Year of the Rural Comments Summary
Comments Submitted September 24 - November 10, 2025

Response to the following deliverables published on September 2, 2025, updated to
version 2.0 and published October 27,2025 - post Planning Commission Public
Process.

e DRAFT Rural and Resource Lands Chapter
o DRAFT Rural and Resource Lands Chapter 2.0
o DRAFT Land Use Chapter Edits
o DRAFT Reclassification Request Staff Report
o DRAFT Reclassification Request Staff Report 2.0
e DRAFT Proposed Code Updates
o Agriculture, Agriculture 2.0
o Child Care, Child Care 2.0
o Equestrian Facility (10/13/25 Postponed to 2026)

Prepared by Department of Community Development - Long Range Planning
Division November 19, 2025

NOTE: This is a summary and does not replace the actual comments.
20251110 YearOfTheRuralDeliverablesCommentForm.pdf
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Comments from the Public

Overall Summary

Between September 24, 2025 and November 11, 2025, 96 public comments were
submitted on Year of the Rural (YOTR) topics. These comments were distributed
across nine substantive topic areas - equine/horse code, agricultural issues,
environmental concerns, rural issues, child care code, LAMIRDs,
reclassifications/rezones, general issues, and other issues.

The greatest concentration of feedback concerns equine (42 comments) and
agricultural (21 comments) issues, together comprising roughly two-thirds of all
comments. These submissions reflect widespread interest in ensuring that Kitsap
County’s code amendments support working lands, preserve established rural
activities, and maintain the viability of farms, equine facilities, and related rural
enterprises.

Several countywide themes emerge. Many commenters express apprehension that
proposed code language may constrain rural activities that have long been integral
to the county’s rural lifestyle. Numerous comments call for clarity, predictability,
and regulatory flexibility to ensure the long-term feasibility of agricultural and
equine operations. Environmental concerns also appear prominently, with many
commenters urging greater protection of habitat, wildlife corridors, and water
resources. Across multiple topics, residents express frustration with perceived
inconsistencies in code application, requests for clearer communication, and
concerns about potential adverse effects on rural character, neighborhood
compatibility, traffic, and quality of life.

Although some categories contain only a small number of comments, each provides
insight into specific areas of the code where stakeholders seek alignment,
transparency, and well-defined regulatory expectations.

Year of the Rural — Rural

Rural Issues

The 3 comments in this category focus on broad concerns about rural character,
land use compatibility, and community well-being. Commenters emphasize the
importance of preserving rural identity, particularly in areas experiencing
development pressure or increased traffic. Commenters also reference worries
about how new development may affect nonconforming lots, existing neighborhood
patterns, and the long-term functionality of rural infrastructure.
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Food security also emerges as a theme, with commenters stressing the value of
maintaining rural lands in productive use to support local resilience. Across these
submissions, the overarching concern is ensuring that county policies protect the
defining features of rural areas—open space, agricultural activity, and low-intensity
development—while safeguarding public safety and community character.

Other Issues

The 14 comments within this category address a broad spectrum of rural matters,
including infrastructure, enforcement, transportation, and general quality-of-life
concerns. Several commenters express frustration with the perceived complexity of
the county’s code and the difficulties residents face in understanding how
amendments affect them. Others reference inconsistencies in code interpretation
and call for clearer communication from the county during both the drafting and
implementation stages of updates.

Though thematically diverse, these comments share a desire for predictable,
transparent, and understandable processes. Commenters seek a regulatory
environment that aligns with rural values, maintains neighborhood compatibility,
and provides accessible explanations for how decisions are made.

Rural and Resource Lands Chapter

Environmental Concerns

The 8 comments related to environmental matters convey a strong message that the
county should prioritize ecological protection in rural land-use decisions.
Commenters highlight concerns about habitat fragmentation, wildlife movement,
stormwater impacts, and the long-term consequences of development on forested
and sensitive lands. Many urge the county to direct growth toward urban areas to
reduce rural ecological pressures.

Environmental groups and state agencies emphasize the importance of science-
informed code development, early coordination with regulatory partners, and the
need for enforceable protections that preserve natural systems. These comments
generally support a cautious approach to rural development, placing environmental
stewardship at the forefront of planning decisions.

LAMIRDs

There were two comments in this category. The comments identify specific code
inconsistencies within Kitsap County’s LAMIRD regulations and questioned whether
all LAMIRDs (specifically George’s Corner) had been included correctly. Other
comments point to Kitsap County Code 17.381.010(C), and note that several of the
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newer LAMIRDs appear to be zoned inconsistently with both this section and the
zoning applied in adjacent LAMIRD areas. As an example, Poulsbo Municipal Code
(PMC) 18.40.040(E) is highlighted as a model of clearer or more internally
consistent LAMIRD regulations. Additionally, further review of the most apparent
zoning and regulatory inconsistencies is recommended.

Proposed Code Updates

Agriculture Code

There were 21 comments concerning agricultural matters express consistent
advocacy for preserving working farmland and strengthening the county’s
agricultural economy. Commenters highlight the importance of local food systems,
food security, and educational programs that connect youth and the broader
community to agricultural practices. Many submissions request more supportive
regulatory conditions for farmers, including allowances for accessory uses,
flexibility for on-farm activities, and protection from nuisance conflicts.

Several comments emphasize the need for an Agricultural Advisory Council,
describing it as essential for ensuring that the county’s land-use decisions accurately
reflect agricultural realities. Multiple submissions identify code inconsistency—
particularly between agricultural zones and accessory-use provisions—as a barrier
to effective farm management. Others raise concerns about overly restrictive
language in code sections such as KCC 17.415.020, warning that undue constraint,
unclear thresholds, or complex permitting requirements could undermine the
viability of existing farms and deter new agricultural investment. Concerns were
also expressed about how property rights would be protected if land were classified
as open space/agricultural use.

Together, these comments reflect a strong public desire to create a regulatory
framework that protects farmland, supports agricultural operations, and ensures
long-term food resilience.

Child Care Code

One comment was received in this category. This commenter emphasizes the
importance of neighbor notification and compatibility when siting child care
facilities in rural areas. The comment expresses concern about potential impacts on
nearby residences and requests clearer standards to ensure that child care uses are
appropriately located, well-managed, and sensitive to surrounding rural conditions.
The overall theme is the need for transparency and predictable expectations, so that
both operators and neighbors understand how these facilities fit within rural
communities.
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General Comments on Amendments or Code

The 5 comments categorized as general feedback raise questions about the clarity,
enforceability, and necessity of various proposed code amendments. Commenters
express concern that broad or ambiguous language may lead to inconsistent
application across different properties or situations. Several request that the county
provide clearer definitions, more precise cross-references, and explicit explanations
of intent so that both staff and the public can understand how the amendments are
meant to function.

These commenters also emphasize the need for transparency in the drafting process
and greater predictability in code interpretation. Some warn that unclear or overly
general regulations could create misunderstanding, complicate enforcement, or
result in unintended restrictions on rural activities. Overall, these comments reflect
a desire for the county to strengthen clarity, internal consistency, and user
comprehension as part of the code update process.

Equine/Horse Code
Postponed to 2026

The 42 comments submitted on equine issues constitute the largest body of
comments, underscoring the significant size and cohesion of Kitsap County’s equine
community. Commenters describe equine uses as foundational rural activities that
support local businesses, youth development programs, therapeutic riding
opportunities, and a diverse working rural economy composed of trainers,
instructors, boarding operations, veterinarians, farriers, and feed providers. Many
note that Kitsap’s rural parcel structure—with comparatively smaller rural lots than
other counties—makes it especially important that the code allows equine facilities
to operate without unnecessary regulatory barriers.

A substantial number of comments focus on concerns regarding accessory uses and
permitting thresholds, particularly under KCC 17.415. Commenters express
uncertainty about how routine equine activities—such as lessons, training sessions,
clinics, or modest boarding operations—might be classified under the proposed
code. Many caution that ambiguous language could result in common equine
practices being categorized as higher-intensity uses, potentially triggering
discretionary permits that small or community-based facilities cannot reasonably
obtain. Requests for clarity include defining typical equine operations,
distinguishing everyday activities from special events, and ensuring that riding
arenas and training spaces remain accessible without undue regulatory burden.
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Another prominent theme is the need to formally recognize horses as agricultural
animals and to treat equine operations as consistent with agricultural land uses.
Several commenters call for language aligning equine uses with agricultural
protections, including right-to-farm provisions, noise allowances, traffic
considerations, and manure-management practices. Many describe equine
operations as essential contributors to open space preservation and rural identity.

Commenters also raise concerns regarding consistency and predictability in
interpretation of revised regulations. They emphasize that equine facilities often
evolve gradually and need regulatory continuity to remain sustainable. Many stress
that equine uses are deeply embedded in Kitsap’s history and culture and that
regulatory changes must support their continued presence.

Reclassification Requests

One comment was received in this category, concerning APP-1D-57 (Moran). The
commenter expresses concern that, given existing conditions on the site, the
proposed reclassification or rezone may permit a level of development that is
incompatible with the surrounding rural area. The comment raises questions about
potential increases in development intensity, neighborhood impacts, and whether
the proposal aligns with adjacent land uses. This comment emphasizes the need to
carefully scrutinize rezone requests to ensure they support rural character and
avoid adverse effects on neighboring properties.
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Comments from Community Partners

Port Gamble S’klallam Tribe

Port Gamble S’klallam Tribe’s comment letter stresses that treaty-reserved rights—
particularly the right to take fish at usual and accustomed grounds—are legally
protected and require functioning salmon habitat to remain meaningful. The email
highlights the Tribe’s concern that ongoing habitat degradation, rural development
pressures, and policy decisions may compound existing declines in salmon
populations and impair the Tribe’s ability to exercise treaty rights. PGST emphasizes
the need for government-to-government consultation, early involvement in policy
formulation, and the integration of habitat protection and watershed-based analysis
into every stage of planning. The Tribe frames the accompanying report (“Treaty
Rights at Risk”, 2011) as essential context for understanding the ecological and legal
stakes and asks the County to review its findings closely to avoid further harm to
salmon habitat and to ensure that rural planning decisions do not exacerbate the
risk to treaty rights.

The report explains that declining salmon populations and widespread habitat loss
threaten the ability of tribes to exercise their treaty-reserved fishing rights. The
document outlines how cumulative impacts from development, forest clearing,
shoreline alteration, and inadequate regulatory protections degrade watersheds and
undermine salmon recovery. It concludes that local governments must adopt
stronger, enforceable habitat protections aligned with recovery objectives, as
current regulatory frameworks are insufficient to sustain harvestable salmon runs
necessary for fulfilling treaty obligations.

Squaxin Island Tribe

Squaxin Island Tribe’s letter emphasizes the Tribe’s treaty rights, its co-
management role in protecting fish, shellfish, and habitat, and the direct linkage
between rural land-use patterns and watershed health. The Tribe states that rural
development continues to degrade salmonid habitat through fragmentation,
stormwater impacts, and insufficient stream and wetland buffers. They urge Kitsap
County to adopt stronger buffer protections, incorporate climate resilience and
habitat connectivity into rural planning, and ensure government-to-government
consultation early in all regulatory processes. The Tribe notes concern that the
current draft Rural and Resource Lands chapter does not adequately protect aquatic
resources and requests revisions to align with best available science.
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Suquamish Tribe

The Suquamish Tribe expresses substantial concern that the County’s proposed
Rural Resource Lands Chapter and associated rural code amendments would allow
development patterns inconsistent with the ecological functions, watershed health,
and forest integrity required to support treaty-reserved rights and long-term
natural resource productivity. The Tribe emphasizes that rural and resource lands
form the foundation of salmon habitat, wildlife corridors, groundwater systems, and
culturally significant landscapes, and warns that increases in allowable building
intensity, commercial activity, and land disturbance would accelerate
fragmentation, degrade hydrology, and undermine salmon recovery and habitat
protection.

The Tribe also objects to several site-specific reclassification requests and proposed
policy changes that would introduce urban or suburban characteristics into rural
and forested areas. They assert that many provisions lack clarity, enable
incompatible uses, or conflict with the Growth Management Act, countywide
planning policies, and government-to-government obligations. The letter urges the
County to strengthen environmental safeguards, maintain low-intensity rural
development, prevent forest conversion, uphold treaty rights, and ensure that tribal
co-management responsibilities are fully integrated into the final Comprehensive
Plan and code revisions.

Futurewise

Futurewise’s comments focus on strengthening compliance with the Growth
Management Act, limiting rural sprawl, and ensuring that rural land use does not
undermine environmental protections. They request stronger critical area
standards, more restrictive rural densities, and improved alignment with statewide
climate and water resource goals. Their letter stresses the need for measurable
strategies to manage rural development impacts and calls for greater protection of
wetlands, streams, and habitat corridors.

Kitsap Community and Agricultural Alliance (KCAA)

KCAA recommends restructuring Strategy 5.c so that the Agriculture Advisory
Council advises the County rather than serving as a conduit of information to
farmers. They request guaranteed involvement in any future equestrian-related
code updates and urge docketing Strategy 5.e to ensure timely follow through. The
KCAA strongly opposes introducing a ‘Working Lands' overlay without a complete
policy framework and criticizes Kitsap County’s longstanding failure to designate
Agricultural Resource Lands as required under the GMA. They argue that the
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current approach provides almost no protection for lands suitable for long-term
agricultural use.

Kitsap Conservation District (KCD)

Kitsap Conservation District’'s comments focus on natural resource stewardship,
agricultural viability, soil health, and rural water quality. KCD emphasizes the
importance of sustainable rural land use, expanded mapping and monitoring of
natural resources, and support for landowners through technical assistance. They
recommend closer coordination between the County and KCD, stronger emphasis on
best management practices, and planning mechanisms that protect both working
farms and environmental resources.

Kingston Community Advisory Council (KCAC)

Kingston Community Advisory Council’s Environment and Land Use Committee
expresses concern about limited time for public engagement, lack of clarity in
definitions relating to home businesses, cottage industries, and commercial
agricultural uses, and the need for clearer agritourism standards. They highlight
challenges at UGA boundaries, calling for planning that integrates infrastructure,
housing pressures, and rural character preservation. The KCAC requests improved
natural resource mapping, clearer LAMIRD descriptions, stronger rural visioning,
and a more robust analysis of agricultural viability in Kitsap County.

Kitsap Environmental Coalition (KEC)

KEC’s comments express appreciation for the additions made by the Planning
Commission but call for significantly stronger environmental and agricultural
protections. They emphasize the importance of wildlife corridors, enhanced wetland
and stream mapping with published buffers, and clearer integration of water
quantity concerns into rural character definitions. The KEC recommends expanded
nonmotorized connectivity, formal establishment of an Agricultural Advisory
Council, and integration of best available science into forestry and agricultural
policies. They oppose all three reclassification requests, citing KCC criteria not met
and environmental risks. The KEC concludes by urging transparent implementation
and ongoing review after adoption.

Kitsap Farmland Preservation Coalition

The Kitsap Farmland Preservation Coalition argues that the Rural Chapter lacks
meaningful strategies to preserve agricultural lands and support the local food
system. They call for policies emphasizing farmland preservation, agricultural
impact statements for annexations, clear rural permitting pathways for agritourism,
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incentives for land conservation, and mitigation requirements for farmland loss. The
Coalition notes that current densities and regulatory structures continue to drive
conversion of working lands and warns that without farms, local food systems

cannot survive. They request to align rural goals with County commitments to food
security and economic development.
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