(A COUTY Executive Summary

\TsamcTon
Issue Title: Department of Community Development: Year of the Rural Work Study
Meeting Date: Monday, June 9, 2025
Time Required: 2:00 - 3:30 pm
Attendees: Rafe Wysham, Scott Diener, Colin Poff, Heather Cleveland

Action Requested At This Meeting:

e Feedback on Rural Reclassification Initial Summary, staff recommendations and decision on
Docket update

Background:

The 2024 Comprehensive Plan was adopted in December 2024. To allow for focus on the rural
communities and lands and specific topics impacting rural areas, the County is updating a Rural
and Resources Lands Chapter (Chapter). The policies in the Chapter work will work in tandem
with the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan and Land Use Map.

The Chapter guides land use patterns and supports land use decisions for the unincorporated
portions of Kitsap County outside of urban growth areas (UGAS).

The purpose of the Chapter is to define and provide policy direction to preserve and enhance the
rural character of Kitsap County. The three deliverables for the Year of the Rural include:

e Ruraland Resource Lands Chapter Update
e Rural Reclassification Requests — Recommendations
e Potential Code Updates

Meeting Purpose:

Staff will present progress on the three deliverables above. Much of the time in this work study will
be dedicated to rural reclassification requests. Staff has provided an initial review and
recommendations for the Board to consider. DCD is looking for direction on next steps, including if
the docket will be amended. If the docket will be amended, it is expected a resolution would be
considered at the June 23rd meeting.




Agenda:
¢ Rural Reclassification Request
o0 Potential Docket Update
o Chapter Update
e Code Updates

Attachment:

e Presentation

¢ Reclassification Request — Staff Memo

¢ Reclassification Request — Initial Review Matrix

¢ Reclassification Request — Initial Review Summary Staff Report
¢ Rural and Resource Lands Chapter — 30% DRAFT

e Code Update Report







Kitsap County

Agenda

2025 Year of the Rural

Project Timeline

Deliverables
Reclassification Requests
Inputs

Rural Element

Chapter Update

Code Updates

Next Steps
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Kitsap County

Project Timeline

Draft Rural and Resource Lands

Presentation to Planning Goals and Polici
oals and Policies

Commission and Board of County

Board of County Commissioners Commissioners Presentation to PC and BOCC
Presentation Community Workshops Public Comment Adoption

Dec. 2024 Jan. 2025 June 2025 (30%) June/July 2025 Sep. 2025 (60%) Nov. 2025 (90%) Dec. 2025

[ J [} [ J
Project Kick-off Potential Docket Update Presentation to BOCC including
Findings of Fact

Public Hearing
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Kitsap County

(®)

Public Comment Opportunities

June 23, 2025 September 2025

e Docket Updates — Reclass Requests e Reclass Request Recommendations
Removed ® Public Comment Period
e Board of County Commissioner Regular e Planning Commission Hearing(s) and

Board Meeting at 10:00am Board of County Commissioner
e Comment during meeting Hearing(s)

e More opportunity if the process is
extended
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Kitsap County

Deliverables

Rural and Resource Lands Chapter Update

(®)

Potential Code Updates
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Kitsap County

P . Website Tool: Deferred Site
Reclassification Requests Specific Applications 2025

17 Rural to Rural Reclassification Requests Deferred from
the 2024 Comprehensive Plan

Two reclassification requests included in Alternative 2
(most like the Preferred Alternative

® One Current Rural Protection - Proposed Rural Commercial
® One Current Rural Wooded — Proposed Rural Industrial

All others included in Alternative 3

® One Rural Residential to Rural Industrial
e Fourteen Upzone Reclassification Requests

Applications assessments in progress

e KCC 21.08. 070 Criteria for recommendation or decision

Considering a recommendation to update the docket in

June/July.
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https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/5a7e8acac4a147ebba448b1b8c925776
https://experience.arcgis.com/experience/5a7e8acac4a147ebba448b1b8c925776

Kitsap COUNY e—

Reclassification Requests

HY

T

HITI

Current Zoning:
RW 1DU/20Ac

Proposed Zoning:

RR 1DU/5Ac
RP 1DU/10AC
Rural Industrial

O__

(®)
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Kitsap County

Initial Findings - Buckets

Residential

Commercial/Industrial

(®)
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Kitsap County

Applicant Feedback

Critical Areas

Timber Commercial Significance

Rural Protection more protective
Surrounding development patterns
Proximity to UGA or City
Development

RP and RR are rural character

(@)
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Kitsap County

Initial Criteria for Amending the Comprehensive Plan

KCC 21.08.070.A.1. Significant Change

e Conditions in the area or topic have changed since the plan was adopted.

e The original basis for the plan is no longer valid, or new information has become
available.

KCC 21.080.070.A.3. Public Benefit & Consistency

e The change serves the public interest and aligns with the overall Comprehensive
Plan.
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Kitsap County

18@5?
=
Criteria for Review Moving Forward — Site Specific

KCC 21.08.070.1. All of the following must be met:

* 3. Concurrency & Services — Meets transportation, sewer, and water concurrency; no significant
adverse impact on service levels for police, fire/EMS, parks, and government services.

e b. Plan Consistency — Aligns with the goals, policies, and objectives of the Kitsap County
Comprehensive Plan and reflects local conditions.

e c. Site Suitability — Parcel is appropriate for the proposed use based on access, utilities,
compatibility, environmental factors, and surrounding uses.

e d. Growth Projections — Does not significantly alter land use assumptions or growth projections in
the Comprehensive Plan; reflects local context.

e e. Urban Services Impact — Does not negatively impact the adequacy or availability of services in
the area or Urban Growth Area.

e f. Legal & Policy Compliance — Consistent with the GMA, County-wide Planning Policies, and all
relevant state/local laws and agreements.

IF APPLICABLE Slide 11




Kitsap County
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Criteria for Review Moving Forward — Site Specific

KCC 21.08.070.4. Rural Area Requests (Non-

Commercial/Industrial) — Approval Criteria:

* a.No significant impact on rural/urban population balance

e b. Changes to natural resource lands must respect their long-term
designation and be based on:
i. Major policy or plan changes
ii. Uncontrollable changes to the property
iii. Initial designation error
iv. New info on resource or critical area status

IF APPLICABLE Slide 12




Kitsap County

Initial Criteria — Review Matrix

Additional rural capacity

Effects a logical zoning boundary

Increases development pressure on area

Conversion of forestry or agricultural use

Potential to impact critical areas
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Kitsap County

Goals: Multicounty Planning Polices (MPPs), Countywide
Planning Policies (CPPs), Kitsap County Comp Plan

Land Use Goal 10. Focus current and future planning on infill and redevelopment of existing Urban Growth Areas (UGAs).

Land Use Goal 15. Direct development to designated Urban Growth Areas consistent with projected population growth, Growth
Management Act, VISION 2050, and the Countywide Planning Policies.

¢ Relevant policies from VISION 2050 include:

e MPP-RGS-4 Accommodate the region’s growth first and foremost in the urban growth area. Ensure that development in rural areas is consistent with the
regional vision and the goals of the Regional Open Space Conservation Plan.

e MPP-RGS-14 Manage 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.

Land Use Policy 15.2. Ensure consistency between the assumptions contained in the County’s Land Capacity Analysis and
Countywide Planning Policies.

Land Use Policy 15.4. Maintain consistency with Countywide Planning Policies regarding growth targeting.

Land Use Policy 17.6. Consistent also with Land Use Goal 14- Direct development to UGAs, limit rural growth rates by focusing
growth with the Urban Growth Areas.
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Kitsap County

Rural Wooded

-

17.150 Rural Wooded Zone - Purpose

This zone is intended 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.

Source: greatpenisula.org Slide 15




Kitsap County

M RECLASSIFICATION
REQUESTS: 11 of 14

History of Rural Wooded residential requests are from What is the long-term
zoning RW to another designation strategy for this trend?

Compatible with surrounding
uses. /\ Potential forestry viability

issues: soils, changing
What is the purpose of RW Not an easy task or forest practices, changing
when many RW properties are assessment. public opinion, access, etc.
in SFR use?
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Kitsap COUNY e—

(®)

Additional Rural Growth

Policy Direction County’s current growth rate is 71%/29%.

County is working toward its adopted urban/rural growth
target, 76%/24%.

Per CPP, final target is 83%/17%.

Per Vision 2050 MPP target is no more than 8% additional
population growth in rural.

We are trying to increase urban growth rates, as the
County population continues to grow.
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Kitsap County

Staff Recommendation

Remove all residential requests

Move forward with industrial and
commercial requests

(®)
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Kitsap County

Potential Docket Update Timelines

No Public Hearing
Timeline

Public Hearing
Timeline

Decision to move forward with
docket update BOCC Regular Meeting, 10am. Decision

Publish "Initial Review Summary Staff Report" on the
project webpage

Applicant and public comment options

BOCC Regular Meeting, 5:30pm
Docket update hearing

BOCC Regular Meeting, 10am.

Decision to move forward with Decision to move forward with public
docket update hearing Decision or further deliberation

No Earlier Than

Publish "Initial Review Summary Public Hearing
Staff Report" on the project webpage Location TBD

Applicant and public comment NET due to 14 day Notification
Optlons periOd

(®)
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Kitsap County

Decision Matrix*

Initial Review and Recommendation Matrix — Rural Reclassification Requests
*Applications that clearly do not meet general criteria should be considered for removal from the Final Docket.
**Other concerns are also identified in responses in staff report in internal review matrix (Appendix C)

***Staff provided additional Board considerations for a limited number of requests to be weighed against the main rationale. More detail can be found in the staff

report and applications.

Criteria #1. How circumstances related to the
proposed amendment and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed amendment is
located have substantially changed since the
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable
development regulations;

APP- Applicant Request Commissio

Residential Requests

| I — L= |

Staff Preliminary
ner District Review*®

Criteria #2. How the assumptions upon which the
Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or
there is new information available which was not
considered during the adoption of, or during the last
annual amendment to, the Comprehensive Plan or
development regulations; and

If Conflicts with Criteria,
Main Rationale

Other Concerns**

Criteria #3. How the requested redesignation is in
the public interest and the proposal is consistent
with the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Other Board Considerations***

*Refer to document for greater details.
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Kitsap County

Deliverables

Reclassification Request Recommendations

(®)

Potential Code Updates
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Kitsap County

Inputs

Outreach

Gap Analysis & Research

Mapping & Data Analysis
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Kitsap County

(®)

RCW 36.70A.070 Comprehensive Plans —
Mandatory elements.

(5) Rural element. Counties shall include a rural element including lands
that are not designated for urban growth, agriculture, forest, or
mineral resources. The following provisions (summarized and
abbreviated) shall apply to the rural element:

« Local Flexibility with Accountability: Counties may tailor rural
development strategies based on local circumstances but must
document how their plans align with state growth management goals
and legal requirements.

 Support for Rural Development: The rural element must allow
diverse land uses and densities (like agriculture, forestry, and
clustered housing), using innovative tools such as density transfers
and conservation easements to preserve rural character while
supporting economic development.

« Limits on Intensive Rural Development: More intensive
development in rural areas is allowed only in specific, controlled
situations (e.g., infill of existing areas, small-scale tourism, or isolated
businesses), with strict criteria to prevent sprawl and ensure alignment
with rural character and infrastructure capacity. Slide 23




Kitsap County

Department of Commerce

(®)

DRAFT Rural
Element
Guidebook

Counties have worked to
balance the need to provide
housing and employment
opportunities while ensuring
that places beyond urban
centers remain rural in
character for the long term.
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Kitsap County

Chapter Update

Vision and Character

Intent

GMA & Regional Coordination

Other Applicable State Laws

Key Terms

Background of Chapter

Rural Land Use Zones

Resource Lands

Goals, Policies, Strategies
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Kitsap County

DRAFT. Kitsap County’s vision is for the
protection of rural areas and natural
resource lands, including preservation of
places of natural beauty, working
agriculture and timber lands, and
community identity and rural character.

GMA defined rural character (simplified):

« Dominated by natural landscapes and vegetation over built
environments

« Support traditional rural lifestyles and economies

* Preserve rural visual character

« Compatible with wildlife habitat and use

* Limit low-density sprawl and land conversion

« Do not typically require urban government services

» Protect natural water flows and recharge/discharge areas

(®)
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Kitsap County

4

(

The intent of the Rural and Resource Lands Element is to guide land
use decisions that preserve the distinct character, function, and value
of Kitsap County’s unincorporated lands outside of Urban Growth

Areas (UGAs), including lands that are intended for agriculture,
forestry, mineral resources, open space/critical area protection, and
rural residential housing.

GMA & R . | RCW 36.070A.020: Planning Goals. The following GMA planning goal directly addresses rural
eglona and resource lands:

Coordination

Goal 8, Natural Resource Industries: “Maintain and enhance natural resource-based
industries, including productive timber, agricultural, and fisheries industries. Encourage the
conservation of productive forestlands and productive agricultural lands, and discourage
incompatible uses.”

As with the Comprehensive Plan as a whole, the goals and policies in the Rural and Resource
Lands Element must reflect the requirements of the GMA as outline above, be consistent
with the Puget Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) VISION 2050 plan and its Multicounty
Planning Policies (MPPs), and conform to the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) adopted
by the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC).
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https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=36.70A.020
https://www.psrc.org/media/1695
https://www.psrc.org/media/1695

Kitsap County

State Laws

o)
B
=R Right to Farm

L

=

V’A

' 4

N

Energy Sites

Current Use

Resources

(®)

In addition to the GMA, other state laws and rules apply
to rural and resource lands, including but not limited to:

: Right to Farm provisions, which protect
existing agricultural activities and forest practices from being
subjected to “nuisance” lawsuits.

: Energy facility site locations, which addresses the siting
of facilities such as power plants, transmission lines, alternative
energy facilities (e.g., wind, solar), and energy storage (battery)
facilities.

: Classification and taxation for farm/agricultural, open
space, and timber lands, to encourage their preservation and
maintenance of their current uses.

: Requirements for analysis and designation of
agricultural resource lands.
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https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=7.48.300
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=7.48.300
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=7.48.300
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=80.50
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=84.34
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=84.34
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=84.34
https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-190-050
https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-190-050
https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-190-050
https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-190-050
https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-190-050

Kitsap County

Background of
Chapter

This section includes the
history of the chapter, land
use analyses conducted, and
highlights of outreach,
working groups, and
interviews specific to this
chapter.
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Kitsap COUNY e—
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O 1 Agriculture

Uses and practices,
primarily commercial in
nature...

oo
O 4 Rural Cluster

Residential site
development that avoids
and preserves critical
areas

=

2 Farm

Any size parcel or..
primary agrlculture
uses.

o

O Transfer of
Development Rights

A land use planning
strategy that allows for
the transfer of
development rights

)

adh
03 Forest

The use of land for producin
and caring for a forest, including
the harvesting of timber.

S

Y

=

06 glg?]n Space

Follow...open space law which states in
part: “ ... it is in the best interest of the
state to maintain, preserve, conserve
and otherwise continue in existence
adequate open space lands...
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Kitsap County

The Rural and Resource Lands Chapter Update will include an inventory and
analysis of Rural Land Use Zones and Resource Lands

Resource Lands

Rural Land Use Zones

Rural Residential Forest Resource Lands

Rural Protection
Rural Wooded
Rural Commercial
Rural Industrial
LAMIRDs

Mineral Resource Lands
Agriculture Resource Lands

Slide 31



Kitsap County

Rural and Resource Lands

Goals, Policies, and Strategies

2024 Comprehensive Plan (starting point)

» Rural Character and Development

« Agriculture

» Forest and Mineral Resources

» Rural Services and Infrastructure

« LAMIRDs

» Rural Business and Economic Opportunity
* Rural Environment

(®)
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Kitsap County

Deliverables

Reclassification Request Recommendations

Rural and Resource Lands Chapter Update

(®)
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Kitsap County

(®)

Code Updates

Active Evaluation Legislative Updates

e Agriculture e Agritourism e Open Space
e Rural Business e Land use Compatibility * BLA
e Childcare e Water Wells
e Events e LAMIRDs
e Energy Siting e Parking
e Rural Wooded Setbacks e Rural Business
e Boundary Line Adjustments e Mineral Resources
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Kitsap County

Chapter Update and Potential Code Update Next

Steps

e Continued engagement
e June Workshops
e Subject Matter Experts
e September 60% Draft, Public Comment, Hearings
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KITSAP COUNTY DEPARTMENT OF COMMUNITY DEVELOPMENT

MEMORANDUM

DATE: May 30, 2025

TO:

Kitsap County Commissioners

FROM: Long-Range Planning Staff

RE:

Staff Initial Summary Report and Recommendations

Staff has completed an initial summary report for all rural reclassification requests
and will present preliminary findings. These findings are intended to help support
the Board in making decisions as to whether applications should continue to move
forward through the full zone reclassification adoption process. This memorandum
provides a high-level summary of this report and staff's recommendation in
preparation for the June 9, 2025 work study.

Background:

When the “Year of the Rural” project began, the County communicated its plan to
complete an initial review of applications no later than June. There were 17
applications in total, all of which had been deferred from the Comprehensive Plan
Update in 2024. The initial review is important to provide transparency to
decisionmakers and to applicants about preliminary findings well before a more
time-consuming final adoption process at year’s end.

Initial Review Criteria:

For the purposes of this initial review, all applications were reviewed against the
general criteria in KCC 21.08.070(A) that are applicable to all types of requests.
These are:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed amendment and/or the area in
which the property affected by the proposed amendment is located have
substantially changed since the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or
applicable development regulations;

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no
longer valid, or there is new information available which was not considered
during the adoption of, or during the last annual amendment to, the
Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and
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3. How the requested redesignation is in the public interest and the proposal is
consistent with the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Recommendation:

In staff’'s opinion, all residential requests demonstrated inconsistency with most or
all the initial three review criteria. The primary rationale for this was the cumulative
effects of growth in the rural area, which conflicts with the assumptions as well as
the Goals, Policies, and Objectives of the Comprehensive Plan, Countywide
Planning Policies, and Multi-County Planning Policies. Accordingly, if it is
determined these criteria cannot be met, staff's recommendation is to not proceed
with any of the residential reclassification requests.

Staff does recommend continuing review of the three non-residential
reclassification requests, as more analysis is needed to make a recommendation.
A final decision would come at the end of the year.

Rural Growth:

The main concern noted in the initial review is additional rural development
capacity and consistency with the adopted Comprehensive Plan. The County’s
rural growth target is 4,391 additional people through 2044, however, there is
already existing capacity beyond this number. In staff’s opinion, goals and policies
of the Comp Plan (and by reference Countywide Policies and Multi-County
policies), do not support additional rural growth.

According to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is also not currently
meeting its rural/urban split goal as established in Countywide Planning Policies of
no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. When this goal is met, it
automatically reverts to no more than 17%. One individual change may not
substantially alter rural growth rates, but the cumulative effect is required to be
considered, especially if it (or several approvals) signals future upzoning for
properties with similar circumstances.

Other Considerations:

It is understood that limiting rural density is a policy decision. In the initial review,
staff has provided other considerations:

o Those requests that follow a “regular” zoning boundary and are limited in
their impact to rural growth and infrastructure (ex: 1-6 additional units), may
not have as great a potential for pressuring surrounding areas to rezone,
but may create additional zoning pressures with similar properties
elsewhere.
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11 of the 14 residential requests are related to upzoning RW zoning. Some
of these noted that the RW zoning was no longer appropriate, for reasons
such as limited viability of forestry, compatibility of forestry with adjacent
properties, changing forestry practices, or soil types. Staff has noted these
important concerns, but they should be weighed against the potential to
further diminish RW zoning in the County or policies around rural growth.
Land converted to residential use is unlikely to return to forestry or
agricultural use. Given that 43,077 acres of land in Kitsap County are zoned
RW, the Board could consider strategies related to future requests from
parcels where forestry is becoming a less viable or preferred option.

Considerations from Applications:

Key issues raised by applicants, in their submitted materials, can be summarized
as follows:

Upzones to Rural Residential is still supportive of “rural character.”

Rural Wooded (RW) zoning is no longer appropriate because commercial
forestry is not viable or preferred, due to soils, prevalence of critical areas,
changing forest practices, incompatible surrounding uses, or other
reasons.

Desire to subdivide.

Proximity to a UGA or City, or that rezoning could be compatible with
surrounding development patterns when/if a UGA or City expands, or
infrastructure improves.

Board Direction:

The Board is the ultimate decision-maker when reviewing and deciding
reclassification requests and has the policy discretion to determine compliance
with all required criteria, including the three initial criteria above. At this point in the
review, however, staff is proceeding under KCC 21.08.050(D) and bringing forth a
recommendation as to which of the submitted amendments to continue forward
with review. Staff is thus seeking direction as follows:

If the Board concludes that any additional rural growth/rural density cannot
be supported at this time, such a finding would prevent the future approval
of all residential reclassification requests. It would then be appropriate to
amend the docket at this time to remove residential applications.
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« If the Board concludes that rural growth/rural density is not necessarily a
limiting factor and that more analysis is needed, then no change to the
docket is necessary, OR the board can decide to remove a portion of
applications from the docket and direct staff to continue with the review for
the remainder of applications.

o Applications moving forward would be evaluated under the rest of the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070(D).

Next Steps:
If continued review is selected, no further action of the Board is necessary.

If the Board chooses to remove requests from further review, the docket should be
amended for clarity and transparency. Per the adopted docket Resolution 207-
2024, applications that do not meet the general review criteria shall be
“automatically removed from the docket because they will prevent the batch
consideration of the amendments in a timely matter and shall be administratively
closed...” However, staff would recommend adoption a revised resolution.

Attachments:

1. Matrix of staff initial recommendations, including additional factors for Board
consideration.

2. Initial Summary report, showing evaluation detail for all requests.
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Initial Review and Recommendation Matrix — Rural Reclassification Requests
*The Board has discretion to determine compliance with the review criteria. Applications that cannot meet review criteria should be considered for removal from the

Final Docket.

**QOther concerns are also identified in responses in staff report and in internal review matrix (Appendix C)
***Staff provided additional Board considerations for a limited number of requests to be weighed against the main rationale. More detail can be found in the Initial

Summary Report and applications.

Criteria #1. How circumstances related to the
proposed amendment and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed amendment is
located have substantially changed since the
adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable
development regulations;

Criteria #2. How the assumptions upon which the
Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or
there is new information available which was not
considered during the adoption of, or during the last
annual amendment to, the Comprehensive Plan or
development regulations; and

Criteria #3. How the requested redesignation is in
the public interest and the proposal is consistent
with the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

APP-
ID

Applicant

Request

Residential Requests

Distri
ct

Staff Initial Review and
Recommendation®

If Conflicts with Criteria,
Main Rationale

Other Concerns**

Other Board Considerations***

2&3 Christiansen 32 acres from RW to RR or North Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Proposed RR zoning is not If rezoning to RP instead of RR, this will only add one unit and would
RP Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and | consistent with surrounding zoning. | be consistent with surrounding zone. RP zoning follows a regular
(1-4 additional units) assumptions zoning boundary so development pressure on adjacent zoning is
limited. However, the purpose of RP zoning is to protect streams
and wetlands, and none are mapped on this site. Thus, the RW
zoning is still appropriate.
4 Wixson 39 acres from RP to RR North Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Creates irregular zoning boundary;
(4 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and | Potential to impact critical areas.
assumptions
6 Skrobut- 49 acres from RW to RP South Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with Although RP zone would be an isolated zone, it is proposed as a
Hooker (3 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and transition between Rural Wooded to north and Rural Residential to
assumptions south.
9 Zegstroo 9.5 acres from RP to RR North Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Creates irregular zoning boundary
(1 additional unit) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and
assumptions




17 Axe 20.5 acres from RW to RP or | South Meets Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with In 2016 rezone several properties to the north were rezoned from
RR Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and RW to RP. If rezoning this to RP instead of RR, this will only add one
(1-3 additional units) assumptions unit. Future development pressure on vicinity is possibly mitigated
by adjacent substandard lots, and existing developments, however,
the 20-acre parcel to the east might also request a change from RW
to RP.
25 Hubert 40.6 acres from RW to RR Central | Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Conversion of Ag. Use (tree farm) The rezone to RR would follow a regular zoning boundary.
(6 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and
assumptions
45 Rallis 14.8 acres from RP to RR North Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Isolated zoning; significant critical
(2 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and | areas on Western half
assumptions
48 Anest 41.5 acres from RW to RR North Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with The rezone to RR would follow a regular zoning boundary (all other
(6 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and parcels bordering east side of Hood Canal Road NE are RR)
assumptions
63 SW 109 acres from RW to RR South Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Creates irregular boundary, While part of the purpose of the RW zone is to protect forestry uses,
Kitsap/North (16 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and | development pressure on several requests from the RW zone claim that forestry is no longer
Bay assumptions surrounding forest lands; potential | viable or as viable in the past. This may be better addressed
to impact critical areas. wholistically rather than through individual requests.
64 SW Kitsap 38.1 acres from RW to RR South Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Development pressure on The rezone to RR would follow a regular zoning boundary. While
(6 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and | surrounding forest lands; potential | part of the purpose of the RW zone is to protect forestry uses,
assumptions to impact critical areas. several requests from the RW zone claim that forestry is no longer
viable or as viable in the past. This may be better addressed
wholistically rather than through individual requests.
65 Overton 82.4 acres from RW to RR South Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Creates isolated zone; While part of the purpose of the RW zone is to protect forestry uses,
(12 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and | development pressure on several requests from the RW zone claim that forestry is no longer
assumptions surrounding forest lands; potential | viable or as viable in the past. This may be better addressed
to impact critical areas. wholistically rather than through individual requests.
67 Overton 91.7 acres from RW to RR South Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Creates irregular boundary, While part of the purpose of the RW zone is to protect forestry uses,
(14 additional units) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and | development pressure on several requests from the RW zone claim that forestry is no longer
assumptions surrounding forest lands; potential | viable or as viable in the past. This may be better addressed
to impact critical areas. wholistically rather than through individual requests.
72 Raydient 418.9 acres from RW to RR North Meets Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Diminishing of RW zoning and The Heritage Park was recently established to the West. While part

(60 additional units)

Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3

Comprehensive Plan policies and
assumptions

forest lands on property and in
greater area.

of the purpose of the RW zone is to protect forestry uses, several
requests from the RW zone claim that forestry is no longer viable or
as viable in the past. This may be better addressed wholistically
rather than through individual requests.




74 Edwards 11.6 acres from RP to RR North Does not meet Criteria #1 Rural growth is inconsistent with | Creates isolated zone, no additional
(1 additional unit) Conflicts with Criteria #2 and #3 | Comprehensive Plan policies and | information submitted before

assumptions deadline.

Rural Commercial/Rural Industrial Requests

57 Moran et al. 5.2 acres from RR to Rl North more analysis needed More analysis needed to make a
recommendation

7 Skrobut 21 acres from RW to Rl South more analysis needed More analysis needed to make a
recommendation

66 Stokes/Campb | 7.6 acres from RW to RCO South more analysis needed More analysis needed to make a

ell recommendation
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Rural to Rural Reclassification Requests Summary
2024 Comprehensive Plan Map Amendments

Under RCW 36.70A.130(2) and Kitsap County Code chapter 21.08, the County may review changes to the
Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map no more than once annually, with limited exceptions not applicable
here. The following land use reclassification requests were initially submitted in 2022 as part of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan Update process but were deferred for review in 2025.

All these requests were previously evaluated in the Draft Environmental Impact Statement (DEIS) for the
2024 Comprehensive Plan Update. The DEIS studied three preliminary alternatives:

1. No Change

2. Compact Growth

3. Dispersed Growth

Alternative 2 (compact growth) description: Alternative 2 was primarily focused on encouraging growth
within existing urban growth areas near high-capacity transit and Centers such as Silverdale and Kingston.
It also focused on increasing housing diversity. Section 2.4.2 of the DEIS generally describes Alternative
2 as follows:

Growth Accommodation: Exceeds population growth targets to meet housing need based on
Commerce guidance. Generally, meets employment targets (959 jobs short).

Reclassification Requests: Includes those urban requests increasing housing diversity opportunities,
facilitating urban service expansions to existing UGAs and/or upzoning in existing UGA boundaries.

UGA Boundaries: Limited expansions to accommodate growth, specifically employment and increased
housing diversity.

Urban Center Development: Significant incentives and regulation amendments for multi-family
development in multi-family and commercial zones. Special emphasis given to Silverdale and Kingston
centers. Greater planned densities, heights and employment intensities.

Rural Rezones: Only those that promote limited rural employment opportunities.

Housing Diversity: Residential options significantly increased through incentives for multi-family and
removing unnecessary regulatory barriers to missing middle housing types.

Environment/Climate Change Additions: Sets Greenhouse Gas emissions targets (VISION 2050).
Includes tree canopy replacement requirement for urban areas.

Kingston Countywide Center: Does not require commercial on the ground floor of multi-family
development.

Alternative 3 (dispersed growth) description: Alternative 3 favored a more dispersed growth model and
made fewer changes to development regulations. Development patterns would have been more similar
to previous trends. Alternative 3 allowed for minor growth opportunities in rural areas. Section 2.4.3 of
the DEIS generally describes Alternative 2 as follows:

Growth Accommodation: Exceeds employment growth targets and includes less population growth
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than Alternative 2.

Reclassification Requests: Includes most requests except those that are GMA-non-compliant (e.g.,
urban zones in rural areas, one-acre zoning, etc.)

UGA Boundaries: Includes more expansions than Alternative 2 to accommodate growth
predominantly in Silverdale, Kingston and Bremerton.

Urban Center Development: Unchanged. No new incentives or regulatory revisions included.

Rural Rezones: Allowed for consideration. As proposed in reclassification requests. Type 1 LAMIRDs
(Manchester, Suquamish and Keyport) to be analyzed with additional development capacity based on
platted lot pattern.

Housing Diversity: Single-Family-centric. Limited multi-family opportunities or incentives.

Environment/Climate Change Additions: Tree retention requirements for development in urban
areas.

Kingston Countywide Center: Requires commercial space on the ground floor of multi-family
development.

Preferred Alternative: A preferred alternative was selected in April 2024, which was largely based on
Alternative 2 compact growth, and further evaluated in the Final Environmental Impact Statement (FEIS).
The preferred alternative favored directing growth into existing urban areas and did not include any rural-
to-rural reclassification requests.

Because discussion/analysis had been mostly focused around urban areas and housing diversity, the
Board determined all rural-to-rural requests should be deferred to allow time for review in conjunction
with a broader effort to discuss rural issues. In total, there are 17 requests. Fourteen of these are
requesting a rural upzone (RP or RR), 2 are requesting rural industrial (RI), and 1 is requesting rural
commercial (RCO).

Today, these requests continue to be treated as land use reclassification requests as they were during
the Comprehensive Plan Periodic Update. During the Comprehensive Plan 15 of these 17 requests were
in “Alternative 3”, which as an alternative was generally disfavored. Two requests were in “Alternative
2” due to their limited employment potential. In 2025, staff was directed by the 2025 Work Plan Docket
in Resolution 207-2024 to provide additional evaluation of each of these individual requests against the
review and approval criteria in Kitsap County Code 21.08. This allows the County to consider site-specific
amendment information that was not able to be considered during the Comprehensive Plan. In
accordance with County Code, the County must consider the cumulative impacts of proposals. A fee was
not charged for any of these requests.



General Background

Rural Character
The last Rural Character assessment that was completed was done as part of the 2012 Comprehensive
Plan Update. This Rural and Resource chapter of the Comprehensive Plan has since been removed but is
currently being updated in 2025. The current Land Use Element of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
recognizes rural character as:

“..a factor in drawing residents. Defining this character is an important step in preserving it. Kitsap
County’s rural area consists of differing natural features, landscape types, and land uses. Rural land uses
consist of both dispersed and clustered residential developments, farms, wooded lots, and small and
moderate-scale commercial and industrial uses that serve rural residents as their primary client. Rural
landscapes encompass a full range of natural features including forested expanses, rolling meadows,
streams and lakes, pastures and cropland, shorelines, and other sensitive areas.”

In addition, the Land Use Element states:

“For County residents, the term rural also defines a philosophy of living and a quality of life. This quality
of life includes a sense of quiet, community, and a slower pace of life. Rural characteristics include the
abundance of trees, access to recreation, views of water and mountains, and a quiet, unregimented
atmosphere. The elements of rural character also include the dynamic natural systems abundant in Kitsap
County which can be vulnerable to human and natural change. Rural goals and policies also recognize
that rural areas and communities have unique historical characters, appearances, and functions that
should be retained and enhanced.”

Proposed Residential Amendments and “Rural Character”

All residential requests propose to increase residential density. Although the Growth Management Act
defines “rural character” at a broad level, the County can consider local circumstances when determining
rural densities and permitted uses.

All rural zoning designations, which are defined in Appendix A of this document, are presumed to be
consistent with rural character because the County supports a variety of low-density residential lot size,
however surrounding context must be considered. Comprehensive Plan Policy 17.1 states the County
should “Permit residential uses in rural areas in a variety of rural lot sizes consistent with the rural
character of the surrounding area.”

As the policy above states, a variety of lot sizes can be compatible. It is important to note, however, that
many of Kitsap County’s rural areas contain substandard sized rural lots, that were created prior to the
Growth Management Act and so may not be appropriate comparisons.

Rural Growth Targets
Between 2022-2044, the unincorporated County is targeting population growth of 28,825 additional
people. Of that population target under the adopted Preferred Alternative, only 4,391 people are
allocated to the rural areas, or approximately 15.2%. The 2044 Employment Target is 19,882 Jobs, with
2,150 new jobs in the rural areas, or approximately 10.8%.

In recent decades, the County has made significant strides toward the balance of growth going into urban
areas vs rural areas. In recent years, more development is occurring in urban areas and cities. Per the
Kitsap Countywide Planning Policy UGA-5, designated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) are intended to
accommodate at least 76 percent of the 20-year planning period’s population growth, with 24% going to
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rural areas based on official population forecasts adopted by the Washington State Office of Financial
Management (OFM). According to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report (BLR), the urban/rural percentage
split for unincorporated growth during the years 2013 - 2019 was 71 percent urban and 29 percent rural,
which is an improvement from the 68%/32% split during the years 2006 — 2012.

It is important to note that the existing 76%/24% goal is an interim goal. Per the Countywide Planning
Policies, if this target is met then the target for new population will revert to 83%/17%.

Kitsap County policies continue to integrate the goal of allowing no more than 24 percent of growth going
to rural areas, lower than what is shown in the last BLR. In fact, as noted above, the County’s rural growth
target through the 2024 Comprehensive Plan is currently 15.2%, lower than the CPP target.

The growth targets are especially important to consider in light of the Rural Residential zone, which is
the County’s most common rural designation. This zone currently consists of approximately 13,130
vacant acres. Without running a rural capacity analysis on this zone, but merely assuming 5-acre lots
developed at the maximum density of 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres (not accounting for substandard lots),
and assuming 2.5 persons per household, this would amount to an increase of approximately 6,660
additional people. Thus, for the Rural Residential zone alone, general capacity exceeds the 20-year
adopted growth target of 4,319.

GMA

Growth Management Act Planning Goals (RCW 36.70A.020) which have been considered during review
of these proposals include:

(1) Urban growth. Encourage development in urban areas where adequate public facilities and
services exist or can be provided in an efficient manner.

(2) Reduce Sprawl. Reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-
density development.

(3) Transportation. Encourage efficient multimodal transportation systems that will reduce
greenhouse gas emissions and per capita vehicle miles traveled and are based on regional priorities
and coordinated with county and city comprehensive plans.

(4) Housing. Plan for and accommodate housing affordable to all economic segments of the
population of this state, promote a variety of residential densities and housing types, and
encourage preservation of existing housing stock.

(5) Economic development. Encourage economic development throughout the state that is
consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, promote economic opportunity for all citizens of
this state, especially for unemployed and for disadvantaged persons, promote the retention and
expansion of existing businesses and recruitment of new businesses, recognize regional differences
impacting economic development opportunities, and encourage growth in areas experiencing
insufficient economic growth, all within the capacities of the state's natural resources, public
services, and public facilities

(8) Natural resource industries. Maintain and enhance natural resource-based industries, including
productive timber, agricultural, and fisheries industries. Encourage the conservation of productive
forest lands and productive agricultural lands, and discourage incompatible uses.

(9) Open space and recreation. Retain open space, enhance recreational opportunities, conserve
fish and wildlife habitat, increase access to natural resource lands and water, and develop parks
and recreation facilities.



(10) Environment. Protect the environment and enhance the state's high quality of life, including
air and water quality, and the availability of water.

(14) Climate Change and resiliency. Ensure that comprehensive plans, development regulations,
and regional policies, plans, and strategies under RCW 36.70A.210 and chapter 47.80 RCW adapt
to and mitigate the effects of a changing climate; support reductions in greenhouse gas emissions
and per capita vehicle miles traveled; prepare for climate impact scenarios; foster resiliency to
climate impacts and natural hazards; protect and enhance environmental, economic, and human
health and safety; and advance environmental justice.

Under RCW 36.70A.070, the county may consider local circumstances in establishing patterns of rural
densities and uses, but shall develop a written record explaining how the rural element harmonizes
the planning goals in RCW 36.70A.020. The County must also permit forestry and agriculture in rural
areas and also provide a variety of rural densities. In doing so, the county is to consider the following
measures for governing rural development and protecting rural character that are provided in RCW
36.70A.070(5)(c):

e Containing or otherwise controlling rural development;
e Assuring visual compatibility of rural development with the surrounding rural area;

e Reducing the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density
development in the rural area;

e Protecting critical areas, as provided in RCW 36.70A.060, and surface water and groundwater
resources; and

e Protecting against conflicts with the use of agricultural, forest, and mineral resource lands
designated under RCW 36.70A.170.

Multi-County Planning Policies and VISION 2050

Kitsap County is part of the four-county planning region that also includes King, Snohomish, and Pierce
counties, and thus is required to also plan in accordance with the Regional Growth Strategy, as set
forth in Puget Sound Regional Council’s VISION 2050. Some relevant policies from VISION 2050
include:

MPP-DP-37 Ensure that development occurring in rural lands is rural in character and is focused into
communities and activity areas.

MPP-DP-42 Support the sustainability of designated resource lands. Do not convert these lands to
other uses.

MPP-EC-23 Support economic activity in rural and natural resource areas at a size and scale that is
compatible with the long-term integrity and productivity of these lands.

MPP-RGS-4 Accommodate the region’s growth first and foremost in the urban growth area. Ensure
that development in rural areas is consistent with the regional vision and the goals of the Regional
Open Space Conservation Plan.

MPP-RGS-13 Plan for commercial, retail, and community services that serve rural residents to locate
in neighboring cities and existing activity areas to avoid the conversion of rural land into commercial
uses.

MPP-RGS-14 Manage and reduce rural growth rates over time, consistent with the Regional Growth
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Strategy, to maintain rural landscapes and lifestyles and protect resource lands and the environment.

MPP-RGS-15 Support the establishment of regional funding sources to acquire conservation
easements in rural areas.

RGS-Action-7 Regional Growth Strategy:[...]support the implementation of a full range of strategies,
including zoning and development standards,[...]to achieve a development pattern that aligns with
VISION 2050 and to reduce rural growth rates over time and focus growth in cities.

Countywide Planning Policies

In addition to the Multi-County Planning Policies, Kitsap County is part of the Kitsap Regional
Coordinating Council for localized planning with cities within Kitsap County. Element D of the Kitsap
County-wide Planning Policies contains planning policies for rural land uses and development
patterns. Rural areas in Kitsap County are characterized as “having a variety of parcel sizes, with a
diversity of land use activities.” These areas also contain significant amounts of complex natural
systems. It is a high priority to preserve and enhance the rural character of these areas.” Policies
related to various requests include:

CW-1.a. Directing population growth to UGAs and centers. ... Population growth should be directed to
Cities, Urban Growth Areas, and Centers with a transportation system that connects people with jobs
and housing.

ED-2.a. Directing employment to UGAs and existing industrial sites. The County and the Cities shall
promote Urban Growth Areas and existing industrial sites as centers for employment.

R-1.a Preserving rural character and enhancing the natural environment. Preserve the character of
identified rural areas by protecting and enhancing the natural environment, open spaces, recreational
opportunities, and scenic and historic areas. Support small scale farming and working resource land,
promote locally grown food, forestry, eco- and heritage-tourism. Support low-density residential living
and cluster development that provides for a mix of housing types, rural levels of service, cultural activities,
and employment that services the needs of rural areas at a size and scale that is compatible with long-
term character, productivity, and use of these lands.

R-4.a. Conserving small-scale natural resource use in rural areas: Rural land use designations in the
County's Comprehensive Plan shall recognize ecological functions and support rural uses such as farming,
forestry, mining, recreation, and other rural activities, and permit a variety of low-density residential uses
which preserve rural character and ecological functions and can be sustained by rural service levels.

R-4.b. Conserving small-scale natural resource use in the rural areas: The County's Comprehensive
Plan policies shall promote clustering residential development and other techniques to protect and
enhance significant open spaces, natural resources, cultural resources, and critical areas for more
effective use of the land. Clustering should not increase residential housing units in the overall area
designated as rural, consistent with designated rural densities. Development clusters shall be
designed, scaled, and sited in a manner consistent with rural character and the provision of rural levels
of service.

UGA-3.d. Directing employment capacity to Urban Growth Areas. Sufficient area/capacity must be
included in the Urban Growth Areas to accommodate the adopted 20-year population distribution
and countywide employment as adopted by the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council.
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Initial Review

Annually, the County considers a docketing resolution which specifies the types of amendments the
County will consider that year. Resolution 207-2024 was adopted in December of 2024 which directed
County Staff to consider all rural-to-rural reclassification requests that had been deferred from the 2024
Comprehensive Plan Update (17 in total). During the Comprehensive Plan Update, reclassification
requests were included as part of land use alternatives. 15 of the 17 requests were part of “Alternative
3” which was generally disfavored. However, because the Comprehensive Plan has been adopted, review
criteria in KCC 21.08 can now be applied, which allows staff to consider site specific information that
could not have been considered during last year’s update.

In the process described under KCC 21.08, the general procedures for Comprehensive Plan amendments
include an optional pre-application meeting, followed by initiation of review. Per KCC 21.08.050.D, the
department is tasked with providing this initial review for all docketed amendments and forwarding a
recommendation to the Board of Commissioners as to which applications should move forward for
further consideration. The Board may adopt an updated docket listing those applications to move
forward for further consideration.

The initial review includes consideration of the general criteria listed in KCC 21.08.070(A) (shown below).
These criteria must be met, and findings must be made to demonstrate compliance prior to any final
approval. Accordingly, applications that do not meet these criteria may be removed from further
consideration after this initial review. Applications that meet these criteria, or where more analysis is
warranted, may be selected to move on for further consideration, which would include additional review
and may require additional information or studies, if necessary. This subsequent analysis would include
review under the remaining approval criteria in KCC 21.08.070(D), which is shown in Appendix B. If any
requests are to be considered as an “area-wide” amendment, then the criteria of in KCC 21.08.070(C)
would apply. If an application would move forward for additional review, a SEPA decision and a public
comment period would be required.

When reviewing the potential impacts of a change in zoning, staff examine the range of uses allowed
under that proposed zone, in addition to other code-based criteria. Potential development projects or
project-level details on a site are not part of the review. Additional information relevant to the property,
such as critical areas studies, may be considered. However, a project-specific SEPA analysis and
determination is not made until a development application is submitted.

Regarding applications that do not meet the general criteria, the adopted docket in Resolution 207-2024
also stated in Section 3, “Proposed amendments that do not comply shall be automatically removed from
the 2025 docket because they will prevent the batch consideration of the amendments in a timely
manner.” The Board is the ultimate decision-maker when reviewing and deciding reclassification
requests and has the policy discretion to determine compliance with all required criteria. The Board of
Commissioners thus has the discretion to determine if additional consideration is needed to determine
an application complies with the criteria, or to direct that an amendment is not processed further or be
deferred. Per Section 3(D) of the docket, the Board may also decide to stop further consideration of a
request for any reason.
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General Criteria for All Amendments
The docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A, as
well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” It then goes on to require compliance with the general
criteria of KCC 21.08.070(A), as stated above. Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed General
Background in the section above.

Residential Requests

As part of the initial review for consistency with the criteria in KCC 21.08.070(A)(1-3), as discussed
below, staff focused the following factors. These factors are integrated into the General Criteria Below
and within the Evaluation Criteria of each request as they apply. They are also shown in a matrix in
Appendix C of this document, which was used as a preliminary internal review tool.

e Have circumstances changed since the adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan?

e Does the proposal increase Rural Growth Capacity?

e Does the proposal alter a regular zoning boundary or increase development pressure on other

properties?
e  Would the proposal lead to the conversion of land used from forestry or agricultural to use?
e Could the proposal impact critical areas?

KCC 21.08.070(A). General Criteria for Land Use Reclassification Requests (hereafter requests or
amendments): For each proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority, the
planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed amendment and/or the area in which the property
affected by the proposed amendment is located have substantially changed since the adoption of
the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

In staff’s initial review, staff considered if there had been a change in circumstances since the adoption
of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. This criterion usually looks at a variety of factors, including changes
in land use patterns in the area, and changes in the property itself.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last
annual amendment to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

In staff’s initial review, the inclusion of each request in Alternative 2 or 3 during the Comprehensive
Plan Update is important because requests were assigned to the land use alternative they were most
closely related to. Alternative 2 was generally characterized as promoting compact, or focused, growth
and was found to be most in line with regional planning, GMA, and Department of Commerce
guidelines and so became the base for the Preferred Alternative. Alternative 3, however, was generally
characterized as promoting dispersed growth and was not preferred.

For this review, the 2024 assumptions are still valid as are other assumptions such as growth trends
and the adopted growth targets. Staff is also considering additional site-specific information that may
not have been considered during the 2024 update. This includes information that is available about
the site and surrounding vicinity, as well as additional information submitted by applicants.
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Rural Growth Capacity

Relative to growth trends and targets, additional rural capacity may conflict with the assumptions for
rural growth in the County’s Comprehensive Plan, which demonstrates that the County’s existing rural
capacity exceeds projected rural growth within the 2044 planning horizon. For example, as noted
above, the Rural Residential zone alone already has more capacity for growth than the 20-year
adopted growth target adopted by the 2024 Comprehensive Plan. Individual, incremental increases in
dwelling units may not materially alter growth patterns; however, cumulative impacts of such
increases over time, and when combined with other changes, must be considered. This effect is greater
when considering those requests that impact a regular boundary or increase development pressure
on properties in the vicinity that have similar circumstances. All residential requests together amount
to 135-140 units of additional residential capacity. Thus, the cumulative effect of additional rural
residential development may conflict with the assumptions of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan.

As noted above, the County has also made strides in improving its urban/rural percentage split. The
assumption that the County should continue to improve this balance and limit rural growth is still valid
under the 2024 Comprehensive Plan.

Regular Zoning Boundary Development Pressure on Other Properties

Relative to information about the site and surrounding vicinity, a change in designation that results in
an area with an irregular boundary removes a natural division between designations and may prompt
or incentivize neighboring properties, or properties that have similar circumstances, to seek future
redesignations as well. While this may be less of a concern for those land use reclassifications that
follow a regular or reasonable boundary, growing development pressure may conflict with the growth
assumptions of the Comprehensive Plan, as well as Comprehensive Plan goals and policies as described
in subsection 3 below.

3. How the requested redesignation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

In staff’s initial review, a proposal was given greater consideration if it would advance various
Comprehensive Plan goals, policies, and strategies.

The Comprehensive Plan supports a mixture of 5-, 10-, and 20-acre lots in the rural area. Changes in
rural zoning may still support rural character, but the surrounding area should also be assessed:
e Land Use Policy 17.1. Permit residential uses in rural areas in a variety of rural lot sizes consistent
with the rural character of the surrounding area.

Supply of Rural Land Available for Rural Development
The cumulative effect of higher densities in rural areas may conflict with the following Comprehensive
Plan goals and policies:

e Land Use Goal 10. Focus current and future planning on infill and redevelopment of existing
Urban Growth Areas (UGAs).

e Land Use Goal 15. Direct development to designated Urban Growth Areas consistent with
projected population growth, Growth Management Act, VISION 2050, and the Countywide
Planning Policies.

0 Relevant policies from VISION 2050 include:

=  MPP-RGS-4 Accommodate the region’s growth first and foremost in the
urban growth area. Ensure that development in rural areas is consistent with
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the regional vision and the goals of the Regional Open Space Conservation
Plan.

=  MPP-RGS-14 Manage 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.

= RGS-Action-7 Regional Growth Strategy:[...]support the implementation of a
full range of strategies, including zoning and development standards,][...]to
achieve a development pattern that aligns with VISION 2050 and to reduce
rural growth rates over time and focus growth in cities.

e Land Use Policy 15.2. Ensure consistency between the assumptions contained in the County’s
Land Capacity Analysis and Countywide Planning Policies.

0 Note: The Countywide Planning Policies establish growth targets for population,
employment, and housing in unincorporated and rural Kitsap County. The County
completed a Land Capacity Analysis as part of its Comprehensive Plan update.

e Land Use Policy 15.4. Maintain consistency with Countywide Planning Policies regarding growth
targeting.

e Land Use Policy 17.6. Consistent also with Land Use Goal 14- Direct development to UGAs, limit
rural growth rates by focusing growth with the Urban Growth Areas.

Lands in Forest or Agricultural Use

Land that is converted to residential is unlikely to return to forestry or agricultural use. It is important
to note that Rural Wooded (RW) zoning is not the same as Forest Resource Lands, although the
purpose of Rural Wooded designation is to encourage the preservation of forestry and agricultural
uses. Rural Wooded zoning also provides for low density residential use. Changes that relate to
converting lands in forestry or agriculture may conflict with:

e Land Use Policy 20.1. Account for the continued use of properties managed for timber
production and compatibility of these properties with surrounding lands

e Land Use Policy 20.2. Coordinate with the Department of Natural Resources (DNR), Tribal
governments, community groups, and private forest landowners to promote long-term
preservation of forest lands

e Climate Change Policy 7.3. Encourage private forestland to remain in timber production

11 of 14 of Residential requests involve changes from RW zoning to a higher density zone. Some
applications noted that even though they are zoned Rural Wooded, forestry was no longer a viable or
preferred use at that site. This could be due to soil types, changing forest practices, incompatible
adjacent uses, prevalent critical areas, or simply a desire to be able to divide land in the future.
However, the purpose statement also includes residential use and retention of rural character. If many
parcels zoned RW have similar circumstances, development pressures may continue to diminish RW
zoning over time.

Impacts on Critical Areas or Forest Cover

Some applications noted that potential for commercial forestry may be limited by the presence of
critical areas and argued in some cases a “Rural Protection” designation may be more protective than
forestry use. Generally, increases from one rural density to a more intense rural density has the
potential to impact natural resources when a significant amount of critical areas exist, especially when
considering the cumulative impact of all requests and that the land may be further divided. Critical
areas are protected at a project level by the Critical Areas Ordinance, and while rural lots are often
large enough to avoid critical areas, a significant presence of critical areas may increase chances of
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requests for buffer reductions, or other impacts. Critical areas may also affect the location of future
lot lines. This may be in conflict with:
e Environment Goal 2. Designate and protect critical areas. Critical areas include wetlands, critical
aquifer recharge areas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, frequently flooded areas,
and geologically hazardous areas

Rural Commercial or Rural Industrial Requests
In addition to the 14 residential requests, one request for Rural Commercial (RCO) and two requests for
Rural Industrial (RI) were submitted. As part of the initial review for consistency with the criteria in KCC
21.08.070(A)(1-3), staff considered the following factors. These factors are integrated into the General
Criteria below and within the Evaluation Criteria of each individual request as they apply:

e Is the request consistent with the rural employment targets in the Comprehensive Plan?

e Could the request create the potential for incompatible land uses resulting from the
reclassification?

e Does the request have the potential to impact critical areas?

e Does the proposal have available public facilities (e.g., roads, water, sewer) to serve the type and
intensity of land uses that could take place after reclassification?

KCC 21.08.070(A). General Criteria for Land Use Reclassification Requests (hereafter requests or
amendments)

For each proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority, the planning
commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its decision,
shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed amendment and/or the area in which the property
affected by the proposed amendment is located have substantially changed since the adoption of
the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

In staff’s initial review, staff considered if there had been a change in circumstances following the 2016
Comprehensive Plan. This criterion usually examines a variety of factors, including changed public
opinion, changes in land use patterns in the area, and changes in the property itself.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last
annual amendment to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

For this review, these assumptions are still valid as are other assumptions such as growth trends and
the adopted growth targets. Staff is also considering additional site-specific information that may not
have been considered during the 2024 update. This includes information that is available about the
site and surrounding vicinity, as well as additional information submitted by applicants.

Consistency with Rural Employment Targets

Relative to growth trends and targets, unlike residential reclassifications, requests for industrial or
commercial reclassification are not anticipated to increase rural population density and affect
rural/urban population split. However, there typically is an impact on rural employment targets. As
shown in Exhibit 2.5.3-4 (Employment Capacity of Alternatives) in the 2024 Final EIS, the anticipated
employment growth rate in the rural areas will result in 2,150 additional jobs by 2044, which is
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consistent with the employment land capacity of the Preferred Alternative.

3. How the requested redesignation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Potential for Incompatible Land Uses

Public interest can generally be defined as decisions and actions that are intended to benefit the larger
area or community. One aspect of public interest relative to zoning is the potential of a request to
create incompatible uses with adjacent lands and the surrounding area. This takes into account
existing uses on the subject site, existing and possible uses on surrounding properties, and questions
if the proposal would be an isolated change different from the area or contiguous to like zones. It was
also considered if the reclassification could encourage nearby property owners to also request
reclassification of their properties. These considerations are generally supported by the following
goals, policies and strategies:

e Land Use Strategy 17.e. Beginning in 2025, explore regulation and incentive programs to
improve compatibility between diverse rural uses (e.g. small-scale agriculture, rural businesses,
and residences).

e Land Use Goal 18. Foster rural businesses and business opportunities on designated commercial
and industrial lands in the rural area while balancing the protection of rural character

e Economic Development Policy 2.5. Promote a balance between economic growth and
protection of Kitsap County’s environmental assets and rural character.

e Economic Development Policy 2.6. Support efforts to enhance economic, visual, and
environmental qualities of rural areas.

e Economic Development Policy 4.4. Encourage appropriate economic opportunities in rural
areas.

Potential to Impact Critical Areas

Some proposals have critical areas either on or adjacent to their site. The Growth Management Act

requires that critical areas be protected to protect the public welfare from hazards and ensure

continued function of ecological systems such as riparian areas and wetlands. Rural Industrial or Rural

Commercial land uses tend to be more intense than residential uses and therefore redesignation of

these lands could have the potential to affect critical areas. Review of the proposals for potential

critical areas impacts is supported by the following goal:

e Environment Goal 2. Designate and protect critical areas. Critical areas include wetlands, critical

aquifer recharge areas, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas, frequently flooded areas,
and geologically hazardous areas

Available Public Facilities to Serve the Type and Intensity of Land Uses

The Growth Management Act requires that public facilities and services necessary to support
development shall be adequate to serve new development at the time it begins its use. This
requirement protects the public welfare by ensuring that development is supported without
compromising service quality or reducing service levels for the existing community. In considering
designating lands as Rural Commercial or Rural Industrial, staff considered if public facilities were
available that were adequate to serve potential land uses. This review is supported by the following
policies:

e Land Use Policy 18.3. When considering public spending for facilities and services within the rural
area, prioritize the maintenance of existing facilities and services that protect public health and
safety and only upgrade facilities and services to provide rural service levels without creating
capacity for urban growth.

e Land Use Policy 17.5. Allow for essential public facilities, other regional infrastructure, and rural
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governmental services

RESIDENTIAL REQUESTS

(Rural Wooded, Rural Protection, or Rural Residential)
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CHRISTIANSEN (APP-ID: 2 & 3)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties from Rural Wooded (RW) to either Rural Protection (RP) or Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 2 dwelling units total on these two parcels. A change to RP would allow
potentially up to 3 dwelling units and a change to RR would potentially allow up to maximum 6 dwelling units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Rob Christiansen
Applicant Rob Christiansen
Parcel(s) 332702-4-004-2002,

332702-4-005-2001
Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RPor RR

Site Size 16.15 + 16.15=32.30 Ac
Property Use Undeveloped
District North Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (as RP)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site includes two properties that are each 16.15
acres, totaling 32.30 acres. The site is bordered by and
has access to Miller Bay Road NE to the West. The

properties are vacant,

undeveloped, and largely

wooded. County Critical Area Maps indicate the
presence of high and moderate erosion hazards.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The subject property is adjacent to properties that are
zoned RP, RW, and Park. Nearby properties are non-
commercial forest use, single family residential, or
undeveloped. To the east is north Kitsap Heritage Park.

At a larger scale, the site is situated adjacent to a large
contiguous area of Rural Wooded (RW) property to the
north and west. The site is situated approximately 2.5
miles southwest of the unincorporated urban area of
Kingston, 4 miles to the north of the rural area of
Suquamish, and 6 miles northeast from the City of

Poulsbo.
Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North Park A portion of the North Kitsap Heritage Park borders the north of the site.
RW To the north of site, across Miller Bay Road NE, is a large continuous area

of Rural Wooded (RW) properties. These properties are typically 20 acres
in size. Many of these properties are owned by Greater Peninsula
Conservancy and are not in commercial forestry.

East/South Park The North Kitsap Heritage Park borders the east and south of the site.

West RP Properties zoned Rural Protection RP, approximately 3 to 6 acres in size,
border the site to the west. Many of these properties are on the opposite
side of Miller Bay Road NE. Properties directly abutting the property are
developed with single family homes, while some others slightly further
away are vacant or forested.
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update
but was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County is to
consider the cumulative impact of all proposals under review as well to review the proposal against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan

policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General

Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request or area in which the
property is located have not substantially changed since the adoption of the 2016 or 2024 Comprehensive
Plan or development regulations.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and there is sufficient existing rural capacity within the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according
to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently not achieving its targeted goal of no more than
24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this
goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no more than 17%. As the assumption is still valid, the
County should not promote additional growth to its rural areas. Also, while this change may only provide
up to an additional 4 dwelling units, cumulatively with the other requests the changes would make meeting
the County targets more difficult.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment, however, would increase development capacity in the
rural area. It is recognized that individually the increase may be at a small amount but would be larger on
a cumulative basis. Additional amendments have the potential to diminish the availability of RW zoning over
time. Future development would also likely result in the removal of forest cover to a greater degree with
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5-acre lots than with 20-acre lots. The requested rural protection designation is also most appropriate
when significant critical areas are present, and there are no streams or wetlands mapped on this property.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional Considerations: The conflicts above could be weighed against the fact that, if zoned RP instead
of RR, the rezone would only allow for one additional unit and would follow a regular zoning boundary.
However, the parcel still meets the purpose statement of the RW zone.
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WIXSON (APP-ID: 4)
Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Protection (RP) to Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for potentially up to 4 dwelling units. A rezone to RR would allow potentially up to 8
dwelling units.

This application is adjacent to another land use reclassification request (Zegstroo APP-ID-9)

Reclassification Information

Owner Dave Wixon
Applicant Dave Wixson
Parcel(s) 022501-2-034-2000,

022501-2-006-2004,
352601-3-024-2000,
352601-3-023-2001,
022501-2-007-2003

Current Zone RP

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 38.96 acres

Property Use Undeveloped; single family
residence

District North Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RP) Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site includes five properties that total 38.96 acres
in size. One parcel is 2.46 acres and includes a single-
family residence, while the remaining land is vacant and
wooded. The site accessed off of NE Anna Rd to the
south. The property is adjacent to properties that are
zoned RP.

The County Critical Area Maps include areas of High
Erosion Hazard and Moderate Landslide Hazard. There
is a mapped Type N stream through the middle of the
westernmost of the 5 parcels (parcel # 022501-2-007-
2003)

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The subject property is adjacent to properties that are
zoned RP. Properties zoned RP are developed as non-
commercial forest land, single family residential, or
undeveloped.

At a larger scale, the site is situated adjacent to a large contiguous area of Rural Protection (RP) property
to the north, east, and west. The site is situated approximately % miles northeast from of Silverdale and

Island Lake.
Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North/ RP Properties zoned RP vary in size and are developed as non-
West/ East commercial forest land, single family residential, or undeveloped.
South RR On the opposite side of NE Anna Rd. properties are zoned as Rural
Residential and are generally 2.5 to 5 acres in size. These properties are
zoned as Rural Residential

25



Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update
but was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County is to
consider the cumulative impact of all proposals under review as well as to review the proposal against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request or area in which the
property is located have not substantially changed since the adoption of the 2016 or 2024 Comprehensive
Plan or development regulations.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate projected rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per the Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target, as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. While this change may only provide an additional 4 dwelling
units, cumulatively with the other requests the changes would make meeting the County targets more
difficult.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its urban areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area for up to 4 additional units. The proposal would also impact an
existing regular boundary of Rural Protection, bordered by NE Ana Rd, and would diminish the RP zoning
in this area further creating pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to RR. Critical areas are mapped on
this site and in the vicinity and so increased development in this area has the potential to have greater
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pressure to impact critical areas. Development at a higher density has the potential to reduce forest cover.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
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SKROBUT-HOOKER (APP-ID: 6)
Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal
The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Protection (RP).

Current zoning allows for up to 2 dwelling units. A rezone to RP would allow up to potentially 5 dwelling units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Doug Skrobut
Applicant Doug Skrobut
Parcel(s) 322301-2-037-2003

322301-1-033-2009,
Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RP

Site Size 49.01 acres (29.05+19.95)

Property Use Undeveloped; vacant; forest
land

District South Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (RP)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site includes two properties that total 49 acres in
size. Both parcels are vacant and wooded. The site is
accessed from Wicks Lake Road SW. The property is
adjacent to properties that are zoned RW to the north,
and RR to the South.

The County Critical Area Maps indicate the presence of
a stream approximately between the two parcels, as
well as associated hydric soils.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The subject property is adjacent to properties that are
zoned RW to the north and RR to the south. Many
properties zoned RW are still in forest land or owned by
Kitsap County Parks. Properties to the south are
typically 5 acres in size and developed with single family
residences.

At a larger scale, the site is situated adjacent to a large contiguous area of Rural Wooded (RW) property
to the north. The site is situated approximately 3-5 miles south of the City of Port Orchard and its

unincorporated UGA.

Current Land Uses

Contiguous block of 20-acre parcels in forestry. Wicks Lake is less than
1 mile to the North, surrounded by County owned land zoned as Park.

Current Zoning
North RW
Park
South/ RR
West / East

Rural Residential Properties approximately 2.5-5 acres in sized, typically
developed with single-family residences.
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update
but was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County is to
consider the cumulative impact of all proposals under review as well as to review the proposal against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.A.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request or area in which the
property is located have not substantially changed since the adoption of the 2016 or 2024 Comprehensive
Plan or development requlations. It is noted that this application states that soils are Class IV soils that are
inferior for Timber Production, however, County policy related to soil production and RW zoning has not
substantially changed.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate projected rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target, as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. While this change may only provide a potential of 3 additional
dwelling units, cumulatively with the other requests the changes would make meeting the County targets
more difficult.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its urban areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
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development capacity in the rural area for up to 3 additional units. The proposal also requests Rural
Protection zoning when no adjacent Rural Protection zoning exists. The RP zone appears to be proposed
as a “transition” between Rural Wooded properties to the north and Rural Residential properties to the
south, west, and east. However, this property and properties to the north are in Forest Land use, per the
assessor, so a transition is not needed. Further, although the proposal would not necessarily create an
irregular boundary, it would be the only Rural Protection zoning in the vicinity and the change to Rural
Protection could have the potential to increase pressure on RW-zoned properties with similar conditions
to also upzone to Rural Protection. A stream is mapped in between the parcels, so the proposal has the
chance to impact critical areas, but impacts could likely be avoided with the Rural Protection designation
and protections from the Critical Areas Ordinance; nonetheless, the existing RW designation is also
protective of critical areas.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional Considerations: The proponent argues that the property is not fit for timber production due to
soil types. The County should consider long-term strategies for the RW zone for properties that may not be
in timber production or wish to move away from timber production.
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ZEGSTROO (APP-ID: 9)
Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal
The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject

properties from Rural Protection (RP) to Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 1 dwelling unit. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 2 dwelling units.

This application is adjacent to another land use reclassification request (Wixson APP-ID-4)

Reclassification Information

Owner Case Zegstroo

Applicant Jason Boag (representative)
Parcel(s) 022501-2-008-2002
Current Zone RP

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 9.42
Property Use Single-family residence/barn
District North Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RP) Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site includes one property that is 9.42 acres in size.
It is developed with a single-family residence, barn, and
other improvements. The site is  mostly
cleared/developed with some mature trees in the
northern corner. The site is accessed off of NE Anna Rd
tothe south. The property is adjacent to properties that
are zoned RP.

The County Critical Area Maps include areas of High
Erosion Hazard and Moderate Landslide Hazard. There
is a mapped Type N stream at the northeast portion of
the site.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The subject property is adjacent to properties that are
zoned RP. Properties zoned RP are developed as non-
commercial forest land, single family residential, or
undeveloped. The parcel is across NE Anna Road from
Rural Residential property.

At a larger scale, the site is situated adjacent to a large contiguous area of Rural Protection (RP) property
to the north, east, and west. The site is situated approximately % miles northeast from the unincorporated

area of Silverdale and Island Lake.

Current Zoning

Current Land Uses

North/ RP Properties zoned RP vary in size and are developed as non-
West/East commercial forest land, single family residential, or undeveloped.
South RR On the opposite side of NE Anna Rd. properties are zoned as Rural

Residential and are generally 2.5 to 5 acres in size. These properties are
zoned as Rural Residential.
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update
but was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County is to
consider the cumulative impact of all proposals under review as well as review the proposal against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.A.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request or area in which the
property is located have not substantially changed since the adoption of the 2016 or 2024 Comprehensive
Plan or development regulations.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate project rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. While this change would only add one additional unit,
cumulatively with the other requests the changes would make meeting the County targets more difficult.
This request is also connected to another similar rezone proposal (Wixson APP-ID 4) and also effects an
irregular split between RP zoned land to the north, west and east, and RR zoned land to the south.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area. The proposal would also impact an existing logical boundary of
Rural Protection, bordered by NE Anna Rd, and would diminish the RP zoning in this area further creating
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pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to RR. It is logically connected to APP-ID #4 (WIXSON) and the
two together would result in approximately 5 additional lots. Critical areas are mapped on these sites and
additional development could potentially impact those critical areas.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
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AXE (APP-ID: 17)
Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Wooded (RW) to either Rural Protection (RP) or Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 1 dwelling unit. A rezone to RP would potentially allow up to 2 dwelling units
and a rezone to RR would allow up to 4 dwelling units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Matthew Axe
Applicant Matthew Axe
Parcel(s) 302301-2-039-2003
Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RPor RR

Site Size 20.54 acres
Property Use Single-family residential
District South Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (as RP)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is one property totaling 20.42 acres in size.
There is one single-family residence on the property,
which is accessed by a private driveway and easement
to the cul-de-sac of SW Lake Flora Road at the
northwest corner of the subject property. The
remainder of the property is largely wooded. County
Critical Area Maps do not show critical areas on the
property; however, adjacent properties have a stream,
wetlands, erosion hazard and seismic hazard areas.
The applicant indicated in the reclassification
application that the property “includes wetlands and
sensitive areas”.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The subject property is adjacent to properties to the
east, west, and south that are zoned Rural Wooded
(RW). These properties are developed with single-
family homes (west and south) or undeveloped (east).
The property to the north is zoned Rural Protection (RP)
and is developed with a single-family residence.

At a larger scale, the property is within a large area

zoned RW located southwest of SW Lake Flora Rd and J.M. Dickinson Rd SW. A limited area of RP zoning
is also located just southwest of the intersection of Lake Flora and Dickinson. The site is located
approximately 1.6 miles southwest of the City of Port Orchard and .9 miles east of the City of Bremerton.



Current Zoning

Current Land Uses

North RP Properties to the north of the subject property, south of SW Lake
Flora Rd, are zoned RP and are approximately 10 acres in size.
They are developed with single-family homes and retain
significant wooded area.

South RW Properties to the south are zoned RW, most approx. 5-10 acres
in size. They are developed with single-family homes or are
undeveloped.

West RW Properties immediately to the west are in a large-lot subdivision
zoned RW, with lots approximately 4.5 acres in size. Further west
is a large (122 acre) undeveloped property.

East E\P/'V The adjacent properties east of the subject property are zoned

RW and are undeveloped. Between these properties and J.M.
Dickinson Rd SW to the east, properties are developed with
single-family homes or are undeveloped. These properties are
approximately 6-12 acres in size.
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.A.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: In 2016, a number of properties to the north were rezoned from RW to RP, many of which
have since developed with Single-Family residences on 10-acre lots. The north-south orientation of this
parcel is due to a Boundary Line Adjustment in 2019 with the neighboring parcel to the east (302301-2-
040-2000).

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate project rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone would provide only an additional 2-4 dwelling
units, but its location could lead to additional development pressure on other parcels to rezone to higher
densities. Cumulatively with other requests, the rezone would make meeting the County’s growth targets
more difficult.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area. The proposal could also diminish the greater and immediate RW
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area, further creating pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to rezone to RP or RR. If zoned RP, the
pressure of expansion could be mitigated due to the fact that adjacent lots are already substandard in size
at 5-10 acres, and lots to the north recently rezoned to RP in 2016. However, it would also create an island
of RW zoning to the east, and rezoning of that property might also need to be considered.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:

e Meets criteria #1. Due to a 2016 rezone to the north to RP, and subsequent development of those
parcels, circumstances have changed.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional Considerations: The conflicts above could be weighed against the fact that, if zoned RP instead
of RR, the rezone would only allow for one additional unit. Surrounding development to the north and
substandard lots to the west and east could potentially mitigate the potential for development pressure on
surrounding parcels.
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HUBERT (APP-ID: 25)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal
The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 2 dwelling units. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 8 dwelling units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Marlena Hubert
Applicant Philip Havers
Parcel(s) 012401-1-024-1008,

012401-1-023-1009
Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 40.63 acres (20.26 & 20.37 acres)

Property Use Christmas tree farm/single-
family residence

District Central Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (RP)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is two properties totaling 40.63 acres in size.
Both properties are currently in agricultural use as part
of a Christmas tree farm which extends across several
other properties. The properties are accessed from
Calamity Lane NW, through an adjacent property at the
northwest corner of the site which is also part of the
Christmas tree farm. County Critical Areas Maps show
areas of moderate erosion hazard and moderate
seismic hazard on these properties.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The properties are adjacent to Rural Residential zoned
properties to the north and west. These properties are
developed with single-family homes, with the
exception of the parcel at the northwest corner, which
contains an agricultural building and carport.
Properties to the south are zoned Rural Wooded (RW)
and Rural Residential (RR). The RW properties are
nearly all undeveloped or under current agricultural
use. The RR properties are developed with single-family
residences with the exception of one property at the

southeast corner of the subject site, which is part of the Christmas tree farm. On the east, the properties
are bordered by Camp Wesley Harris, which is a 387-acre US Navy weapon and ordnance training range.

At a larger scale, the properties are at the edge of an extensive area zoned RW located southwest of
Seabeck Hwy NW. These areas of RW zoning are surrounded by RR zoning to the east and west. The site
is located approximately 1 mile southwest of the boundary of the Silverdale Urban Growth Area, and 2

miles northeast of the City of Bremerton.
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Current Zoning

Current Land Uses

North

RR

Properties to the north, south of Seabeck Hwy NW, are zoned RR and
range in size between .8 and 6.8 acres. They are developed with
single-family homes except for the Christmas tree farm parcel
adjacent to the subject properties.

South

RW
RR

Properties to the south are zoned RW and RR. The RR properties are
developed with single-family homes, except for the parcel adjacent to
the southeast side of the subject property which is part of the
Christmas tree farm. The RW properties are mostly undeveloped
except for the parcel adjacent to the southwest side of the subject
property which is part of the Christmas tree farm.

West

RR

Properties to the west are zoned RR, and range in size between .6 and
5.4 acres. They are developed with single-family homes.

East

Military

The US Navy’s Camp Wesley Harris training range is adjacent to the east
side of the subject properties.
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.A.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request or area in which the
properties are located have not substantially changed since the adoption of the 2016 or 2024
Comprehensive Plan or the associated development regulations.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate project rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As this assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. While this change would only add one additional unit,
cumulatively with the other requests the changes would make meeting the County targets more difficult.
This rezone would allow up to 6 additional dwelling units.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area and potentially encourage conversion of the property from its
agricultural use. The proposal would also diminish the greater and immediate RW area, further creating
pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to rezone to RR.
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Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional Considerations: The above conflicts could be weighed against the fact that the rezone follows a
regular zoning boundary, potentially mitigating additional development pressure on adjacent properties.
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RALLIS (APP-ID: 45)
Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Protection (RP) to Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 1 dwelling unit. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 3 dwelling units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Basil Rallis
Applicant Basil Rallis
Parcel(s) 132601-2-020-2002
Current Zone RP

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 14.77 acres
Property Use Vacant
District North Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RP) )
Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is 14.77 acres in size. It is heavily wooded and
vacant. The property is accessed in the east off of NE
Lillehammer Lane. A Type-N stream and high geohazard
areas are mapped in the western half of the property.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The parcel is directly abutting the City of Poulsbo to the
South and West. Lots to the South are developed as
residential at an urban density and lots to the west are
vacant. To the north and east are rural single-family
homes.

All abutting lots are non-conforming in size for the Rural
Protection zone, ranging from 1 acre to 5 acres.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North RP Single-family residential
South City of Vacant/ single-family residential
Poulsbo
West City of Vacant, wooded
Poulsbo
East RP Single-family residential
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.A.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan

policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request or area in which the
property is located have not substantially changed since the adoption of the 2016 or 2024 Comprehensive
Plan or the associated development regulations.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate projected rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone would provide up to 2 additional residential units,
but its location creates an island of RR zoning.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area. The proposal would also diminish the greater and immediate RP
area, further creating pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to RR. Additionally, the purpose of the
RP designation is to protect environmental features such as “wildlife corridors, steep slopes, wetlands,
streams and adjacent critical areas.” Given the significant critical area encumbrances on the site (Type N
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stream, seismic and geologic hazard areas), and the County’s policies that direct protection of critical
areas, watersheds, and habitat ecosystems, the existing designation of RP appears appropriate.

A reclassification of the property may result in incompatible adjacent land uses and impacts to critical
areas and buffers. A reclassification to RR would also create an isolated area of zoning, would increase
residential land in the rural area beyond that necessary to meet the Comprehensive Plan’s needs for its
allocated population, and would direct additional development into the rural area.

The protection of critical areas should be weighed against the likely development and impacts on the site,
and against the Comprehensive Plan’s policies to preserve critical areas and buffers. However,
consideration should also be given to the property’s location. The property is not within the Poulsbo Urban
Growth Area, but it abuts the City of Poulsbo on the south and west sides.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:

e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e  Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
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ANEST (APP-ID: 48)
Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal
The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 2 dwelling units. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 8 dwelling units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Gene Anest
Applicant Gene Anest
Parcel(s) 322802-1-035-2001,
Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 41.58 acres (38.36 and 3.23)
Property Use Vacant, forest Land
District North Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (RP)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is one parcel that is 41.58 acres in size. Parcel
details show that property use is forest land. The
property is accessed directly off Hood Canal Drive NE
County Critical Areas Maps show areas of moderate
erosion hazard in the east, and the parcel slopes
steadily from west to east. An unknown/identified
hydrographic feature is mapped in the South of the
property.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

Properties to the west, on the opposite side of Hood
Canal Drive, are shoreline residential properties that
are non-conforming in size. To the south are additional
non-conforming lots with single-family homes. This lot
is 41 acres in size, so is starkly different from these
residential lots, however, the north and east includes
20-acre parcels that are also vacant and zoned as rural
wooded.

At the larger scale, the property is approximately 2
miles south of the Driftwood Keys development and 3 miles South of Hansville.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North RW Vacant, forest land
South RR Single family residential
West RR Single family residential
East RW Vacant, forest land




Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request or area in which the
property is located have not substantially changed since the adoption of the 2016 or 2024 Comprehensive
Plan or the associated development regulations.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate project rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone would provide up to 6 additional residential units.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area. Rezoning this parcel to RW has the potential to diminish the greater
and immediate RW area, further creating pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to RR.

The property, which is forested, is crossed by an untyped stream and has areas of erosion hazard. Pressure
for potential impact to these critical areas resulting from residential development and loss of forest cover
should be considered and weighed against the Comprehensive Plan’s policies to preserve critical areas and
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tree canopy. Redesignation of the property to RR would likely remove it from its current use of forest land.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional Considerations: This property is the only remaining RW property that abuts Hood Canal Drive NE
in this area. Therefore, rezoning of this parcel could be compatible with the adjacent RR substandard-sized
lots. However, these factors should be weighed against diminishing the County’s RW zoning at this location
and in the general area as well as conflicts with County policies and assumptions regarding rural growth.
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SOUTHWEST KITSAP — NORTH BAY (APP-ID: 63)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Wooded (RW) Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 5 dwelling units. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 21 dwelling
units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Southwest Kitsap, LP, North
Bay Properties North Mason, LP
Coulter Creek, LP

Applicant Colleen Noronha
(representative)

Parcel(s) 252301-3-009-1006,
252301-3-007-1008,
252301-4-014- 1007,
252301-4-016-1005,
252301-4-018-1003

Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 108.92 acres (21.15 & 20 &
20.01 & 20.01 & 27.75)

Property Use Vacant, forest Land

District South Kitsap
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is comprised of 5 parcels, in various ownership,
totaling approximately 108 acres in size. Access would
presumably come from either side of Bear Lake on
Alpine Drive SW. The application discusses potential of
Alpine Drive extension creating a “loop” around the
lake. A critical areas map was submitted showing 3-4
Type-F streams with -200-foot buffers, and the buffer
from Bear Lake and associated floodplain.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

Existing parcels around the lake to the south are
substandard in size, zoned RR, and are between .25-3
acres in size. Parcels to the north and west are 20 acre
parcels zoned RW, which are vacant and/or forest land.
There are numerous critical areas on site. At a larger
scale, the property is located approximately 3 miles
from the Puget Sound Industrial Center, 2.5 miles from
Trophy Lake Golf Course, and 9 miles from the City of
Port Orchard. It is located not far from the location of a
potential future Belfair Bypass Road.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North RW Vacant / forest use
South RR Single family residential and Bear Lake
RW
West RW Vacant / forest use
East RW Vacant / forest use and single family residential
RR
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: The application notes the passing of the 2024 Critical Areas Ordinance, which increased
buffers. The application states that 25 percent of the parcels are covered by critical areas and their buffers,
which limits the ability to harvest trees or to provide commercially significant forestry. Although buffers
around streams have increased, the circumstances on these parcels have not changed substantially.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate project rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone would provide up to 16 additional residential
units, but its location could lead to additional development pressure on other parcels to rezone to higher
densities.

During the Comprehensive Plan, site specific information was not considered. In 2025, the applicant
provided additional environmental information such as a site plan, showing critical areas and their buffers.
The application also shows that SW Alpine Dr. could be extended to serve the properties, creating a “loop
around Bear Lake for better traffic flow and emergency access.”
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3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area. The proposal would also diminish the greater and immediate RW
area, further creating pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to RR. With the larger area in forestry
use, changes to RR does not support the long-term continuation of forest lands. Critical areas and buffers
(including three or four Type F streams, the buffer from Bear Lake, floodplain, and areas of geologic
hazards) constrain these properties, and potential impacts to these critical areas resulting from loss of
forest cover and residential development should be considered against the Comprehensive Plan’s policies
to preserve critical areas and buffers. To the south, on both sides of J.M. Dickinson Rd SW, there are existing
areas of RR zoning that abut these properties, which may provide reasonable connection to compatible
adjacent uses.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
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SOUTHWEST KITSAP (APP-ID: 64)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal
The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 2 dwelling units. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 8 dwelling units.

Reclassification Information
Owner Southwest Kitsap, LP

Applicant Colleen Noronha
(representative)

Parcel(s) 232301-4-013-1000
Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 38.08
Property Use Vacant, forest land
District South Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is one parcel that is 38 acres ins size. The
property is currently undeveloped forest land on Lake
Flora Road SW. A critical areas map was submitted
showing 2 Type-F streams with 200-foot buffers. The
Bonneville Transmission Line and Utility Easement runs
through the property.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The property is surrounded by RW to the east and
south, RR to the west, and Puget Sound Industrial
Center Bremerton Subarea (PSIC-B) to the north. The
land has streams and wetlands and the Bonneville
Transmission Line and utility easement runs from the
northeast corner of the parcel to the southwest corner.
At the larger scale, the Puget Sound Industrial Center
(PSIC) is 1.2 miles to the north, and the property is
located near the future potential Belfair Bypass Road.
Kriegler Lake is nearby to the South.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North City of Vacant, Puget Sound Industrial Center
Bremerton
South RW Vacant/forest land
West RR Vacant/forest land
East RW Vacant/forest land
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: The application notes the passing of the 2024 Critical Areas Ordinance, which increased
buffers. The application states that 13 acres of parcels are covered by critical areas and their buffers. An
additional 9 acres is covered by a transmission line, which limits the ability to harvest trees or to provide
commercially significant forestry and potentially limits the area available for housing. Over 52.0% of this
property is a critical area, buffer, or a utility easement and is unavailable for forestry practices. Although
buffers around streams have increased, the circumstances on this parcel have not changed substantially.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate project rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone would provide up to 8 residential units, but its
location could lead to additional development pressure on other parcels to rezone to higher densities.

During the Comprehensive Plan, site specific information was not considered. In 2025, the applicant
provided additional environmental information such as a site plan, showing critical areas and their buffers.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.
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Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area. The proposal would also diminish the greater and immediate RW
area, further creating pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to RR. With the larger area in forestry
use, and no nearby residential uses, changes to RR does not support the long-term continuation of forest
lands. There are no residences in the immediate vicinity. Future. Future development would likely result in
the removal of forest cover to a greater degree with 5-acre lots than with 20- acre lots.

Critical areas on the property include two Type F streams and associated buffers, and geologic hazard
areas. The pressure for potential impact to critical areas with residential development and removal of
forest cover on these areas should be considered against the Comprehensive Plan’s policies to preserve
critical areas and buffers. An easement for a high-voltage transmission line is an additional constraint
through the center of the property.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e  Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional Considerations: The above conflicts could be weighed against the fact that the rezone follows a
regular zoning boundary, potentially mitigating additional development pressure on adjacent properties.
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OVERTON (APP-ID: 65)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 4 dwelling units. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 16 dwelling
units.

Reclassification Information
Owner Overton and Associates

Applicant Coleen Noronha
(Representative)

Parcel(s) 262301-4-003-1009,
262301-4-004-1008,
262301-4-010-1000,
262301-4-011-1009

Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RR

Site Size Total: 82.41 (20.58 & 20.60
& 20.60 & 20.63)

Property Use Vacant, Forest Land
District South Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is four parcels that total 82.4 acres is size under
single ownership. The property is currently
undeveloped forest land. The is no existing access other
than a dirt road/forest road but presumably access
would come from Alpine Dr. SW to the east. This would
also presumably be reliant on the development of the
parcels directly adjacent to the East which are part of
another reclassification request (APP-ID 63). A critical
areas map was submitted showing Type F streams with
200-foot buffers and wetlands. Properties are heavily
encumbered by critical areas.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The property is surrounded by RW land that is
vacant/forest use and generally 20 acres in size. At a
larger scale it is near to Bear Lake to the east, and
approximately 3 miles to the South of the Puget Sound
Industrial Center.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North RW Vacant/forest land
South RW Vacant/forest land
West RW Vacant/forest land
East RW Vacant/forest land
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: The application notes the passing of the 2024 Critical Areas Ordinance, which increased
buffers. The application states that 43 percent of the parcels are covered by critical areas and their buffers,
which limits the ability to harvest trees or to provide commercially significant forestry. Although buffers
around streams have increased, the circumstances on these parcels have not changed substantially.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update. The County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate projected rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. According to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently not
achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide Planning
Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no more than
17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not promote
additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone would provide up to 12 additional residential units, but its
location could lead to additional development pressure on other parcels to rezone to higher densities.

During the Comprehensive Plan, site specific information was not considered. In 2025, the applicant
provided additional environmental information such as a site plan, showing critical areas and their buffers.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional

growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase

development capacity in the rural area. The proposal would also diminish the greater and immediate RW
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area, further creating pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to RR. With the larger area in forestry
use, changes to RR does not support the long-term continuation of forest lands. Rezoning of these four lots
on their own would be considered a “spot zone” and would likely rely on the rezoning of adjacent lots to
ensure contiguous and regular zoning boundaries. Rezoning of these four lots on their own would be
considered a “spot zone” and would likely rely on the rezoning of adjacent lots to ensure contiguous and
regular zoning boundaries. There are no residences in the immediate vicinity. Future development would
likely result in the removal of forest cover to a greater degree with 5-acre lots than with 20-acre lots.
Additionally, the properties are highly constrained with critical areas, including Type F streams, wetlands,
and geologic hazard areas. The potential pressure to impact these areas from residential development
should be considered against the Comprehensive Plan’s directive to preserve critical areas and their
buffers.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
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OVERTON (APP-ID: 67)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Residential (RR).

Current zoning allows for up to 4 dwelling units. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 18 dwelling
units.

Reclassification Information
Owner Overton and Associates

Applicant Coleen Noronha
(Representative)

Parcel(s) 262301-2-026-1006,
262301-2-027-1005,
262301-3-010-1002,
262301-3-011-1001

Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 91.68 acres (20.40 & 20.10
& 27.26 & 23.92)

Property Use Vacant, forest land
District South Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS

75



Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is four parcels that total 91.68 acres is size
under single ownership. The property is currently
undeveloped forest land. Access would be presumable
from Kriegler Lake Access Road, which is a dirt road. A
critical areas map was submitted showing Type F
streams with 200-foot buffers and a large wetland in
the southernmost two parcels. Properties are heavily
encumbered by critical areas.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The property is surrounded on all sides by RW land that
is vacant/forest use and generally 20 acres in size. Ata
larger scale it is near to Kriegler Lake to the east, and
approximately 1.75 miles south of Bremerton Airport.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North RR Vacant/forest land
South RW Vacant/forest land
West RR Vacant/forest land
RW
East RW Vacant/forest land
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: The application notes the passing of the 2024 Critical Areas Ordinance, which increased
buffers. The application states that 35 acres of parcels are covered by critical areas and their buffers. An
additional area is covered by a transmission line. These constraints limit the ability to harvest trees or to
provide commercially significant forestry and potentially limits the area available for housing. Although
buffers around streams have increased, the circumstances on these parcels have not changed substantially.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update. The County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate projected rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. According to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently not
achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide Planning
Policies, this is an interim target, as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no more than
17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not promote
additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone would provide up to 14 additional residential units, and its
location could lead to additional development pressure on other parcels to rezone to higher densities.

During the Comprehensive Plan, site specific information was not considered. In 2025, the applicant
provided additional environmental information such as a site plan, showing critical areas and their buffers.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
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development capacity in the rural area. The proposal would also diminish the greater and immediate RW
area, further creating pressure for re-designation of adjacent lots to RR. There are no residences in the
immediate vicinity. Available information indicates that streams are located in the central and northeast
property areas, and potential wetlands are in the westerly property area. Future development would likely
result in the removal of forest cover to a greater degree with 5-acre lots than with 20-acre lots. Potential
pressure to impact critical areas should be considered against the Comprehensive Plan’s directive to preserve

critical areas and buffers.

Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
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RAYDIENT (APP-ID: 72)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal
The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Residential (RR).

The current zoning allows for up to 20 dwelling units, based on acreage. A rezone to RR would potentially
allow up to 80 dwelling units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Raydient LLC
Applicant Jon Rose
Parcel(s) 202702-3-005-2008,

302702-1-013-2000,
312702-1-024-2006,
302702-4-015-2002,
312702-1-022-2008,
302702-4-010-2007,
192702-4-004-2000,
302702-1-012-2001,
302702-4-012-2005,
302702-4-017-2000,
192702-4-003-2001,
302702-1-011-2002,
302702-4-016-2001,
312702-1-023-2007,
302702-4-009-2000,
302702-4-013-2004,
192702-4-005-2009,
302702-4-011-2006,
302702-4-014-2003

Current Zone RW

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 418.9 acres
Property Use Vacant, forest land
District North Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is 418.9 acres generally abutting the northern
edge of Bond Road (SR 307), west of Port Gamble Road
and south of the intersection of Port Gamble Road and
SR 104. The site has historically been for timber
production and has been harvested in phases, leaving a
mix of forested and recently logged areas. Mapped
critical areas include moderate erosion hazard and
Category I Critical Aquifer Recharge Area. Streams are
also mapped; however, critical area studies were
submitted, and a reconnaissance summary therein
states that none of the mapped streams meet the
definition of a stream.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The site is directly adjacent to the Port Gamble Heritage
Park to the west. Single family residences are located
to the north and in some areas in the east. The site is
bordered by Bond Road to the south.

At a larger scale, the site is at the south end of the Port
Gamble Peninsula.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North RW Undeveloped land, single-family residential, private forest land
South RP Single-family residential
RR
West Park Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park
East RW Single-family residential
RP
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update
but was deferred along with 16 other rural to rural land use reclassification requests. The County is to
consider the cumulative impact of proposals under review as well as review the proposal against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70

A,

as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan

policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General

Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted in KCC

21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broad
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making
its decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Since the adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan, the Port Gamble Redevelopment Plan
to the north, a portion of which encompasses the Port Gamble Rural Historic Town, has been approved. The
redevelopment plan could include upwards of 265 residential units (actual number TBD).

The phased acquisition from the applicant’s predecessor Pope Resources of the 3,500-acre Port Gamble
Heritage Park is also a recent change in circumstances. Sales from the applicant to the County of property
that is now the Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park also occurred in approximately 2022. In all, 4,600 acres,
formerly owned by Pope Resources is now owned by Kitsap County (and the Great Peninsula Conservancy),
much of which is directly adjacent to the project area. The applicant has stated that changes in adjacent use
(Park land) make timber harvesting less compatible.

The property had historically been used for forestry and timber production and the application states that
forestry has become less viable at this location as well as in the general North Kitsap area. Changing forest
practices, negative sentiment from the community about timber harvesting, and the transformation of North
Kitsap from resource-driven to a bedroom community are cited as reasons for this change.

The changing forest practices noted above are attributed by the applicant to a 2018 ban on aerial herbicide
spraying. Photos were provided showing invasive scotch broom in a large area, which the applicant argues
crowds out replanted trees.

Due to the above circumstances, the applicant argues that the property no longer fits the purpose of the Rural
Wooded zoning (copied below) and argues that Rural Residential is a more appropriate designation. It should
be noted that the RW zoning also provides for low density residential use as well as retaining rural character
and conserving natural resources.

17.150.010 Rural Wooded Purpose

er
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“This zone is intended 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”

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid. As
mentioned above, updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan update. The conclusion was that the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to
accommodate projected rural growth within the 2044 planning horizon. Additionally, according to the
2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24%
of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide Planning Policies, this is an interim target, as once this goal
is reached it will automatically reduce to no more than 17% of growth going to the rural areas. As the
assumption is still valid, the County should not promote additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone
would provide up to 60 additional residential units, which alone represents approximately 44% of the
cumulative rural density increase from all requests.

In 2025 the applicant altered the original request, to remove a 5-acre portion of RCO zoning, so that the
request is now fully for Rural Residential zoning.

During the Comprehensive Plan update, site specific information was not considered. In 2025, the applicant
provided additional environmental information including:

1. Preliminary Existing Conditions Characterization and Hydrogeological/Geologic Hazard Analysis
for Due Diligence — Prepared by Associated Earth Sciences, December 7, 2023

2. Wet Weather Geologic Field Report, Prepared by Associated Earth Sciences, February 29, 2024

3. Critical Areas Reconnaissance, Prepared by Ecological Land Services, INC, Dated November 11,
2023

4. Critical Areas Reconnaissance and Wet Weather Review, Prepared by Ecological Land Services,
INC, Dated April 2, 2024

5. Critical Areas Report, Prepared by Ecological Land Services, INC, Dated November 2024

6. Cultural Resources Assessment, prepared by Westland Engineering and Environmental Services,
Dated November 10, 2023

7. North Kitsap United Compliance with the Kitsap County Land Use Regulations and Washington
State Growth Management Act, prepared by the Raydient Team, Dated October 20, 2023.

Although new information has been reviewed, the underlying assumptions of the Comprehensive Plan
related to growth in the rural area are still valid.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area by approximately 60 units. The proposal would also diminish the
greater and immediate RW area, further creating pressure for re-designation of Rural Wooded lots with
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similar circumstances. If forestry becomes less preferred overtime, the County should consider long-term
strategies for RW zones. The purpose of the RW zone is not only to encourage the preservation of forest
and agricultural uses, but to retain rural character and conserve natural resources. It also provides for low
density residential use. RW zoning is less prevalent in North Kitsap than South Kitsap and the proposed
amendment area represents a significant portion of the remaining Rural Wooded land in North Kitsap
County.

The proposal leaves an area of RW zoning in the central part of the proposal, near to Port Gamble Road,
that might be pressured to also convert to RR zoning, as well as the remaining RW zoning to the north.
Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Meets criteria #1 due to the establishment of the Heritage Park to the west.

e Conflicts with criteria # 2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria # 3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.

Additional Considerations: The proponent argues that forestry and timber harvest has become less viable
on this property as well as the greater area. The surrounding land use has also recently changed with the
recent sale of forest land and the establishment of the Heritage Park directly to the west. These factors
should be weighed against diminishing the County’s RW zoning at this location and in the general area as
well as conflicts with County policies and assumptions regarding rural growth.
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EDWARDS (APP-ID: 74)
Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Protection (RP) to Rural Residential (RR).

The current zoning allows for up to 1 dwelling unit. A rezone to RR would potentially allow up to 2 dwelling
units.

Reclassification Information

Owner Gloria Edwards
Applicant Gloria Edwards
Parcel(s) 342601-1-002-2001
Current Zone RP

Requested Zone RR

Site Size 11.66 acres
Property Use Single-family residence
District North Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RP) Proposed Zoning (RR)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is 11.66 acres in size and is accessed by Central
Valley Rd NW to the west. Moderate erosion hazard
area is mapped in the east.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The site is surrounded by single family residences in all
directions. Hilder Elementary is nearby to the north. In
the larger area, the parcel is approximately 1.5 miles
from Keyport to the East and 3 miles from Silverdale
UGA to the south.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North RP Single-family residence
South RP Single-family residence
West RR Single-family residence
East RP Single-family residence
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 3” in the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.
This request was deferred along with 16 other rural-to-rural land use reclassification requests. The County
considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. This proposal is also reviewed against the
criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as in the listed General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: Circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request or area in which the
property is located have not substantially changed since the adoption of the 2016 or 2024 Comprehensive
Plan or its associated development regulations.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: The assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are still generally valid.
Updated growth targets and capacity analysis were conducted as part of the 2024 Comprehensive Plan
update, and the County’s existing rural capacity is sufficient to accommodate project rural growth within
the 2044 planning horizon. Further, according to the 2021 Buildable Lands Report, the County is currently
not achieving its targeted goal of no more than 24% of growth going to rural areas. Per Countywide
Planning Policies, this is an interim target as once this goal is reached it will automatically reduce to no
more than 17% of growth going to rural areas. As the assumption is still valid, the County should not
promote additional growth to its rural areas. This rezone would provide 1 additional residential unit, but
its location could lead to additional development pressure on other RW parcels to rezone to higher
densities.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Consistent with the Comprehensive Plan, the County must aim to not promote additional
growth to its rural areas. The proposed amendment is inconsistent with this goal as it would increase
development capacity in the rural area. Central Valley Road creates a reqular boundary between RP zoning
to the east and RR zoning to the west that would be affected by this change, further creating pressure for
re-designation of adjacent lots to RR.
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Initial Review Recommendation
In staff’s opinion, based on the information available, the proposal:
e Does not meet criteria #1.

e Conflicts with criteria #2 because the because the growth targets and assumptions of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan are valid and do not support additional growth in the rural area.

e Conflicts with criteria #3 because the cumulative effect of additional rural capacity is inconsistent
with the balance of Goals and Policies in the Comprehensive Plan.
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SKROBUT-MCCORMICK LANDS CO (APP-ID: 07)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal
The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Wooded (RW) to Rural Industrial (RI).

The current zoning allows for up to 1 dwelling unit. A rezone to Rl would allow for a variety of small-scale
industrial uses that are intended by the zone to serve the immediate rural population.

Reclassification Information

Owner Doug Skrobut
Applicant Doug Skrobut
Parcel(s) 192301-4-022-2003
Current Zone RW

Requested Zone Rl

Site Size 20.95 acres
Property Use SFR, commercial, industrial
District South Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 2 and 3 of 2024
Comp Plan DEIS
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Current Zoning (RW) Proposed Zoning (Rl)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is a 20.95-acre parcel that is currently
developed with a mobile home, carports and garages,
two office buildings, a storage building and a shop
building. The remainder of the property is forested.
Access to the property is from SW Lake Flora Rd. on the
north property boundary. The applicant indicates that
no critical areas are on the site, although critical areas
maps show a Type N stream to the south that may have
buffers on the subject property or extend into the

property.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

Properties to the north are in current forestry use. The
Coulter Creek Heritage Park is nearby on the north side
of Lake Flora Road. The Trophy Lake Golf Course is to
the east. Several single-family homes are also located
to the east. The site is bordered by SW Lake Flora Road
to the north. The site is approximately .8 miles south of
the City of Port Orchard.

Current Zoning Current Land Uses
North RW A number of large RW-zoned parcels to the north, on the north side
Park of Lake Flora Road, are in current timber production. Beyond these
parcels, the Coulter Creek Heritage Park is to the north and west.
South RW Several parcels approximately 20 acres in size are developed with
single-family residences on the south side of Lake Flora Road.
West RW On the west side of Lake Flora Road, RW-zoned parcels vary in size
Park and are developed with single-family residences. Coulter Creek
Heritage Park also extends into this area.
East RW Several RW-zoned properties between 2 and 7 acres are east of the site
RR and south of Lake Flora Road. Trophy Lake Golf Course to the east is
zoned RR.
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of both “Alternative 2” and “Alternative 3” in the 2024
Comprehensive Plan Update but was deferred along with 16 other rural to rural land use reclassification
requests. The County is to consider the cumulative impact of proposals under review and review the
request against the criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: There has not been a change in circumstances since the adoption of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan. However, because this proposal was initially submitted in 2022, staff also considered
whether circumstances had changed since the adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. This proposal
was considered under both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 for the 2024 Comprehensive Plan; Alternative 2
was most closely aligned with the BOCC’s Preferred Alternative. Alternative 2 indicated that if rural rezones
were approved, they should be those that promote limited rural employment opportunities. The proposal
to reclassify the subject property from RW to Rl may promote additional rural employment opportunities,
as the property could then be developed with rural industrial uses.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: Exhibit 2.5.3-4 (Employment Capacity of Alternatives) in the 2024 Final EIS shows that the
anticipated employment growth rate in the rural areas will result in 2,150 additional jobs by 2044. This
number is consistent with the employment land capacity of the Preferred Alternative, and the 2044
employment target for the County’s rural areas established in the PSRC’s Vision 2050.

The Preferred Alternative included UGA expansions adjacent to Olympic View Industrial Park and in West
Bremerton to acknowledge potential countywide needs for additional industrial land. The available
information does not indicate that additional industrial land is needed beyond that approved in the 2024
Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, if the subject property is reclassified from RW to Rl, the increase of
industrial land and employment potential in the rural area may be inconsistent with the directives of Vision
2050 and the CPPs to direct growth primarily into urban areas and to preserve natural resource uses and
forest cover in the rural areas.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
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Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Because the proposed reclassification would increase industrial land in the rural area
beyond that necessary to meet the Comprehensive Plan’s employment growth target and would direct
additional development into the rural area with resulting loss of natural resource use and forest cover, the
proposal may not be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the KCPPs. Since most of the surrounding
properties are RW, a reclassification of the subject property may result in land uses that are more intense
and have greater impacts on adjacent land uses and could encourage other nearby properties to request
conversion from forest and natural resource uses.

The applicant has not provided information on why the reclassification to Rl has been requested. The
property currently is developed with a mobile home, office buildings, garages, and other storage-type
outbuildings, with the rest of the property remaining wooded. If the applicant wants the land use
designation to reflect existing development, the Rural Commercial (RCO) designation may be more
appropriate than RI. Additional information may be needed to determine if the proposed redesignation to
Rl is appropriate.

Initial Review Recommendation

Based on the general criteria above and the information available for review, staff recommend this
application for further consideration in 2025. Additional analysis of rural employment and rural
industrial/rural commercial zoning countywide is warranted.
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MORAN (APP-ID: 57)
Land Use Reclassification Proposal

Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject
properties to rezone from Rural Residential (RR) to Rural Industrial (RI).

The current zoning allows for up to 1 dwelling unit. A rezone to Rl would allow for a variety of small-scale
industrial uses that are intended by the zone to serve the immediate rural population.

Reclassification Information

Owner Humberto Moran & Adriana
Tovar Larios

Applicant Kathy Cloninger
Parcel(s) 272701-4-086-2002
Current Zone RR

Requested Zone Rl

Site Size 5.21
Property Use Garage
District North Kitsap

Comp Plan DEIS  Alternative 3 of 2024 Comp Plan
DEIS
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Current Zoning (RR) Proposed Zoning (Rl)



Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is a 5.21-acre parcel developed with a
contractor storage building, an unpaved driveway and
parking area. The remainder of the property is forested.
Access is from SR-3. A critical areas report provided by
the applicant indicates that a Category Il wetland is on
the west side of the property. A linear area of high
erosion hazard extends through the middle of the
property. The property is significantly encumbered by
critical areas and buffers

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

The site is adjacent to the Twelve Trees Employment
Center to the west and north, on the west side of SR-3.
Two parcels zoned Rural Industrial are directly east on
the east side of SR-3. Other nearby parcels are zoned
Rural Residential and are developed with single family
homes. The site is approximately 2 miles north of the
City of Poulsbo.

Current Land Uses

A 4-acre RR-zoned property to the north is developed with a single-
family home. The Twelve Trees Employment Center (TTEC) is a
business/light industrial park to the north and south of the subject

Properties to the south are zoned RR and are of varying size,
developed with single-family homes.

The TTEC is adjacent to the west side of the property.

To the east, on the east side of SR-3, RR-zoned properties are of varying
sizes and are developed with single-family homes. Two parcels zoned RI
are developed with a light industrial/commercial warehouse building and

Current Zoning
North RR
TTEC
property.
South RW
West TTEC
East RR
RI
associated outbuildings.
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Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 2” and “Alternative 3” in the 2024
Comprehensive Plan Update. This request was deferred along with 16 other rural to rural land use
reclassification requests. The County considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. It is also
reviewed against the criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: There has not been a change in circumstances since the adoption of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan. However, because this proposal was initially submitted in 2022, staff also considered
whether circumstances had changed since the adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. This proposal
was considered under Alternative 3 for the 2024 Comprehensive Plan; Alternative 2 was most closely
aligned with the BOCC'’s Preferred Alternative. Alternative 2 indicated that if rural rezones were approved,
they should be those that promote limited rural employment opportunities. The proposal to reclassify the
subject property from RR to Rl may promote additional rural employment opportunities, as the property
could then be developed with rural industrial uses.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: Exhibit 2.5.3-4 (Employment Capacity of Alternatives) in the 2024 Final EIS shows that the
anticipated employment growth rate in the rural areas will result in 2,150 additional jobs by 2044. This
number is consistent with the employment land capacity of the Preferred Alternative, and the 2044
employment target for the County’s rural areas as established in the PSRC’s Vision 2050.

The Preferred Alternative included UGA expansions adjacent to Olympic View Industrial Park and in West
Bremerton to acknowledge potential countywide needs for additional industrial land. The available
information does not indicate that additional industrial land is needed beyond that approved in the 2024
Comprehensive Plan. Therefore, if the subject property is reclassified from RR to R, the increase of
industrial land and employment potential in the rural area may be inconsistent with the directives of Vision
2050 and the KCPPs to direct growth primarily into urban areas and to preserve natural resource uses and
forest cover in the rural areas.

3. How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
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Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Staff Comment: Because the proposed reclassification would increase industrial land in the rural area
beyond that necessary to meet the Comprehensive Plan’s employment growth target and would direct
additional development into the rural area with resulting loss of natural resource use and forest cover, the
proposal may not be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan and the KCPPs. The subject property is
adjacent to the Twelve Trees Employment Center to the west, and an Rl property is located across from the
subject property on the east side of SR 3. The reclassification would not result in spot zoning and the
extension of industrial land between Twelve Trees and the existing Rl property may be a logical connection.
However, all other nearby properties are RR. A reclassification of the property may result in land uses that
are more intense and that have greater impacts on adjacent land uses and could encourage other nearby
properties to request conversion from RR (particularly to the north). Additional information may be needed
to determine whether the proposed reclassification to Rl is appropriate.

Initial Review Recommendation

Based on the general criteria above and the information available for review, staff recommend this
application for further consideration in 2025. Additional analysis of rural employment and rural
industrial/rural commercial zoning countywide is warranted.
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Proposal

STOKES/CAMPBELL (APP-ID: 66)

Land Use Reclassification Proposal

The applicant seeks a reclassification to the Comprehensive Plan Land Use and Zoning Maps for the subject

properties to rezone from Rural Protection (RP) to Rural Commercial (RCO).

The current zoning allows for up to 1 dwelling unit. A rezone to RCO would allow for a variety of small-scale

retail and service uses that are intended by the zone to serve the immediate rural population.

Reclassification Information

Owner
Applicant

Parcel(s)

Current Zone
Requested Zone
Site Size
Property Use
District

Comp Plan DEIS

Craig Campbell, Jeff Stokes
Bill Palmer (representative)
242301-2-005-2001,
242301-2-011-2003,
242301-2-024-2008,
242301-2-025-2007,
242301-2-037-2003

RP

RCO

7.66 acres

SFR, vacant

South Kitsap

Alternative 2 and 3 of 2024
Comp Plan DEIS
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RECLASSIFICATION REQUEST STAFF REPORT

Current Zoning (RP) Proposed Zoning (RCO)
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Site Specific Information

Site Description

The site is five parcels that total 7.66 acres in size, under
the ownership of two parties. There is a single-family
residence on one parcel and a mobile home on another
parcel, with the remainder of the site being forested.
Access is from SE Mullenix Rd. The largest parcel
(242301-2-037-2003) and the northeast parcel
(242301-2-024-2008) are heavily encumbered by
critical areas. Burley Creek, a Type F stream, runs
through these properties within a mapped wetland
corridor. Areas of seismic and geologic hazards are on
three of the five properties.

Current Surrounding Zoning and Land Uses

Immediately to the south, on the south side of the
intersection of SE Mullenix Rd and SR-16, there are
several Rural Industrial zoned parcels developed with a
market, gas station, park and ride, and car repair
center. Other parcels to the south and west are zoned

RECLASSIFICATION REQUEST STAFF REPORT

Rural Preservation and are developed with single family residences. On the east side of SR-16, properties
are zoned Rural Residential and are developed with single family uses. A mini-warehouse center on RI-
zoned property is approximately .25 mile to the north on the east side of SR-16. The site is approximately

.9 mile south of the Port Orchard UGA.

Current Land Uses

RP-zoned properties to the north, south of SE Cashmere St, are
approximately 1-8 acres in size and are vacant or developed with

RP-zoned properties to the south, on the south side of SE Mullenix Rd,
are approximately .6 to 2.5 acres in size, and are vacant or developed
with single-family residences. The Mullenix Market, a Shell gas
station, and a car repair center are on several Rl-zoned parcels on the
southwest side of the intersection of SE Mullenix Rd and SR-16. The
Mullenix Park and Ride is on the southeast side of this intersection.

RP-zone properties to the west, on the east side of Bethel-Burley Road
SE, are approximately 1-8 acres in size and developed with single-

Current Zoning

North RP

single-family residences.
South RP

RI

West RP

family residences.
East RR

This designation occurs on the east side of SR-16, east of the subject site.
The Stokes Auction company is located here on several adjoining RR-
zoned parcels. There are also nearby vacant RR properties and single-
family homes on RR lots of varying sizes. Further north of the site, on the
east side of SR-16, there is an Rl-zoned area with a mini-storage facility.
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RECLASSIFICATION REQUEST STAFF REPORT

Evaluation Detail

This request was previously included as part of “Alternative 2” and “Alternative 3” in the 2024
Comprehensive Plan Update. This request was deferred along with 16 other rural to rural land use
reclassification requests. The County considers the cumulative impact of proposals under review. It is also
reviewed against the criteria in KCC 21.08.070.

The initial docket states that requests “must further the Goals of the Growth Management Act RCW 36.70A,
as well as the 2024 Comprehensive Plan Update.” Relevant to this review are the Comprehensive Plan
policies, Countywide Planning Policies, Multi-County Planning Policies, and GMA Goals as listed in the General
Background in the section above.

The analysis below is a review of the proposal’s consistency with general review criteria as noted at KCC
21.08.070.A. This review is connected with the Initial Review Section earlier in this report for a broader
discussion of all requests and the general review criteria.

General Criteria (KCC 21.08.070.A)

A. General. For each proposed reclassification request to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority,
the planning commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its
decision, shall develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed reclassification request and/or the area in which the
property affected by the proposed reclassification request is located have substantially changed since
the adoption of the Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

Staff Comment: There has not been a change in circumstances since the adoption of the 2024
Comprehensive Plan. However, because this proposal was initially submitted in 2022, staff also considered
whether circumstances had changed since the adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan. This proposal
was considered under both Alternative 2 and Alternative 3 for the 2024 Comprehensive Plan; Alternative 2
was most closely aligned with the BOCC'’s Preferred Alternative. Alternative 2 indicated that if rural rezones
were approved, they should be those that promote limited rural employment opportunities. The proposal
to reclassify the subject property from RP to RCO may promote additional rural employment opportunities,
as the property could then be developed with rural commercial uses.

Since the adoption of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan, the Mullenix Market and Shell Gas Station has been
developed to the South, on the opposite side of SE Mullenix Rd.

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there is
new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
reclassification request to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

Staff Comment: Exhibit 2.5.3-4 (Employment Capacity of Alternatives) in the 2024 Final EIS shows that the
anticipated employment growth rate in the rural areas will result in 2,150 additional jobs by 2044, which
is consistent with the employment land capacity of the Preferred Alternative. Under the Preferred
Alternative and the adopted Comprehensive Plan, the County has sufficient land to accommodate the 2044
employment target for its rural areas, as established in the PSRC’s Vision 2050. No shortage of commercial
land in the rural area has been identified.

If the subject property were reclassified from RP to RCO, the increase of commercial land and employment
potential in the rural area may be inconsistent with the directive of Vision 2050 and the KCPPs to direct
growth primarily into urban areas.

How the requested re-designation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the Kitsap
County Comprehensive Plan.
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Staff Comment: The properties are encumbered by critical areas and buffers, particularly the largest
westernmost property (Assessor’s Tax ID No. 242301-2-037-2003). Burley Creek, a Type F stream, runs
through this property within a mapped wetland corridor. There are also areas of seismic and geologic
hazards on three of the five properties. The purpose of the RP designation is to protect environmental
features such as “wildlife corridors, steep slopes, wetlands, streams and adjacent critical areas.” Given the
significant critical area encumbrances on the site, and the County’s policies that direct protection of critical
areas, watersheds, and habitat ecosystems, the existing designation of RP appears appropriate.

A reclassification of the property may result in less incompatible adjacent land uses and impacts to critical
areas and buffers and may encourage other nearby properties to request conversion from RP or RR. A
reclassification to RCO would create an isolated area of commercial zoning, would increase commercial
land in the rural area beyond that necessary to meet the Comprehensive Plan’s employment growth
target, and would direct additional development into the rural area.

The applicant has not provided information on how a commercial development could be accommodated
on this heavily encumbered site. The pressure for potential impact to critical areas should be weighed
against the likely development and impacts on the site. Consideration should also be given to the site’s
location at an intersection with SR 16, and to the compatibility with existing nearby development, such as
the Mullenix Market and Kitsap Transit’s Park & ride. More information is needed to determine whether
RCO is an appropriate designation for these properties, particularly if the individual property owners could
move forward with separate development plans.

Initial Review Recommendation

Based on the general criteria above and the information available for review, staff recommend this
application for further consideration in 2025. Additional analysis of site-specific details as well as rural
employment and rural industrial/rural commercial zoning countywide is warranted.

106



RECLASSIFICATION REQUEST STAFF REPORT

Appendix A — Land Use Designations

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations (Rural)

The present Comprehensive Plan Map Designation for rural areas are defined below.

e Rural Wooded (RW) designation: This designation is intended to encourage the preservation of
forest uses and agricultural activities, retain rural character, and conserve 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. Maximum density is 1 dwelling unit
per 20 acres.

e Rural Residential (RR): This designation promotes 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. Maximum density is 1 dwelling unit per 5
acres.

e Rural Protected (RP): This designation promotes low-density rural development and agricultural
activities that are consistent with rural character and protects environmental features such as
significant visual, historical, and natural features, wildlife corridors, steep slopes, wetlands,
streams, and adjacent critical areas. Maximum density is 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres.

e Rural Commercial (RCO): This designation is intended to permit the location of small-scale
commercial retail businesses and personal services which serve a limited area of the rural
population outside established UGAs. Appropriate uses are small-scale retail, sales, and services
located along county roads on small parcels that serve the nearby rural residential population. This
designation may be located at crossroads of county roads, state routes, and major arterials.

e Rural Industrial (RI): This designation provides for small-scale light industrial, light manufacturing,
recycling, mineral processing, and resource-based goods production uses that are compatible with
rural character and do not require an urban level of utilities and services.
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The following tables compare the existing and proposed zoning designations and dimensional standards

for selected uses.

Exhibit 1. Kitsap County Code: Selected Allowed Uses (KCC 17.410.042)

Selected Uses Rural Rural Rural Rural Rural
Residential Protection Wooded Commercial |Industrial
(RR) (RP) (RW) (RCO) (RI)
Residential Uses
e Single Family Attached C C - - -
e Single Family Detached P P P - -
e Manufactured Home C C C - -
Park
o Mobile homes P P P - -
Commercial/Business Uses
e Day-care center C C - ACUP
e Bed and Breakfast C C C C -
(over 5 rooms)
e General Retail - - - C -
Merchandise
(5k-9k sq. ft.)
e Kennels/ Pet Care C C - C C
e Event Facility C C - - C
o Nursery, retail C C - ACUP -
e Recreational facilities, ACUP ACUP C ACUP -
outdoor
e Recreational facilities, C C C ACUP -
Indoor
e Storage, Outdoor - - - C P
Resource Land Uses
e Agricultural uses P P P - P
e Forestry P P P P P
Legend: “C” = Conditional, “P” = Permitted, “-“ = Prohibited

Exhibit 2. Selected Development Standards Comparison (KCC 17.420.052)

Density and Dimensions RR RP RW
Minimum lot size (acre) 5 10 20
Lot width (feet) 140 140 140
Lot depth (feet) 140 140 140
Maximum height (feet) 35 35 35
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Appendix B — Approval Criteria

The initial review of all applications must meet the following general criteria from 21.08.070(A)

A. General. For each proposed amendment to the Comprehensive Plan the review authority, the planning
commission in reaching its recommendation, and the board of commissioners in making its decision, shall
develop findings and conclusions, which demonstrate:

1. How circumstances related to the proposed amendment and/or the area in which the property
affected by the proposed amendment is located have substantially changed since the adoption of the
Comprehensive Plan or applicable development regulations;

2. How the assumptions upon which the Comprehensive Plan is based are no longer valid, or there
is new information available which was not considered during the adoption of, or during the last annual
amendment to, the Comprehensive Plan or development regulations; and

3. How the requested redesignation is in the public interest and the proposal is consistent with the
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan.

Applications that move forward for final review will be reviewed against all site-specific amendment
criteria in KCC 21.08.070(D).

D. Site-Specific Amendments. In addition to the findings and conclusions in subsection (A) of this section, a
proposed site-specific map amendment may be recommended for approval by the planning commission and
may be approved by the board of commissioners if the following findings are made:

1. All Site-Specific Amendment Requests. Each of the following requirements must be satisfied for a
recommendation for approval.

a. The proposed amendment meets concurrency requirements for transportation, sewer and
water, and will not result in significant adverse impacts on adopted level of service standards
for other public facilities and services, such as police, fire and emergency medical services,
park services, and general government services;

b. The proposed amendment is consistent with the balance of the goals, policies and
objectives of the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan and reflects the local circumstances of
the county;

c. The subject parcel(s) is suitable for the requested land use designation based upon, but
not limited to, access, provision of utilities, consistency with existing and planned uses,
environmental constraints and compatibility with the neighborhood;

d. The proposed amendment does not materially affect the land uses and growth projections
which are the basis for the Comprehensive Plan, and reflects local circumstances in the county;

e. The proposed amendment does not materially affect the adequacy or availability of urban
facilities and services to the immediate area or the overall area of the urban growth area; and

f. The proposed amendment is consistent with the GMA, Kitsap County-wide Planning Policy,
state and local laws and other applicable inter-jurisdictional policies or agreements.

2. All Site-Specific Amendment Requests Regarding Parcels Located Within an Associated Urban
Growth Area (Including UGA Expansions of Associated Urban Growth Areas). Each of the following
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requirements must be satisfied for a recommendation for approval:

a. Demonstration from the jurisdiction affiliated with the UGA that the proposal has the
capability and capacity to provide urban level services to the area.

b. Demonstration that the proposal is consistent with the associated urban growth area
jurisdiction’s comprehensive plan.

c. Demonstration that the proposal meets the affiliated jurisdiction’s transportation
standards.

3. Rural Commercial/Industrial and Type lll LAMIRD Site-Specific Amendment Requests. Each of the
following requirements must be satisfied for a recommendation for approval.

a. Demonstration of an unmet need for the proposed land use designation in the rural area.

b. Demonstration that Kitsap County’s rural character will be preserved or unaffected by the
change of designation.

c. Demonstration that the proposed designation will principally serve the rural area.

d. Demonstration that appropriate rural services are available (i.e., water, sewerage, etc.)
and that urban services will not be required for the proposed designation.

e. Demonstration that the proposal is contiguous to existing industrial or commercial zoning.
(Exceptions to this policy must demonstrate a unique or exceptional need for the proposed
land use designation.)

f. Demonstration that the property is sized appropriately for the proposed land use
designation.

g. Demonstration that there is a lack of appropriately designated and available sites within
the vicinity.

4. Requests Within the Rural Area Not Pertaining to Commercial or Industrial Requests. If applicable,
each of the following requirements must be satisfied for a recommendation of approval:

a. Any proposed amendments to rural and natural resource areas shall not substantially
affect the rural/urban population balance;

b. Any proposed change to land designated as natural resource land shall recognize that
natural resource designations are intended to be long-term designations and shall further be
dependent on one or more of the following:

i. A substantial change in circumstances pertaining to the Comprehensive Plan or
public policy;

ii. A substantial change in circumstances beyond the control of the landowner
pertaining to the subject property;

iii. An error in initial designation; and/or

iv. New information on natural resource land or critical area status.
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Appendix C — Internal Review Matrix — (Residential Applications Only)

* - Colored boxes in “Circumstances have changed since 2016 Comp Plan” and “additional rural capacity” columns may conflict with approval
criteria in KCC 21.08.070(A)
** Remaining columns provided for potential other considerations. This matrix was prepared as an internal review tool.

Additional rural
capacity

Circumstances
have changed
since 2016 Comp
Plan

Yes (properties to
North were
rezoned to RP in
2016)

APP-ID Applicant Request

2&3 Christiansen | 32 acres from
RW to RR or RP

4 Wixson 39 acres from
RP to RR

6 Skrobut- 49 acres from

Hooker RW to RP

9 Zegstroo 9.4 acres from
RP to RR

17 Axe 20.5 acres from
RW to RP or RR

25 Hubert 40.6 acres from

RW to RR

Irregular boundary | Potential conversion of | Potential to impact
line forestry or agricultural | critical areas
/ Development use
pressure on area
No (if RP) No No

“° ~
There is no adjacent | Property is in “forest Minimal

RP zoning, however | land” use per assessor
the RP zoning is but potentially limited
proposed as a (limited by soils)

“transition” to
adjacent RR zoning.

Minimal Minimal
Partial “forest land” use | No
Yes/No if RP. per assessor
Adjacent lots to
west already
developed and
substandard size.

No Yes, although still No

allowed under RR
zoning, potentially
impacts tree farm use
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APP-ID Applicant Request Circumstances Additional rural Irregular boundary | Potential conversion of
have changed capacity line forestry or agricultural
since 2016 Comp / Development use
Plan pressure on area

45 Rallis 14.8 acres from No

RP to RR
48 Anest 41.5 acres from Not an irregular Property is in “forest
RW to RR boundary, however, | land” designation, but
request has long-term forestry
potential to further | potentially limited.
diminish RW zoning
in the vicinity.
63 SW 109 acres from 2024 CAO reduced Yes, but forestry
Kitsap/North | RW to RR area available for potentially limited by
Bay significant critical areas.
forestry, but
conditions are still
generally the
same.
64 SW Kitsap 38.1 acres from | 2024 CAO reduced Not an irregular Yes, but forestry
RW to RR area available for boundary, however, | potentially limited by
significant request is not in a critical areas.
forestry, but residential area and
conditions are still has potential to add
generally the development
same. pressures on
surrounding forest
lands/ RW zoning.
65 Overton 82.4 acres from | 2024 CAO reduced Yes, but forestry

RW to RR

area available for
significant
forestry, but
conditions are still
generally the
same.

potentially limited by
critical areas

Potential to impact
critical areas
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APP-ID

Applicant

Request

Circumstances
have changed
since 2016 Comp
Plan

67

Overton

91.7 acres from
RW to RR

2024 CAO reduced
area available for
significant
forestry, but
conditions are still
generally the
same.

72

Raydient

460 acres from
RW to RR

74

Edwards

11.6 acres from
RP to RR

Yes (Port Gamble
Redevelopment,
Sale of land for

Heritage Park)

Additional rural
capacity

Irregular boundary
line
/ Development
pressure on area

Although connected
to RR zoning,
requestisnotina
residential area and
has potential to add
development
pressures on
surrounding forest
lands/ RW zoning.

Potential conversion of
forestry or agricultural
use

Yes, but forestry
potentially limited by
critical areas

Yes, but future forestry
use/viability potentially
limited.

Potential to impact
critical areas

Critical areas are
mapped but critical
areas study states
no streams
present.

No

No




Kitsap County Rural and Resource Lands
Chapter Update Story Map

June 2025 — 30% Draft (updated version 6/6, Story Map published 6/10)

Vision
Kitsap County’s vision is for the protection of rural areas and natural resource lands, including

preservation of places of natural beauty, working agriculture and timber lands, and community identity
and rural character.

Rural Character

As defined in the Growth Management Act (GMA), “rural character” generally refers to the following
patterns of land use and development:

a. In which open space, the natural landscape, and vegetation predominate over the built
environment;

b. That foster traditional rural lifestyles, rural-based economies, and opportunities to both
live and work in rural areas;

c. That provide visual landscapes that are traditionally found in rural areas and
communities;
That are compatible with the use of the land by wildlife and for fish and wildlife habitat;
That reduce the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-
density development;
That generally do not require the extension of urban governmental services; and

g. That are consistent with the protection of natural surface water flows and groundwater
and surface water recharge and discharge areas.

Intent

The intent of the Rural and Resource Lands Element is to guide land use decisions that preserve the
distinct character, function, and value of Kitsap County’s unincorporated lands outside of Urban Growth
Areas (UGAs), including lands that are intended for agriculture, forestry, mineral resources, open
space/critical area protection, and rural residential housing. This element supports the County’s
commitment to protecting forests, farms, open space, and natural systems while sustaining rural
communities and local economies. It also supports the preservation of rural character, provides the
policy foundation to maintain low-density development, prevent the spread of urban infrastructure into
rural areas, and protect rural lands from incompatible uses.

This element is also intended to ensure compliance with the Washington State Growth Management Act
by identifying appropriate rural uses, promoting conservation, and preventing the conversion of



resource lands. It serves as a tool to balance growth, preserve rural lifestyles, and ensure that future
development aligns with long-term community values.

Growth Management Act and Regional Coordination

The Growth Management Act (GMA) sets forth planning goals to guide the development of
comprehensive plans. The following GMA planning goal directly addresses rural and resource lands:

Goal 8, Natural Resource Industries: “Maintain and enhance natural resource-based industries, including
productive timber, agricultural, and fisheries industries. Encourage the conservation of productive
forestlands and productive agricultural lands, and discourage incompatible uses.”

In support of this planning goal, the GMA requires that a county comprehensive plan have a rural
element. The rural element is required to include provisions for the following protections:

e Permit rural development, forestry, and agriculture in rural areas.
e Provide for a variety of rural densities and uses that are not characterized by urban growth.
e Include measures that apply to rural development and protect the rural character of the area
by:
0 Containing or otherwise controlling rural development.
0 Assuring visual compatibility of rural development with the surrounding rural area.
0 Reducing the inappropriate conversion of undeveloped land into sprawling, low-density
development in the rural area.
0 Protecting critical areas, as provided in RCW 36.70A.060, and surface water and
groundwater resources.
0 Protecting against conflicts with the use of agricultural, forest, and mineral resource
lands designated under RCW 36.70A.170.

The GMA also provides for Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRD) in rural areas.
Within a designated LAMIRD, existing urban-like development may continue, potentially with limited
expansion and/or infill, in these rural areas without encouraging sprawl. Typically, LAMIRDs are existing
small communities or clusters of rural development, including areas of mixed-use or
commercial/industrial activity.

As with the Comprehensive Plan as a whole, the goals and policies in the Rural and Resource Lands
Element must reflect the requirements of the GMA as outline above, be consistent with the Puget
Sound Regional Council’s (PSRC) VISION 2050 plan and its Multicounty Planning Policies (MPPs), and
conform to the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) adopted by the Kitsap Regional Coordinating
Council (KRCC).

VISION 2050’s Regional Growth Strategy (RGS) emphasizes accommodating growth primarily within
urban areas, focusing on designated centers and near transit stations. This approach aims to ensure that
rural and resource lands continue to be vital parts of the region, retaining important cultural, rural, and
rural lifestyle opportunities over the long term.



Other Applicable State Laws

In addition to the GMA, other state laws and rules apply to rural and resource lands, including but not
limited to:

e RCW 7.48.300-320: Right to Farm provisions, which protect existing agricultural activities and
forest practices from being subjected to “nuisance” lawsuits.

e RCW 80.50: Energy facility site locations, which addresses the siting of facilities such as power
plants, transmission lines, alternative energy facilities (e.g., wind, solar), and energy storage
(battery) facilities.

e RCW 84.33-34: Classification and taxation for farm/agricultural, open space, and timber lands, to
encourage their preservation and maintenance of their current uses.

e WAC 365-190-050: Requirements for analysis and designation of agricultural resource lands.

Relationship to Other Elements

The goals and policies of the Rural and Resource Lands element serve as the basis for this element,
which is also supported by other elements such as Environment, Economic Development, and Climate
Change. For example, the Environment element ensures an adequate amount of land is appropriately
zoned to accommodate allowed rural uses such as agriculture and rural housing.

Background of Chapter

History

Prior to 2016, the Comprehensive Plan contained a separate Rural and Resource Lands (RRL) element.
When the Plan was updated in 2016, rural goals and policies were incorporated into the Land Use
element.

2025 Review and Analysis

In addition to drawing on the information and analysis prepared for the 2024 Comprehensive Plan,
specific rural-related data was created and reviewed for this chapter. These study areas included:
updated inventories of lands in agriculture, mineral resource, and forestry uses; classification of
agricultural and mineral resource lands of significance timber; rural population and development trends;
uses and development in LAMIRDs and rural villages; and the use of clustering and transfer of
development rights in rural areas.

2025 Outreach and Coordination

Outreach for the Rural and Resource Lands Chapter update began with a survey and a public project
kick-off meeting. Additional project presentations continue to be shared throughout the community,
along with regular updates to the Planning Commission and Board of County Commissioner Work Study
meetings and in Department of Community Development monthly update meetings.


https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=7.48.300
https://app.leg.wa.gov/RCW/default.aspx?cite=80.50
https://app.leg.wa.gov/rcw/default.aspx?cite=84.34
https://app.leg.wa.gov/wac/default.aspx?cite=365-190-050

An Ad-Hoc Agriculture Working Group Steering Committee was formed to assist with outreach to the
greater agriculture community. An Agriculture Land Use Working Group meeting was held in April 2025
to share and discuss analysis by the Kitsap Farmland Preservation Coalition analysis of the 2012, 2016,
and 2024 Comprehensive Plans along with potential agriculture code improvements. It was agreed that
both farmland preservation and economic viability are important to the future of agriculture in Kitsap
County. Additional outreach occurred in collaboration with the Kitsap County Agriculture Alliance, with
three engagement events in tandem with a survey focused on agriculture goals, policies, and potential
code updates.

As of May 2025, interviews and engagement with County partners and subject matter experts included,
but were not limited to, the Kitsap County Child Care Task Force, Great Peninsula Conservancy, Kitsap
Public Health District, Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe, Squaxin Island Tribe, forestry industry professionals,
and the Kitsap County Internal Review Team — including Department of Community Development
current planners and Environmental Programs staff. Outreach and coordination will continue with these
parties as well as with other agencies, community groups, and tribal representatives.

In June 2025, the Department of Community Development will hold three workshops to further engage
the community on priority topics.

In September, the draft chapter and associated code updates will be provided for a public comment
period, to be followed by Planning Commission hearings and review by the Board of County
Commissioners. Adoption of the final chapter and code amendments is proposed to be in December
2025.

Key Terms

AGRICULTURE Uses and practices, primarily commercial in nature, which are in support of agricultural
activities, agricultural products, agricultural equipment and facilities, and agricultural land, as defined in
WAC 173-26-020(3). This excludes activities typically associated with single-family residences, such as
gardening activities primarily for on-site consumption.

AGRICULTURAL ACTIVITIES The normal actions associated with the production of crops such as plowing,
cultivating, minor drainage, and harvesting; and/or raising or keeping of livestock (as defined in Title 17,
Zoning), including operation and maintenance, and repair of farm and stock ponds, drainage ditches,
irrigation systems, and normal operation, maintenance, and repair of existing serviceable agricultural
structures, facilities, or improved areas. The term “agricultural activities” as used within this title does
not include the practice of aquaculture. Forest practices regulated under Chapter 76.09 RCW and Title
222 WAC are not included in this definition.

AGRICULTURAL USE, ACCESSORY OR AGRITOURISM A use that directly supports, promotes and is
incidental to a permitted primary agricultural use or agricultural activity on a farm. Such accessory and
agritourism uses shall include, but are not limited to, temporary mobile slaughtering units or other
activities which add value to a farm product such as processing or a commercial kitchen, warehousing of
farm products, cold storage, farm stands or farm markets, community supported agriculture (CSA), u-
pick self harvest activities and sales, educational how-to-farm workshops, farm tours, recreational



hayrides and corn mazes, equine riding lessons and training clinics, seasonal harvest and holiday
activities and other similar uses and activities.

FARM Any size parcel or parcels owned or leased by the same person or entity, wherein a majority of
the net developable acreage is managed for primary agriculture uses. Multiple contiguous parcels in the
same ownership or leased may be considered one parcel for the purposes of livestock management
calculations. Multiple noncontiguous parcels under the same ownership or leased may be considered a
single farm.

FARM FOCUS AREAS Areas identified by the Kitsap County Agricultural Strategic Plan that are prioritized
by using subjective criteria which includes density of agricultural uses, lot sizes, and proximity to water
service areas, watersheds and water quality hazard areas.

FOREST RESOURCE LANDS Lands that have the Forest Resource Lands land use designation on the
County’s Land Use Map, or that are currently being used for commercial timber production and
harvesting.

FORESTRY The use of land for producing and caring for a forest, including the harvesting of timber.

Open Space Plan KCC 18.12 Purpose. The purpose of the Kitsap County open space plan is to follow the
legislative declaration of the open space law which states in part: “ ... it is in the best interest of the
state to maintain, preserve, conserve and otherwise continue in existence adequate open space lands ...
and to assure the use and enjoyment of natural resources and scenic beauty for the economic and social
well-being of the state and its citizens ....”

MINERAL RESOURCE LANDS Lands that are designated with the Mineral Resource Overlay on the
County’s Land Use Map.

RURAL CLUSTER Residential site development that avoids and preserves critical areas and other
ecologically or visually valuable landscape features. Typically, a minimum percentage of a site area is
preserved in its existing natural or farmed state, with individual single-family house lots occupying the
remaining acreage.

Rural Land Use Zoning Designations
Rural Residential

This designation promotes 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. Maximum density is 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres.

Rural Protection

This designation promotes low-density rural development and agricultural activities that are consistent
with rural character and protects environmental features such as significant visual, historical, and
natural features, wildlife corridors, steep slopes, wetlands, streams, and adjacent critical areas.
Maximum density is 1 dwelling unit per 10 acres.



Rural Wooded

This designation is intended to encourage the preservation of forest uses and agricultural activities,
retain rural character, and conserve 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.
Maximum density is 1 dwelling unit per 20 acres.

Rural Commercial

This designation is intended to permit the location of small-scale commercial retail businesses and
personal services which serve a limited area of the rural population outside established UGAs.

Appropriate uses are small-scale retail, sales, and services located along county roads on small parcels
that serve the nearby rural residential population. This designation may be located at crossroads of
county roads, state routes, and major arterials.

Rural Industrial

This designation provides for small-scale light industrial, light manufacturing, recycling, mineral
processing, and resource-based goods production uses that are compatible with rural character and do
not require an urban level of utilities and services.

Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development
(LAMIRDs)

Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development, or LAMIRDs, are allowed for the purpose of
recognizing existing areas of more intense or dense rural development and to contain these areas from
sprawling.

e Type 1 LAMIRDs have a variety of uses characterized as a village or hamlet.

e Type 2 LAMIRDs are for recreation purposes only. Kitsap County does not have any Type 2
LAMIRDs.

e Type 3 LAMIRDs are for small-scale businesses and cottage industries that provide job
opportunities for rural residents.

LAMIRDs may be served by public facilities and services that are appropriate and necessary for the
amount of development contained within the boundaries.

Type 1 Rural Village/Rural Commercial

This designation is characterized as infill development or redevelopment of existing commercial,
industrial, residential, or mixed-use areas, whether as shoreline development, villages, hamlets, rural
activity centers, or crossroads. Any development or redevelopment other than an industrial area or use
within a Type 1 LAMIRD must be principally designed to serve the rural population.



Any new development or redevelopment must be consistent with the pre-existing character of the area
with respect to building size, scale, use, or intensity. Type 1 LAMIRDs must have been established as
more densely developed areas as of July 1990, and they must include pre-GMA existing development.
Type 1 LAMIRDs also must be bounded by a “logical outer boundary” that reflects the limits of the pre-
existing development. [Update based on ESB 5471]

Manchester

Manchester is Kitsap County’s largest LAMIRD, encompassing approximately 1,133 acres of land with a
clear view across Puget Sound to West Seattle and housing approximately 5,200 residents across 2,310
tax parcels (as of 2022). Manchester was designated a LAMIRD on June 10, 2001. It is located in
southern Kitsap County east of the City of Port Orchard and consists of a small variety of commercial
businesses and services, the Kitsap Regional Library — Manchester Branch, the Manchester Post Office,
two public docks, single-family residences, and a handful of multifamily residences. Public water is
provided by the Manchester Water District and sewer by the Kitsap County Sewer Utility. However, a
number of very small lots are still using on-site septic systems.

Keyport

Keyport is a small historic waterfront community that has long supported naval operations in the
adjacent Naval Underseas Warfare Center — Keyport on the small peninsula that extends into Liberty Bay
south of Poulsbo. Keyport was designated as a LAMIRD on November 19, 2007. There are 80 acres split
into 202 tax parcels with 402 residents (as of 2022), a few small businesses and restaurants, the U.S.
Naval Undersea Museum, and open space. Public water is provided by Kitsap Public Utility District and
sewer service by the Kitsap County Sewer Utility, though a number of small lots are still served by on-
site septic systems.

Port Gamble

Port Gamble was founded as a company timber town in 1843, designated a LAMIRD on July 21, 1999,
and remains owned solely by one entity. Currently, almost all of the buildings are more than 100 years
old and include a post office, a few small businesses, and a number of single-family homes. These
structures are on about 127 acres split into 18 parcels and house about 80 people (as of 2022). The
former lumber mill site is planned for major redevelopment, approved as part of a Development
Agreement in 2021. Kitsap Public Utility District provides water service and oversees sewer treatment.
Sewer conveyance is provided by Rayonier, the site owner.

George’s Corner

George’s Corner is a small commercial center at the crossroads of State Highway 104 and Miller Bay
Road/Hansville Road west of Kingston. A number of vehicle-oriented businesses are on the site which is
25 parcels on about 42 acres served by public water from the Kitsap Public Utilities District and on-site
septic systems. George’s Corner was designated as a LAMIRD on October 25, 2004.

Suquamish

In 2000, the Suguamish limited area of more intense rural development, or LAMIRD, was established in
the Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan and includes Suquamish village commercial (SVC), Suquamish
village low residential (SVLR), and Suquamish village residential (SVR). These amendments within the



LAMIRD designation provided an opportunity to help reconcile the county’s historical land use pattern
within the parameters of the Growth Management Act (GMA). The purpose of this section is to reflect
the rural character of the Suquamish areas as prescribed by the Suquamish Rural Village Subarea Plan.

Type 3 Employment Centers

These LAMIRDs are meant for the intensification of, or new development of, lots for isolated cottage
industries and isolated small-scale businesses. Residential development is prohibited. Type 3 LAMIRDs
need not principally serve the rural population but should provide job opportunities for rural residents.
Expansion or new development must conform with the rural character of the area. Public services and
public facilities must be limited to those that are the minimum necessary to serve the industry or
business.

Ecology Road

Ecology Road is the northernmost Type 3 LAMIRD, located on the west side of the intersection of
Hansville Road and Ecology Road. There are several contractors, suppliers of firewood, topsoil, and
propane, and storage units at this site. This area was designated a LAMIRD on December 15, 2010, and
has 18 parcels across about 64 acres. Kitsap Public Utility District provides water service and the site is
served by on-site septic systems.

Streibels Corner

Streibels Corner encompasses properties near the intersection of Highways 307 and 104 and bounded
by Minder Road on the south. Several autobody shops are located in this LAMIRD, as well as a number
of contractors and a business park. Streibels Corner was designated as a LAMIRD on December 15, 2010,
and has about 160 acres, 73 parcels, and about 35 residents (as of 2022). Kitsap Public Utility District
provides water service to the site, and it is served by on-site septic systems.

Twelve Trees

Twelve Trees is located generally southwest of the intersection of Pioneer Way and Highway 3 directly
north of Poulsbo. Twelve Trees is an industrial park location including warehouses that house a variety
of manufacturing businesses on about 114 acres and 50 parcels. This LAMIRD was designated on
December 15, 2010. Kitsap Public Utility District provides water service, and the site is served by on-site
septic systems.

Bond/Gunderson

Bond/Gunderson LAMIRD is located in North Kitsap at the intersection of Bond Road and Gunderson
Road. It is about 64 acres on 11 lots with office buildings that house contractors and food production.
This is also the site of an in-progress Kitsap County Public Works Service Center. This LAMIRD was
designated on December 15, 2010. Kitsap Public Utility District provides water service, and the site is
served by on-site septic systems.

Port Orchard Airport

Port Orchard Airport is located on Sidney Road near the Pierce County line. The LAMIRD is composed
entirely of the airport site, including hangers and an approximately 2,300-foot- long runway for small



aircraft. The LAMIRD is 116 acres in 36 parcels and was designated on June 30, 2016. The site is served
by public water.

Resource Lands

RCW 36.70A.170 requires counties to designate resource lands in their comprehensive plans. Resource
lands are required to have long-term commercial significance for the region, including intense capacity
and productivity. In Kitsap County, agricultural, forest and mineral resource lands are designated. These
resource-based uses are often intermixed or occur together with residential development within the
County’s rural areas. This designation of resource lands and activities is intended to help keep these
lands available for commercially significant resource production and to help maintain these sectors of
the local economy. [Note: GMA Goal 8 — Fishery Industries]

Resource lands are identified on the Land Use Map with the Forest Resource designation, the
[Agricultural Resource Lands Overlay — assessment in progress], or Mineral Resource Overlay.

The Forest Resource designation primarily is assigned to lands that have commercial forestry resources.
The Forest Resource designation is implemented by the Forest Resource zone.

The Mineral Resource Overlay is primarily assigned to lands that have known or likely mineral resources
such as gravel or sand.

The Agricultural Resource Lands Overlay is assigned to lands that have been determined to meet the
designation criteria of WAC 365-190-050 for agricultural resource lands. Additional information on
resource lands is in the Land Use chapter.

Forest Resource Lands

This designation primarily focuses on lands that have commercial forestry resources. These lands are
typically large parcels, are not near concentrated rural populations, and are in active forestry
production.

The implementing zone of the same name has the following description: The primary land use allowed
in this zone is commercial timber production and harvesting. This zone is further intended to discourage
activities and facilities which can be considered detrimental to the production and commercial harvest
of timber. Residents located within or adjacent to the Forest Resource Lands zone shall recognize that
they can be subject to normal and accepted forestry practices on parcels located within this zone.

Mineral Resource Lands

This designation primarily focuses on lands where the extraction of minerals occurs or can be
anticipated to occur based upon maps provided by the Washington State Department of Natural
Resources, as well as where accessory uses (e.g., rock crushing, batch plants) may occur.

The description for the Mineral Resource Overlay (additional provisions on top of the underlying zone)
is: The intent of this overlay is to protect and enhance significant sand, gravel and rock deposits as
identified mineral resource lands. It is also used to ensure the continued or future use without
disrupting or endangering adjacent land uses, while safeguarding life, property, and the public welfare.



Provisions of state statutes applicable to Kitsap County pertaining to surface mining are hereby adopted
by reference.

Agriculture Resource Lands

[Assessment in progress]

Goals, Policies and Strategies

[Below is the baseline from the 2024 Comp Plan. Updated version will be submitted 6/6; Story Map for
the public will be published 6/10]

Rural Character and Development

e Goal: Retain the rural character of the County outside of urban growth areas (UGAs).

Agriculture

e Goal: Support farming, agriculture, forestry, and the natural environment.

Forest and Mineral Resources

e Goal: Maintain forest resource lands in Kitsap County for continued forestry production.
e Goal: Assess and maintain mineral resource lands in Kitsap County for continued mineral
production.

Rural Services and Infrastructure

e Goal: Maintain appropriate levels of service for public services and facilities in rural areas.

Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRDs)

e Goal: TBD

Rural Business and Economic Opportunity

e  Existing Goal: Foster rural business.
e New Goal: Increase the availability of day care facilities to rural residents.

Rural Environment

e Existing Goal: Protect natural ecosystems and resource in the rural area, including ground and
surface waters, soils, and forested areas.
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Introduction

This report provides a summary of potential code updates under consideration for Kitsap County,
focusing on rural and resource lands. The document is divided into two main sections: Active Evaluation
and Future Review.

The Active Evaluation section includes an introduction to the issues currently being assessed, an analysis
of relevant data and policy considerations, and outlines proposed next steps.

The Future Review section identifies topics that have been flagged for future review, providing a
summary of each issue to ensure they remain visible for upcoming planning cycles.

The report concludes with an overview of recent legislative updates that may influence policy and
regulatory changes affecting rural and resource lands in Kitsap County.

Code updates will be proposed in September 2025, after further evaluation, for the public comment
period before final adoption.

Active Evaluation

Agriculture

Introduction

Kitsap County is the only county in the State of Washington that does not have Agriculture Resource
Land Zoning. Using information from the April 2023 “The Future of Farming in Kitsap County” Report by
Kitsap Farmland Preservation Working Group?, after the 1992 decision that "there was insufficient
commercial farming in Kitsap to justify designating a commercial agricultural zone” a period of
subdividing occurred, and between 1997 and 2017 the number of farms over 50 acres declined 54%
while during the same period the number of farms with an average size of 1-9 acres increased 53%.

Additionally, since the Agriculture Code was initially adopted in 2016, there are opportunities for clarity
and improvement to increase economic viability of agriculture in Kitsap County.

We are assessing agriculture resource lands for potential protection and also reviewing the Kitsap
County Agriculture Code for opportunities to improve economic viability of agriculture businesses.

Existing Conditions

Agriculture primary use currently allowed in all rural residential and resource zones.

1 The Future of Farming in Kitsap County
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https://www.kitsap.gov/dcd/PEP%20Documents/20250218%20Kitsap%20County%20Farmland%20Preservation%20-%20Analysis%20and%20Recommendations%20-%20Rev%202-24.pdf

Table 1: Kitsap County Agriculture Use Permissibility

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designation Zone Classification Map Symbol |Permissibility
Rural Residential Rural Residential BR P
Rural Protection Rural Protection BP P
Rural Wooded Rural Wooded BW P
Forest Resource Lands Forest Resource Lands FRL P
Mineral Resource Mineral Resource Overlay MRO P
Urban Restricted UR P(2)/ -
Greenbelt GB P
Urban Low-Density Residential
Urban Low Residential uL - (1)
Urban Cluster Residential UCR - (1)
Urban Medium-Density Residential Urban Medium Residential | UM -
Urban High-Density Residential Urban High Residential uH -
Urban Village Center uwve -
Urban Low Intensity Commercial
Meighborhood Commercial | NC -
Commercial C -
Urban High Intensity Commercial Regional Center RC -
Low Intensity Commercial LIC -
Rural Commercial Rural Commercial RCO — (1)
Business Park BP P
Business Center BC P
Urban and Rural Industrial
Industrial IND P
Rural Industrial Bl P
Public Facilities Parks P P

Source: Chapter 17.455 AGRICULTURE CODE

According to the 2022 USDA Census of Agriculture?, Kitsap County has 570 farms, down 18% from 2017
with 9,539 acres of land in farm (2% increase from 2017) and a 105% increase from 2017 in market value
of products sold to $13,572,000. However, with the increase income is an increase in total farm
production expenses to $25,780,000.

Analysis

22022 Census of Agriculture Kitsap County Profile
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https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/KitsapCounty/#!/Kitsap17/Kitsap17455.html#17.455
https://www.nass.usda.gov/Publications/AgCensus/2022/Online_Resources/County_Profiles/Washington/cp53035.pdf

Analysis of agriculture land use characteristics along with complimentary assets (County Roads) or
incompatible uses (Urban Growth Areas) is underway to define potential Agricultural Resource Overlay
Zones. Along with the mapping aspect, a program and process will be researched and proposed.

Next Steps

1.

Continue to discuss and assess Farm Management best practices and animal density
requirements. Consider consulting an outside entity — Kitsap Conservation District may have

recommendations.

Review and evaluate recent agriculture survey led by Kitsap County Agriculture Alliance and
Comprehensive Plan analysis conducted by Kitsap Farmland Preservation Coalition.
Assess potential Agriculture Overlay Zones and previously proposed Farm Focus Areas.

Assess Historic Farms Designation.

Review and assess proposed code updates with Kitsap County Internal Review Team.

Code Section

Agriculture Community Proposals (not initiated by

DCD)

Exempt shipping container prohibitions on farms. We

17.415.020 Shipping Container
17.415.020 Heavy Equipment
17.455.060 Service Containers
NEW 14 ### Agriculture Structures

17.455.080.B.2.a. | Building Permit

Exemption

17.455.060.A. Farm Stands

may need to do more to have them blend in or be out of
sight, but containers are by far the most cost-effective
means of providing multiple types of solutions on farms.
Exempt farm equipment from consideration as “Heavy
Equipment” when the property is a farm.

Remove the requirement that limits alcoholic beverage
service containers to 4 ounces in tasting rooms. If the
county permits serving four 4-ounce pours (16 ounces
total), there's effectively no difference from a single 16-
ounce pour. Maintaining this rule adds unnecessary
dishwashing for businesses seeking to avoid disposable
containers, without serving a meaningful regulatory
purpose.

Kitsap County should adopt an inspection fee schedule
to help determine whether an agricultural structure built
to KCC Title 14 Building Construction standards can be
exempt from an occupancy permit. This would apply to
buildings intended for public access related to
agricultural activities such as washing, packing,
processing, storage, aggregation, and distribution.
Currently, agricultural structures are exempt from
building permits only if they are 864 square feet or
smaller. This size limitation does not support the needs
of commercially significant farming. Consider aligning
with Jefferson County’s code, which allows for
significantly larger agricultural buildings.

Include clear language in the agricultural code specifying
compliance requirements for farm stands. Currently,
many farm stands operate out of compliance with
Health District regulations due to the lack of a grocery
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https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/KitsapCounty/#!/Kitsap17/Kitsap17455.html#17.455.060
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/KitsapCounty/#!/Kitsap17/Kitsap17455.html#17.455.080
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/KitsapCounty/#!/Kitsap17/Kitsap17455.html#17.455.060

permit. This creates a barrier, especially for farms not
connected to public water systems or those unable to
access them.

Code Section  Title Kitsap County DCD Proposals

17.455.030 Garden Definition Develop and adopt a clear definition of “gardens” in the
land use code to distinguish them from agricultural
activities.

14.455.100 Notifications Assess the annual notification system to ensure it is a
viable path.

17.455.070 Animal Density Consider adding animal density requirements when the

current requirement “Best management practices shall
govern animal densities.” is not sufficient.

TBD Historic Farm Assess the impact of a potential “Historic Farm
Designation Designation” to preserve Kitsap County’s historic farms.

TBD Agriculture Resource In a similar way that a Mineral Resource Overlay is used,
Overlay Zone can the same model be used for Agriculture Resource

Lands.

Code Section  Title Code Update Request(s)

17.455.030 Rural Commercial — Allow “Agriculture Primary Use” in Rural Commercial
Agriculture Primary zones to allow for farm-to-table restaurants.
Use

Rural Business - Child Care

Introduction

Child care access in Kitsap County is a growing concern as the number of providers has declined despite
increased capacity, prompting a multi-agency effort to identify and address barriers facing rural child
care providers.

Child care was identified in Kitsap County’s 2025 Docket as a priority, and it is being assessed for Rural
Kitsap in the Year of the Rural. According to ChildCare Aware of Washington’s March 2024 publication?:

In Kitsap County, the number of child care providers has dropped from 137 with capacity for 4,867
children in 2019, to 131 providers with capacity for 5,365 children in December of 2023.

Kitsap County Department of Community Development (DCD) staff are collaborating with the Kitsap
County Child Care Taskforce with representation led by Kitsap Economic Development Alliance and
representation from Kitsap County, Olympic College, Washington Communities for Children, U.S. Navy,
Kitsap Public Health, and Tree Top Village Early Learning and Child Care to better understand barriers

3 County Level Data DRAFT - 2-2-2024.xlsx
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https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/KitsapCounty/#!/Kitsap17/Kitsap17455.html#17.455.100
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https://childcareawarewa.org/wp-content/uploads/2024/04/Kitsap-3-31-2024.pdf

facing child care providers and work alongside the Taskforce for outreach efforts with Rural Child Care
providers.

Existing Conditions

Urban Urban High
. Forest | Mineral Urban Medium . &
Comprehensive Plan Land Use|  Rural Rural Rural . . Density
. . ., . . . |Resource|Resource| Low Density Density . .
D al Prot: R R . | Residentiall
Lands | Overlay Residential Residential .
R . |Residentiall
Residential
Zoning Classification RR RP RW FRL MRO UR GB UL | UCR um UH
(1)(3)(4) = @) @) G| @ | G| & 5) 5)
Categorical Use (1)(3)(4) ¢ 17.130 17.140 | 17.150 | 17.160 | 17.170 |17.180(17.19017.200(17.210| 17.220 17.230 | Definition § Categorical Use Standards |
258/ Clinic = = = = = = = = = ACUP ACUP 17.110.164, Clinic. 17.415.110, Clinic.
260 | Day-care center C C = = = ACUP | ACUP | ACUP | ACUP P P 17.110.200, Day-care center. | 17.415.140, Day-care center.
262 | Day-care center, home- P P = = = P P P P P P 17.110.205, Day-care center, 17.415.145, Day-care center,
based home-based. home-based.
Urban Hi; Urban Low
Comprehensive Plan Land _ 2h . Rural Urban Rural Public
) A Intensity Intensity . . . .
Use Designation — " . . |Commercial Industrial |Industrial Facilities
Commercial Commercial
Zoning Classification
< RC | LIC [ UVC | NC RCO BC | IND RI P
(1U3)(4) =~
Categorical Use (1)(3){4)(5) !  |17.240/17.250 17.zsu|17.zso 17.270| 17.290 |17.300| 17.320{ 17.330 | 17.340 | Definition | Categorical Use Standards §
258 | Lhinic F F F ALUF [ ALUP ALUP L4 [ - - 1/770. 764, Chinic. 174715710, Chnic.
260 | Day-care center P P P P P ACUP ACUP P = ACUP | 17.110.200, Day-care 17.415.140, Day-care center.
center.
262 | Day-care center, home-based P P P |ACUP| P - ACUP| - - - 17.110.205, Day-care 17.415.145, Day-care center,
center, home-based. home-based.
Comprehensive Plan Land TYPE Il
. . TYPE | LAMIRDS
Use Designation LAMIRDS
. e Keyport Rural Manchester Rural Historic .
Zoning Classification ) Suquamish LAMIRD
— village LAMIRD LAMIRD 17.350D
- .
iE)) 17.360A 17.360B 17.360C — ] ==
KVL MVL RHTJRHTR RHTW| 73605173608 finiti ical dard
Categorical Use (1)3)4) ! Kve ke | mve MVR svc | svir| svr Definition Categorical Use Standards
R R @ @] @ ] 1
260 | Day-care center P C C P C C P C C P P |17.110.200, Day-care center. | 17.415.140, Day-care center.
262 | Day-care center, home-based P P P |ACUP| P P P P P - - 17.110.205, Day-care center, 17.415.145, Day-care center,
home-based. home-based.

Analysis/Outreach

DCD staff reviewed a report prepared by Kitsap County Policy Analyst in December 2024 and identified
areas for additional review including recommendations for permitting and zoning. After initial review,
the following potential updates were identified for further review and discussion.

Code Section Rural Child Care Code and Zoning Considerations

17.415.275.D.1. | Secondary Use During operating hours, daycares may take up entire
house and is not secondary.

17.415.275.D.4 | % Gross Floor Area Daycares may need to occupy 100% of ground floor.

17.415.275.D.9. | Parking Define parking for requirements, e.g. “customers may only
come to home by appointment and only one additional
parking space is required if customers come to the home.

14.415.275.F New! Create a new section for In-Home Daycare to describe
code where in-home daycares are allowed to deviate from
home business code.

Next Steps
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4.

Assess SB 5545 "Military childcare” legislative update

a. Define “near”

b. Only applies to County military installations. Define installation — does it need a

residential component or only employee component?

Assess SB 5655 “Modifying occupancy loads in childcare settings” legislative update.
Collaborate with Kitsap County Child Care Taskforce for additional engagement and outreach in
July 2025.
Assess how “outdoor space” is evaluated in the permitting or licensing process.

Rural Business — Events

Introduction

Code Update Inquiry: Kitsap County Department of Community Development received an inquiry to
consider allowing “Event Facilities” on certain properties in the “Rural Wooded Zone.”

The proposal for certain properties would include a limitation to “large” parcels with historical
significance.

Existing Conditions

17.110.269 “Event facility” means a facility or site where private or public events, such as weddings,
musical performances, parties, reunions, fairs, markets, bazaars, retreats, or conferences, are conducted
in exchange for compensation and that are not part of a larger venue, such as a hotel, resort, or

conference center.

17.415.195 Event facility — Allowed Use Standards
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e Number of event participants — outdoor and indoor.
e Number and frequency of events.

e Hours of operation.

e Access, parking, and traffic.

e Landscaping and fencing.

e Noise.

Analysis/Outreach

e Assess proposed use by parcel size and “historic” condition.

e Assess use as currently defined in all RW.
0 Potential parameters: existing building could be a condition (event facility, B&B, farm).
O Ripple — people buying a 20-acre parcel for wedding venue. Is that a concern?

Next steps

1. Review existing tools
a. Temporary events
b. Assembly events
2. Assess scale event and impacts:
a. Small (<50), Medium, Large Standards
b. Charrette with noise, dust, traffic, toilet

Energy Siting
Introduction

As Kitsap County advances its commitment to clean energy and climate resilience, there is a growing
need to establish clear land use codes for the siting of alternative energy and battery energy storage
systems (BESS), particularly on rural and resource lands. These areas offer unique opportunities for
renewable energy development due to their available space and proximity to natural resources, but they
also require thoughtful planning to preserve rural character, protect environmental assets, and ensure
compatibility with existing land uses. Developing specific code for energy siting in these zones will help
guide responsible growth, support local and state climate goals, and provide clarity for both
communities and energy developers.

Existing Conditions
TBD

Analysis

TBD

Next Steps

Review existing code from City of Sumner.

Review guidance from WA Dept. of Commerce.

Organize meeting with PSE.

Follow up with Snohomish County to better understand their collaboration with SPUD.

bl
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5. Define BESS.
6. Define Public Facility.

Rural Wooded Setbacks

Introduction

All single-family buildings on parcels abutting Forest Resource Lands zones and Rural Wooded zones
must use a 100’ setback on the shared property line(s).

In rural areas, the minimum lot sizes are 5 acres for Rural Residential, 10 acres for Rural Protection, 20
acres for Rural Wooded, 40 acres for Forest Resource Lands, and 20 acres in the Mineral Resource
Overlay. However, at one point in history, code allowed smaller lots to be created. Most of these lots
are smaller than 1 acre. Their lot widths mean that a 100’ setback either entirely encompasses a lot or
mostly encompasses a lot, leaving nowhere to reasonably develop a house.

To develop, applicants have to apply for a zoning variance. This creates extra process and expense for
them and additional permit intake and review for DCD.

Existing Conditions/Analysis

e Use table in 17.450 establishes minimum lot sizes for all zones

e Footnote 29: One-hundred-foot setback required for single-family buildings abutting FRL or RW
zones.

e Could get data for how many variance permits in the past decade have been for this, but
honestly one permit is too many for a problem we created ourselves and can solve.

Next Steps

1. Inall cases, a zoning variance is approved (because: Supreme Court).

2. Either: Revise the code to make an exception for parcels smaller than <to be determined
dimensions>

3. Or: Make this variance approvable under the building permit for impacted parcels

4. Goal: Reduce process for the sake of process

Boundary Line Adjustments

Docket Item: Boundary Line Adjustment code will be discussed and code prepared due to its impact on
neighborhoods and private property acquisition.

Future Review

Agritourism

The demand in the State of Washington and Kitsap County for Agritourism has increased significantly in
recent years as demand increases, it serves as an opportunity for agriculture business to diversify their
income. In 2025, the State of Washington is conducting a WA State Agri-Tourism Study & Report. The
conflict exists in the scale of agritourism, the evolution beyond directly supporting agriculture, impact
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on the surround areas from, but not limited to, noise, dust, lighting, and parking along with a potential
need for more permanent infrastructure or amenable temporary options for restrooms and water while
also considering access for health and safety.

Rural Business and Land Use Compatibility

Evaluate the business permitting process. The rural business permitting process is currently complex,
leading to fewer applications, whereas the approach in the 1990s was simpler and more effective.

Consider distinguishing between businesses with clients and/or employees and those without, as well as
managing impacts such as noise and dust. Consider a revision of categories to solo, customers to the
home, and customers and employees to the home as three levels of impact.

Additionally, some businesses practices are significantly impacting residential neighbors and the
environment. Further investigation is needed to determine if this is a code compliance issue or other
ways to address the impacts and what the County’s role should be.

Rural Zones

Additional work is needed to evaluate the rural zones in Kitsap County — Rural Wooded, Rural
Protection, and Rural Residential to determine if they are still serving their purpose. Should all uses exist
together — e.g. use the word “and” versus “or”?

Legislative Action Process

Review KCC 21.08 and make improvements to clarity and process for reclassification request processes.

Legislative Updates

Bill No. Title Short Description Implement/Notes
SB 5545 Military Exempts in-home childcare providers from DCYF Rural Business
childcare licensing, if they are located near military bases
and certified by a federal military service.
SB 5655 Modifying When a child care center is operated in a Rural Business
occupancy dedicated space within an existing building that
loadsin has more than one use, the building official must
childcare calculate the occupancy load of the child care
settings center based only on the areas in the building
where the child care services are provided.
SB 5317 EFSEC services | Clarifies that an action taken by a city or county is Energy Siting
by local not subject to appeal on the basis that the action is

governments inconsistent with a code preempted by EFSEC,
when the action is taken under an agreement with
EFSEC to provide technical assistance or advice,
or review an application or plan, related to the
construction or operation of an EFSEC-certified
energy facility.
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HB 1018

SHB 1261

HB 1304

HB 1615

ESB 5471

ESSB 5184

Fusion energy
facilities

Open space
incidental use

Boundary
review filings

Water system
classification

Middle
housing

Parking
Reform and
Modernization
Act

Allows fusion energy facilities to use the Energy
Facility Site Evaluation Council (EFSEC)
certification process. Specifies that fission nuclear
power facilities must use the EFSEC certification
process.

Provides tax relief for certain agritourism uses on
open space land. When farmers conduct
agritourism activities on their open space land,
the land is removed from the classification by the
county assessors, and this is causing Washington
farmers hardship.

Specifies that a boundary review board has 45
days from the effective filing date of a notice of
intention regarding a local government's
proposed action to determine whether the
proposed action will be reviewed. The goal of the
bill is to ensure that requests submitted

to boundary review boards are dealt with equally,
and to avoid delays.

Prohibits using a default number of people served
per connection if it would cause a water system to
be classified as a Group A system when it would
otherwise be considered a Group B system.
Effective date 4/16/2025.

Allows counties to authorize middle housing types
in single family zones located within UGAs and
LAMIRDs, up to four residential units per lot.
Specifies development regulations and permit
review processes for this type of middle housing.
Local action adopting this policy cannot be subject
to appeal.

Prohibits cities and counties from requiring more
than 0.5 parking space per multifamily unit or more
than one parking space per single-family home. It
also prohibits cities and counties from requiring
businesses to have more than two parking spaces
per 1,000 square feet of commercial space.
Exempts certain buildings from minimum parking
requirements altogether, such as those undergoing
a change of use, senior housing, affordable
housing, and childcare facilities. Allows counties
to petition the Department of Commerce for
exemptions or variances from the law, on a case-
by-case basis. Counties may require off-street
parking if the county's roads are not developed to
the standards for streets and roads adopted by the

Energy Siting

Open Space

Boundary Line
Adjustments

Water Wells

Rural Affordable

Housing; LAMIRDs

Implementation
required!

Rural Business
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cities within that county. Mustimplement within 18
months of effective date (July 27, 2025).

HB 1515 Alcohol in Through December 31, 2027, local governments Rural Business,
public spaces may request, and the Liquor and Cannabis Board Rural Events
may approve, expanded outdoor alcohol service
for liquor licensees. Certain public engagement World Cup Fan
and reporting requirements are due by September | Zone
2026.
EHB 1602 Food service Authorizes breweries to satisfy their liquor license | Rural Business
options for food service requirements by subcontracting to a
liquor licenses | food truck or food vendor.
SB 5319 Surface mine Several surface mine reclamation permit fees are Mineral Resources
reclamation increased, with some provisions for public works
projects.
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