Forest Stewardship and Restoration Policy and Implementation Plan
Outreach Meeting Summary:

In July of 2025, Parks staff hosted 6 public meetings to provide information about the
update to the Forest Stewardship and Restoration Policy and the 10-year Implementation
Plan. We also advertised and hosted a feedback form to solicit input from the community
regarding these documents and the programs.

Public meetings:

At the public meetings, the majority of staff interactions were positive, and community
members expressed support for past work and future direction of the program. Community
concerns were also expressed, and staff was able to effectively hold conversations about
the ecological need, financial realities of the program, and future planning efforts.

Events held in Districts 1 and 3 had an overall sentiment of community support for the
program and positive feedback on both the policy and plan.

At the events held in District 2 there was a very vocal sentiment of opposition to any
restoration work being performed specifically in Banner Forest Heritage Park. This is the
only park wherein which a segment of the community disagreed with the data indicating
that there is treatment need. However, there were also voices of support for this work
amongst the community. There appears to be much confusion amongst the detractors
about whatis being proposed, with some in the community incorrectly stating that the
department is clearcutting the forest. When staff provide correct information to people
seeking clarity, it was generally received well and appreciated.

Feedback Form

A feedback form was advertised at all public meetings, outreach and online. This form had
questions about the parks of interest (proposed park locations for restoration), how the
community would like to be informed about upcoming projects and planning efforts, what
types of projects they would like to be involved in, project phasing, and what additional
information they were interested in. There was also an opportunity to provide unstructured
feedback and ask questions. 57 responses were received.

Feedback Form Results

1. The majority of respondents indicated they were interested in Banner Forest
Heritage Park, followed by Port Gamble Forest Heritage Park and Newberry Hill
Heritage Park. Respondents could select multiple parks.
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2. Respondents indicated they most strongly prefer email notification to alert them to
upcoming projects or events. Other suggestions included SMS text, Face to face
meetings, direct mail, town halls, email newsletters

® Not Preferred @ Least Preferred @ Somewhat Preferred @ Most Preferred
Park Webpage i ]
Social Media (i.e. Facebook) I . '
Email Notification (Via GovDelivery) | N .
Signage in Parks | | N
QOther (Please indicate below) f—— e
100% 0% 100%

3. Respondents’interestin involvement in program activities was well distributed
across all categories.
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planning

18%

16%
i : 25%
Assist with education and outreach efforts 12
Assist with habitat enhancement projects 19
Assist with invasive species removal 14
25%

4. Respondents were asked about project phasing and their preference between:
e Allwork performed at once.
o Pros: The entire park is impacted for a shorter period of time; potential
cost and logistical efficiencies.
o Cons: Alarge portion of the park would be closed to recreation during
construction; may result in significant visual changes in the short term.
e Small projects performed over a number of years.
o Pros: Only small areas of the park are closed at any given time; visual
impacts are limited to specific project zones.
o Cons: More frequent disruptions over a longer period; likely higher
overall project costs.

Majority of respondents preferred smaller projects performed over a number of years.

30%

All work performed at once, Pros: The entire park is
impacted for a shorter period of time; potential cos...
Small projects performed over a number of

years. Pros: Only small areas of the park are closed ...

5. Desired additional information included:
e More information on project specifics, environmental assessments, and
operational details.
o These will be determined during subsequent planning efforts.
e Annual project timelines
e References supporting program objectives.




o Many of the studies used to guide the program are listed in the
references section of the Policy document. We intend to include links to
outside references on our website when it is updated

e Request for county management information beyond the scope of this program
including overall park plans, ADA accessibility, and safety and security
information.

6. General comments were left by 45 of 56 respondents. Full comment and response
matrix is attached. Themes from these comments are included in the Overall
Themes summary below.

Based on comments provided in both open-ended questions, each response was
evaluated for support of the program.

Program Sentiment Response Count Percentage

Against | 14 25%

Neutral 37 66%

Supportive 5 9%
Total Responses | 56

All responses with negative sentiments towards the materials presented indicated
the respondent was specifically against restoration of Banner Forest.

Additional contacts:

During and after the public meetings, the department received emails from several
community members with questions, comments, or concerns about the program. Each
email received a response from staff answering questions and providing resources.

Overall Themes:

Ecological Assessments and Protections:

Many community members had questions about how impacts to wildlife, wetlands, native
plants, and ecosystems in general will be assessed. They also had concerns about invasive
species flushes post treatment. These are all very valid concerns and are a part of the
analysis and planning that happens at the Park and Project planning levels.

Program operations

Some community members, particularly those with concerns about Banner Forest
Heritage Park, expressed that due to funding structure, they feel staff are unable to be
objective about ecological need vs revenue.



Some community members expressed a desire to see alternative thinning methods used
(hand thinning, horses) and for there to be an everyday presence of Park Staff at the project
site to oversee the work of the contractor.

Community comments reflect a larger distrust in the County as a whole to be able to
perform work effectively. General sentiments from the south part of the county reflect
feelings of being either ignored or taken advantage of. This has led to an uphill battle for
Parks staff to be viewed as experts in their field and capable of performing high quality,
unbiased work.

In summary, overall engagement and feedback received during this process was positive
and productive. Negative sentiments toward the program were only expressed regarding
Banner Forest Heritage Park, though, there are many in the community who see value in the
proposed restoration work at this location.



Public Meeting Timeline:

Date Dist. | Meeting Location Attendance | Staff
Type
Village Green, C.onjmissi.oner Rolfes, Alex
7/21/25 1 Open House Kingston, WA 38 Wisniewski, Chuck Cuzzetto,
’ Kevin Ceder, Irene Weber
Eagles Nest Commissioner Walters, Alex
7122/25 3 Open House . ’ 11 Wisniewski, Chuck Cuzzetto,
Silverdale, WA .
Kevin Ceder, Irene Weber
Commissioner’s Alex Wisniewski, Alex Hardy,
7/23/25 2 Open House Chambers, Port 16 Chuck Cuzzetto, Kevin
Orchard, WA Ceder, Irene Weber
Port Gamble
7/28/25 1 Site Visit Forest Heritage 18 Kevin Ceder, Irene Weber
Park
Newberry Hill Commissioner Walters, Alex
7/29/25 3 Site Visit Forest Heritage 13 Wisniewski, Chuck Cuzzetto,
Park Kevin Ceder, Irene Weber
Commissioner Root, Alex
7/30/25 5 Site Visit Banner Forest ~64-68 Wisniewski, Alex Hardy,

Heritage Park

Chuck Cuzzetto, Kevin
Ceder, Irene Weber




Feedback Form Comment Response Matrix
General Questions and Comments

Name
Tom Doty

Brandy
Williams

Topic
Natural
Resources

Communicat
ion

Sub-topic
Aquatic
resources

Private
Landowners

Comment

Iam a retired steward at North Kitsap Heritage Park (NKHP). | have had
occasion to visit Beaver Pond there weekly (every 2-3 days in fall and
winter) beginning in 2013, continuing until 2021. Because lam a
vertebrate population biologist, with a history of conducting funded
population studies of fish, amphibians, reptiles and mammals, | was
assigned the duty of culvert maintenance at NKHP.

The large corrugated steel culvert on Spine Line east was problematic. A
failed 'beaver deceiver' allowed unrestrained access to the mouth of the
culvert by attentive beavers. Flooding of Spine Line trail was the
inevitable result (inconveniencing visitors as this is one of only three
entrances to the park). | cleared obstructions hundreds of times over my
9-year tenure in an effort to keep Spine Line open.

My primary research interest for 30 years was amphibian population
dynamics. | ran a continuous monitoring program of a community of
eleven species of amphibians in Rhode Island for 30 years (1970-2000),
involving daily visits to three study ponds (one of the longest such
studies on record). A lifelong love of wetlands and decades of field
experience (teaching and research) leads me to comment on what | see
(or, more correctly, don't see) at Beaver Pond in NKHP.

Everywhere I've lived, prolific duckweed covering the surface of a pond is
considered an indicator of culturally eutrophic conditions. Because the
headwaters of Beaver Creek (and Bear Creek to the west) originate on
golf and residential property south of NKHP, this proximity suggests to
me a source of a potentially elevated nutrient load.

But it is not simple nutrient input that I'm most concerned with at Beaver
Pond.

While | make no claims as to invertebrate expertise, | have always
admired aquatic bugs for their multitude of moving parts! My ongoing
impression there has been of depressed populations of typical wetland
species. Fewer scary bugs than one might expect. Despite the varied
seasons | have tended the culvert, | have never heard a true frog chorus
there. Scattered individuals only. Stewards have seined that pond and
while we found a few salamander egg masses, I've never seen larvae. It
seems to me to be a strangely quiet pond. Understand this is a personal
opinion. | have no data. Just a suspicion based on experience.

A small group of concerned citizens, alerted to the Pulte silt fence
obstruction disaster leading to the mortality of hundreds of migrating
newts a couple of years ago, have taken an interest in Beaver Pond and
it's apparently depauperate fauna. We would like to conduct water
quality tests there, looking for toxins (herbicide/pesticide residue).
Respectfully.

Tom Doty, Ph.D., Biological Sciences

Interaction with private landowners with forests

Response

Management of this specific aquatic resource is beyond the scope of
these documents, but this will be passed on to staff

Communication with neighboring landowners will be a part of subsequent
park and project specific planning processes



Feedback Form Comment Response Matrix

Mariko
Hamashima
Jessica
Myette

Rebecca
Wood

John
Williams

Jim Heytvelt

Marion Allen

Susan
Anderson

Susan
Anderson

Daniel
Johnson

Public Input

Ecologic Banner
Need

Recreation Banner
Impacts

Techniques

Natural Wetlands
Resources

Ownership Rude Road
Communicat | Document
ion Clarity
Ecologic Invasive
Need Species

No additional questions - looking for ways to be more involved!

This needs to be stopped. You have to many people that enjoy this
beautiful forest and take care of it. You plan on taking down 400 acres of
trees out of 636 acres? This will devastate the forest and it will not
recover. Forests have natural processes like nutrient cycling, water
filtration, and decomposition that contribute to their health and stability.
How can you say that taking over 62% of the forest is healthy? The
diverse array of plants and animals within a forest ecosystem creates a
complex web of interactions that can contribute to resilience and self-
regulation. You will destroy the habitat, the life of the forest that is today
will be gone. Let the people be heard in the community before you act.
You have to many that oppose this plan. Thank you.

I am particularly interested in Banner Forest. This park is unique because
it provides a wilderness type experience close to town. It is highly valued
by mushroom collectors, birders, hikers, runners, dog walkers, mountain
bikers and horse riders.

Girdling trees can thin a forest gradually, allowing the forest to adapt as
slow changes occur rather than the ecosystem shock of cutting down a
bunch of trees at once. Itis very inexpensive and also leaves the dead
trees in the forestinstead of removing all that biomass from forests
already deprived of biomass for 100+ years.

none

Would like to see comprehensive map of wetlands in each park.

Regarding Rude Road property:

Is this property on track to be given to the city of Poulsbo, thus insuring
public ownership & access.

Park Restoration presentation notes that property was logged in the early
1990's, has been reforested naturally, & "lacking large trees." This
inherently does not make sense.

| know that this property was previously under State DNR
ownership/management & logged quite a few years ago, hence there are
no large trees.

Public access is anissue since Rude Road is a private road.

It would help to have page numbers on this document so that specific
concerns can be more easily & accurately referenced.

My wife and | walk in Banner Forest almost every day and see no positive
connection with this so call restoration and the health of the forest. The
forest floor is a shade environment. Clearing away trees will damage the

Comment noted

Wholesale removal of 400 acres of trees is not what is being proposed.
This plan identified potential need for selective thinning work to support
forest health in Banner Forest. Native plants and wildlife protections are of
paramount importance and will be considered as project feasibility
assessments continue

This program aims to aid the long-term health of the forest which will
enhance and maintain the current recreation experience.

Girdling trees is a technique that has been considered as a part of our
restoration program. It may be used as one of many techniques.

Comment noted

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans.

The Rude Road parcels are either under Parks or County Tax Title
ownership. Previous plans to transfer to the City of Poulsbo did not
proceed. The naturally regenerated parcel lacks large legacy trees and is
not currently on a trajectory to develop such trees. Selective thinning to
promote legacy trees is proposed. Public access for recreation is beyond
the scope of this program.

Page numbers are provided in both the Policy and Plan documents at the
bottom center of each page.

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management



Feedback Form Comment Response Matrix

Lauren Loar

Bernadette
Henzi

Julie Tappero

Endolyne
Farrows

Mark Hogden

Techniques

Ownership

Ecologic
Need

Techniques

Ecologic
Need

Banner

Banner

Banner

Invasive
Species

shade and cause undesirable vegetation to gain a foothold. First will be
blackberry and eventually Scotch Broom. We don’t understand how the
trees are the problem in the forest. The $700,000 will be spent before
anyone notices and the trees will take a generation to regrow. We ask to
please leave Banner Forest asis.

I am concerned about the logging planned for Banner forest and what
type of company would be selected to do this. How does the county plan
to monitor the work the work planned in the future? After seeing the
results of South Kitsap Regional Park’s logging for other reasons, I'm
concerned how this would actually be implemented. I live right next to
Banner park and am also concerned about how wildlife would be
disturbed and to what degree their habitat would be affected, especially
since thisis a heritage park.

What does the original land transfer of Banner Forest from DNR to Kitsap
County allow regarding logging and other projects within the Park? When
did this transfer occur and is this document available to the public?
What is the Parks original mission and purpose stated in its creation.
How much say does the public have regarding logging activity within the
Park?

I was part of the group that literally saved Banner Forest years ago. |
don't want the County to do ANYTHING! You weren't there and you don't
know what we went through to keep it a Forest. Leave it alone. Hands
off.

I'm concerned about Banner Forest. We own some forest around our
house and had Austin (the actual arborist) come and talk about tree
thinning. So in that sense, | understand that thinning is necessary.
However, the way the trees will be thinned (large machines that will
disrupt all the land) and the rate (all at once) feels very dangerous to me.
Specifically, I've seen how even the side mowers come in and kill all the
native salal and while it does grow back the minute there's nothing there
we see a ton of scotchbroom and himalayan blackberry. Both are already
on the edge of the forest and | have encountered tree of heaven on the
trail as well.

The reality seems to me therefore if we do this more than very slowly and
with strong invasive mitigation plans that don't involve spraying, we're
going to destroy the land even though it does need to be thinned.

I'm not pretending | know a lot about this, but | have been fighting
scotchbroom in my yard for the full five years I've lived and it is an
intensive project. The trees aren't going to be able to thrive fast enough.
Not in this climate.

Keep up the good work. I’'m 100% in favor of returning the tree density to
a more natural state.

will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans.

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans. Monitoring of treatment areas are planned as a crucial
component of our restoration process. This will help us identify issues or
other restoration needs as they arise

History of acquisition can be found in this document:
https://www.kitsap.gov/parks/Documents/BannerForest_ManagementPla
n_2015.pdf

Comment noted

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans. During these planning processes we will also assess
pacing of treatment to minimize disruption to the park.

Comment noted



Feedback Form Comment Response Matrix

Mark
Wentzel

Judy
Arbogast

Susan
Courville

Susan M.

Bryan Inglin

Techniques Banner
Recreation Wildlife
Impacts Impacts
Communicat | Banner
ion

Techniques

Funding

Careful thinning of the forest by removing the smaller and defective trees
will result in a healthier environment for all of the plants and animals in
the forest. Unhealthy trees become susceptible to insects which
eventually infect even the larger most vigorous trees. Dense stands of
trees a much greater fire risk than healthy ones. The Banner Forest is
surrounded by residential areas that are in danger should a fire get
started. Look at the South Kitsap Regional Park in Port Orchard to see the
results of previous successful thinning operations.

What will be the impact on animals living in the forest? What is impact on
current users and neighbors [including walkers, bike riders, horse back
riders, nature lovers, bird lovers]

The community served and near Banner Forest Park needs to be better
informed. As it stands, the distrust felt about the county, state, or
whoever's practices seems to be more focused on revenue. We
recommend this park to friends who want to experience a forest
immersion experience, NOT a groomed city park type of experience. As a
neighbor to the park we have transient wildlife coming and going and feel
the ecological balance would be terribly disrupted for too long. If trees
need to be removed, use only horse logging practices, NOT heavy
machinery. Impactto areas is much less, as we have observed from
living elsewhere and seeing the effects.

Again, to remove diseased trees - Use Horse Logging Practices.

We used to ride bikes at Newberry. After the clear cut the forest was
wide open in areas making it drier. The roads were a mess so that bike
riding was impossible. Perhaps the extra wood and dried branches have
been removed but when all was finished, those dried branches could
have contributed to a fire. | hope the current logging company does a
better job.

What does the department do with the "extra" revenue beyond funding
the positions that develop and implement the forest stewardship? I'm
not sure if the tradeoff for taking extra trees is worth the revenue. |
believe some of the wood, preferably Large Woody Debris, be left on site
to assist habitat enhancement.

Comment noted

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans. During these planning processes we will also assess
pacing of treatment to minimize disruption to the park.

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans. During these planning processes we will also assess
pacing of treatment to minimize disruption to the park.

Disruption and needed repair to trail systems will be a part of Park and
Project planning processes

Trees will only be removed if there is an ecological need for their removal.
We leave some of the felled trees onsite for habitat enhancement
including creation of habitat piles and large log analogues. All revenue
generated from the sale of any trees removed in the course of restoration
projects is used to support the natural resource program including hiring
professional natural resource management staff, funding habitat
restoration projects including wildlife, native vegetation, and wetland
projects, and overall conservation of natural resources within KC Parks.



Feedback Form Comment Response Matrix

Lauri Boren

Mike Collins

denise
drevdahl

County
Management

Planning

County
Management

Banner

Banner

Banner

When are you going to be providing the services we already pay for? It's
been years, and things only get worse. You are focusing on logging
instead of managing the county ethically? This "thinning" planisin no
way ethical.

No logging trucks. No logging machines. Nothing like that to build roads
to log further in the future. This is not the county cash cow to slaughter.

| prefer you NOT proceed with this logging plan. Itis absolutely not okay.
SK has a horrible reputation for taking care of messes they make and
untilyou get those under controlin the other places you have had
"thinned" you should not plan this way. If what you were doing WERE in
the best interest of the forest, in the best interest of the community you
would have the plan and funds in place for remediation right now. At
present, it appears thatyou are only interested in removing the
profit/trees from our local forest park.

Until you have a plan to mitigate the aftermath of logging 519 of 636
acres, and an actual need, leave Banner Forest alone.

My family has serious doubts about the "restoration" planned for Banner
Forest and that county officials can be trusted. Thinning ends up looking
like clear-cutting; my understanding is that the county has little to no
plan re: what to do with the invasive species (scotchbroom, blackberry)
that the "thinning" will foster (relying on 'volunteers' to do this work is a
non-starter). Under the guise of "forest health", what it looks like is
logging so that $$ can be made...and ending up with a 'forest' that no one
willwant to use. We need to 'get over' the idea that all of 'nature' needs to
be 'managed'...things were just fine until humans went in and destroyed,
killed, hunted, chopped down everything. I've been listening to folks talk
about this and nearly everyone (except the loggers, county folks, etc.) are
in support of the proposed work. If you truly want to engage the
community in a conversation, please listen to the local folks who use
and love this park. thanks.

Comment noted. As described in the implementation plan, the original
funding structure to restore these forest is no longer economically viable.
We are exploring other funding sources to continue the restoration
program including conservation grants.

No actions will be undertaken until additional planning efforts are
complete including a Park Forest Stewardship Plan and Project Plans.
Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans.

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans.



Feedback Form Comment Response Matrix

Megan
Thompson

Carol Price

Kristine Goss

Shannon
Bauman

Rebecca
Sliger

Techniques

Communicat
ion

County
Management

Ecologic Banner

Need

Techniques Timing

lunderstand that it is too expensive to mark the trees to be cut, but
leaving it at the discretion of the logger, with only weekly oversite, leaves
too much room for the logger to take down the bigger, more desirable
trees to make more money. There needs to be more oversite for new
access roads and exactly which trees are to be left. | would be happy to
volunteer to provide some of that oversite.

The public needs to be involved in our parks, especially in planning and
decision making. Let's talk to each other. We need more time to read this
document and make comment!!! Please have a Town Hallin each
district...this is difficult, for sure. We could truly have an amazing parks
systemin this county.....

The county is destroying our county parks and forests under the guise of
"restoration" the entire county population needs to step up and confront
and stop the people making these decisions for profit and putin place
people who actually care about the environment vs the money. Stop
pretending it's about anything else than the cash.

I am very much in favor of thinning the Banner forest. The future health of
the forest will depend on it and the sooner it is completed the better it
will be. Itis probably past due. Visiting older parks like Point Defiance or
others in Seattle shows what it could be if properly managed.

| strongly prefer smaller projects over a number of years. | recognize that
we need to think long term about the needs of the forest. We also need
to think about the lifespan of people. If we do this in one big project, and
the forest is just a mess for the next twenty years, | won’t have the
opportunity to use the forest. | love this place. Doitin stages so there is
always part of the forest that is a beautiful place for people to enjoy.

In addition to the cost reasons, there are also safety reasons for why we
don’t mark each individual tree in a treatment area. When the operator is
actively working, commonly a marked tree isn’t feasible or safe to take
down so they will have to pivot to a different tree (of similar size/age/need
for removal) so marking the trees ahead of time doesn’t always go exactly
to plan, then we end up with a bunch of trees with spray paint on them in
the woods. We’ve worked very hard to train the crew hired to perform this
work to do so accurately and up to the specifications of each project. At
this point we are very confident in their abilities. We do mark special
sensitive areas that we do not want cutting to occur in, which is more
efficient than marking every tree to take down. The thinning crew gets paid
to perform exactly the work that is prescribed. There’s no benefit to them
to secretly take more or larger trees.

As a part of how we train the operators, we do mark some trees in a small
part of the restoration area before the operator starts. After they work
through that area, they are well calibrated of what types of trees want him
to leave, what types of trees to remove, and the conditions we are looking
for after the restoration treatment. Park Forester is on-site during the
initial cutting to help guide the operator and address any questions or
concerns. Our operator has spent the majority of his 30+ year career doing
thinning and restoration project and like to leave forests to grow and
develop bigger trees.

Thank you for participating in this community involvement and feedback
gathering process. Town halls would be coordinated by the
Commissioner’s office, we will pass this request onto their staff.

Comment noted

Comment noted

Comment noted



Feedback Form Comment Response Matrix

Craig
Richmond

Chris Magill

Beverly
Parsons

Ecologic
Need

Planning

Communicat
ion

Banner

Banner

| want to voice my support for the thinning plans at the Banner Forest
Heritage Park. This land never got the thinning it needed after being
commercially planted and as a result there’s too many trees that are
overcrowded and struggling for resources. | reject the belief that many
are sharing that the county seeks only to sell the timber to make money
and instead believe the science in forest management practices that will
improve the health of this forest.

| use this park weekly for walking and mountain biking and know this
thinning work will both impact my use and also the appearances of the
park in the short term, but | also know it will help this loved park continue
to grow and thrive in the long term.

How do we block your plan on cutting our Forest? We want no action
taken. Take no action in Banner Forest.

What early involvement did the general public have regarding the Forest
Restoration and Stewardship Program before the recent July
presentations and site visits?

How does this plan connect and work along side the PROS plan? As | now
go back and look at the PROS plan after seeing these plans, I'm not
finding a reference to a Forest Restoration and Stewardship Plan being
under development. Why was it not part of the PROS plan?

| support having town halls throughout the county about the Program as
recently called for by Oran Root. While it's useful to have them in each of
the 3 districts in the county, itis also important to encourage the public
from different parts of the county to attend those in other districts than
their own to get familiar with the situation across the county.

I have additional comments but I'll submit them separately before your
August 4 end of day comment period. Thanks for all your work on this
important topic.

It would be helpful to have a review of the Forest Restoration and
Stewardship Plans by different expert perspectives on forest restoration
and stewardship. | would like to see people like Joshua Wright
(jawrighter@gmail.com), John Talbreth (jtalberth@sustainable-
economy.org), Dominick DellaSala (dominick@wild-heritage.org) be
asked to review these plans as well as people from Clallam County such
as members of the Lower Elwha Klallam tribe and Elizabeth Dunne
(edunne@earthlaw.org) who are actively engaged in these issues. We
need to be sure that the most recent research on these topics from
multiple perspectives are considered. Once they have reviewed these
plans please then have a public forum with these people to help the
public understand the issues and alternatives. We need to consider our
work within Kitsap County Parks in the bigger context of our state and
environmental conditions even more broadly. We also need to look at
alternative revenue sources rather than simply harvesting trees. These
include carbon credits and other options. The people mentioned above
are actively working with the Washington State Lands Group, a working

Comment noted

Comment noted. Please contact your commissioner

These document updates have been discussed in Park Advisory Board
Meetings since 2024. The Parks Advisory board is comprised of
community representatives from across the county. These meetings are
open to the public and minutes from these meetings are available on the
parks website.

This policy and plan supports PROS goals PR-1: Promote a sustainable
parks system that fosters opportunities for both active and passive
recreation, encourages healthy lifestyles, safeguards natural habitats,
and preserves and enhances significant environmental and historical
resources. Goal PR-2: Develop and implement natural resource
management plans to protect biodiversity and cultural resources,
establish buffer zones and wildlife corridors, adopt sustainable land
management practices, and preserve cultural heritage sites through
interpretive signage, educational programs, and collaboration with local
tribes and cultural experts.

Town Halls will be coordinated by the commissioners offices,

References and review panel participants are noted in the Policy
document
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Jeff

Shirley
messner

Lisa Reddish

Doug
Hayman

Carly
Sullivan
Deborah
Weinmann

Katherine
Ander

Ecologic
Need
Ecologic
Need

Communicat
ion

Communicat
ion

County
Management

Communicat
ion

Banner

Volunteers

Social Media

group of the Pacific NW Forest Climate Alliance. They are also actively
engaged in issues related to DNR's harvesting and alternatives.

NO LOGGING SHOULD EVER BE ALLOWED. LET NATURE DO ITS
AMAZING THING!!!

Please see answer in Question #9, Asking to only to hand cut,PLEASE DO
NOT CLOSE THIS PARK TO HEAVY EQUIPMENT (rapping the land). This is
the last park that has been untouched with natural habitat in kitsap
county. Itis also very concerning that you have let go of the volunteers
that take pride in this park in a natural way without totally wiping out our
trees and foliage. | feel the commissioner has already made up there
minds which is a concern. Only get rid of diseased trees which | have
found none. Many people value this park in its untouched natural setting.
| fully understand that keeping trail maintained is a goal. This can be
accomplished with volunteers and hand work w/o major heavy
equipment. Trails are very close together with the foliage helps keep the
trails separate. Many come out to this park wanting peace and not
running into people the next trail over. We are not concerned about fallen
trees, commonsense tells one to stay out of wooded areas in wind
storms. Please do not take AWAY ONE LAST PEACEFUL PLACE IN Kitsap
county.

Good luck educating the uneducated on why restoration and
maintenance is needed. Many of my rural neighbors hate any type of
change.

I'd like to see what the forest experts you've put together have submitted
as individual comments and their combined recommendations.

Not at this time, thank you!

It would be worth it to pay a volunteer coordinator who can galvanize
community members. It would need to be a person with good
organizational skills and someone who has the ability to rationally and
realistically prioritize projects.

I don't personally use Facebook, but many people use it exclusively. Itis
an important way to reach out & connect with the public & perhaps
correctinaccurate on line statements.

Comment noted

Changes to the recreational experience at this park are not proposed in
this plan

Comment noted

References and review panel participants are noted in the Policy
document

Comment noted

Volunteer management it outside of the scope of these documents but we
will pass this information on to staff.

Comment noted
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Involve the community in the planning of this project. Listen and adapt.
it's our park. Our home - not yours. Treat us as partners who have value
and deserve true respect. For example if you truly were interested in
thinning out certain trees you wouldn't hire a logging company with fancy
machines, you would hire arborists who use teams of horses to draw out
timber without damaging the forest. The choices for the project you
describe (as in the Kitsap Sun article today) suggest you are solely
focused on getting timber $$$$. You then, will target all the largest trees
first, healthy and attractive - real assets - and have them cut down for no
ecological reason. Merely monetary. Be honest with the public! There are
other ways to generate income. Listen to the public - those of us who pay
all the tax dollars.

Explain why clear cutting (let's be honest) Banner Forest was all done in
secret. Explain why there's a sudden rush to do this 'project’ (which just
happens to put $700,000 into your pockets) when the county is
experiencing budget short falls. You don't do that while telling us it is just
out of sheer concern for the ecology. Banner Forest is the jewell of south
kitsap. You are talking about destroying it, inviting in so much damned
sunlight that scotch broom will crowd out the understory you say you
care so much about. There will be no literal forest left, no shade, no
mushrooms. Might as well throw in another gawd awful baseball field.

No actions will be undertaken until additional planning efforts are
complete including a Park Forest Stewardship Plan and Project Plans.
Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans. Additional community outreach will also occur during
these planning processes.
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ion

It'simportant to have recognized experts review the Forest Restoration
and Stewardship Plans, including Joshua Wright, John Talbreth,
Dominick DellaSala, members of the Lower Elwha Klallam tribe, and
Elizabeth Dunne. Their insights would help ensure that the latest
research is considered. Stephen Kropp from the Legacy Forest Defense
Coalition and David Perk from the WA State Lands Working Group could
also provide valuable perspectives.

After the review, holding a public forum would help the community
understand the issues and alternatives. It's vital to see how our work
relates to broader state environmental conditions and to explore
alternative revenue sources, such as carbon credits. Public involvement
inthe planning process is crucial, especially since there seems to be a
pattern of neglect in community engagement in certain areas.

It's necessary to determine how the Forest Restoration and Stewardship
Plan integrates with the PROS plan, which lacked sufficient mentions of
the stewardship plan's development.

I support the idea of town halls across the county to encourage public
participation and ensure that all voices are heard. Regarding public
engagement, the Draft Forest Stewardship Policy Update on the Parks
website is dated October 2024 but labeled as Draft June 2025. It's
unclear if public input was gathered during the initial planning stages.
The plan's Outreach and Collaboration section suggests that while they
aim to inform the public, it may come across more as seeking to justify
decisions already made rather than genuinely listening to community
feedback.

Lastly, the plan doesn't clearly show how the economics of tree
harvesting plays into the decision-making process. It is understandable
that the public questions whether ‘thinning’ is based on forest health or
balancing the budget with timber income. Please provide some facts.

These document updates have been discussed in Park Advisory Board
Meetings since 2024. The Parks Advisory board is comprised of
community representatives from across the county. These meetings are
open to the public and minutes from these meetings are available on the
parks website.

This policy and plan supports PROS goals PR-1: Promote a sustainable
parks system that fosters opportunities for both active and passive
recreation, encourages healthy lifestyles, safeguards natural habitats,
and preserves and enhances significant environmental and historical
resources. Goal PR-2: Develop and implement natural resource
management plans to protect biodiversity and cultural resources,
establish buffer zones and wildlife corridors, adopt sustainable land
management practices, and preserve cultural heritage sites through
interpretive signage, educational programs, and collaboration with local
tribes and cultural experts.

Town Halls will be coordinated by the commissioners offices
References and review panel participants are noted in the Policy
document

The plan discusses that this program was originally designed to be self-
funding. It concludes that this is no longer economically viable based on
current markets and forest needs. Alternative funding to support forest
restoration including grants is being explored.
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Any INFORMATION at all. The slide show presentation contains goals
only, nothing about how the choices will be made or how many decades
you expect the thinned/damaged "forest" to restore itself to the perfect
ecosystem you propose. Where is the specific plan for Banner Forest?
Why does the conservation easement need to be vitiated? Small tress
are suitable only for paper or OSB that is not a practical market, so large
trees must be removed for the plan to pay. Large trees will take decades
to replace from bare ground or remaining small trees. Will the county
follow up long enough to see that happen (I will be long dead) or will they
just sell to developers to lower taxes the developers and their tax base
enlarging customers would otherwise have to pay? Does increasing the
growth under the canopy not cause increased risk of fire sufficient to
destroy the trees and spead to the canopy, or do you expect the "wildlife"
to include a heard of elk to thin it? How will the fuel that results from
felling small trees be removed? County foresters in the past eagerly
granted native people permission for the unsightly (and likely damaging)
stripping of cedar bark, what pressure group.are they cowtowing to here?
Yes, Banner Forest is the sad remains of a timber plantation, but so is
much of Western Washington. So little is left that does not serve as a
place to picnic and play frisbee, thatitis hard to trust that anyone is
interested in anything that does not make any county land into a "park" or
a housing project. True, itis no longer possible to preserve anything in
Washington that is not (for now) under federal control,, but benign
neglect is probably more dependable than "improvement."”

See above - would like to subscribe to any newsletter to be sure | don’t
miss alerts. | wasn’t aware of the July 30 meeting and would have like to
have attended. Would like more details on the specifics of work to be
done - | appreciate the available presentation deck showing what parties
are involved in assessment - would like more detail on that assessment
process and what will be done to ensure wildlife is not disrupted during
this process. Would also like to have included any scholarly/professional
counter proposals. Over 500 acres thinned in two years sounds very
aggressive. And seeing how invasive vegetation like scotch broom
haven’t been mitigated well I join others in expressing concern. What
native plants will be introduced/reintroduced and how? Will any wildlife
be reintroduced to aide the restoration? What is the accountability that
the process will truly begin and remain in the best interest of the land?
Notin favor of Banner Forrest thinning. Do not have faith in county’s
ability to properly manage the cleared spaces to prevent invasive
species. Leave itasis.

If the above questions have been brought up, where is the project at with
the park accessibility.

No actions will be undertaken until additional planning efforts are
complete including a Park Forest Stewardship Plan and Project Plans.
Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans. Additional community outreach will also occur during
these planning processes.

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species management
will occur at the more detailed planning phases including the park plan
and project plans which have not yet been performed for Banner forest.
The implementation plan simply identifies areas in which restoration need
has been identified.

Comment noted

Recreation and trail management is outside the scope of this program, but
we will pass this information along to staff
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Name Info Type Info Sub Type
Tom Doty Natural Resource

Brandy County

Williams Management

Rebecca Planning

Wood

John Williams Planning

Marion Allen Planning Funding
Philip Planning Techniques
Sutherland

Bernadette Planning Funding
Henzi

Kathleen Planning

Simpson

Judy Arbogast Planning Funding

Comment

Plans for protection of temporary ponds and intermittent
streams. Plans for leaving large wood on the ground following
restorative thinning. Plans for enacting federal wetland
protection (i.e. buffers, etc.)

Notice about commissioner votes

Please provide planning information on Banner Forest.

You should publish your goals and metrics. For example how
healthy can a forest be if itis X acres large and is too small to
support the full range of wildlife that it evolved with?

When and where Raydiant will be logging- although | realize
they can give short notice. Would like to see cost estimates
for projects.

After reviewing some of the plans and presentations on the
county website, it is still unclear to me:

1) Approximately how many trees would be removed from
Banner Forest, 2) What the criteria for removing those trees
would be, 3) Who will be paid for performing this work and 4)
What equipment and methods will be used

What is the actual goal of forest restoration in Banner Forest?
What will happen to the income from the sale of the trees?

Interested in forestry plan

Overall goal; specific plans for work required [including
costs/cost effectiveness; types of equipment, access for
equipment]; information on wildlife protection; information
on fire wise practices [Yes, it IS a problem in Western WA];
recreation benefits and harm; scientific information on
pros/cons; impacts on wetland areas in the forest; why now?;
how does this fit with county priorities for recreation, other
priorities; what is the problem to be solved - is there a
problem or a promise of money to be gained???

Response

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species
management will occur at the more detailed planning phases including
the park plan and project plans.

Commissioner votes are public record and are available on the BOCC
webpage

Additional planning for Banner Forest will be provided when developed

Overall goals and metrics for the program are described in the policy and
implementation plan. Additional detail on restoration objectives and
metrics will be included in project plans

Private logging operations are outside of the scope of this document.
Cost estimates are included in project plans

Prescription information including restoration objectives and techniques
will be determined and included in project plans

The goal of the forest stewardship and restoration programis to ensure
the long-term health and viability of the forest. Income from the sale of
any timber products helps support the restoration program including
professional staff to support the natural resource program, invasive
species management, and other restoration actions.

The current plans are available online. Additional plans will be added as
they become available

These issues are addressed in the policy and implementation plan
document. Additional detail will be provided in subsequent planning
documents.
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What is the grand vision for all the parks? Older forest
condition?

How you intend to mitigate the scotch broom and black
berries like that which invaded and took over Coulter Creek
and Newberry Hill?

I went to the site talk at Banner in July. | heard several
comments about Scotch Broom and blackberries taking over
Newbury Hill and Coulter Creek after their thinning, but didn't
hear how that is expected to be curtailed at Banner.

Residents need to participate in park planning, including
forest planning. Did not answer the question directly above,
since Kitsap Parks by their very nature are assaulted by
continuous disruption, most particularly PGFHP---there is no
easy answer between "all at once" or "small projects”. |
would vote for very thoughtful and minimal "treatments"
Discuss the costs to habitat, wildlife, and ecology, and not
project cost$. Will recovery from the treatment actually
result in restoration?

More information about options. Long term plans with Banner
Forest beyond restoration

Fulltransparency regarding logging and profit and ecosystem
destruction.

Updates as projects are happening. Emails and signs in park
are helpful. Itwould help to have this information in
community newspapers as well, before they are happening,
not reporting that they have happened.

Our community needs a lot of education about forest
management. There’s a group of people pleading to leave
Banner a “wild forest”, which is silly considering it’s
commercially planted and an even-age stand. Helping clarify
the noxious weed and invasive species control plans should
help with some of those concerns.

How you will protect the security of visitors and eliminate
crime and homeless encampments.

It would be helpful to be informed about the decision matrix
you all use to leave a high dollar value tree in the park versus
when you are money-driven and have to bring in X dollars so
you make choices that some would prefer not have
happened.

The overall goals for the program are outlined in the policy document

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species
management will occur at the more detailed planning phases including
the park plan and project plans.

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species
management will occur at the more detailed planning phases including
the park plan and project plans.

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species
management will occur at the more detailed planning phases including
the park plan and project plans.

Additional planning for Banner Forest will be provided when developed

Additional planning for Banner Forest will be provided when developed

Parks dept will explore additional ways to disseminate information

Webpage redesign will include additional educational resources and
links to references

This is beyond the scope of this program but will pass this on to staff

The development of larger trees in our parks is a primary goal of the
program. Trees will only be removed if it is necessary to meet ecological
objectives.
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I would love to see any scientific studies relevant to the
choices being made re: changes to the park and how it will
help. Any details to understand the plan would be great :)
Annual timeline highlighting projects for the upcoming year
and their prioritization. Publish and send annually via email.
Thankyou!

Please talk about the cost to forest health from not thinning
or managing woodlands. You may want to connect public
with volunteer forest stewards who can show areas of the
park that have been thinned & are thriving. One of the Banner
Park public complaints was that Coulter Creek is overrun
with Scotch Broom after thinning. This is not accurate. Let
park volunteers help with messaging!

Is the Forest Restoration and Stewardship Program informed
by modern science and expert knowledge? If so, please
provide references so that the primary stakeholders, the
public, can be reassured that "Restoration" and
"Stewardship" are not merely program titles.

More accountability and transparency - concerned about the
amount of acreage being thinned in such a short window.
What is the plan for wildlife preservation and support with
habitats being disrupted. Low confidence in ability to prevent
invasive vegetation based on current countywide control of
plants like scotch broom haven’t

Accessibility, not just the main trails. For disabilities using
walkers, scooters, wheelchair. Port a potties for handicap at
all the parks. Updated maps showing the accessibility. When
| went to your website there was no confirmation on the map
showing access

Webpage redesign will include additional educational resources and
links to references. References and studies used to guide the program
are in the Reference section of the Policy document.

Project timelines will be published as they become available

Webpage redesign will include additional educational resources and
links to references. Additional site walks will be performed as capacity
allows

References are listed in the policy document

Additional assessment and planning for resource protection including
wetland protection, wildlife protection, and invasive species
management will occur at the more detailed planning phases including
the park plan and project plans.

Recreation and trail management is outside the scope of this program,
but we will pass this information along to staff



