-36
Port Orchard, Washington 98366

Dear Staff:
Subject: Comments on the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft Environmental

Impact Statement Kitsap County (Dec. 2023)
Sent via email: compplan@Kkitsap.gov

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
Update Draft Environmental Impact Statement for Kitsap County (DEIS). We
appreciate the data and analysis in the DEIS. We believe the DEIS includes
valuable information that will help decision makers and the public make good
decisions on the comprehensive plan and the future of Kitsap County.

Futurewise works throughout Washington State to support land-use policies that
encourage healthy, equitable and opportunity-rich communities, and that protect
our most valuable farmlands, forests, and water resources. We have members
across Washington State including Kitsap County.

The comprehensive plan must reduce greenhouse gas pollution consistent
with VISION 2050. See 3.1.2.2 Air Quality/Climate - Impacts and 3.1.2.3 Air
Quality/Climate - Mitigation Measures pp. 3-31 - 3-26.

We appreciate that the DEIS projected greenhouse gas emissions for the three
alternatives. Unfortunately, the DEIS concludes that “[r]elative to 2019
greenhouse gas (GHG) emissions will increase under all three alternatives.”!

Unfortunately, increasing greenhouse gas emissions is inconsistent with VISION
2050. Comprehensive plans must be consistent multicounty planning policies.?
VISION 2050 includes the following goal:

! 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kitsap County p. 1-8
(Dec. 2023).

2 West Seattle Defense Fund v. City of Seattle, CPSGMHB Case No. 94-3-0016, Final Decision and
Order (April 4, 1995), at *55; Friends of Pierce County, et al., City of Bonney Lake, and Marilyn
Sanders, et al. v. Pierce County, and Orton Farms et al., City of Sumner, Bethell School District,
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GOAL: The region substantially reduces emissions of greenhouse
gases that contribute to climate change in accordance with the goals
of the Puget Sound Clean Air Agency (50% below 1990 levels by 2030
and 80% below 1990 levels by 2050) and prepares for climate change
impacts.3

Multicounty Planning Policy (MPP)-CC-11 provides “[s]Jupport achievement of
regional greenhouse gas emissions reduction goals through countywide planning
policies and local comprehensive plans.”4 CC-Action-3, Policies and Actions to
Address Climate Change, provides that:

Cities and counties will incorporate emissions reduction policies and
actions that contribute meaningfully toward regional greenhouse gas
emission goals, along with equitable climate resiliency measures, in
their comprehensive planning. Strategies include land uses that
reduce vehicle miles traveled and promote transit, biking, and
walking consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy, developing
and implementing climate friendly building codes, investments in
multimodal transportation choices, and steps to encourage a
transition to cleaner transportation and energy systems.>

As you can see, the goal, multicounty planning policy, and action require the
comprehensive plan to incorporate emissions reduction policies and actions that
contribute meaningfully toward regional greenhouse gas emission goals. These
goals are substantial. A comprehensive plan whose alternatives will increase
greenhouse gas pollution is inconsistent with VISION 2050. The County must
comply with the requirement that the comprehensive plan policies and actions
must reduce greenhouse gas emissions. This the current draft does not do.®

To comply with VISION 2050, we recommend the following additional mitigation
be included:

Puyallup School District, and Forterra NW, CPSRGMHB Case No. 12-3-0002c, Final Decision and
Order (July 9, 2012), at 11 of 138.

3 Puget Sound Regional Council, VISION 2050: A Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region p. 56 (Oct.
2020) last accessed on Feb 20, 2024, at: https://www.psrc.org/planning-2050/vision-2050 and at
the link on page 15 of this letter with the filename: “vision-2050-plan.pdf.

4Id. p. 61.

5Id. p. 61.

6 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kitsap County p. 1-8
(Dec. 2023).
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B Not approving comprehensive plan and zoning amendments including urban
growth area expansions and rural capacity increases that will increase
greenhouse gas emissions.

B A peer-reviewed scientific paper has documented that to meet the necessary
reductions in greenhouse gas pollution higher residential densities are needed.”
Nationally, densities must increase on average by 19 percent.® The paper
concluded this can be achieved by a “mix of small apartment buildings and
modest single-family homes ....”? Incorporate these housing types and densities
into the County’s urban growth areas (UGAs). This will also help make housing
more affordable.

B Amend the zoning regulations to allow corner stores, cafes, day care, and other
basic services in residential neighborhoods as a transportation mitigation
strategy. Bringing these destinations closer to homes will shorten trips and
increase the ability of residents to complete these trips by walking and
bicycling. This will reduce greenhouse gas emissions and provide healthy,
active transportation options.

B Invest in multimodal transportation facilities, which is already a feature of the
comprehensive plan, and do not invest in transportation facilities that will
increase greenhouse gas emissions.

B The Southern Resident Orca Task Force’s Final Report and Recommendations
recommends promoting “‘live where you work’ to reduce commutes while
improving public transportation infrastructure.”?® This is an effective
mitigating measure to reduce traffic and greenhouse gas emissions along with
impacts on water quality and fish and wildlife habitats.

7 Benjamin Goldstein, Dimitrios Gounaridis, and Joshua P. Newell, The carbon footprint of
household energy use in the United States 117 PROCEEDINGS OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (PNAS) 19122, p. 19122 (Aug. 11, 2020) last accessed on Feb. 20, 2024,
at: https://www.pnas.org/content/117/32/19122 and at the link on page 15 with the filename:
“goldstein-et-al-2020-the-carbon-footprint-of-household-energy-use-in-the-united-states.pdf.”
PNAS is a peer-reviewed journal. PNAS Author Center last accessed on Oct. 19, 2023, at:
https://www.pnas.org/author-center and at the link on page 15 with the filename: “PNAS Author
Center.pdf.”

8 Benjamin Goldstein, Dimitrios Gounaridis, and Joshua P. Newell, The carbon footprint of
household energy use in the United States 117 PROCEEDINGS OF THE NATIONAL ACADEMY OF SCIENCES OF
THE UNITED STATES OF AMERICA (PNAS) 19122, p. 19128 (Aug. 11, 2020).

9 Id.

' Southern Resident Orca Task Force, Final Report and Recommendations p. 107 (Nov. 2019) last
accessed on Feb. 20, 2024, at: https://www.orca.wa.gov/wp-
content/uploads/TaskForceFinalReport-2019.pdf and at the link on page 15 of this letter with the
filename: “TaskForceFinalReport-2019.pdf.”
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B The U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA) found that state and local
governments can significantly reduce greenhouse gas emissions through land
and materials management practices such as materials efficiency, industrial
ecology, green design, land revitalization, sustainable consumption, smart
growth, pollution prevention, and design for environment.* These should also
be included as additional mitigation measures.

B We recommend adding as mitigating measures the strategies and actions
identified as most effective to reduce vehicle use by the recent meta-analysis by
Kuss and Nicholas.?

Incorporate additional upzones within the existing urban growth areas such as
those required by RCW 36.70A.635 as a mitigating measure that can reduce
or eliminate the need for UGA expansions. Include the measures in Sections
3.1.3.3, 3.1.4.3, and 3.2.3.3 Mitigation Measures on pp. 3-61- 3-63, pp. 3-82
-3 -83, and pp. 3-84 - 3-86.

An additional mitigation measure for surface water quality, land use, and fish and
wildlife impacts is to grow up, not out. The Southern Resident Orca Task Force’s
Final Report and Recommendations calls for Washington to “increase affordable
housing and reduce urban sprawl by growing ‘up instead of out.””*3 We
recommend this be included as a potential mitigating measure for surface water
quality, land use, and fish and wildlife impacts.

11 Us Environmental Protection Agency, Office of Solid Waste and Emergency Response,
Opportunities to Reduce Greenhouse Gas Emissions through Materials and Land Management
Practices pp. 19 - 28 (Sept. 2009) last accessed on Feb. 20, 2024, at:
https://www.epa.gov/sites/production/files/documents/ghg-land-materials-management.pdf and
at the link on page 15 of this letter with the filename: “ghg-land-materials-management.pdf.”

2 Paula Kuss and Kimberly A Nicholas, A dozen effective interventions to reduce car use in European
cities: Lessons learned from a meta-analysis and transition management 10 CASE STUDIES ON
TRANSPORT POLICY pp. 1494-1513 (Issue 3, Sept. 2022) last accessed on Feb. 19, 2024, at
https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2213624X22000281 and at the link on page 15
of this letter with the filename: “1-s2.0-S2213624X22000281-main.pdf.” Case Studies On Transport
Policy is a peer reviewed journal. Case Studies On Transport Policy Guide for Authors pp. *13 - 14

last accessed on Feb. 20, 2024, at: https://www.sciencedirect.com/journal/case-studies-on-

transport-polic ublish/guide-for-authors

https://www.sciencedirect.com/science/article/pii/S2213624X22000281 and at the link on page 15
of this letter with the filename: “CASE STUDIES ON TRANSPORT POLICY Guide for Authors.pdf.”

3 Southern Resident Orca Task Force, Final Report and Recommendations p. 107 (Nov. 2019).
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The EIS should analyze the impacts on and mitigate the impacts on impervious
surfaces due to increased urban development allowed by the alternatives. See
DEIS 3.1.3.2 Water Resources - Impacts and 3.1.3.3 Water Resources -
Mitigation Measures pp. 3-52 - 3-63

Researchers at the University of Washington have carefully studied the effects of
development on stream basins in the Puget Sound Region. These studies have
shown that when total impervious surfaces exceed five to ten percent and forest
cover declines below 65 percent of the basin, then salmon habitat in streams and
rivers is damaged.'* Impervious surfaces are continuing to increase in Kitsap
County.'> The EIS should analyze which basins will have total impervious surfaces
above five to ten percent and forest cover below 65 percent of the basin for the
various alternatives. The EIS should propose as mitigating measures policies and
regulations that will keep total impervious surfaces below five to ten percent and
forest cover at or above 50 percent of the basin to protect salmon habitat.®

The EIS should analyze the impacts on and mitigate the impacts on rare plant
categories and listings from the department of natural resources, natural
heritage program. See 3.1.4.1 on p. 3-67.

The “GMA requires the County to protect the functions and values of Critical Area
Ecosystems.”'” This includes the “high quality ecosystem and rare plant categories
and listings from the department of natural resources, natural heritage
program.”s The 2021 Washington Vascular Plant Species of Conservation Concern

4 Christopher W. May, Richard R. Horner, James R. Karr, Brian W. Mar, Eugene B. Welch, The
Cumulative Effects of Urbanization on Small Streams in the Puget Sound Lowland Ecoregion p. 17 of
26 (University of Washington, Seattle Washington) last accessed on Feb. 20, 2024, at:
https://www.researchgate.net/publication/240 080 Effects of Urbanization on Small Stream
s_in the Puget Sound Lowland Ecoregion and enclosed at the link on page 15 of this letter with
the filename: “Effects_of Urbanization_on_Small_Streams_in_the_Pu.pdf.”

'S 2020 State of Our Watersheds State of Our Watersheds: A Report by the Treaty Tribes in Western
Washington p. 316, p. 318 last accessed on Feb. 20, 2024, at: https://nwifc.org/publications/state-
of-our-watersheds/ and at the link on page 15 of this letter with the filename: “state-of-our-
watersheds-sow-2020-final-web.pdf.”

16 Christopher W. May, Richard R. Horner, James R. Karr, Brian W. Mar, Eugene B. Welch, The
Cumulative Effects of Urbanization on Small Streams in the Puget Sound Lowland Ecoregion pp. 20 -
21 of 26 (University of Washington, Seattle Washington).

7 Whidbey Environmental Action Network v. Island County, Western Washington Region Growth
Management Hearings Board (WWRGMHB) Case No. 14-2-0009, Final Decision and Order (June 24,
2015), at 21 of 49 last accessed on Feb. 7, 2024, at:

https://eluho2022.my.site.com/casemanager/s/case/50082000001BDWk/detail.
18 I1d. at 32 - 35 of 49. See also WAC 365-190-040(4)(b).
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identifies rare plants in Kitsap County.” The impacts on these plants and
ecosystems need to be analyzed and mitigating measures included in the EIS.

The alternatives must be analyzed to determine if they meet the gap in need
and capacity for medium high and high housing densities. See Land &
Shoreline Use 3.2.1.2 Impacts 3-21 - 3-21.

RCW 36.70A.070(2)(c) requires the housing elements adopted by Kitsap County
and the cities in the county to identify “sufficient capacity of land for housing
including, but not limited to, government-assisted housing, housing for moderate,
low, very low, and extremely low-income households, manufactured housing,
multifamily housing, group homes, foster care facilities, emergency housing,
emergency shelters, [and] permanent supportive housing ....” The Kitsap County
Buildable Lands Report identified a gap between the need for 9,700 housing units
at medium high and high housing densities to provide housing affordable to
individuals and families with incomes of less than 80 percent of the adjusted
median income and the existing capacity of less than 4,500 units or, if housing is
built to its maximum capacity, up to about 6,000 housing units.> To adequately
serve those individuals and families the land zoned for medium high and high
density housing units will have to be significantly above 9,700 housing units since
housing at those densities is attractive to higher income individuals and families.
The EIS needs to analyze whether the alternatives close this gap.

9 Walter Fertig, 2021 Washington Vascular Plant Species of Conservation Concern pp. 7 - 44
(Washington Natural Heritage Program, Natural Heritage Report 2021-04: Aug. 31, 2021) last
accessed on Feb. 20, 2024, at: https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/amp nh vascular ets.pdf
and in the link on page 15 with the filename: “amp_nh_vascular_ets.pdf.”

20 Buildable Lands Report Kitsap County, Washington Draft (Aug. 2021) Appendix E: Draft Housing
Availability and Affordability Memo p. 8 last accessed on February 16, 2024, at:
https://www.kitsap.gov/dcd/PEP%20Documents/FINAL%20Buildable%20Lands%20Report Nove
mber%202021.pdf and at the link on page 15 of this letter with the filename: “FINAL Buildable
Lands Report_November 2021.pdf.”

128


https://www.dnr.wa.gov/publications/amp_nh_vascular_ets.pdf
https://www.kitsap.gov/dcd/PEP%20Documents/FINAL%20Buildable%20Lands%20Report_November%202021.pdf
https://www.kitsap.gov/dcd/PEP%20Documents/FINAL%20Buildable%20Lands%20Report_November%202021.pdf

Please analyze the extent to which the alternatives will increase development
in Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI) and please add directing growth away from
the WUI as a Mitigation Measure. See DEIS 3.2.1.2 Impacts and 3.2.1.3
Mitigation Measures on pp. 3-5 - 3-23.

Large areas of Kitsap County are located in the Wildland-Urban Interface (WUI).>
Wildfire is a significant threat in Kitsap County and climate change is making the
threat worse.?> We recommend that the EIS analyze the which alternatives will
increase development in the WUI. An additional mitigating measure of directing
growth away from the WUTI fringe should be added to DEIS. This is consistent with
RCW 36.70A.070(1) which provides in part that:

The land use element must reduce and mitigate the risk to lives and
property posed by wildfires by using land use planning tools, which
may include, but are not limited to, adoption of portions or all of the
wildland urban interface code developed by the international code
council or developing building and maintenance standards consistent
with the firewise USA program or similar program designed to reduce
wildfire risk, reducing wildfire risks to residential development in
high risk areas and the wildland urban interface area, separating
human development from wildfire prone landscapes, and protecting

21 Ashley Blazina and Kirk Davis, The Wildland-Urban Interface: Mapping Washington State's
fastest-growing environment (Sept. 2, 2020) last accessed on Feb. 17, 2024, at:
https://storymaps.arcgis.com/stories/7016c437623a445997c072a05e26afbb. See also the map
University of Washington Climate Impacts Group’s (UW CIG) Climate Mapping for a Resilient
Washington (CMRW) webtool Change in High Fire Danger Days last accessed on Feb. 20, 2024, at:
https://cig-wa-climate.nkn.uidaho.edu/ and at the link on page 15 of this letter with the filename:
“Kitsap Cnty Change in High Fire Danger Days.png.” The State of Washington Department of
“Commerce considers the CMRW webtool a source of best available science and scientifically
credible projections, so this guidance makes using the webtool a required starting point for all
jurisdictions that are creating or updating a climate resilience sub-element. Commerce encourages
jurisdictions to use additional resources ..., as needed, to explore climate hazards and impacts on
local assets and sectors. State of Washington Department of Commerce Climate Element Planning
Guidance p. 17 (Dec. 2023 - Intermediate Version) last accessed on Feb. 20, 2024, at:
https://deptofcommerce.app.box.com/s/fpg3holbwln2ctqjg7jg802h54ie19jx and at the link on page

15 of this letter with the filename: “IntermediatePlanningGuidance_FINAL.pdf.”

22 H.A. Morgan, A. Bagley, L. McGill, and C.L., Raymond, Managing Western Washington Wildfire
Risk in a Changing Climate Workshop Summary pp. 4 - 7 (Workshop summary report prepared by
the Northwest Climate Adaptation Science Center and the Climate Impacts Group, University of
Washlngton Seattle: Dec 3, 2018) last accessed on Feb. 20 2024, at

clim atez and at the link on page 15 of this letter with the filename: “Managing-Western-
Washington-Wildfire-Risk-in-a-Changing-Climate.pdf.”
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existing residential development and infrastructure through
community wildfire preparedness and fire adaptation measures.

Exhibit 3.2.2.2-2, Consistency of alternatives with PSRC’s VISION 2050, on 3-
39, did not analyze the consistency of the urban growth area expansions on
VISION 2050 and the multicounty planning policies.

Alternatives 2 and 3 propose urban growth area expansions.23 “VISION 2050 calls
for a stable and sustainable urban growth area into the future, thus any
adjustments to the urban growth area [UGA] in the coming decades should
continue to be minor. When adjustments to the urban growth area are considered,
it will be important to avoid encroaching on important habitat and natural
resource areas.”?4 MPP-RGS-5 provides “[e]nsure long-term stability and
sustainability of the urban growth area consistent with the regional vision.”?>
MPP-RGS-6 also provides “Encourage efficient use of urban land by optimizing the
development potential of existing urban lands and increasing density in the urban
growth area in locations consistent with the Regional Growth Strategy.”2°
Comprehensive plans must be consistent multicounty planning policies.?” Exhibit
3.2.2.2-2 does not adequately analyze the consistency of the urban growth area
expansions on VISION 2050 and must do so. MPP-RGS-5 is not even mentioned in
the EIS and compliance with the multicounty planning policy is not considered.?®
This must be corrected.

23 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kitsap County pp. 2-12
- 2-13, p. 2-24 (Dec. 2023).

24 Puget Sound Regional Council, VISION 2050: A Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region p. 43
(Oct. 2020).

25 Id.

26 1d.

27 West Seattle Defense Fund v. City of Seattle, CPSGMHB Case No. 94-3-0016, Final Decision and
Order (April 4, 1995), at *55; Friends of Pierce County, et al., City of Bonney Lake, and Marilyn
Sanders, et al. v. Pierce County, and Orton Farms et al., City of Sumner, Bethell School District,
Puyallup School District, and Forterra NW, CPSRGMHB Case No. 12-3-0002c, Final Decision and
Order (July 9, 2012), at 11 of 138.

28 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kitsap County p. 3-39
(Dec. 2023).
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Exhibit 3.2.2.2-2, Consistency of alternatives with PSRC’s VISION 2050, on
page 3-40 needs to adequately analyze the alternatives consistency with
Multicounty Planning Policy MPP-RGS-14 and the Regional Growth Strategy.

The Growth Management Act requires counties to comply with the Puget Sound
Regional Council Multicounty Planning Policies.?® Multicounty Planning Policy
MPP-RGS-14 directs Kitsap County, and all of the Central Puget Sound counties, to
“[m]anage and reduce rural growth rates over time, consistent with the Regional
Growth Strategy, to maintain rural landscapes and lifestyles and protect resource
lands and the environment.”3° The Regional Growth Strategy adopted rural
population growth target of 8 percent of the county’s total population growth or
8,000 people for Kitsap County.3' On a percentage basis, this is the highest rural
growth population growth target of the four Central Puget County counties.3?
Kitsap County’s Buildable Lands Report documents that in 2013 through 2019, 29
percent of the county’s population growth occurred in the rural area.33 While this
was an improvement over the past years, it shows that Kitsap County faces
significant challenges in crafting a comprehensive plan and development
regulations that comply with the Regional Growth Strategy.34

Exhibit 3.2.2.2-2 states that “[a]ll alternatives limit growth in rural land.” But that
is not what MPP-RGS-14 requires. MPP-RGS-14 directs Kitsap County to “[m]anage
and reduce rural growth rates over time, consistent with the Regional Growth
Strategy, to maintain rural landscapes and lifestyles and protect resource lands
and the environment.”35

The EIS, needs to analyze if any of the alternatives will reduce rural growth rates
over time and will put Kitsap County on a path to achieve the Regional Growth
Strategy adopted rural population growth target of 8 percent of the county’s total
population growth or 8,000 people for Kitsap County by 2050.3° The data in DEIS
did not show whether this was the case.

29 Stickney v. Cent. Puget Sound Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd., 11 Wn. App. 2d 228, 244 - 45, 453
P.3d 25, 34 (2019).

32 puget Sound Regional Council, Vision 2050: A Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region p. 43 (Oct.
2020).

3t Id. at p. 30.

32 Id.

33 Buildable Lands Report Kitsap County, Washington Final p. 18 (Nov. 2021).

34 Id. p. 19.

35 Puget Sound Regional Council, Vision 2050: A Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region p. 43 (Oct.
2020).

36 Id. at p. 30, p. 43.
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Exhibit 3.2.2.2-2, Consistency of alternatives with PSRC’s VISION 2050, on
DEIS pages 3-39 - 3-42, did not adequately analyze the rural comprehensive
plan amendments or upzones that increase rural population and employment
capacity with VISION 2050 and the multicounty planning policies. See also
Appendix B: Reclassification Request Summary List.

The Growth Management Act requires counties to comply with the Puget Sound
Regional Council Multicounty Planning Policies.3” Multicounty Planning Policy
MPP-RGS-14 directs Kitsap County, and all of the Central Puget Sound counties, to
“[m]anage and reduce rural growth rates over time, consistent with the Regional
Growth Strategy, to maintain rural landscapes and lifestyles and protect resource
lands and the environment.”3® The Regional Growth Strategy adopted rural
population growth target of 8 percent of the county’s total population growth or
8,000 people for Kitsap County.3? On a percentage basis, this is the highest rural
growth population growth target of the four Central Puget County counties.4°
Kitsap County’s Buildable Lands Report documents that in 2013 through 2019, 29
percent of the county’s population growth occurred in the rural area.4* While this
was an improvement over the past years, it shows that Kitsap County faces
significant challenges in crafting a comprehensive plan and development
regulations that comply with the Regional Growth Strategy.4>

We were unable to find data on the capacity of the various rural zones in the Land
Capacity Analysis or the DEIS.43 It is also unclear what the rural capacity totals in
Exhibit 2.5.3-3 are based on given that Alternative 3 increases the acreage of the
Rural Residential (1 DU/5 Ac) zone and decreases the acreage in the Rural
Protection (1 DU/10 Ac) and Rural Wooded (1 DU/20 Ac) zones but has the same
reported capacity as Alternatives 1 and 2.44 Data on rural capacity by zone would
be helpful to determine if the comprehensive plan can comply with the Regional
Growth Strategy.

37 Stickney v. Cent. Puget Sound Growth Mgmt. Hearings Bd., 11 Wn. App. 2d 228, 244 - 45, 453 P.3d
25, 34 (2019).

38 puget Sound Regional Council, Vision 2050: A Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region p. 43 (Oct.

2020).

39 Id. at p. 30.

4° Id.

41 Buildable Lands Report Kitsap County, Washington Final p. 18 (Nov. 2021).

4 Id. p. 19.

43 Buildable Lands Report Kitsap County, Washington Final pp. 56 - 67 (Nov. 2021); Comprehensive
Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kitsap County pp. 2-21 - 2-28 (Dec. 2023).

44 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kitsap County pp. 2-22
- 2-26 (Dec. 2023).
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The County’s own data makes clear that the one thing Kitsap County should not do
is increase rural development capacity. The Olympic Property Group/Raydient
proposal to rezone land from one dwelling unit per 20-acre zoning to one dwelling
unit per five acres is the opposite of what the Regional Growth Strategy requires
because it will increase rural population capacity and rural growth rates. This
rezone appears to be inconsistent with VISION 2050. Other comprehensive plan
amendments and zoning amendments that increase rural population capacity also
appear to be inconsistent with VISION 2050. The impacts of these amendments
including their consistency with VISION 2050 need to be analyzed in the EIS.

The Regional Growth Strategy limits rural growth to retain important cultural,
economic, and rural lifestyle opportunities; to protect the environment including
reducing greenhouse gas pollution; and to reduce the costs of transportation
facilities.4> So there are important policies behind the numbers.

The DEIS needs to analyze whether the impact of removing the lot aggregation
requirement from the Suguamish and Manchester LAMIRDs complies with
Multicounty Planning Policy MPP-RGS-14 and the Regional Growth Strategy.
DEIS pp. 3-45 - 3-46.

The DEIS states that the “removal of lot aggregation requirements is consistent
with PSRC policies to streamline development, while also allow rural areas to add
limited growth and population without changing the character of the rural lands.”
We do not believe that taking a step that increases rural development capacity is
consistent VISION 2025 and MPP-RGS-14.4° The test to be applied to determine if
an EIS is adequate is “‘whether the environmental effects of the proposed action
and reasonable alternatives are sufficiently disclosed, discussed and that they are
substantiated by supportive opinion and data.’” Leschi v. Highway Comm'n, supra at
286, 525 P.2d at 785.747 The EIS should provide or cite to the data or the
supportive opinion to document this claim.

45> Puget Sound Regional Council, Vision 2050: A Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region p. 23 - 24,
P- 37, P- 43 (Oct. 2020).

46 Id. at p. 30 & p. 43.

47 Ullock v. City of Bremerton, 17 Wn. App. 573, 580, 565 P.2d 1179, 1184 (1977).
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Part 3.2.2.4, Significant Unavoidable Adverse Impacts, needs to identify as a
significant unavoidable adverse impact any alternative that does not reduce
rural growth rates. See DEIS page 3-46.

Part 3.2.2.4 states that “[w]ith implementation of mitigation measures, no
significant unavoidable adverse impacts are anticipated regarding future plan
consistency under any of the alternatives.” But the DEIS did not analyze if any of
the alternatives will reduce rural growth rates over time and will put Kitsap
County on a path to achieve the Regional Growth Strategy adopted rural
population growth target of 8 percent of the county’s total population growth or
8,000 people for Kitsap County by 2050.48 Failing to do this is a significant
unavoidable adverse impacts and needs to be identified as such.

The DEIS should analyze whether the alternatives will exceed the Watershed
Restoration and Enhancement Plan permit-exempt well estimate for WRIA 15.
See DEIS 3.1.3.1 Water Resources — Affected Environment Groundwater pp.
3-55 - 3-60.

It is good that the DEIS includes on page 3-55 the estimate that Kitsap County will
have 2,568 new permit-exempt domestic well connections between 2018-2038.
This important because wells potentially impact low flows.4° “Coho salmon,
steelhead and cutthroat trout are the most vulnerable to low stream flows (and
warm waters) because they rear in freshwater in the summer when low flow/high
temperature conditions can constrain habitat and stress fish in some streams.”

The current 2022-2044 rural population growth target is 4,391 and this is also
shown as the rural growth capacity for each alternative.>° The DEIS reports that
Kitsap County’s average household size is 2.46 people.>' This would translate into
1,784 housing units. There are also proposals to increase rural capacity. The DEIS
should analyze whether the alternatives will exceed the new permit-exempt
domestic well connections estimate. If the alternative exceeds the estimate,
additional measures to mitigate the impacts on ground water and instream flows
should be included in the EIS.

48 Puget Sound Regional Council, Vision 2050: A Plan for the Central Puget Sound Region p. 30, p. 43
(Oct. 2020).

49 2020 State of Our Watersheds State of Our Watersheds: A Report by the Treaty Tribes in Western
Washington p. 321.

5° 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update Draft Environmental Impact Statement Kitsap County p. 2-22
(Dec. 2023).

St Id. p. 3-59.
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We recommend that the EIS include as an addition mitigation measure
adopting regulations that require pre-ground disturbance site investigations
for sites were the predictive model show cultural resources are likely or when
requested by affected Native American Tribes and Nations. See 3.2.4.3
Historical & Cultural Preservation — Mitigation Measures p. 3-89.

We appreciate the DEIS’s analysis of cultural impacts. As the DEIS notes many
historical and cultural sites are in shoreline areas due to the availability of water,
food, and transportation routes. The Washington State Department of Archaeology
and Historic Preservation has developed an archaeological predictive model that
can predict where archaeological resources are likely to be located and where the
department recommends archaeological surveys should be completed before earth
disturbing activities and other uses and activities that can damage archaeological
sites are undertaken.>? Large areas of Kitsap County are rated as “4 - Survey
Highly Advised: High Risk (Color: Pale Yellow)” and “5 - Survey Highly Advised:
Very High Risk (Color: Brightest Yellow/Canary Yellow).”

If earth disturbing activities are undertaken before a survey is conducted,
significant costs can be added to the project and significant damage to
archeological resources can occur. For example, the Jefferson County Public Utility
District’s (PUD) contractor building a community septic system at Becket Point in
Jefferson County encountered human bones and Native American artifacts.>3 The
contractor had to stop construction. An archaeologist was called in and conducted
an investigation that allowed the project to be redesigned and to be completed.
However, PUD staff “estimated the delays and additional engineering incurred
because of the artifacts added about $90,000 to the project’s cost.”>4 At least some
of that money could have been saved by an upfront archeological investigation.

To address these adverse impacts, we recommend that the EIS include as an
addition mitigation measure adopting regulations that require pre-ground
disturbance site investigations for sites were the predictive model show cultural

52 Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation WISAARD webpage last
accessed on Feb. 19, 2024, at: https://dahp.wa.gov/historic-preservation/find-a-historic-place. The

results of the predictive model are available for Whatcom County to use in planning and project
reviews from the Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic Preservation.

53 Jeff Chew, Jefferson PUD sticks with Beckett Point Connections p. 8 (Washington Public Utility
Districts Association [WPUDA]: Winter 2008) last accessed on Feb 19, 2024, at:

dlstrlct assoc1at10n 11.
54 Id. at p. 9.
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resources are likely or when requested by affected Native American Tribes and
Nations.

Reconsider designating agricultural lands of long-term commercial
significance.

In 2023, the State of Washington Department of Commerce updated its minimum
guidelines for designating agricultural lands of long-term commercial significance.
These changes included expanding the soil types that indicate an area has long-
term commercial significance to include farmlands of statewide importance soils
in addition to prime and unique farmland soils.>> Commerce made additional
changes in 2023 as well.5®

The 2022 Census of Agriculture documents that the acres of land in farms in
Kitsap County increased from 9,391 acres in 2017 to 9,539 acres in 2022.57 Total
income from farm-related sources in Kitsap County increased from $3,161,000 in
2017 to $4,791,000 in 2022.58 Average per farm income increased from $23,944 in
2017 to $53,831 in 2022.5°

One of the purposes of periodic updates is to comply with the requirements of the
Growth Management Act including the designation of natural resource lands and
the application of the minimum guidelines in WAC 365-190-050.%° Given the
changes in the minimum guidelines and the economic benefit of local agriculture,
Kitsap County should designate agricultural lands of long-term commercial
significance consistent with the updated minimum guidelines. The impacts of
designating and not designating agricultural lands of long-term commercial
significance should be analyzed in the EIS.

> WAC 365-190-050(3)(c)(i) (2023).

56 WAC 365-190-050 (2023).

57 United States Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022 Census of
Agriculture Washington State and County Data Volume 1 « Geographic Area Series » Part 47 AC-22-A-
47 Chapter 2. County Data Table 8. Farms, Land in Farms, Value of Land and Buildings, and Land
Use: 2022 and 2017 p. 286 (Issued Feb. 2024) last accessed on Feb 20, 2024, at:
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2022/Full Report/Volume 1, Chapter 2 Coun
ty Level/Washington/ and at the link on page 15 of this letter with the filename: “wavi1.pdf.”

58 United States Department of Agriculture National Agricultural Statistics Service, 2022 Census of
Agriculture Washington State and County Data Volume 1 » Geographic Area Series « Part 47 AC-22-A-
47 Chapter 2. County Data Table 6. Income From Farm-Related Sources: 2022 and 2017 p. 274
(Issued Feb. 2024).

59 Id.

60 RCW 36.70A.130(1)(a); Concerned Friends of Ferry Cnty. v. Ferry Cnty., 191 Wn. App. 803, 834,
365 P.3d 207, 222 (2015).
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Thank you for considering our comments. If you require additional information,
please contact me at telephone (206) 343-0681 or email: tim@futurewise.org.

Very Truly Yours,

Tim Trohimovich, AICP
Director of Planning & Law

Enclosures included at the following link:

https://futurewiseorg.sharepoint.com/:f:/g/Esm6h SA4IRNmMIQV73SKKsEB5-
1sFxocA2MbUg2fhAqLUw?e=r0Q4mo

Return to Comment Matrix
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Port Orchard, WA 98366

Kitsap County Administration Building
Commissioners' Chambers

619 Division Street

Port Orchard, WA 98366

Planning Commission Members & Kitsap County Board of Commissioners:

In preparation for the upcoming meetings of the Planning Commission and the County
Board of Commissioners, we are renewing the Environment & Land Use committee’s
position regarding three key decisions being considered. The Kingston Community
Advisory Council (KCAC) remains in support of the committee recommendations and
principles we shared in our June 2023 letter to the Board of Commissioners.

The following reflects a majority position of the Committee. To provide transparency,
the vote counts associated with each of the three issues is provided and the blind
details of the opinion poll are attached. We also propose a few compromises in italic in
an effort to address some of the interests and concerns of Port of Kingston Executive
Director and Commission. Each compromise proposed here was reviewed with
individuals from the UVC Workgroup who remain actively involved in the 2024 Update.
In all cases they were agreeable to the compromises being offered.

¢ Planning Alternative Map: By a committee vote of Ayes (5), Nays (2), Abstain (2) we
prefer the Compact Growth/Urban Center Focus Kingston UGA boundary in the Alt
2 map.

¢ Maximum Building Heights in the Kingston design districts: By a committee vote of
Ayes (5), Nays (2), Abstain (2) we prefer preserving the current height allowances
(35’/45’) in the UVC / Old Town to provide the pedestrian-focused scale and small
town feel in the Old Town Design District consistent with the Kingston Design
Standards. If additional height is needed downtown, the frontage along Central Ave
would be an appropriate place to allow that because of the grade/elevation.

¢ Mixed use on the ground floor: By a committee vote of Ayes (6), Nays (3), Abstain
(0) we prefer the flexibility recommended by the UVC Task Force intended to
encourage new infill development. Dave Wetter’s statement on the topic is
attached. To address the Port’s concerns about “losing” the downtown, we
recommend adding language preventing properties currently with commercial on
the ground floor from backsliding and converting existing commercial to residential.

We acknowledge that while we are not in full agreement on these issues, we all have
the best interests of Kingston in mind.

Kind regards,
Tim Davis
KCAC Chair

Kate Joncas
KCAC Chair
\attach

https://kcowa.us/KingstonCAC
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Page 1

Port-Proposed Kingston Storefront Zone Meeting
Statement prepared & read by Dave Wetter for March 28, 2023 community mtg

2018 & 2019 Comprehensive Plan Task Force was assigned to address
Reducing Barriers to Development in the Urban Village Core (UVC map

purple).

Participants: Johnny Walker, Betsy Cooper, Jet Wolke, Jim Pivarnik, Jon Rose, Ken
Hanson, Mike Brown, Rick Lanning, Beth Berglund and myself.
Kitsap County staff: Peter Best and Liz Williams.

A few of the major barriers to development identified were:

1. MIXED USE REQUIREMENT
Every site in the UVC was zoned mixed use, the concept being, commercial
on the ground floor and residential on the upper floors.

From a practical standpoint this limited the building to 3 floors or a ratio of
2 SF of residential to 1 SF of commercial. This is simply not sustainable. Our
existing downtown businesses, in this town of roughly 2,500 people, were
already struggling in the winter months. Forcing more commercial space
into the UVC didn’t make any sense.

A more sustainable ratio might be in the area of 30 SF residential to 1 SF
of commercial. Bainbridge Island which has roughly 10 times the
population of Kingston, has a mixed use development on Winslow Way
right across the street from the ferry parking lot that was built roughly
10 years ago.

They have struggled to keep the ground floor occupied and, as of
this past Sunday, they have 3 of 9 commercial spaces vacant.

Kingston simply needs more residential units to support commercial
occupancy. By designating space as commercial does not make it
commercially viable and/or occupied. The market, not code, determines
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Page 2

Port-Proposed Kingston Storefront Zone Meeting
Statement prepared & read by Dave Wetter for March 28, 2023 community mtg

what occupies commercial space.

The Task Force suggested that mixed use should be optional in the UVC zone
and not by specific site. A compromise was worked out with the staff that
convertible ground floor space should be limited to eastbound 104 and
Washington Avenue.

Convertible space (depending on market demand for commercial) is
space that could, initially, be residential which could be later converted
to commercial as needed.

Commercial space has four significant additional costs over
non-commercial space. Those being higher ceilings, Fire Sprinklers,
ADA access and air conditioning.

From a practical standpoint, a developer of convertible space, would
likely have to, initially, build the higher ceilings and maybe some of the
ADA access requirements.

The fire sprinklers, Air conditioning and some of the ADA requirements
could be addressed at the time of conversion to commercial space.

If this ground floor commercial / convertible zone was to be considered
for expansion, it should not be undertaken lightly, lest we, again, raise up
the same barriers to development that were just removed before the
pandemic.

A fact-based market study should be conducted which should include

comparable populations. And, ground floor storefront space need not be
the entire floor, particularly, for deeper sites and our low population.
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Page 3

Port-Proposed Kingston Storefront Zone Meeting
Statement prepared & read by Dave Wetter for March 28, 2023 community mtg

2. PRESCRIPTIVE LIMITATIONS ON HOUSING TYPES
Another barrier to development was the requirement that any
residential in the UVC zone need to be attached or multi-use. The Task
Force advanced the argument that, as long as the density requirements
are being met, the county should not dictate the type of residential
style.

Let the market decide the product. This argument prevailed in the
approved use table.

This brings us to the Design Standards for the Community of
Kingston. (The little city by the sea) Stated Purpose (page 4
after yellow tab):

“The purpose of the following Design Standards is to help
implement the physical aspects of the Kingston community vision for
downtown in the Kingston Subarea Plan. These standards are
intended to promote Kingston’s small town character and support
economic vitality while accommodating the impact of existing
regional transportation and tourism issues. The intent is not only to
provide some assurance to the community of basic conformity to the
vision statement but, also to encourage creativity.”

The Task Force supported this purpose by suggesting the developers should
use their creativity to implement a performance-based, and marketable
product, that fit this small town character vision, and that met the density
requirements.

The developer’s solution might not be a ubiquitous and/or prescriptive
3 or 4 story rectangular block but, rather, hopefully, something more
unique.
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Page 4

Port-Proposed Kingston Storefront Zone Meeting
Statement prepared & read by Dave Wetter for March 28, 2023 community mtg

3. REQUIREMENTS PROBLEMATIC FOR SMALL PARCEL INFILL
Another barrier to development was the UVC relatively small sites that, in
addition to store frontage, and density, they also needed to accommodate
parking on site and 15% landscaping.

We were able to get some parking reductions with the implementation
of the High Capacity Transit Station Area. Also, by some adjacent street
parking and remote parking.

Other barriers were addressed in the 2019 Comprehensive Plan
Amendments ordinance and use table.

Before the Committee’s work could be approved, it first had to be publicly

vetted in Kingston and presented before the Board of Commissioners in a public
hearing.

On 4-27-2020, the Board of Commissioners approved the Task Force final
recommendations which are in the notebook | distributed.
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Kingston Comp Plan Team Poll

(1/31/24-2/4/24)

Do you have a strong preference
about the Kingston UGA
boundaries / maps?

Do you have a strong preference for max building height
allowances along 104 (UVC zone / Old Town / Waterfront
design districts)?

Do you have a strong opinion about
buildings having commercial frontage on
the ground floor?

Yes, | prefer the Alternative 2 Map

Yes, I'd like to see height limited to 35' with an additional
allowance for 10 more feet with a setback so the street-side

Yes, same as the one just above but that
flexibility should only be available to new

Responder #1 (compact growth) facades appear to be 35'. This could include additional heigh buildings. Existing structures with commercial
allowances on the Central Ave side of the UVC where it's open in place can't change use to residential on the
on the shoreline / parking lot side of the street. ground floor.

Yes, | want to offer flexibility for commercial
R Yes, | prefer the Alternative 2 Map | No, the maximum building height in downtown Kingston isn't a use on the first floor inside the UVC as long as
esponder #2 - o ; . .
(compact growth) priority for me. it's built to be convertible to commercial once
Kingston has more population.
e s henChge |15 Want o ofr iy forcommerci
Responder #3 Yes, | prefer the Alternative 3 Map facades appear to be 35'. This could include additional heigh use on the first floor inside the UVC as long as
(dispersed growth) : : o it's built to be convertible to commercial once
allowances on the Central Ave side of the UVC where it's open Kingston has more population
on the shoreline / parking lot side of the street. '
Yes, I'd like to see height limited to 35' with an additional
allowance for 10 more feet with a setback so the street-side
. . facades appear to be 35'. This could include additional heigh Yes, storefronts throught the area on the map
Responder #4 No. The UGAlines don't matter allowances on the Central Ave side of the UVC where it's open called the Storefront Overlay should have
much to me. B . . . .
on the shoreline / parking lot side of the street., Also prefer a 55' |commercial frontage.
limit in the commercial district (along Hwy 104 from Banister to
Lindvog.
. . Yes, I'd like to see more height (55') allowed all along 104 from Yes, storefronts throught the area on the map
Responder #5 #]?JCEQE iSA lines don't matter Lindvog to wherever the Shoreline Master Plan restrictions kick | called the Storefront Overlay should have
: in. commercial frontage.
Yes, I'd like to see height limited to 35' with an additional
allowance for 10 more feet with a setback so the street-side Yes, | want to offer flexibility for commercial
Responder #6 Yes, | prefer the Alternative 2 Map |facades appear to be 35'. This could include additional heigh use on the first floor inside the UVC as long as
(compact growth) allowances on the Central Ave side of the UVC where it's open it's built to be convertible to commercial once
on the shoreline / parking lot side of the street., But the current Kingston has more population.
height is 45 not 35 so | believe your second option has a typo
) Yes, I'd like to see more height (55') allowed all along 104 from | Yes, storefronts throught the area on the map
Responder #7 Ye_s, | prefer the Alternative 3 Map Lindvog to wherever the Shoreline Master Plan restrictions kick | called the Storefront Overlay should have
(dispersed growth) h 8
in. commercial frontage.
Yes, | want to offer flexibility for commercial
R Yes, | prefer the Alternative 2 Map | No, the maximum building height in downtown Kingston isn't a use on the first floor inside the UVC as long as
esponder #8 D o ; ; .
(compact growth) priority for me. it's built to be convertible to commercial once
Kingston has more population.
I would like to see 55 in a small part of the UVC along Ohio Yes, | want to offer flexibility for commercial
Responder #9 Yes, | prefer the Alternative 2 Map |between 104 and Central and along Washington, leaving the rest [use on the first floor inside the UVC as long as

(compact growth)

of the UVC at 45. | could support 50 in the Commercial zone with
setbacks to reduce prevent a tunnel effect.

it's built to be convertible to commercial once
Kingston has more population.

Return to Comment Matrix
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Comments on the Draft Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan and Draft Environmental Impact Statement

from the Suquamish Citizens Advisory Council

February 26, 2024

We appreciate this opportunity to provide comments on behalf of the Suquamish Citizens Advisory
Council —a County Commissioner appointed forum to discuss and share issues of mutual interest.

SCAC appreciates Kitsap County staff work on a very big, very impactful periodic update to the
Comprehensive Plan as analyzed in a large, multi-faceted Draft Environmental Impact Statement (EIS).

After careful and thorough review of the EIS and its review and analysis of the potential, irreversible
adverse impacts to the natural and human environment, we are concerned that there are areas in the
EIS that do not fully discuss nor mitigate environmental impacts connected with the alternatives,
especially Alternative 2 (Dense Centers) and Alternative 3 (Dispersed Growth). This is very concerning to
the Suquamish Subarea and the North Kitsap region within which Suquamish exists. We believe these
areas of incomplete review and analysis must be corrected before the publication of the final EIS, final
preferred alternative and final Comprehensive Plan.

Specific comments follow:

Proposed Upzoning of lands in North Kitsap Rural Areas. The upzoning of hundreds of acres of forested-

zoned land from 1 dwelling unit per twenty acres to 1 dwelling unit per five acres on Bond Road is
absurd. The analysis of the impacts of this proposal on the human and natural environment is
incomplete and unacceptable. The Suquamish subarea stands to be significantly and irreversibly
impacted by the intense densification of large acreage in the region that includes the Suquamish
subarea. Impacts on traffic flow, roadway quality, pedestrian uses, water resources and populations of
birds, fish and wildlife dependent on forested zoned lands are significant. This is true even though
forested-zoned lands are harvested and replanted. Further, the EIS relies upon existing development
standards (e.g., critical areas and stormwater regulations) as mitigation measures. Under the State
Environmental Policy Act (SEPA), the impacts discussed in an EIS are assumed to already be subject to
existing regulations. The impacts associated with this large, atypical upzoning remain even after
applicable development standards and related ‘programmatic’ measures are applied. Measures other
than existing regulations, such as in-kind (e.g., preservation ratios) and out-of-kind (e.g., offsite
preservation, in-lieu fee, etc.) are required to be considered in mitigating probable adverse impacts to
the human and natural environment. We believe the preparation of a second draft EIS be considered
that fully analyzes mitigation measures, as required by SEPA, that contemplate actions outside of the
application of existing programs and standards.

Connecting New Standards to Alternatives. We are concerned that the imposition of certain, selected

new standards has not been adequately analyzed or discussed. First, we note the removal of lot

consolidation for the Suquamish Subarea as discussed solely in Alternative 3. We understand that the
impetus of this removal is to encourage higher housing production. This new proposed prohibition on
lot consolidation does not appear to consider that substantial areas in the Suquamish Subarea are still
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reliant on septic systems and do not have access to municipal wastewater treatment. This does not
appear to have been considered. We propose that lot consolidation be optional and not prohibited.

Second, we believe Accessory Dwelling Units should be analyzed on both alternatives.

Third, we note that the proposal for expanded stream protections (expanded buffers and management
areas) is described only in Alternative 3 and not in Alternative 2. During a public open house recently
held in Suquamish, county staff gave details that expanded stream protection would only be needed
because only in Alternative 3 there is conceived to be dispersed growth which may put more pressure on
critical areas and their buffers, including streams. We disagree with this reasoning. Under both
Alternatives, increased impacts to regulated streams and their buffers exist. We believe the expanded
buffer and other stream protections should have been a component of both Alternatives.

Tree Protection and Retention Missing from the Draft EIS and Comprehensive Plan update. We are
disappointed that the County has not joined other nearby jurisdictions to propose regulations

specifically to protect and retain mature trees. Regulating the retention of trees, tree cover and mature
tree canopies provide numerous benefits to the human and natural environment and ameliorate effects
of climate change. Particularly in the rural areas of North Kitsap where valuable, mature, intact forest
tracts exist, there is urgently needed land use and environmental controls to protect trees. We are
deeply dismayed that the County proposes heavy decreases in rural wooded and rural protection acres.
Confusingly, under Alternative 3 only, tree retention is not applicable to rural zones — precisely where
tree protection is needed most. Similarly, the EIS blatantly describes tree conservation solely in terms of
tree replacement after development occurs. We believe this is shortsighted and believe a revised draft
EIS should include and analyze tree protections to address climate change, and to preserve and protect
the human and natural environment.

Comments on the Suquamish Subarea Plan

VISION

We recommend that the County utilize both a “climate lens” and an “equity lens” in relevant decisions

such as budgeting, program support, capital project planning and code changes in expressing the vision
for the County. We suggest they follow the language edits made by the Kitsap Environmental Coalition
in their submission to the County.

CAPITAL AND ECONOMIC DEVELOPMENT

We urge the County to treat high-speed internet as a necessary utility and provide access to 5G throughout
Suquamish, whether provided by KPUD or a different entity.

Enhance the community by encouraging the development of amenities including expanded retail venues such as
a coffee shop and a community meeting place.

Allow for designated loading areas for large trucks delivering to Suquamish businesses.
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TRANSPORTATION

The location of Suquamish between two of the major ferry links of Bainbridge and Kingston means that

significant traffic moves through our community every day causing increased safety risks. For that

reason we want to see some road improvements designed to protect pedestrians and reduce vehicle

speeds. To that end we support the following:

- Add traffic calming changes, such as traffic speed tables, to certain streets including Augusta,
Division, and Columbia to encourage drivers to observe speed limits.

- Add crosswalks and walkways on Division, Augusta, and Brockton where needed to enhance
pedestrian safety.

- Improve and/or pave the shoulders of Miller Bay Road from Geneva St. to Gunderson Road to
provide a safe route for pedestrians and bicyclists from Suguamish to Kingston.

- Improve and/or pave the shoulders on NE Columbia Street from Division to Lincoln Road to provide a
safe route for pedestrians and bicyclists as the alternate northern route out of Suquamish.

- Add additional street lighting where necessary for public safety such as adjacent to bus stops and on
Division above and below the intersection with Suquamish Way.

In addition, encourage Kitsap Transit to add back direct service between the Suquamish Park and Ride (at

the Suquamish UCC) and Kingston, Poulsbo, and Bainbridge Island.

PARKS AND OPEN SPACE

Parks and open space are important to the Suguamish community. We support coordinating efforts
among the community, the Suguamish tribe and the County to maintain and enhance existing parks
within and surrounding Suquamish to their fullest potential.

- Coordinate with the Suquamish Tribe to transfer ownership of the Sports Court and Angeline Park
from the County to the Tribe with an agreement that the parks will be maintained with access to the
general public and in cooperation with park stewards.

- Enhance public access to County road ends at James and Hemphill through improved trails
consistent with the goals of the Shoreline Management Act.

- Provide a pedestrian connection between Suquamish and the network of trails within the Cowling
Creek Preserve.

STORMWATER AND SEWER

Stormwater runoff continues to be a problem in Suguamish. For that reason we want to have the County

continue to implement Suquamish Stormwater and Sewer Improvements and assess where additional

work is needed.

- Complete the stormwater treatment project that has been designed and expand this project to
include Harris and Angeline Ave.

- Conduct an assessment to determine where additional work is needed

HOUSING
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In the past, some areas of Suquamish were divided into small lots that are not consistent with current
County zoning requirements. These “legacy lots” are grandfathered in and can be built on; however, the
Suquamish area is designated to remain primarily a more rural area. Lot consolidation should be an
option based on sewer availability.

Future County growth should be directed to Urban Growth Areas and cities as identified through the
County Comprehensive Plan consistent with the direction of the Growth Management Act and Puget

Sound Regional Council.

There remains a regional shortage of affordable housing. The Suqguamish Subarea could allow accessory
dwelling units provided there is adequate lot size and sewer available.

Return to Comment Matrix
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Draft EIS comments due February
Topics:

Alternative 2: fits GMA putting growth in the UGA’s. This would be the best application and should be
the only alternative considered for growth and while also protecting our rural areas for farming and for
keeping clean watersheds.

Environment:

3.3.3.4 Heritage Parks: Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park as included in the draft Comp plan needs to be
assessed under this EIS. There have been no delineations of wetlands in the park which is a great
oversight. What is meant by a heritage park and why is this considered a heritage park? | would imagine
it is called a heritage park because it was previously inhabited by the indigenous people for centuries,
but there is no indication here that this is what happened. Only a leftover of the logging industry yet
instead of loggers raking over the land we now let mountain bikers destroying the park.

3.1.4.1 Rhododendron macrophyllum is an important native plant in Kitsap County and should be listed
here.

Also, in this section scotch broom and Himalayan blackberry need to be listed as nonnative, invasive
shrubs.

Table 3.1.4.1-3 Should Port Gamble Bay herring be listed as declining?

3.2.6.1 Regarding the STO/NSTO there is currently no construction to be done in 2024 and this should
not be included here unless an EIS will or has been done. There are toxic effects of asphalt on the
environment as well as toxic effects of the tires from bicycles. See this article:
https://washingtonstatestandard.com/2023/08/01/tribes-call-for-feds-to-ban-chemical-in-car-tires-that-
is-linked-to-salmon-deaths/

And

https://ecology.wa.gov/Water-Shorelines/Puget-Sound/Issues-problems/Toxic-chemicals

Also, regarding nonmotorized transportation: This is one of the key things we should be concerned with,
the effects of all our fossil fuel cars on the environment. The concept of the STO/NSTO is not an efficient
plan for a nonmotorized transportation system. It is, at best a developer’s plan for a developer rather
than a plan for common sense use for the county. With some rerouting done it would be a much better
plan. Putting a paved road through our heritage parks is nothing but a disaster to the environment. The
plan should be around the UGA’s, neighborhoods and schools so people can get to the everyday places
they go, not for tourists to ride around the county on a highly expensive, barely used asphalt trail that
goes through our heritage parks and causes pollution via asphalt and rubber tires.

3.2.6.1-13 This map is only a conceptualization.

Question: Why does the dEIS not address climate change?
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