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Reasonable Measures Assessment

1.0 INTRODUCTION

The Growth Management Act (GMA) requires that counties and cities plan for a 20-year period and
accommodate allocated population growth. A “buildable lands” review and evaluation program
was added to GMA in 1997 through RCW 36.70A.215. The program requires counties and cities to
determine if land is being used efficiently in urban growth areas (UGAs), to determine if growth is
occurring consistent with adopted comprehensive plans, and to ide reasonable measures that

If an inconsistency is found between planned afid, reasonable measures designed
to increase consistency during the subseq ] dentified and monitored.

Policies for Urban &owth Areas (UGA). 2. Each jurisdiction is responsible for implementing
appropriate reasonable measures within its jurisdictional boundaries. If the Buildable Lands
Analysis shows that a jurisdiction’s Comprehensive Plan growth goals are not being met, that
jurisdiction shall consider implementing additional reasonable measures in order to use its
designated urban land more efficiently.

The 1995-1999 Buildable Lands Report published in 2002 found that “Residential development has
been active in Kitsap County between 1995 and 1999, with a slight majority of all new residential
permits issued in the rural unincorporated area.” (emphasis added) This reporting period largely
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covered a time prior to the adoption of Kitsap County’s first compliant Comprehensive Plan,
adopted in 1998. In 2003 the County expanded UGAs.

In 2004, a Growth Management Hearings Board decision found that there were three areas of
inconsistency between planned and achieved growth patterns (urban/rural split, urban and rural
densities). [Bremerton et al. v. Kitsap County, CPSGMHB 04-3-009¢, Final Decision & Order (FDO)
(8/20/2004) (“Bremerton 1”).] Kitsap County adopted a resolution id ing measures taken
between 1998 and 2004 to direct growth to UGAs in 2004. A Sup Court’s remand that
reasonable measures were not adequate because they were n d in response to
inconsistencies was upheld by the Court of Appeals.

The 2000-2005 Buildable Lands Report completed in i ment towards the
County’s goal of redirecting rural growth to UGA i ntywide Planning
Policies” goal:

Countywide, 57% of all new permitted housing units w GAs and 4349 were in
unincorporated rural areas. The 20002005 urban share of rmitted housing units increased
significantly from the previous five yed

The 57% total countywide share of new WA ' ] , still appears short

of the adopted 76% CPP urban populatio : 5 data show that there

Management Hear rowth Management Hearings Board indicated that “GMA
requires both pre and post-adoption (has the measure actually
worked) evaluation of ad uquamish Tribe et al. v. Kitsap County,
CPSGM ' Growth Management Hearings Board further
indica escription, potential benefits, jurisdictions using the
meas e e measure.” Id.

This documentation of Kitsap County’s past efforts to implement
reasonable m in i prehensive Plan. This report also addresses potential new reasonable

itsap County’s 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update.

1.1 Kitsap easonable Measures

In 2004, the County id
plans.' Additionally, section 2.3.3 of the Kitsap County Comprehensive Planz further identifies a non-
exclusive list of 17 reasonable measures to increase urban growth, increase efficiency of services, and
address the imbalance of rural and urban growth adopted in the 2006 10-Year Update. Each measure
is numbered and listed in Exhibit 1 below.

ified 18 reasonable measures in the existing county code and subarea

1 See Kitsap County Resolution 158-2004:

http://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/community_plan/blp/reasonable_measures/final_signed_resolution_158_2004.pdf

2 See Chapter 2 of the Comprehensive Plan, at: http://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/community plan/comp plan/Volume1.htm
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In 2005, the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (KRCC) produced “Reasonable Measures: A
Desktop Reference Guide (for use by Kitsap County jurisdictions).” The guide was updated in 2008
and includes 46 measures. Many of the listed measures in the County resolution and
Comprehensive Plan are addressed in the reference guide.

Exhibit 1. Kitsap County Reasonable Measures

Measures Identified in Kitsap County Resolution 158-2004 l::g:::';d:
1 Encourage Accessory Dwelling Units (ADU) in single-family zones 17
2 Allow clustered residential development 18
3 | Allow duplexes 19
4 | Allowing townhouses and condominiums in single-family zone 19
5 | Encourage development of Urban Centers and Villages 27
6 Encourage Mixed Use Development 24
7 | Create annexation plan 1
8 | Allow manufactured housing development 35
9 | Urban amenities 41
10 | Targeted capital facilities investments 5
11 | Master planning large parcel developments
12 | Interim development s 43
13 | Encourage transp 2
14 | Density bonus 20
15 21
16 4
17 es, jobs and transit

Measures Identified in Section 2.3.3 of the KRCC Guide
Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan 2006 10-Year Update Measure #

Permit plats of up tojnine lots through an administrative short plat process

21 | Allow for and monitor alternative sanitary sewer systems in unincorporated UGAs

22 | Remove pre-planning allowances in UGAs

23 | Provide for regional stormwater facilities in unincorporated UGAs 5

24 | Strengthen and amend policies to promote low impact development (LID)

25 | Consolidated Comprehensive Plan land use designations

26 | Adopt a new Mixed Use zone 24
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27 | Mandate minimum densities for new subdivisions 23
28 | Increased building height limits through incentives 16
29 | Proposed design guidelines for Silverdale 34
30 State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) categorical exemptions for mixed use and infill

development for Silverdale

31 | Increased thresholds for SEPA categorical exemptions countywide

32 | Adopt Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) policies and implementing regulations 1
33 | Adopt allowances for density bonuses in policies 20
34 | Adopt policies addressing and promoting reasonable measures
35 | Adopt policies addressing association and UGA Management Agree 4
1.2 Structure of Report
This report presents an evaluation of the 35 reasona i or sections:

1.0 Introduction

2.0 Methodology and Data
3.0 Countywide Growth Goalsa
4.0

5.0

Base Year

To assess the County’s efforts to implement reasonable measures, it is appropriate to establish a base
year, to compare building trends before and after.

Kitsap County’s Buildable Lands Reports addressed the following ranges of years that are intended
to show achieved and assumed densities and the pattern of rural and urban growth:

® Buildable Lands Report #1 prepared in 2002: addressed 1995-1999
® Buildable Lands Report #2 prepared in 2007: addressed 2000-2005
® Buildable Lands Report #3 prepared in 2014: addressed 2006-2012
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However, in terms of policy changes that would affect outcomes, the first GMA-compliant plan was
adopted in 1998. The next major update was adopted in 2006. The County has adopted a number of
reasonable measures since 2004. There were also some policies and codes that the County adopted
over time that are not formally labeled as reasonable measures but have the same effect, such as
restricting nonconforming rural lots from connecting to a community sewage disposal system or
large on-site sewage disposal system unless lots are consolidated.

tion baseline (i.e. prior to
1998). The available information pre-1998 primarily consis in the 1995-1999 Buildable
Lands Report published in 2002. Parcel and zoning info i ilable for the year 1998.

County permit information is available for the yea ing information.
Two other Buildable Lands Reports are availabl. d 2006-2012
County permit information for the years 2002-2012 pr ve information
presented in this report, as 2012 is the base year for the C ehensive Plan Update and the date of
the last five-year Buildable Lands Repa s 2013-present would be evaluated
in subsequent reports. The information pre s with reasonable measures
prior to and after adoption of reasonable other years relevant to the

adoption of policies and codes.

Study Area
The focus of this is on Urban Growth Areas(UGAs) and non-UGA areas in unincorporated

Kitsap County. The Co i i 3As and regulate non-UGA areas. Primary
areas of interest,a

This section pro ief/description of the key datasets analyzed to quantitatively evaluate
reasonable measu details about the plat and permit data analysis are available in
Appendix A.

Building Permits

Much of the analysis in this report summarizes residential and commercial building permit activity
in unincorporated Kitsap County between 2002 and 2012.« Included in this analysis are all issued
permits, summarized based on issue date. BERK georeferenced all permits and correlated them to

3 Because this report only analyzes measures in the unincorporated areas, the “urban/rural” comparisons will show a higher “rural” ratio than if
the cities were included.

4 The County also summarizes building permit activity on an annual basis and reports this information to the Puget Sound Regional Council
(PSRC). Rather than rely on the annual summaries, this report analyzes data directly from the permit tracking system.
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the concurrent jurisdictional, UGA, and zoning boundaries at the time the permit was issued. This
process accounts for UGA changes, annexations, and zoning changes that occurred during the
period of analysis, in order to more reliably represent permit location characteristics at the time the
permit was issued.

Annual summaries of permit activity are based primarily on permit issue date. For permit records
without issue dates, permit finalization date is used. For permits wi issue or finalization date,
submission date is used.

In some cases multiple permits were issued for the same pa the permits were distinct
(e.g. for different buildings). These permits were often issu ears. Furthermore, no
information is available regarding the proportion of t sed for any single

permit. This complicates calculating permitted resi i i ear. Therefore, for
al permit was
calculated as parcel acreage multiplied by the ratio o
units permitted for the parcel.s

Residential Plats

interviews were condueted with Kitsap County staff, developers, community stakeholders, and
property and business owners. Questions centered on adopted reasonable measures in UGAs as well
as means to protect rural character and redirect growth to UGAs. The interviewees are listed below,

and generally grouped by the primary topics discussed.

5 For instance, assume Permit A and Permit B are both associated with the same parcel with a total area of 10 acres. Furthermore, 3 living units
are associated with Permit A while 1 living unit is associated with Permit B. BERK calculated the total acreage associated with Permit A as 7.5
acres and Permit B as 2.5 acres to reflect the proportion of total units associated with each permit.

6 Short plats are issued in a one-step process. All short plat permits are considered final.
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Urban Focus Interviews

® Shawn Alire, Development Services Supervisor, Kitsap County Department of Community
Development, 9/25/15

®  Eric Baker, Policy Manager, Kitsap County Commissioners, 10/2/15

® Jay Burghart, Executive Director, Doctors Clinic, 10/1/15

® Greg Cioc, Transportation Planning Manager, Kitsap County Public Works, 9/30/15
® Jeff Coombe, JCM Property Management, 9/30/15
® Ed Covielo, Planner, Kitsap Transit, 9/29/15

®  Scott Diener, Land Use Development Manager, Kitsap C
Development, 9/25/15

®  Erin Leedham, General Manager, Kitsap Mall, 10/9
® Gary Lindsey, Kitsap LLC, 9/25/15

rtment of Community

B Teresa Osinski, Executive Director, Kitsa unty Homebuilders Ass jon, 9/28/15

® Dave Tucker, Assistant Director, Kitsap Cou

Rural Focus Interviews
® Jerry Darnall, Farmer, 10/6/15

Tom Nevins, West Sound Conservz 10/1/15

David Overton, O

00 people in 2015, and is anticipated to grow to 331,571 people by
ning Policy (CPP) population targets, a 22% increase. Current and
projected populatie > displayed in Exhibit 2.
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Exhibit 2. Kitsap County Current and Projected Population

350,000
300,000
250,000
“mHEN

150,000
100,000
50,000

2010 2012 2015 2036

B Incorporated 81,111 83,880 86,260 111,787

Unincorporated 170,022 170,620 171,940 219,784

Sources: (Washington State Office of Financial Manage
2014)

itsap Regional y:lﬁng Council,

ashington State Office of Financial

Exhibit 3. State Population Projec i y Growth Target
500,000 ~
450,000 Estimates Projections
400,000 || =+ OFM High Projection — -

300,000 -

250,000 | Countywide Planning

PO“CV Targets /
200,000 /
150,000 /

350,000 — = + OFM Medium Projection /
- -
= - OFM Low Projection - . —. ==

78N

Population

A N

100,000

50,000

O e L o e e s s L s o o e . A e o e s e

1970 1975 1980 1985 1990 1995 2000 2005 2010 2015 2020 2025 2030 2035 2040
Source: (Woshingforvice of Financial Management, 2012)

In 2012 the county’s population was distributed as follows: 41% rural and 59% urban (26%
unincorporated Urban Growth Areas (UGAs) and 33% cities). By 2036, based on growth allocations
2012-2036 (2010 adjusted for two years of growth), the rural share should decrease to 30% and the
population will be greater in UGAs and cities. See Exhibit 4. Over time, a larger balance of

population will shift to UGAs and cities. It is anticipated that most of the UGA area will be annexed
to cities or incorporate, depending on property owner preferences.
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Exhibit 4. Kitsap County Growth Projections by City, Unincorporated UGAs, and Rural

Areas: 2012-2036
350,000
300,000
250,000
200,000
150,000
100,000
50,000 -
0 —
50,000 2012 2012-36 Change 2036
W Incorporated UGAs - Cities 83,880 27,907 111,787
B Unincorporated UGAs 67,088 53,249 120,337
B Unincorporated Rural 103,532 -4,085 99,447

Source: (Washington State Office of Financigl
2014)

gement, 2015), Regional Coordinating Council,

Considering unincorporated areas — rural a
targets projected to be a
and one-third rural.

®m Unincorporated UGAs = Rural

Source: (Washington State Office of Financial Management, 2015), (Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council,
2014); BERK Consulting 2015

7 Again, this includes only the unincorporated urban areas. The urban to rural ratio would be much higher if it included the cities.
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3.2 Growth Trends

Exhibit 6 shows total units permitted in unincorporated Kitsap County broken down into those
issued within UGA boundaries and those issued in rural areas. It shows that permit activity declined
dramatically starting in 2008, mirroring a nationwide decline in the housing market associated with
the recent economic recession. Permit activity has remained relatively slow ever since.

Exhibit 6. Residential Permit Activity in Unincorporated Kitsap County: 2002-2012

1200 70%
I T N — 60%
--------- I
A B B D 7R 50% 3
£ 80 W B BN m Oy . =
A B B B N =)
s B B - Em B, 40% X
a ©
P O B = ©
S e ) 30% 2
N - S
£ 400 -
[ 20% @O
S
) I I I I N
0 0%
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
I UGA s Rural % UGA  sesrasns Linear (% UGA)
Source: Kitsap Count i artment, BE’Consul’ring 2015
The solid line in ercentage of total permitted units, and the
dotted line shows the li d. From 2002 to 2006 27% of units permitted

53% of units permitted were inside

cial pérmits into those issued within unincorporated UGA
rural areas. As with residential permits, activity declined starting in
ed relatively slow ever since. Between 2002 and 2006 49% of

Sufficient data is una ble to compare the total square footage associated with commercial
permits inside and outside UGAs.
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Exhibit 7. Commercial Permit Activity in Unincorporated Kitsap County: 2002-2012

120 80%
70%
00 NG
PN 60% £
80
g . . 50% -
o e .8
S 60 40% g
3 =
JED 30% @
5 40 O
Q
= 20% o
20
I 10%
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2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011 2012
. UGA  mmmm Rural % UGA  eeceeeces Linear (% UGA)
Source: Kitsap County Community Development , onsulting 2015

are of total
inside UGAs, compared to the period before the 2006 Co ensive Plan was a

development
pted.

permlts, platted lot trends

Exhibit 8. i ivity inUni d Kitsap County: 2002-2012
700 00%
600 0%
80%
g 500 70%
2 400 0% <
P 50% 9
9 300 0% B
O
0 200 0%
=
20%
100
0%
0 0%
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011
mmm UCA platted lots s Rural platted lots T UGA  creeeenes Linear (% UGA)

Source: Kitsap County Community Development Department, BERK Consulting 2015

Rural Legacy Lots

Prior to the adoption of the County’s GMA Comprehensive Plan, a significant portion of Kitsap
County parcels had already been platted into small “suburban-sized” parcels. These “legacy lots”
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are smaller than minimum rural residential lot sizes (i.e. less than 5 acres), located outside of urban
areas or Limited Areas of More Intensive Rural Development (LAMIRDs). For example, the
Buildable Lands Report addressing the 1995-1998 period indicated that 3,430 of 4,516 rural building
permits (75%) occurred on R-5 zoned lots at an average density of 0.51 dwelling units per acre.

The percentage of building permits in rural areas occurring on “legacy lots” instead of newly created
lots is high, according to the Buildable Lands Reports. However, due to the larger rural lot sizes
instituted since the 1998 Comprehensive Plan, the number of new rural lots is relatively low.

2000-2005: 84% of residential permits on rural legacy lots, 16% on new rural lots

2006-2012: 91% of residential permits on rural legacy lots, 8% on ne

3.3 Creating Opportunities

from interviews also provides insights on measures are
not have been implemented.

4.0 ASSESSMENT OF REASO

In this evaluation, reaso pries based on similarities in the kinds

Transif=Oriented Development (TOD) [18]
Encourage Transportation-Efficient Land Use [13]
Encourage Development of Urban Centers and Villages [5]
Proposed Design Guidelines for Silverdale [29]

4.3 Provide More Urban Housing Choices
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4.4

4.5

4.9

4.10

Encourage accessory dwelling units (ADU)s8 in single-family zones [1]
Allow duplexes [3]

Allowing townhomes and condominiums in single-family zones [4]
Allow manufactured housing development [8]

Encourage Mixed-Use Development

Adopt a new mixed-use zone [26]

Encourage mixed-use development [6]

Development Clustering and Master Planning

Master planning large parcel developments

Allow clustered residential developm

Encourage Increased Density and Ifitensity of Development

amend policies to promote low impact development [24]

Public” Services near Homes, Jobs and Transit [17]

Rural Protection Measures
Adopt Transfer of Development (TDR) Policies and Implementing Regulations [32]
Interim development standards [12]

Annexation Plans and Urban Growth Area Management Agreements

Create Annexation Plans [7]

Urban Growth Management Agreements [16]

s ADUs refer to second housing units added to a single-family tax lot, such as backyard cottages.
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Adopt Policies Addressing Association and UGA Management Agreements
(UGAMAs) [35]

4.11  Other Policy or Regulatory Measures

Remove Pre-Planning Allowances in UGAs [22]

Adopt policies addressing and promoting reasonable measures [34]

4.1 Increase Urban Residential Densities

Description

Three reasonable measures focus on the goals of enabling, requiri omoting compact and
higher-density residential development within urban growth

®  TIncrease allowable residential densities [15]: W,
companion planning techniques), allow mor esolution 158-2004)

® Mandate minimum densities for new s ew urban lots
created through the subdivision process me ini cified in their
respective zones. (Personius, 2006)

® Increase residential densities daries [27]: Rezones of specific
parcels within the existing UGA easing the range of allowable

densities in some of the County’s

inating Council (2008), these density measures are used in
oulsbo, Port Orchard, and all Kitsap County UGAs.

ncil’s (PSRCs) Housing Innovation Program includes a profile of
minimum density a o promote housing affordability and variety. (Puget Sound Regional
Council, 2015) The profile highlights King County, Redmond, and Ellensburg examples. A January
2009 survey showed that over the 2003-2008 period, Bonney Lake achieved 1,431 homes on lots
subject to minimum lot sizes and Gig Harbor achieved 330 lots.

Upzones are also addressed in the PSRC Housing Innovation Program. (Puget Sound Regional
Council, 2015) King County and Sea-Tac each reported that between 2003 and 2008 approximately
1,450 dwelling units of buildable land capacity was created with this tool. The City of Seattle found
that upzones increased its capacity by 6,000 units. Mountlake Terrace found that upzones created a
1,000 dwelling unit capacity.
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The PSRC Housing Innovation Program also addressed small lots. Kitsap County allows lots as
small as 2,400-5,800 square feet in its urban residential zones, as a method to achieve density even
where there are constraints. Kirkland, Marysville, and Mill Creek are communities with small lot
provisions highlighted in the PSRC Program. King County has also instituted small urban lots in its
UGAs.

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness
Minimum and Maximum Allowable Densities

The first two reasonable measures in this category focus on adjustin
allow for or mandate higher density residential development wit

d use regulations to either
rbarvareas. Review of the

minimum and maximum densities. Exhibit 9 summarizes maximum residential
densities allowed by zone during three periods of time. i e since 1998, with a few
notable exceptions. In 2006 the County lowered the ity in single-family
zones (Urban Low and Urban Cluster) from 5 uni

raised from 24 to 30 units per acre. Furthermore, in 2
were given minimum allowable residential densities.

Establishing 5 units per acre minimum in a 98 and restoring this density in
2012 is significant in that it applies to the

Minimum Density (units/acre) Maximum Density (units/acre)
Zone Name

1998 - 2006 - 2012 -

2006 2012 2012 -2015 1998 -2006 | 2006 -2012 5015
Urban Cluste
Residential
Urban Medium 10 10 18 18 18
Urban High 19 19 24 30 30
Nelghborhood Site lplan 10 10 Site .plan 30 30
Commercial review review
Urban Village Center N/A No min 10 N/A 18 18
Low Intensity N/A N/A 10 N/A N/A 30
Commercial
Highway Tour|st Site lplan 10 10 Site .plan 30 30
Commercial review review
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Minimum Density (units/acre) Maximum Density (units/acre)

Zone Name
1998 - 2006 - 2012 -
2006 2012 2012 -2015 1998 - 2006 2006 - 2012 5015

Regional Commerce Site .plan 10 10 Site .plan
review review
Mixed Use N/A 10 10 30 30

ase and 10 as a maximum, and
d limits the maximum density of

* Due to a code reviser's error, the Kitsap County Code showed
referred to a table note 83. The table notes should have
10 to the Gorst Subarea. The error has subsequently bee
Source: Kitsap County 2015; BERK 2015

Upzoning and Downzoning

Another way the County impacts allowable resident ity i i ing land.
Upzoning refers to changing the zone type to one that a
instance from Urban Low to Urban Medi

density allowable.

9 Relies on zoning established with 2012 Remand.
10 Note that this analysis summarized total acreage within each zone. This acreage may include street right-of-ways, small waterways, critical

areas, public facilities, or other undevelopable land areas. Therefore acreage estimates may overestimate actual developable land areas that
was rezoned.
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Exhibit 10. Residential Upzone and Downzone Activity within Kitsap County UGAs

(Gross Acres)

Residential 45 0 45
Commercial 0 0 0
Total 45 0 45

Residential
Commercial

Total

Residential
Commercial

Total

' esidential 6
Commerdcial 15 19
Total 65 25

Source: Kitsap County 201 RK

es to allow for higher density residential
occurred during each of the other time segments analyzed.
tioularly since 2004 when these reasonable measures were
nstituted upzoning to create opportunities in UGAs for
re effi€ient.

the minimum Urban Low Residential density from 5 units per acre
imum density has stayed the same at 10 units per acre. At the time, a

density of 5 units per acre. This change in minimum density in 2006 and 2012 was a code change and
not a zone change. Thus, the changes are not reflected in Exhibit 10. In any case, plat densities are
above 5 units per acre, both before and after the minimum density change, as shown in Exhibit 11.

Platted Densities

The third reasonable measure in this category is concerned with increasing achieved densities within
UGAs. This report analyzes platted densities using two different datasets. First, data from Kitsap
County’s three previous Buildable Land Reports were analyzed to compare platted densities during
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three time periods: 1995-1999; 2000-2005; and 2006-2012. Second, this report analyzes county plat
data to present a year-by-year comparison for the period of 2002 to 2012.

Exhibit 11 shows platted single-family residential densities within the Urban Low and Urban Cluster
zones based on the Buildable Lands Analysis reports. It shows that net densities in this zone have
increased during each time period, with the exception of a slight dip in net density in 2000-2005.
Most notably for this analysis, net densities have increased significantly during the 2006-2012
period. In each of the periods studied, average net densities exceededfthe required minimum for
these zones of 4 or 5 units per acre.

Exhibit 11. Platted UGA Single-Family Residentia ip Urban Low (UL) and

. Final Gross Gross Net
Period

Plats* Acres Acres Platted Density Density
1995-1999 (UL) 240 124 ™ 3.08 5.97
2000-2005 (UL) 15 119 72 401 3.40 5.60
2006-2012 (UL) 23 190 101 807 425 7.96
2006-2012 (UC) 3 228 103 3.43 7.62

* Final plat counts were not available in the r

Source: Kitsap County Build

Gross
Density

Gross Lots
Plats* Acres Platted

15.9 116 7.29
5 104 66 6.35
2 7.7 68 8.83

available in the report covering 1995-1999.
Buildable Lands Reports, 2002, 2007, 2014

* Final plat counts we
Source: Kitsap County
Exhibit 13 shows gross and net platted residential densities for single-family home lots in the Urban
Medium. It shows net density has increased between the two periods for which single-family plat

activity occurred (which is minimal). Furthermore, net density has consistently been higher than the
required minimum for the zone of 10 units per acre.

1 The Buildable Lands Report covering activity for 1995-1999 does not differentiate between single family and condo plat activity. This analysis
assumed all plat activity in the Urban Low zone was creating single-family lots.
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Exhibit 13. Platted UGA Single-Family Residential Density in Urban Medium Zone

Period Final Gross Net Lots Gross Net
Plats* Acres Acres Platted = Density Density
1995-1999 15.9 10.4 116 7.29 11.18
2000-2005 No final plats for single-family residential.
2006-2012 1 7.1 4.3 59 8.27 13.63

* Final plat counts were not available in the report covering 1995-1999.
Source: Kitsap County Buildable Lands Reports, 2002, 2007, 2014

Exhibit 14 shows platted residential densities in the Urban High zone ile this zone is intended to
include exclusively multifamily development, one of the two finaldplats dtiring the 2000-2005 period
was for single-family home development. Not surprisingly, wi ew final plats to compare, gross
density in this zone has fluctuated over time. Further, the of gross density does not allow a

comparison to whether minimum densities have been effective; never ss in the limited instances
reported, gross density increased from 2000-2012 comparedito 1995-1999.

Exhibit 14. Platted UGA Gross Re§ ial DenSity in Urban

Final Gross ‘ Lots Gross
Plats* Acres Platted  Density

46 49 10.70
9.0 280 31.11

3.6
ble in the reporhcaoyering 19
2007, 2014

Period

1995-1999
2000-2005
2006-2012

* Final plat counts were no

41 11.33

Source: Kitsap County Buildable La Reports, 200

Exhibit 15 shows@ross and net platted residentialidensities for single-family home lots in the Urban
High zone. It shows net ity has increased consi ly during the three periods analyzed. Net
density levelsgare lower than the req inimum by the zone of 19 units per acre, but this table
exclude ' hat occ d in the 20002005 period at a much higher density.

amily Residential Density in Urban High Zone
Final Gross Net Lots Gross Net

Period

Plats* Acres Acres Platted @ Density Density
1995-19 4.6 3.5 49 10.70 14.12
2000 1 43 2.8 40 9.30 14.29
2006-201 = 1 3.6 2.5 41 11.33 16.21

* Final plat counts were'not available in the report covering 1995-1999.
Source: Kitsap County Buildable Lands Analysis, 2002, 2007, 2014

Permitted Densities

Exhibit 16 shows the aggregate density of newly permitted residential development in Kitsap
County UGAs during three different time periods analyzed in the County’s three Buildable Land
Analysis reports. Included in this analysis are all urban residential and mixed-use zones that saw
new residential development on parcels, including both single- and multifamily development. The
table shows density in units per acre at its lowest level between 2000 and 2005, then rising
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considerably between 2006 and 2012. This is another indicator that efforts to increase residential
densities within UGAs have been successful.

Exhibit 16. Permitted Gross Residential Density in UGAs (All Zones)

Period Total Gross Total Units Units per Acre
Acres
1995-1999 539 1,495 278
2000-2005 741 1,518 2.05
2006-2012 768 2,939 3.83

Source: Kitsap County Buildable Lands Analysis, 2002, 2007, 2014

Exhibit 17 shows permitted residential densities for the Urbaz

period of analysis.

Exhibit 17. Permitted Residential Density i C) Zones

Total Gross New Housing Units per Acre

Period

Acres Units (Gross Density)
1995-1999 345 1,090 3.16
2000-2005 372 1,108 297
260 905 3.48
29 231 8.07
Analysis, 2002,2007, 2014

Urban Meditum zone based on parcel acres. The 2000-2005

age density achieved, perhaps due to only a

Total Gross
Acres

New Housing

Units Units per Acre

222

234 177 0.76

2006-2012 11 64 5.79
Source: Kitsap County Buildable Lands Analysis, 2002, 2007, 2014

Exhibit 19 shows permitted density in the Urban High zone. With relatively few projects built, gross
density in this zone has fluctuated over time.
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Exhibit 19. Permitted Gross Residential Density in the Urban High Zone
Total Gross

New Housing

Period Acres Units Units per Acre
1995-1999 27 60 2.26
2000-2005 4 50 14.20
2006-2012 34 178 5.20

Source: Kitsap County Buildable Lands Analysis, 2002, 2007, 2014

Exhibit 20 shows permitted density in the commercial and mi e zones where residential
development is allowed. As with the Urban High zone, wi

these zones fluctuates over time.

Exhibit 20. Permitted Gross Residential Deng
Commercial (NC), an@

Total Gross New Housing Units per Acre
Acres Units (Gross Density)
1995-1999 N/A N/A N/A
2000-2005 (UV) 0.5 2 4.44
2006-2012 (UV, NC, MU) 2.7 41 15.13
Source: Kitsap County Bui is, 7. 2(7
BERK also conducte i rmit data ift'order to highlight year-by-year trends

gross residential density by year of permit
inside UGA boundaries. This is inclusive of all
e exception of Urban Restricted.” The solid
reen line shows the linear trend of units per acre

issued for all single-fa
residential, mi

12 Permits issued in Urban Restricted zones were removed from this analysis given that the intent of this zone is to keep density low to reduce
impacts on critical areas, and density can vary from less than urban to urban. The goal of increasing density in UGAs applies to all other zones.
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Exhibit 21. Permitted Gross Density within UGAs: Single-Family Units: 2002-2012
(Urban Restricted Zone Permits Excluded)
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Exhibit 22. Permitted Gross Density within UGAs: Duplex, Multifamily, and Mixed-Use
Zones: 2002-2012 (Urban Restricted Zone Permits Excluded)
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Interview findings

Policies that discourage taller building heights were mentioned by several developers and

County staff as an impediment to greater density in UGAs. For example, several people
mentioned the requirement to contribute to the fire district for buildings above three stories
in Silverdale as a policy that discourages taller buildings. Similarly for steel construction
requirements for buildings above a certain height. Achieving 30 units per acre in the Mixed
Use zone is difficult unless building above three stories becomes more affordable, according

to several interviewees.
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®  One developer recommended allowing overlapping density levels in zoning districts, to

provide more flexibility.

4.2 Focus Growth Near Transit, Urban Centers, and Urban Villages

Four reasonable measures focus on the goals of encouraging growth in designated urban centers,
urban villages, or areas with transit service. Each is described separately below.

® Transit-Oriented Development (TOD) [18]: Encourage convenient, safe and attractive

transit-oriented development; including the possibility of reduced off street parking that

could encourage more efficient use of urban lands. (KRCC

Encourage Transportation-Efficient Land Use [13]: Reviéw and amend comprehensive

plans to encourage patterns of land development th e pedestrian, bike, and transit

travel. This policy is typically implemented at th iew level. (KRCC 2008)

centers and urban

orhoods, and a

Proposed Design Guidelines for Silverdale [2
development and increased aestheti e more efficient and higher density

As used in this R

ntial and commercial development within a walkable distance
ixed-use, high

businesses near transit stations. By focusing more growth in these locations, communities can reduce

the need to expand urban boundaries to accommodate growth.

Jurisdictions That Use This Measure

According to the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (2008), TOD has been highly effective in
Bremerton and Port Orchard, and of medium effectiveness in Kitsap County UGAs.

The strategy is also used throughout many jurisdictions in the central Puget Sound region, as
described in the PSRC Housing Innovations Program. (Puget Sound Regional Council, 2015)
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Communities with TOD guidelines and approaches include Snohomish County, King County, and
Seattle.

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

County permit data does not provide sufficient information to determine whether the design of new
development is oriented towards supporting ease of access to transit service. Therefore a true
evaluation of whether “transit-oriented development” is occurring in the County is beyond the
scope of this analysis. However it is possible to identify permits that are located in proximity to bus
stops. One half mile is a typical threshold for identifying locations within walking distance of transit.

Exhibit 23 summarizes the number of residential units permitted
inside UGA areas between 2002 and 2012. It shows a declining

e half mile of a bus stop
since 2007, mirroring the

easure were

adopted. From 2002 to 2006 79% of UGA units 007 to 2012 only

63% of units were built near transit stops.

Exhibit 23. UGA Residential Ulﬁf Permitted wit Mile of a Bus Stop, 2002-2012
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2010 2011 2012

0%

mmmmm Units Permitted within 1/2 Mile of Transit % of all units permitted

--------- Linear (% of all units permitted)

Source: Kitsap COUV

Exhibit 24 shows commercial permit activity near transit stops inside UGAs between 2002 and 2012.
As with residential permits, the volume of activity declined after the recession hit in 2008. So too did
the percentage of all UGA permits. Between 2002 and 2006, 86% of permits were issued for parcels
within one half mile of a transit stop. Between 2007 and 2012 this share dropped to 75%.
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Exhibit 24. UGA Commercial Permits within "2 Mile of a Bus Stop, 2002-2012
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The percentage of county residents working within the county rather than out-commuting increased
in 2010 after dipping in 2000. If that trend improves, that may allow for a transit system serving
more in-County locations, making development near transit more attractive.
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Exhibit 26. Counties Where Kitsap Residents Work, 1990 — 2010

1990 2000 2010

Count Share Count Share Count Share
Kitsap County 74,323 84.3% 82,265 77.0% 92,375 80.6%
King County 8,459 9.6% 14,960 14.0% 12,125 10.6%
Pierce County 2,960 3.4% 5,116 4.8% 5,960 5.2%
Snohomish County 530 0.6% 1,258 1.2% 1,300 1.1%
Mason County 323 0.4% 611 0.6% 570 0.5%
Jefferson County 263 0.3% 344 0.3% 410 0.4%
All Other Locations 1,286 1.5% 2,323 2.2% 1,890 1.6%

A J

Total 88,144 106,877
Source: U.S. Census CTTP Data, 2006 — 2010

114,630

Interview Findings

Kitsap County developers interviewed feel that tra ice i t frequent enough
to make a difference in development location d . interviewed also

employees do not'tak i it center location at Harrison Hospital could
encourage transit use.

rtation projects in Kingston are geared toward
ent near the ferry terminal: a complete streets project and a
imary downtown street.

e developers are interested in helping provide access to
h as bus shelters or sidewalks to connect to bus stops. One example
is a project in the'B st UGA, at Pine Road NE and Roswell Drive, where the developer

ferry more easily.

Encourage Transportation-Efficient Land Use [13]

Description

Review and amend comprehensive plans to encourage patterns of land development that encourage
pedestrian, bike, and transit travel. This policy is typically implemented at the development review
level. (KRCC 2008)
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For the purposes of this paper, this tool is further defined as: Encourage compact development along
transit corridors at or above minimum transit supportive densities.®

Potential Benefits

When more people live and work near transit there are more potential riders along transit lines. This
makes it more cost-effective for transit agencies to run more frequent service, which in turn makes
transit a more viable and attractive option for meeting daily travel Getting more people to use
transit makes more efficient use of existing infrastructure, can re traffic congestion, makes
residents less dependent on vehicles for transportation, and p more transportation options
for segments of the population who cannot or do not wish er and pedestrian-scaled
development also makes walking and biking a more vi tion. By focusing more

accommodate growth.

Jurisdicﬁons Thaf Use This Measure

13 The PSRC guidance paper Transit-Supportive Densities and Land Uses (Puget Sound Regional Council, 2015) reviews the research literature
and indicates 4-15 dwelling units per net acre is an appropriate range for supporting local bus transit service. Recommended density ranges are
higher for light rail and bus rapid transit.
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Exhibit 27. Permitted UGA Gross Residential Densities
within 2 Mile of a Bus Stop: 2002-2012

= =
=y [=)] [5.2] o =]

Permitted Units per Acre

o]

0 I I I I I I I I ‘ I I
2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009

2010 2011 2012

Source: Kitsap County, BERK Consulting 2015

Comparing permitted residential density near t

permitted densities in these locations ha
transit service.

Encourage Develop

Description

ancy vehicles. They are a more efficient use of land,

or mobility options, and provide for urban services more cost-
effectively. Ce i create integrated, more complete, and inter-related neighborhoods.
By focusing more'g il these locations, communities can reduce the need to expand urban
boundaries to acco ate growth.

Jurisdictions That Use This Measure

According to the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (2008), this measure has been highly
effective in Bremerton, Bainbridge Island, Port Orchard, and Kitsap County UGAs. Bremerton, in
particular, has implemented a tiered set of Centers within which employment and housing is
encouraged.

Additionally, this strategy is used in several jurisdictions throughout the central Puget Sound region
as part of efforts to support mixed uses, TOD, and as part of affordability and efficient land use
initiatives. Snohomish County has a robust center and village strategy around which mixed use at
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major cross roads has occurred. Cities with such hierarchies also include Bellevue, Kent, and Federal
Way.

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

Kitsap County has a single area zoned as an “Urban Village Center” in the Kingston UGA. This area
has been designated as an Urban Village Center since 2004. Only two residential units have been
permitted in this zone, one in 2005 and another in 2011. During the same period there have been 13
commercial permits issued, 9 of which occurred between 2009 and 2012. Among the 5 permits for
which built area data is available, the total square footage permitted was 91,283, averaging just over
18,000 square feet per project.

Parts of the Silverdale UGA are recognized by PSRC as a Regio
center boundaries are roughly the same as the Silverdale Desi

rowth Center. The growth
ict boundaries discussed

planners are familiar with urban development.
provisions in the code are the same in urban areas as

Growth Center for
be used to promote pedestrian

County can promote new development that is
nsistent with the Silverdale subarea plan. Such design
velopment activity which makes efficient use of the

In May 2007 Kitsap € y adopted Silverdale Design Standards as part of the development code
for certain areas withi'the Silverdale UGA. These standards were amended in 2008 and again in
2014. The standards include 9 distinct districts, each with unique guidelines. Not all guidelines are
mandatory, and no data is available to determine the percentage of permits in these areas that were
for projects that opted into the voluntary standards. What can be measured is the total amount of
permit activity inside design district boundaries before and after the standards were adopted. All
permits issued after 2007 would have had to comply with the mandatory standards.

There have been only 8 residential permits issued in these districts since 2002. Five were issued
before 2007, including a large multifamily development with 240 units. The three permits issued
since the standards were adopted include a total of 4 new units.
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Exhibit 28 shows the total number of commercial permits issued for projects inside of the current
Silverdale Design District boundaries. These districts boundaries were put in place in 2007, just
before the economic recession and its associated impact on commercial development in the county.
But comparing the percentage of all UGA permits that were issued for parcels inside design district
boundaries provides some insight into the impact the new standards had on development activity.
This share declined in 2007 and then fluctuated until 2012.

Exhibit 28. Commercial Permits Issued in Silverdale Design District Areas: 2002-2012
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e design guidelines are having unintended negative effects, leading
to the back of b i ing the street, which is not attractive.

A County planner d an idea for getting more density in downtown Silverdale, to combine
commercial zones intg Gne zone with a very low minimum and very high maximum density, which
could encourage redevelopment of buildings.

4.3 Provide More Urban Housing Choices
Description

Four reasonable measures focus on the goal of expanding the range and diversity of housing options
available to residents in UGAs.
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® Encourage accessory dwelling units (ADU) in single-family zones [1]: Accessory dwelling
units provide another housing option by allowing a second residential unit on a tax lot.
(KRCC 2008) The Kitsap County Code (KCC) Title 17 defines accessory units as “a separate

living quarters detached from the primary residence.”

Allow duplexes [3] and Allow townhomes and condominiums in single-family zones [4]:
Permit duplexes, town homes, and condominiums in both mixed-use and residential

districts of UGAs. (KRCC 2008) KCC Title 17 defines a duplex as “a building containing two
dwelling units and designed for occupancy by not more than two families.” A townhome is

considered to be “an attached, privately owned single-famil elling unit which is a part

of... other similarly owned single-family dwelling units that'are connected to but separated

from one another by a common party wall having no indows, or other provisions

Manufactured Home Constructi

on a permanent chassis.”

apacity of residential zones and reduce pressure
sing types also cost less per unit to build, leading to more
erate income residents. In sum, these measures to

Many jurisdictions measures to increase housing variety and density in single-family areas.

Exhibit 29. Housing Types allowed in Single-Family Areas, Use by Other Jurisdictions

Housing type Jurisdictions that allow (as of 2008)

According to the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (2008), this measure has been used but
of only low or medium effectiveness in Bremerton, Bainbridge Island, Poulsbo, Port Orchard, all
Accessory dwelling | Kitsap County UGAs, non-UGA County areas.

units A PSRC (2009) local government survey indicates this strategy is used in several jurisdictions
across the region to support housing diversity, choice, and affordability. Forty-five of 58
jurisdictions surveyed in 2009 used the measure. Bainbridge Island reported 61 accessory units
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Housing type Jurisdictions that allow (as of 2008) ‘

allowed between 2003-2008. Seattle showed it permitted 336 accessory units between 2003-
2008, while King County had permitted 50 in that same period.

According to the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council (2008), this measure has been highly

Duplexes, effective in Bremerton and of medium effectiveness in Bainbridge Island, Poulsbo, Port Orchard,
townhomes, and and all Kitsap County UGAs. A PSRC (2009) local government survey indicates this strategy is
condominiums used in several jurisdictions across the region to support housing diversity, choice, and

affordability. Thirty-six of 58 jurisdictions surveyed in 2009 measure.

According to the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Coungi ), this measure has been used but

of only low effectiveness in most Kitsap County | i UGAs. The strategy is most
rh:langfactured commonly used for providing affordable housi I and UGA areas.
ousin
J King County showed it permitted 288 m 3-2008 and Snohomish

County 452 units in the same period.

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

family residential zones. See section 17.38

There are several criteria that restrict the p
occupancy of the primar
rural areas.

Kitsap County Ca \ ached single-family dwelling units, and
manufactured homes i i
density residentia . ing types have been allowed in these zones since 1998.

saw an abnormally umber of multi-unit permits. Since then the percentage has fluctuated

between 2% and 11%.

14 UGA single-family zones are defined as Urban Low Residential, Urban Cluster Residential, and Urban Restricted.
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Exhibit 30. Units Permitted in UGA Single-Family Zones by Housing Type: 2002-2012
(Single-Family Units Excluded)
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homes and duplex;s are the most

Among the four non-single family permit types, manufac

Exhibit 31 shows all duple nd 2012. A total of 82 units
were permitted, all insj i (Sito 1. s permitted in unincorporated
Kitsap County and e period. The number of permits
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Between 2002 and 2012, 570 manufactured home units were permitted in unincorporated Kitsap
County, nearly 8% of all units permitted during the period. Eighty-eight percent of manufactured
homes permitted were for lots outside of UGAs. However the total number of non-UGA units
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permitted has declined significantly since 2004 when this measure was adopted. Manufactured
homes make up 3% of the single-family permits in UGAs and 11% in rural areas over the 2002-2012
period; thus they are not a high percentage of new single-family home permits in either location.

While manufactured home development may have provided important affordable housing stock in
the county, allowing manufactured homes has not resulted in more urban development than
otherwise seen with standard single-family housing construction.

ADU permits are generally rare in County permits. The rate of 2 Us per 1,000 homes in
either the urban or rural areas is less than 0.5. While not a too umerically effective at

Interview Findings

Encourage ADUs in single-family zones: A C
use in rural areas was designed to make these a less
stated that all ADUs in Kitsap require a public hearing, cumbersome.
One interviewee indicated the Countyghould restrict AD

urban areas.®
Duplexes & townhomes & condos in single

A County staff person beli - iLin providing an array of housing

owever, strict fire codes for
forms less attractive than detached housing,

, subdivisions can institute covenants that prohibit
ould be required to determine whether subdivision

4.4 ‘ it-Use Development

Description

Mixed-use development includes both residential and commercial uses in the same buildings or site
area. Two reasonable measures focuses on allowing and encouraging mixed-use development
within UGAs.

15 RCW 43.63A.215 indicates the county should allow the siting of accessory apartments in areas zoned for single-family residential use. The
County could consider whether its present ADU regulations need amendment as appropriate, but restriction from rural areas as a whole would
not meet the provision of the RCW. At the time the law was put in place, the Department of Community Development (now Department of
Commerce) prepared a study available here: http://www.commerce.wa.gov/Documents/GMS-Accessory-Dwelling-Unit-Ordinanc-Study.pdf.
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® Adopt a new mixed-use zone [26]: Adopt New Mixed Use Zone (expanded measure) for the
Silverdale, East and West Bremerton and Central Kitsap, and Port Orchard UGAs to
promote more transit-oriented urban development and increase residential development

capacity within existing UGA boundaries. (Personius 2006)

® Encourage mixed-use development [6]: Allow residential and commercial development to
occur in many of the same buildings and areas within UGAs. (KRCC 2008)

Potential Benefits

Mixed-use development can provide a broader variety of housing o s, allowing people to live,
work, and shop in nearby areas. This can enable more pedestrian transit-friendly access to
destinations, reduce the demand on transportation services a ities, make goods and services
accessible to non-drivers, and reduce dependence on vehic ity. Mixed-use development
is also typically higher density than conventional devel ore efficient use of

rowth. Thirty-five of 58
idege Island counted 268 units

od. These were for projects in the Silverdale and Port

ould result in 6 new housing units. None of the permits
were for mi1 j nstead they included two single-family permits, a duplex permit, and
] ts. During the same period 6 commercial permits were issued in

59,912 square feet and averaged nearly 12,000 square feet in size.

Mixed-use projects are allowed in other zones. Four mixed-use permits have been issued by the
County, three of which are for rural projects outside of UGAs. Two rural permits were inside the
Manchester Village Commercial (LAMIRD) zone and included 18 units each. One rural permit was
in an industrial zone and included an unknown number of units. The UGA permit was in an Urban
Village Center and also included an unknown number of units. There were no commercial mixed
use permits during the analysis period.
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Interview Findings

Developers and County staff interviewed pointed to several reasons why mixed-use development
has largely not occurred to date. Some interviewees believe that the minimum residential density
required in the Mixed Use zone, 10 units per acre, is difficult to achieve, particularly on smaller lots.
See comments on development standards and height disincentives above.

One developer believes the Mixed Use zone requires ground floor commercial in any residential
building, which creates a disincentive to develop, as there is an over-supply of commercial space. It
should be noted that Kitsap County Code 17.352.010 says mixed use is encouraged but not required
in the Mixed Use zone. However, the perception of a requirement mayyreduce interest in building
residential projects in this zone.

In addition, one County staff person believes the lack of mixe velopment may be largely

attributable to timing. When the zone was created in 2006, just been expanded and
there were many opportunities for building housing in ion, the economic
recession occurred shortly after the Mixed Use zone 1l building in the

county.

Description
The tools in this section are designed to e 1 areas are protected and
planned as a system, and that developmentp s for housing and recreation,

® Master plany : originally identified, this tool

applied ta and in a residential context to the South Kitsap

e and adjacent uses as a primary consideration in determining
ess, etc. (KRCC 2008)

Potential Benefits

PSRC’s housing toolkit describes master planned developments as complete communities with
guiding plans:

“Master planned communities are grand-scale projects for developing new communities under a
central, guiding plan. They are designed to incorporate the full range of land uses needed to
establish a complete community including residential, commercial, office, civic/institutional and
open space. Development is often designed around a network of public spaces, parks and
recreational amenities. As a condition for approval, master planned projects frequently include an
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allotment of affordable units, which can be encouraged through the use of an inclusionary
requirement or development agreement.

Clustering provides developers with additional flexibility in site plans which enable the
preservation of open space and natural areas while still allowing for residential development. In this
way clustering can allow for the more efficient use of land and can even facilitate infill development
without creating pressure to reduce critical area protections or reduce necessary buffer widths.

Jurisdictions That Use These Measures

According to the PSRC Local Government Housing Survey (2009), m
strategy used in Poulsbo and 19 other jurisdictions across the regi
master planned development as a strategy to support housing di
to accommodate growth.

er planned development is a
local governments use
sity and affordability, as well as

Clustering is a strategy allowed and used by several juti
Bremerton, Port Orchard, Poulsbo, Bainbridge Islan
Regional Coordinating Council, 2008). Accordin
outside of Kitsap County are also using the strateg ing as a
strategy to support housing diversity and affordabili

Evaluation of Measure Effective

inal EIS 2006). Arborwood is

areas that have large i sand can therefore be more easily developed
through a master plan. r, and endourages, additional flexibility related to site

not many contiguou els that would benefit from the option today. Master planning occurred
through prior zoning and development agreements (McCormick Woods, Arborwood), and hasn’t
been used much since.

A county planner indicated that there is an option for clustering residential development through a
performance based development, which allows revisions to setbacks, lot dimensions, and heights;
the regulations have been used to provide flexibility in setback so far.
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4.6 Encourage Increased Density and Intensity of Development

Description

Three reasonable measures focus on the goals of enabling, incentivizing, and promoting compact
and higher density residential and commercial development within urban growth areas:

® Adopt allowances for density bonuses in policies [33]: Adopt policies encouraging the
allowance of density bonus provisions (expanded measure) for new development in urban

residential and mixed use zones. (Personius 2006)

Density bonuses in UGAs (only in Poulsbo Urban Transj a) [14]: Through master

planning or conditional use, encourage greater housin ities in desired areas.
(Resolution 158-2014)

® Increased building height limits through ince
and Bonus Height Incentives to accommod
increase residential development capaci in existi te more efficient
development patterns in areas appropriately opment with

supporting urban services and amenities. (Perso

Potential Benefits \

Density and height bonuses provide an alternative means to increase both residential and
commercial capacity in UGAs, resulting in reduced pressure to expand UGAs to accommodate
growth. Encouraging higher levels of residential and commercial density also has the potential to
help reduce market pressure for new home development in rural areas of the county thereby
helping mitigate sprawl development within unincorporated areas of the County. Higher density
development also enables more cost-effective provision of services and amenities.

Jurisdw\ e y

The Poulsbo City code applies in the Poulsbo Urban Transition Area, and density incentives for
single-family development are allowed through the City’s Planned Residential Developments code.
(Poulsbo Municipal Code Chapter 18.260)

In Gorst, since 2013 the County has implemented density and height bonuses through the adoption
of the Gorst Subarea plan (KCC 17.378). Examples of available height and density bonus options in
Gorst include: clustered residential projects, native landscaping, permeable surfaces, alternative
stormwater systems, shared driveways and parking, shared loading areas, and shared access to
roads (KCC 17.373.080(B)).

In the Keyport Village Commercial (KVC) zone applicable in the Keyport LAMIRD, residential
densities may approximate identified historic densities of 5 dwelling units per acre with a provision
for a mixed-use development density bonus related to historic underlying platted lots (KCC
17.321D.020.B). This zone applies in a LAMIRD, a non-UGA designation.

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

To date there have been no identified permits that have taken advantage of either the density or
height bonus programs established by the County. This is likely the result of not only the limited
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geographic extents in which the programs are offered — the small remaining Poulsbo Urban
Transition Area, Gorst UGA, and Keyport Village LAMIRD - but also the short amount of time that
the density and height bonuses have been available, specifically in Gorst. Additionally, the relative
lower levels of development pressure in both of these areas compared with the more dense UGAs in
the County may help explain the limited use of these three reasonable measures.

Looking forward, to enhance the potential of using density and height bonuses as reasonable
measures, the County may consider either expanding these programs to cover a larger geographic
extent or target future height and density programs in areas where development pressures are
greater (e.g. Silverdale).

Interview Findings

Building Heights
As discussed above in Section 4.2 on page 26, some de
disincentives to building taller than three stories, i i i i s to the fire district
and building material requirements.

and business owners interviewed. For example, one deve 1sincentives hurt
the chances of getting a large national teha fice space to locate in the county. A
business and property owner in Silverdale ‘ ing heights will be important in

ativ&Barriers and Regulatory Requirements
res focus on the goals of making it easier, faster, and/or less

expensive to dev i incorporated UGAs. Each measure is discussed separately below.

®  Permit Plats of Up to Nine Lots Through an Administrative Short Plat Process [20]
® Increased Thresholds for SEPA Categorical Exemptions Countywide [31]

® State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) Categorical Exemptions for Mixed-Use and Infill
Development for Silverdale [30]

® Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations [25]
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Permit Plats of Up to Nine Lots Through an Administrative Short Plat Process [20]
Description

The County has a short plat subdivision process which is less involved than the long plat
subdivision process. Prior to 2007 the short plat process could be used for a maximum of 4 lots.
Following the Comprehensive Plan adoption in December 2006 the County amended its subdivision
code [KCC 16.48.010] to allow up to 9 lots to be created through the short plat process in UGAs.

Potential Benefits

The short-plat process has the potential to make development fast
rural areas, which could lead to more development in UGAs.

ss costly in UGAs than in

Jurisdictions That Use This Measure

In 2009, PSRC’s survey of 58 jurisdictions showed that20%
Redmond, and Bonney Lake reported 40-45 lots usi r the 2003-2008

BERK analyzed County plat permit date i often the short plat process was used
inside unincorporated UGAs before and and 2012, 40 short plat permits
were issued. Approximately 7 of these p etween 5 and 9 units, resulting
in a total of 55 lots. This amounts to 2% of a
3.9% of all UGA units permitted. > S : hin the Silverdale UGA or

the short and final 012. dt activity peaks in 2007, the first year
short plats of up i es thereafter with the economic downturn.

6

S

o

2002 2003 2004 2005 2006 2007 2008 2009 2010 2011

o

m UGA short plat applications m UGA final plat applications

Source: Kitsap County, 2015

November 2015 Prepared by BERK Consulting 43



Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan Update 2016
DRAFT Reasonable Measures Assessment

Exhibit 33 shows total lots platted inside UGAs through both the short plat and final plat processes
between 2002 and 2012. This chart reflects the countywide decline in residential development
activity following the 2008 recession. It shows a rise in the percentage of lots platted through the
short plat process following 2008 through 2012. However the majority of UGA lots are still platted
using the full plat process.

Exhibit 33. UGA Lots Platted Through Short Plat and Final Plat Processes: 2002-2012
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Source: Kitsap County, 2015
Comparing all short plat i ignificant rise in the percentage of
short plat lots located . Between o of short plat lots were located in

en 2007 and'2012. Both before and after 2006, the vast majority

Increased Thrd& SEPA Categorical Exemptions Countywide [31]

Description

The 2006 Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan proposed to institute an optional increase in SEPA
exemption thresholds to streamline the development review process and encourage more efficient
development within existing UGA boundaries. The higher exemption thresholds allow for larger
project sizes for certain types of urban development before it being subject to SEPA review.

Potential Benefits

Similar to the short plat process, SEPA exemptions for larger projects could reduce the time and cost
of development in UGAs, thus leading to more development.
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Jurisdictions That Use This Measure

As of 2009, 15 of the 58 jurisdictions surveyed by PSRC had used increased SEPA exemption
thresholds for housing to increase the level of units requiring review from 5 or more to 20 or more.
King and Snohomish Counties implemented this threshold. Bonney Lake permitted 40 units under
this rule and Redmond permitted 134 units between 2003 and 2008.

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

The County’s adoption of the residential exemption for 9 units or more in UGAs would be reflected
in the results of the Short Plat discussion above.

Interview Findings

One County planner believes SEPA by itself is unlikely to af;
most onerous part of SEPA for a developer is mitigation,
mitigation required.

ment decisions, because the

One developer did not address categorical exem

review adds weeks or months to a project, making sometimes
requires SEPA review when it isn’t needed.
State Environmental Policy Act i emptions for Mixed-Use

and Infill Development for Silver

Description

In 2006 and again in 20 ed under SEPA to encourage

rban Center by establishing a SEPA
exemption to str i ocess and encourage more efficient development

¢ adopted an infill exemption include Seattle, Kent and Everett.
(Washington State'De t of Ecology, 2015)

Evaluation of M&sure Effectiveness

The Silverdale infill exemption has not been used to date.

Interview Comments

A County staff person noted that the Silverdale infill exemption bank was created, but the bank was
so small, if it was used, would be used once.
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Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations [25]

Description

This measure was recommended in 2006 to make it easier to rezone urban parcels without the
additional time and expense of a comprehensive plan amendment process.

Potential Benefits

Consolidating designations could facilitate rezones to other densities (e.g. Urban Medium to Urban
High).

Jurisdictions That Use This Measure

Snohomish and King Counties have relatively streamlined
areas implemented by more specific and numerous zoni

categories.

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

Since the 2006 Comprehensive Plan Up
with the plan update, the acres of upzon

Interviews

Provide for stormwater facilities in Unincorporated UGAs [23]
®  Strengthen and amend policies to promote low impact development [24]
" Locate critical “public” services near homes, jobs and transit [17]

® Targeted capital facilities investments [10]

®  Urban amenities [9]

Each measure is discussed separately.
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Allow For and Monitor Alternative Sanitary Sewer Systems in Unincorporated
UGAs [21]

Description

This measure is designed to ensure urban-level sewer or equivalent wastewater service in all UGAs.
The 2006 Comprehensive Plan proposed to allow alternative systems such as package plants,
membrane systems and community drain fields in areas where other sewer provision is not
financially feasible. (KCC 17.110.728).

In addition, in 2006 the Kitsap County Code was changed to prohibit i
UGAs. (KCC 17.381.050(48)). As of 2010, the Code also requires co
a line is available within 200 feet. (KCC 17.383.020)

ividual septic systems in

Potential Benefits

This measure could provide an incentive for develo nnected to sewer

service. Allowing use of alternative sanitary sewe quifer recharge
and enable Kitsap County to monitor and main:
effectiveness.

Jurisdictions That Use These

This measure is primarily applicable to Ki . it vide public sewer systems and
i ix C) of the Capital Facility
es that could allow for urban

The trend in UGA areas since 2006 has been an increase in the ratio of permitted single-family
residences that are connected to sewer systems (see Exhibit 34). Over the planning period 2016-2036,
sewer connections should continue to increase as the County and other municipalities provide sewer
to UGAs; plans show the full UGA in existing and future development areas. However, where there
is a physical limitation on traditional pipe and pump station arrangements, alternative technologies
may be allowed, provided urban densities are achieved and the County’s overall sewer plans are not
impeded over the long-term.

At the time of writing, data points specific to non-sewer, alternative sanitary sewer permits have not
been systematically collected. To help improve monitoring the effectiveness of this reasonable
measure, the collection of data points on alternative sanitary sewer permits is encouraged.
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Exhibit 34. Sewer Connection to Residential Single-Family Permits in UGA Areas: 2002-2012
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Interview Findings
A County planner indicate e now being used for
subdivisions, where cofisiste use table footnote 48, which says

, although the type of development prevented may have been low-
er stated that the prohibition of individual septic has increased
ed developers to build at higher densities, beyond the minimum, to

Provide for Regiortal Stormwater Facilities in Unincorporated UGAs [23]

Description

This measure, to provide for regional stormwater facilities in unincorporated UGAs, is designed to
increase development feasibility on small and/or development-constrained parcels. New policy
would allow for funding and construction of regional stormwater treatment facilities in areas where
individual on-site treatment facilities are not financially feasible. (Personius 2006)
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A definition from Redmond of regional facilities appears relevant: Regional stormwater facilities, as
opposed to on-site facilities, are designed to manage stormwater runoff from multiple projects or
properties through a City—sponsored program where individual properties may assist in financing
the facility and the onsite control requirement is eliminated or reduced. Developers pay a fee in lieu
of constructing onsite facilities. ( (City of Redmond Stormwater Utility, 2015))

Potential Benefits

This measure can encourage development by lowering the cost of stormwater management to
property owners.

Jurisdictions That Use This Measure

The City of Lacey has developed a network of regional faciliti basins from 50-450 acres in

facilities, which provide for

A regional stormwater facility is under constru
The facility is designed to treat stormwater from SR

1980s, and most of the
private property that

Silverdale Way Regional Stormwater Treatment & Flow-Control Facility (97003137): This
project will d and construct a regional stormwater facility (Water Quality & Flow-
Control) in the Clear Creek Ridgetop-Silverdale Way headwaters sub-watershed. Depends
on property purchase (2016) and grant funding being obtained. Tentative construction in

2017-18.
® Kingston Regional Stormwater Facility (97003138): This project involves water quality
retrofit of existing development in Kingston.

One developer emphasized that stormwater management is the most expensive development cost,
and that the entire burden of the cost is on the developer. Another developer stated that the County
has not been forward-thinking or cooperative regarding encouraging regional stormwater facilities.
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One impediment to regional stormwater cited by both County staff and developers is uncertainty
over vesting to the stormwater design standard. If a regional stormwater facility serves undeveloped
land and the stormwater standard changes before there is a development application for that
property, the property owner will have to make meet the new stormwater standard, which could
mean rebuilding stormwater facilities. If the stormwater standard was locked in, it would make a
regional stormwater facility easier to build.

Strengthen and Amend Policies to Promote Low Impact Development [24]

Description

Policies support clustered development with surface water featu
disturbance.

at allow for minimal site

sulting in more

nagement. One planner also stated that this reduced the
clear from interviews if this directly led to higher density

to development.

Another person interviewed indicated that rural development inherently is low impact, because
there’s less disturbance and density per acre. Stormwater management is easier in rural areas
because there’s more land.

A property owner indicated that agricultural stormwater is about retaining water for livestock and
irrigation. The County should assign a specialist to assist agricultural land owners to build small
farm ponds with additional water storage and timed release.
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Locate Critical “Public” Services near Homes, Jobs and Transit [17]

Description

This measure requires that critical facilities and services (e.g. fire, police, and hospital) be located in
areas that are accessible by all people. For example, a hospital could not be located at the urban
fringe in a business park.

Potential Benefits

This measure makes critical services more accessible and can reduce automobile trips. Maintaining

critical services near existing development helps maintain viable re ial and business districts,

minimizing demand for new developments at the urban fringe.
Jurisdictions That Use This Measure

According to the Kitsap Regional Coordinating Coungi i i used in Kitsap
County UGAs and partially used in Bremerton.

areas at 1.5 miles and in rural areas at 4 served in an urban spacing. See
Exhibit 35.
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Exhibit 35. Location of Fire Stations in Relation to 2012 Population Density
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Source: Kitsap County GIS 2015; BERK Consulting 2015

Police stations are located in strategic urban locations and are in less frequent locations compared to
fire stations. The County’s primary station locations are Port Orchard and Silverdale. A sheriff
substation recently closed in Kingston. A future needs study will determine size and location of
future sheriff facilities in the County.
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Exhibit 36. Police Stations in Kitsap County
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Medical facilities are located in Bremerton and Silverdale. The Harrison Hospital is moving to
Silverdale and will likely lead to greater medical service concentrations. For example, Covington in
King County has begun to form a medical hub with two emergency medical facilities and added
more medical services.

Other than the medical facilities attracting other medical services, it is unlikely that the fire and
police facilities would attract growth. Rather they would serve growth.

Targeted Capital Facilities Investments [10]

Description

Give priority to capital facility projects (e.g. regional storm wat
most support urban growth at urban densities. Provide urb

ilities and sanitary sewers) that
to help reduce sprawl

since been annexed by the City of Port Orchard"

Potential Benefits

Providing urban services in urban area
the urban growth boundary.

stment and maintain the edge of

ific locations. One developer is concerned that future annexations
may be preventin from making needed investments.

areas. First, the Cou
Center, to encourage
Silverdale, smaller urban centers like Kingston, and other locations. Further, County employees

trsues transportation funding at PSRC for the Silverdale Regional Growth
>development. Further, countywide transportation funding is focused on

stated that the County is working on transportation investments in Kingston to encourage TOD near
the ferry terminal, including a complete streets study and a project to move ferry traffic off the main
downtown street.

In addition, staff indicated that Kitsap Transit uses the location in a UGA as one criteria for locating
transit centers.
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A business owner in Silverdale stated that better bicycle infrastructure in Silverdale is needed and
could help the area develop differently.

Urban Amenities [9]

Description

Identify and provide amenities that will attract urban development in UGAs and enhance the
quality of life for urban residents and businesses. This measure has been used in all UGAs.

Potential Benefits

Amenities, such as parks, trails, waterfront access, and cultural ance livability in denser
areas. Amenities contribute to the overall design vision of th ity and promote livability in
UGAs.

Jurisdictions That Use This Measure

As of 2008, this measure was used in Bremerto i chard, and all
Kitsap County UGAs.

Evaluation of Measure Effec

Two developers interviewed believe urb
County should treat urban areas like minisgitie
pointed to the parks and fairgrounds in Sil
people want to live.

uding quality nd recreation. Another

A business represe i ibraries are i urban amenities.

An attractive district i i i f restaurants was mentioned as an incentive for
hotel development.

Interim development standards [12]
Adopt Transfer of Development (TDR) Policies and Implementing Regulations [32]

Description

This measure is defined as: Adopt Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) Policies and
Implementing Regulations (new measure) to allow for the transfer of development capacity from
rural parcels to UGAs in order to encourage more efficient development patterns countywide.
(Personius 2006)
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Potential Benefits
TDR can support multiple GMA goals, including:

® Urban growth — focusing growth in centers

® Reduce sprawl — remove development potential outside of UGAs

® Natural resource industries — permanent conservation of resource lands while giving
economic benefit of sold development credit to farmer/forester

® Open space and recreation — promote open space between urban areas

"

Environment — protect less developed areas from conversio

Per RCW 36.70A.090, “a comprehensive plan should provide forg
techniques, including, but not limited to, density bonuses, cl
developments, and the transfer of development rights.”

ovative land use management
ing, planned unit

A TDR program would also assist with the followin

As of 2008, Bainbridge Island and Kitsap of a TDR program. (Kitsap
Regional Coordinating Council, 2008)

Other jurisdictions usin, i ers include King County and

Interview

Receiving side

Several respondents believe the TDR program has not been used because there is not enough
demand for receiving additional development rights in the county.

One developer stated that there isn’t enough demand for the current allowed level of density in
Kitsap’s urban areas and cities, let alone additional density. This developer believes TDR will only
be used if Kitsap joins a regional user group that includes King County.

A County planner said the County considered strengthening the urban receiving part of the TDR
program several years ago by allowing additional heights or density in certain areas, though other
means to improve the TDR program were addressed (e.g. adding more credit for agricultural
sending areas). See Section 6.1 for recommendations the County is considering on improving the
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TDR program comprehensively. Another County employee indicated that one reason there isn’t a
market for adding density is that it’s only needed by a developer when requesting a rezone or site-
specific Comprehensive Plan amendment. In addition, the recession reduced the market for new
development in general.

One County planner believes the biggest reason the TDR program hasn’t worked is that the County
never marketed it, especially to the rural and real estate communities.

One developer believes that downzoning of rural lands makes TDRs much more difficult, because
there aren’t enough development rights to transfer.

tors should not be able to
ped to the benefit of Kitsap

One developer stated that TDRs are not good public policy, and th
buy affordable land in Kitsap and lock it up so that it’s never de
residents.

Recommendations for the Future
Entering a regional TDR program with King, Sno i i s mentioned by a

couple of interviewees as a way to make the pr

The County has commissioned studies of its TDR prog ared by
Forterra and Heartland (March 2015). A proposed code a ent is under consideration with the
2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. See ion 6.1.

Interim development standards [1

Description

Use low intensity z i j to or withifnt'the UGA where municipal services
will not be availa i

Potentig

is allowed to help e ticient land use patterns if/when the area becomes part of the UGA.
Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

A County planner stated that these standards have not had an impact. Once UGA were defined
from Joint Planning Areas in 1998, the remaining lands were considered Urban Reserve. In practice,
they have not been considered “next in line” for UGA expansions necessarily. They are managed for
rural purposes.
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4.10 Annexation Plans and UGAMAs

Three reasonable measures focus on guiding an efficient process for urban growth areas to be
annexed by cities, to encourage efficient development patterns and appropriate public facilities.

®  Create Annexation Plans [7]

® Urban Growth Management Agreements [16]

® Adopt Policies Addressing Association and UGA Management Agreements (UGAMAs) [35]

Description

In an Annexation Plan, cities identify outlying areas that are likel

Potential Benefits

Prioritizes areas for future city boundar ions. icient provision of urban services
and encourages efficient urban patterns.

Jurisdictions That Us

8-2012: 3622.59 acres annexed

In 2007, the KRCC coordinated a study of transition of governance using Central Kitsap as a case
study and developing a template.

Port Orchard

Urban Services Delivery Project: Central Kitsap UGA Association

Association Analysis Template Report

Bremerton has completed an annexation study of Gorst and West Bremerton (BERK Consulting,
2015). Bremerton and Kitsap County have jointly planned for the Gorst UGA and adopted
coordinated subarea plans. Kitsap County and Poulsbo developed the plan for the Poulsbo Urban
Transition Area and the County applies City zoning in the area.
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Interview Findings

One rural property owner believes the County needs to do much more to promote urban areas
annexing into cities. Cities do a better job of providing urban services and promoting growth than
counties.

A County planner indicated that these are great tools to provide a logical transition during
annexation, but none of them have been used. There are not any (interjurisdictional) annexation
plans or UGAMAs. The County and cities have had conflicts on some annexation issues.

4.11 Other Policy and Regulatory Measures

Remove Pre-Planning Allowances in UGAs [22]

Description

Development regulations previously allowed subdiyi d show how urban

een
nd urban

Adopt policies addressing and promoting reasonable measures [34]

Description

This measure refers to the adoption of countywide policies that promote the implementation of
reasonable measures to meet growth targets and to comply with GMA and CPP requirements for
urban areas.
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Potential Benefits

Adopting reasonable measure into countywide policies is an important steps towards ensuring the
effective implement of measures.

Jurisdictions that Use This Measure

Washington State GMA requires that six particular counties implement a buildable lands program
and take “reasonable measures” to ensure that urban growth occurs in existing urban areas and
avoid expansion of UGAs: King, Kitsap, Pierce, Snohomish, Thurston, and Clark Counties.

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

Kitsap County adopted policies in the 2006 Comprehensive Plag
reasonable measures and did so again in the 2012 Comprehexis 1. Policies in the 2012 Plan are

ldressing and promoting

Kitsap County
expansion within i S.

50 S ARY OF BRENDS

The following t ummayizes findings for each reasonable measure. It also provides
recommendations e useful for the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update.

Exhibit 37. Reasonable Measures Summary

Reasonable Assessment Summary Recommendations

Measure

Increase Urban Residential Densities

Increase allowable The County has taken actions to increase minimum This measure should remain in place and
residential densities [15] | densities and rezone parcels to allow for higher density | be improved as appropriate (e.g. density
residential development. allowances and standards in medium and
high residential and mixed use zones.) See
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Reasonable
Measure

Assessment Summary

Recommendations

This measure appears effective at the minimum density
level for subdivisions. The County has added much
opportunity for higher density and mixed use
development, though market forces have not led to that
form of development to date. Some developers noted
the trend for newer generations to want to live in urban
areas with amenities.

also the Density Bonuses, Height, and
SEPA threshold tools below.

Mandate minimum
densities for new
subdivisions [19]

Following 2006, County code requires minimum
densities in all urban residential zones and commergi
zones allowing residential development. The mipi
densities have likely led to higher achieved
the zones.

Increase residential
densities within existing
UGA boundaries [27]

is measure should remain in place.

Platted and permitted residential d
generally increased during the
particularly for single-family |
residential zones.

Focus Growth Near Transi

ure should remain in place.

t, Urban Centers, and Urban Villages

Transit-Oriented
Development (TOD) [18]

This measure should remain in place and
improved as appropriate (e.g. density
lowances and standards in medium and
high residential and mixed use zones.) See
also the Density Bonuses, Height, and
SEPA threshold tools below.

This measure should remain in place.

Villages [5]

ver there has been very little residential building.

This measure should remain in place and
be improved as appropriate (e.g. density
allowances and standards in medium and
high residential and mixed use zones.)

See also the Density Bonuses, Height, and
SEPA threshold tools below.

Proposed Design
Guidelines for Silverdale
[29]

The County has succeeded in getting new commercial
development implemented at a pedestrian scale.
However there has been little dense infill development.

This measure should remain in place. See
also the Density Bonuses, Height, and
SEPA threshold tools below.
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Reasonable
Measure

Assessment Summary

Recommendations

Provide More Urban Housing Choices

Encourage Accessory
Dwelling Units (ADU) in
Single-Family Zones [1]

There have been very few ADU permits in UGAs during
the study period.

Continue to allow ADUs as a form of
affordable housing and for housing variety.
Consider limiting where ADUs may locate in
| areas. ADUs could be removed from
the 1ist as a reasonable measure but remain
as an affordable housing/housing variety

Allow Duplexes [3]

with the exception of Urban High.
been relatively few duplex permi
analysis period, indicating thi
large impact.

Allow Townhomes and
Condominiums in
Single-Family Zones [4]

affordability; alternatively
ted upzones as a potentially

However, most yea
multi-unit (3+) develo
had limited impact.

Allow Manufactured
Housing Development

[8]

Continue to allow as a form of housing
variety and affordability; alternatively
consider targeted upzones as a potentially

Continue as a form of affordable housing.
This is likely not a reasonable measure by
itself and could be removed from the list.

This measure should remain in place and
be improved as appropriate (e.g. density
allowances and standards in medium and
high residential and mixed use zones as
proposed in the 2016 Update.)

See also the Density Bonuses, Height, and
SEPA threshold tools below.

Encourage Mixed-Use
Development [6]

2d-use development is allowed in several

ommercial zones. But there have been only two mixed-
use permits within UGAs during the analysis period.
Some developers believe the code is too constraining
with regard to minimum density and the need for ground-
floor retail.

This measure should remain in place and
be improved as appropriate (e.g. density
allowances and standards in medium and
high residential and mixed use zones.)

See also the Density Bonuses, Height, and
SEPA threshold tools below.

s ADUs refer to second housing units added to a single-family tax lot, such as backyard cottages.
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Reasonable
Measure

Assessment Summary

Recommendations

Development Clustering a

nd Master Planning

Master Planning Large
Parcel Developments
[11]

County planners indicated that the master planning code
has not been widely used, and there are not many
contiguous parcels that would benefit from the option
today. Master planning occurred through prior zoning
and development agreements (McCormick Woods,
Arborwood), and hasn’t been used much since.

This measure would no longer apply after
the development of the Arborwood property.
The concept of it would continue through
the UCR zone.

Allow Clustered
Residential
Development [2]

In 2006 Kitsap County introduced the Urban Cluster
Residential (UCR) Zone intended to apply to are
have large contiguous ownership parcels an

inue this reasonable measure in urban
areas through the UCR zone. Consider as a
otential rural measure in Section 6.2.

Adopt Allowances for
Density Bonuses in
Policies [33]

Density Bonuses in
UGAs (only in Poulsbo
Urban Transition
Area)[14]

Increased Building
Height Limits Through
Incentives [28]

Reduce Administrative Ba

The County rrgy consider either expanding
these programs to cover a larger
geographic extent or target future height
density programs in areas where
development pressures are greater (e.g.
Silverdale).

See also the TOD recommendations above.

ata shows the short plat process
and 9 units has been used to

5 lots between 2007 and 2012. Between 2002

, 42% of short plat lots were located in UGAs.
re rose to 69% between 2007 and 2012. While it

ugh the final plat process, it seems likely the short
plat process provided an incentive. In addition, both
developers and County staff interviewed believe this
process makes it easier to develop.

This measure should be retained, as an
incentive to make development faster and
less costly in UGAs.

Increased Thresholds
for SEPA Categorical
Exemptions Countywide
[31]

The County’s use of the residential exemption for 9 units
or more in UGAs would mirror the results of the Short
Plat discussion above.

Consider new SEPA thresholds adopted in
2014 in WAC 197-11, particularly for UGAs
with mixed use potential.

State Environmental
Policy Act (SEPA)
Categorical Exemptions

The Silverdale infill exemption has not been used to
date.

Consider removing this tool for lack of use
and instead implement new SEPA
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Reasonable
Measure

Assessment Summary

Recommendations

for Mixed-Use and Infill
Development for
Silverdale [30]

thresholds in the Silverdale Regional
Growth Center.

Consolidated
Comprehensive Plan
Land Use Designations
[25]

Since the 2006 Comprehensive Plan Update, the acres
of upzones have been relatively small.

See Section 6.1 for Commercial
Consolidations.

Service and Infrastructure

Investments in UGAs

Allow for and Monitor
Alternative Sanitary
Sewer Systems in
Unincorporated UGAs
[21]

Data on alternative sanitary permits is not avail
making it difficult to assess the effectivenes
measure. One developer interviewed st

The County should collect data on use of
lternative sanitary sewer permits to
ve monitoring the effectiveness of this

Provide for Regional
Stormwater Facilities in
Unincorporated UGAs
[23]

gional stormwater facilities
and managing issues such as vesting
uncertainty.

Strengthen and Amen
Policies to Promot
Impact Development
[24]

LID will become mandatory in Western
Washington in 2016.

is served in an urban spacing of
1.5 miles of a station. Police stations

edical facilities may attract other medical facilities. It is
unlikely that fire and police facilities would attract
residential growth; rather they would serve growth.

Continue locating critical public services in
areas serving urban populations.

Targeted Capital
Facilities Investments
[10]

See the evaluation of measures 21, 23, and 24 above
regarding sewer and stormwater.

Regarding transportation, several County staff members
indicated that the County is focusing transportation
investments in urban areas, and provided examples.
Staff also indicated that Kitsap Transit uses the location
in a UGA as a criteria for location transit centers.

County policies that provide specific
guidelines on infrastructure investments,
prioritizing high density areas, could make
this measure more targeted. Consider how
the pending Sheriff office facility needs
assessment, and pending public-private
partnership in the community center in
Silverdale could influence growth.
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Reasonable

Assessment Summary

Measure

Recommendations

Urban Amenities [9] Developers interviewed believe urban amenities
encourage development, but differed as to whether the

County is providing a sufficient level of amenities.

This measure could be made more
measurable by providing specific standards
for each type of urban amenity in areas
targeted for high density residential
development.

Rural Protection Measures

Standards [12]

Adopt Transfer of There have been no transfers of development rights to tering a regional TDR program with King,
Development (TDR) date. omish, and Pierce counties was
Policies and mentioned by a couple of interviewees as a
Implementing way to make the program work better.
Regulations [32] County commissioned studies of its
gram and an updated code
prep Forterra and Heartland (March
2015). A ed code amendment is
ith the 2016
lan Update. See Section

Interim Development No impact. The County is considering reclassifying

an Reserve in Comprehensive Plan
pdate to other rural categories.

Annexation Plans and Urban Growth Area Management Agreements

Create Annexation Plan
[7]

Urban Growth
Management

past severa% by
hard. In addition,
ion studies and the

cities in some

Annexation coordination remains a
necessary goal between the County and
cities. It may not be effective as a
reasonable measure but is necessary for
governance transition.

Other Policy or Regulatory Measures
Remove Pre-Plannin

the results of Measure 23 regarding sewer hookup.
Allowances in UGAs[22]

Continue current policy, disallowing pre-
planning allowances.

Adopt Policies Kitsap County adopted policies in the 2006
Addressing and Comprehensive Plan addressing and promoting
Promoting Reasonable reasonable measures and did so again in the 2012
Measures [34] Comprehensive Plan.

Continue to refine and evaluate policies
through regular Comprehensive Plan
Updates.
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6.0 FUTURE MEASURES

This section describes a range of reasonable measures that are adopted and could be amended, and
potential new reasonable measures that could be considered for development into policies and codes
as part of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update.

6.1 Amend Reasonable Measures

Transfer of Development Rights

Kitsap County is considering amending its transfer of development zi
stimulate its use (Adopt TDR Policies and Implementing Regulati

s (TDR) program to

Description of Current Tool

Kitsap County allows transfer of density from rural se eceiving areas. All

Per KCC Chapter 17.430, purchase of eligible development ti required when
site-specific comprehensive plan amerign ensity or intensity designation,

such as:

" p ht per acre

The Count sfer of development right or rights as part of Comprehensive Plan or
subarea plan‘expansi an growth areas. Also, in cooperation with Kitsap County, cities may
designate additic eceiving areas within their jurisdictional boundaries for the purpose of

No transfers of density have occurred since the program was put in place in 2006. Factors potentially
limiting TDR utilization include:

® Large number of rural lots, especially nonconforming lots

® Historical growth rates and concentration of growth in cities,

® Low interest from cities to partner on transfers, and

Program mechanics. (Forterra, 2015)
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Proposed Amendments

Recommendations specific to the TDR program include:

® Update program mechanics, such as exchange rates, to more closely match current real
estate market and incentivize utilization,

® Clarify program mechanics, such as TDR calculation and certification processes, within the
existing code chapter,

® Consider implementation of resources created for the regional TDR marketplace,

® Expand outreach, engagement, and education of potential p

® Consider rural receiving areas to increase demand for T

® Pursue partnerships with cities to broaden demand

® Recommendations specific to broader conservat

® Align conservation programs around specifi

® Consider pursuing a Purchase of Devel
TDR, and

]

requiring one development right per acre to achieve a comp plan

1 to Higher Density Residential, this could be expressed as a

The county establishes how many development rights an eligible sending area property may
be certified to transfer. Based on the net development potential a property may be certified
for fewer development rights than the number homes which could potentially be built if a
property has nonconforming lots. Recommended changes include adding a minimum area
requirement for TDR program participation, which would encourage the aggregation of
nonconforming lots in transactions. Also, adding language specifying that development
rights are only calculated in whole numbers would eliminate confusion over fractional

rights.
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®  The certification process is proposed for amendment. Sending area and receiving area

processes should be treated separately in different sections.

Potential Benefits of Amendments

The TDR program and code amendments are designed to improve the function and desirability of
the TDR program.

Further, the analysis supports adding other conservation tools to the County’s efforts:

® Purchase of Development Rights: Purchase of development rights (PDR) is a growth

management and conservation program in which a lando sell the development
potential from his or her property to an entity through tary transactions. PDR
transactions are generally publicly financed. Fundi

or federal agencies, local tax revenue, or bonds.

market-based or include a mix of privately a nges. (Forterra, 2015)
® Reverse Auction: The PDR Reverse Auc 1 PDR approach.

Landowners submit bids to the county for th: accept for

their development rights. The County ranks the ice and how

properties meet conservation pii
TDR bank. (Forterra, 2015)

Interview Find

See Section 4.9 regarding comments on the current program and recommendations from
interviewees.

Consolidation of Commercial Designations

As part of its 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update, Kitsap County is considering consolidating its
commercial designations and zones. This is a similar tool “Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land
Use Designations [Measure 25].”
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Description of Current Tool and Proposed Amendments

Kitsap County intends to simplify its commercial zoning. Instead of six implementing commercial
zones, there would be four zones as shown in the Exhibit below. All commercial zones would allow
mixed uses to promote housing variety and affordability.

The allowable uses and intent of the zones would not substantively change as commercial and
mixed uses are allowed today though incentives for mixed use may be improved, such as in
Silverdale. The Regional Center designation would also allow large format commercial uses in
Silverdale, but it would also promote multistory office and mixed uses. Greater floor area is under
consideration for Silverdale, and more population is anticipated to locate near commercial areas
with amenities.

Key provisions of the Mixed Use, Neighborhood Commercial
zones would be folded into the Commercial zone, such as afea-spec
Low-Intensity Commercial designation applied in Gorstgprovides for a
standards and height and density bonuses that wouldfstill be continued
Designation.

ichway/Tourist Commercial
andards. For example, The
aative impervious

e Commercial

Exhibit 38. Current and Proposed megeral Designations

N\

Comprehensive Plan Classification Current Zoning Proposed Zoning

Urban Low Intensity Commercial, Mixed Use Urban Village € Urban Village Center

Commercial

\‘ aborhood Comme

Low-Intensity Commercial

Urban High Intensity Comine H ghway/Tourist Commercial Commercial

Regional Commercial Regional Center

ixed Use Commercial

Depdrfment, 2015

ments

simplification is to offer clarity and flexibility to
as. Thefpolicy, plan and code efforts in Silverdale are intended to
esidents to the Regional Growth Center consistent with VISION 2040

Jurisdictions TH 2 These Measures

See Section 4.7 regarding Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations [25] and Section
4.2 regarding Encourage Development of Urban Centers and Villages [5].

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness
See Section 4.7 regarding Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations [25] and Section

4.2 regarding Encourage Development of Urban Centers and Villages [5].

Additionally, based on the changes to the Regional Growth Center it is anticipated that capacity
would be created for 500-1000 new persons in the commercial center, and likewise there would be a
substantial increase in jobs. See Supplemental Environmental Impact Statement Alternatives.
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Interview Findings

See Section 4.7 regarding Consolidated Comprehensive Plan Land Use Designations [25] and Section
4.2 regarding Encourage Development of Urban Centers and Villages [5].

6.2 Consider New Reasonable Measures

Maximum Urban Lot Sizes

The “maximum lot size” tool is listed on the Reasonable Measures Desktop Reference Guide (Kitsap
Regional Coordinating Council, 2008).

Description

This policy places an upper bound on lot size and a lower sity in single-family zones.
For example, a residential zone with a 6,000 sq. ft. mini i have an 8,000 sq. ft.
maximum lot size yielding an effective net density ra . welling units per net

acre. (Kitsap Regional Coordinating Council, 2008

Potential Benefits

In an urban context, benefits include:

2008) For example in Bre S i ial zone, its most prevalent, the minimum
lot size rang 0 and its maximum lot size is 8,712 square feet, with

gum lot area of 2,400 square feet in its Urban Low, Urban
nes, but no maximum lot area is specified. Setting an upper bound
would ensure'a ici se of land area. For example, a maximum lot area consistent with the

and Urban Cluster z
acre.

at would mean a maximum lot area of 8,712 square feet at 5 units per

Recommendations

The use of maximum lot size could be considered as part of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update
development regulations update.
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Increased SEPA Thresholds

Since 2014, the SEPA rules have been amended to increase dwelling unit exemption thresholds from
a maximum of 20 to a maximum of 30 inside UGAs. Locally, the City of Bremerton has adopted the
newest thresholds, 30 single-family homes and 60 multifamily homes.

A list of communities who have adopted the newer thresholds include:

Cities:

Blaine

Bremerton
Covington
Leavenworth
Marysville
Mountlake Terrace
Mukilteo
Redmond
Ridgefield

(Ecology 2015, http://www.ecy.wa.gov/programs

Shoreline
Spokane Valley

SeaTac

Counties:

Project types

Fully planning GMA counties

Incorporated and
unincorporated UGA

Other unincorporated
areas

All other counties

Incorporated and
unincorporated areas

parking facilities

v
Single-family residential A 30 units \I‘ 20 units
Multifamily residential 60 units 25 units 25 units
Barn, loafing shed, 40,000 square fe 40,000 square feet 40,000 square feet
storage, produce storage
structure T
Office, school, commercial, 30,000 square feet and 12,000 square feet and 12,000 square feet and
recreational, service, storage building, | 90 parking spaces 40 parking spaces 40 parking spaces

1& cubic yards

1,000 cubic yards

1,000 cubic yards

Rural Lot Aggreg

The lot aggregation tool has been identified in public comments regarding the Comprehensive Plan
Update as a means to reduce rural growth.

Description

Adjacent lots owned by one owner not meeting certain zoning requirements are required to

consolidate adjacent tracts in same ownership prior to development or sale.
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Potential Benefits

Nonconforming rural lots were created in Kitsap County prior to the UGA designation and
Comprehensive Plan adoption in 1998. If nonconforming lots are consolidated, the minimum lot size
of the rural or resource zone could be met and create a more consistent rural character.

Jurisdictions That Use These Measures

The following counties require lot aggregation in some manner: (BERK Consulting, 2012)

® Snohomish County: Three or more contiguous lots under single ownership created prior to

When an applicant proposes a Iz

in same ownership.

Parcel Reconfigurtition and Clustering

Description

Tools to reduce impacts to rural and resource lands include clustering and lot reconfiguration.

® Lot reconfiguration allows for rearrangements of existing parcels (within and across

ownership) allowing them to be clustered into a specified area on another parcel or parcels.
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® Clustering allows development on a limited portion of the land and reserves a large
remainder for conservation uses (forest, agriculture, open space). New lots may be created if
density provisions are met.
Development regulations could specify things such as minimum or maximum setbacks as
appropriate to address efficient patterns and rural character, maximum footprints, land and water
conservation requirements, structure siting criteria, and other options that would lessen impacts on
rural and resource lands.

Potential Benefits

Parcel Reconfiguration

Parcel reconfiguration is a clustering of existing legal lots th er than the minimum lot size

Parcel reconfiguration would give more flexibilit erty owners to
pre-plan future dwellings with greater conside isti ilgs and

Allowing for parcel reconfiguration co ing co-located where there is
already access to roads and infrastruct i osts. The remainder land would

nd is in contiguous ownership as part of parcel
dditional lots can be created beyond density allowances; it is meant
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Exhibit 40. Parcel Reconfiguration Example

Parcel Configuration: Scenario #3 - After

Parcel Configuration: Scenario #3 - Before

Rivers & Streams
" Wetlands
Soll Quality
M prime
W Prime If Drained
Prime If Protected From Flood

Rivers & Streams
77 Wetlands
Soil Quality
M Prime
M Prime If Drained
~ Prime If Protected From Flood

Landscape
Buffer,

March 2012 :4.' BERK

: Scenario 3 “before” shows 10 lots;

al/forestry landowners to sell unproductive land to support their
ide for their heirs, or support their retirement.

infrastructu cing development costs.

Could protect 0pen space and resource uses in a network of larger “consolidated” farming
area (e.g. if units are clustered at corners, the remainder lot could be contiguous to other
remainder lots).

If paired with a TDR program, development potential could be reduced overall in the rural area.

This could be applied through a floating zone. This could allow the creation of more than one lot
depending on the density of the base zone.
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Jurisdictions That Use These Measures

Parcel Reconfiguration

Clark County allows parcel reconfiguration for existing lots that are less than the minimum lot size
provided the resulting layout improves resource land protection. The reconfiguration is approved
through an administrative process. The applicant must demonstrate a public benefit. The process
has been used in a limited number of circumstances.

Whatcom County considered the option but has not adopted it as they are reprioritizing the
agricultural protection activities and focusing on rural land reclassification to agriculture first.

Clustering

Many counties allow for clustering, including but not limit

® Clark County: Allows clustering on rural zon
density of 110% of the base zone may be al
“buildable” (if not using the maximum en space,

agriculture, or forestry (if using the maximu

lot must be identified with a building envelope t the development will occur outside

of critical areas. Based on a the iculture Preserva trategies Report (Clark County,

2009) between 1999 and 2009, 34
approved yielding 217 residential

1,118 acres of land have been
erved the remainder lots as

buildable parcels.

esource Lands.

® King County: allowed o

" Pi . Clustering allowed on Agricultural Resource Lands
roved it in the Alderton-McMillin

ineral. Not on Agricultural. Required on Rural

cal or commercial farmland. Between 1994 and 2014 over

reased dramatically after 2007. In fact, there was only one new rural

lication submitted since 2009. Recordings also declined after the 2007

® Whatcom County: Allowed on Rural lands. Required on Rural lands with Agriculture
Protection Overlay (cluster on 25% of land).

Evaluation of Measure Effectiveness

Per county examples above, clustering is likely to be used. Parcel reconfiguration has been used in
Clark County in some instances. It is not a widely used tool. It may be a beneficial approach when
paired with incentives such as waivers of boundary line adjustment applications; it may allow
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cooperation between adjacent owners (e.g. relatives that own nonconforming lots that would not be
subject to lot aggregation) if the program allowed transfers of lots within and across ownership.

Interview Findings
Comments on parcel reconfiguration included:

® Parcel reconfiguration has more merit than developing 20-acre parcels into neighboring

horse ranch estates. The development right must be balanced with infrastructure
requirements and social benefit. Six-pack, 1-acre homes may be appropriate if well buffered.

If structures could benefit any retained forestry or agricultu , some 20-acre lots should

not be included in the cluster count. Development rightsghould beé permanently stripped
from any parcels included toward the cluster count.

Comments on clustering included:

1es with urban centers that lack housing to establish a
e purposes of attracting increased residential opportunities and

affordable hou Approved project sites are exempt from ad valorem property taxation on the
residential improvement value for a period of eight or 12 years.

The designated residential targeted area should meet the following provisions:

(a) The area must be within an urban center, as determined by the governing authority;

(b) The area must lack, as determined by the governing authority, sufficient available, desirable,
and convenient residential housing, including affordable housing, to meet the needs of the public
who would be likely to live in the urban center, if the affordable, desirable, attractive, and livable
places to live were available;
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(c) The providing of additional housing opportunity, including affordable housing, in the area, as
determined by the governing authority, will assist in achieving one or more of the stated purposes
of this chapter; and

(d) If the residential targeted area is designated by a county, the area must be located in an
unincorporated area of the county that is within an urban growth area under RCW 36.70A.110
and the area must be: (i) In a rural county, served by a sewer system and designated by a county
prior to January 1, 2013; or (ii) in a county that includes a campus of an institution of higher
education, as defined in RCW 28B.92.030, where at least one thousand two hundred students live
on campus during the academic year.

For Counties the allowances only include a designated unincorpo
January 1, 2013 or counties with colleges having 1,200 students
recently started an on-campus residence program, and as o
(Olympic College, 2015)

identified prior to
mpus. Olympic College has
s 55 on-campus students.

Should the provisions of the legislation change (ext ties after 2013) or if

there is a more on-campus residents in the coun i i ounty to consider
such as in the Silverdale Regional Growth Center.
dwellings with the tax exemption, and Everett 309 uni PSRC. Other
agencies with successful programs include Tacoma, whic f 2007 had allowed the construction

of 5,802 units. (Property Counselors, 2
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Appendix A. Comparison of Findings to 2014 Kitsap
County Buildable Lands Report

The historic trends summarized in this reasonable measures repoxuf are similar to those summarized
in the 2014 Kitsap County Buildable Lands Report (BLR). This ix compares findings with
regards to platted residential density and permitted reside The purpose of this
comparison is to identify differences and possible reaso

same time period using the data and m i The data and methodology used
by BERK to analyze plat activity are incl

Data and Methodolog

Data
Plat data used in

ains a listing of final and short plats created by
such as plat name, date submitted, and child lot

a key field to a

in Excel format.

sociate GIS mapped polygons with permit plat data provided by the County

e Kitsap Plats Poly: Comprehensive spatial dataset containing mapped polygons of child
parcels of all final plats in Kitsap County. Plat names were used as a key field to associate
GIS mapped polygons with permit plat data provided by the County in Excel format.
Additional core fields included property class (i.e. land use) codes and descriptions.
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Methodology

Upon review and initial use of the data, additional data preparation took place to better ensure data
integrity for the analysis. The Excel listing of final and short plats was reviewed to remove either
duplicate plat records or those final plats that had not yet been subdivided into child parcels to help
prevent over-counting of child lots. The GIS data was prepped to add a field for acreage area. Parent
plat names were also compared across the Excel listing of plats and IS plat and child parcel
datasets to ensure the respective data sources could be matched st onte another by using a
common, shared parent plat name. GIS and a BERK Excel mo then used to perform the final

child parcels identified with each parent plat a the County
This second analysis only counted those child parcels erty class
codes were set to single-family residences or where chil s single-family
residential parcels but had yet to be d to visually review child parcel
boundaries and their corresponding lanc S to further refine and adjust
which parcels should ultimately be count: ponding final parent plats

Using this alternative method associating c i ir respective final parent
plats in GIS, BERK identifieds690 residential

Findings

Table 1 summarizes pla ivi ithin Urban Low Residential zones. The first
row shows a

Gross

Lots Platted
Acres

Gross Density Net Density

2006-2012
2 1 101 7 4.2 7.
(BLR) 3 90 0 80 5 96
2006-2012
(BERK) 20 152 85 690 4.53 8.15

The density calculations in the table above are based on the 690 lot count, as that count is consistent
with the lot acreage measured in GIS. While there are notable differences with regards to the

7 This Reasonable Measures Report focuses on gross and net density as comparison points for
Reasonable Measures implementation. In addition to gross and net densities, the 2014 Buildable
Lands Report also reported average densities as inputs into the land capacity analysis, and the
Buildable Lands Report should be consulted for that information.
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number of plats and associated gross and net acreage, the density calculations are remarkably close.
This indicates a great degree of consistency with regards to the overall findings about platted
density in the Urban Low zone.

Possible Explanations for Discrepancies between BLR and BERK Findings

Data Sources

BERK's analysis reflects input data provided by the County as well as the outputs of data clean-up
performed by BERK on the original input data. As BERK’s analysis took place in mid-2015 with
data produced and provided by the County in mid-2015, the input sed by BERK for its

Reasonable Measures analysis in 2015 and the input data used by, ty for its BLR analysis in
2014 likely reflect differences in permit database information. ifference in input data may
account for some of the minor discrepancies observed in t esults of each analysis.
Additional differences in methodology may also accou discrepancies in the

results of the two separate analyses.

For instance, BERK added acreage fields to the i for both the
parent plat and child lot polygons and calculated ac . ed property
class codes to identify common and easement areas wit i ese areas from
final plat total acreage calculations. Pla dential lots was calculated using a

combination of GIS, property class code ] vi i . The County would follow its
long-standing interpretations of its code aini aczes, and the methodology

ats recorded from January 1, 2006 — December 31,
l is the same as the date submitted. This could explain the

2005 for plats subm tween January 1, 2006 and December 10, 2006. BERK referenced zoning
adopted by the Countyon December 11, 2006 for all plats submitted between December 11, 2006
through December 31, 2012. It is possible the County did not use the same method to associate plats
with zones.

Residential Permit Density

A direct comparison can also be made between the County’s reporting of permitted densities by
zone for 2006 to 2012 and BERK’s analysis of County permit data during the same period.
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Data and Methodology

Residential building permit data was provided by the County for the period of 2002 through 2012.
BERK georeferenced residential permit records provided by the County at the parcel level using a
combination of parcel identification numbers, assessor records, addresses, and visual interpretation
of aerial imagery in GIS and Google Earth. Using historical jurisdictional and zoning GIS datasets
provided by the County, BERK then correlated each residential perm1t to its respective

process accounted for UGA changes, annexations, and zoning c
period of analysis in order to more reliably represent permit 1
permit issue.

es that occurred during the
1 characteristics at the time of

Annual summaries of permit activity were based pri it i te. For permit records

(e.g. for different buildings). These permits were often iss different years. Furthermore, no
rcel acreage used for any single

the purpose of measuring residential dens al acr individual permit was
calculated as parcel acreage multiplied by t f i itted to the sum of all living

Findings

The tables below summa mi ivi ificlusive of activity in all unincorporated
UGAs. These its, i

Units per Acre
Period [t Gross Acre New Housing Units

with Permits (Gross Density)

2006-2012 (BERK) 261 923 3.54

18 For instance, assume Permit A and Permit B are both associated with the same parcel with a total area of 10 acres. Furthermore, 3 living units
are associated with Permit A while 1 living unit is associated with Permit B. BERK calculated the total acreage associated with Permit A as 7.5
acres and Permit B as 2.5 acres to reflect the proportion of total units associated with each permit.
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Table 3. Permitted Density in Urban Cluster Residential Zone

i Units per Acre
Period fotalGross Acre with New Housing Units
Permits (Gross Density)
2006-2012 (BLR) 29 231 8.07
2006-2012 (BERK) 29 233 8.06
Table 4. Permitted Density in Urban MediumiiResidential Zone

Units per Acre
Period TOt?I Gross ,jAcre New Housing Units
with Permits (Gross Density)
2006-2012 (BLR) 11 64 5.79
2006-2012 (BERK) 23 81 3.49

Total Gross Acre . . Units per Acre
. . New Housing Units
with Permits

(Gross Density)
5.20

9 162 18.77

ban Village, Neighborhood Commercial, and Mixed-Use
dnes Combined

i Units per Acre
Period Vel EeEs R T New Housing Units

Permits (Gross Density)

2006-2012 (BER

As with the plat comparison, BERK’s analysis does not exactly match the summary of information
published in the BLR reports for any zone. However, the results for the Urban Low and Urban
Cluster zones are quite close, indicating a high degree of correspondence and consistency between
the two analyses. These zones are more extensive in the UGAs and represent the greatest number of
permits issued. The mixed use and commercial zone results are similar and reflect higher densities
achieved in these areas.
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Possible Explanations for Discrepancies between BLR and BERK Findings

Data Sources

As with the plat data analysis described above, it is possible the County used different methods to
prepare permit data for analysis. Therefore there may be differences in the base data used in each
analysis.

Assumptions Used When Multiple Building Permits Are Issued for the Same
Parcel

For most single-family home permits each living unit is associated

ingle and distinct parcel.

This makes density calculation fairly straightforward. For multifdmily and mixed-use permits there

In the case of permits in commercial and mixe y a portion
of parcel acreage is set aside for residential developm ed for
commercial development on a separate building permit. situations BERK only had access to

e calculated density differently
than was done by the County which lik ete information about project

phasing.

Associating Permi

In somefea 12 ey were included inside a UGA and then building
i equent to the area being removed from the UGA and

Jurisdiction at

Project Name REACCONRE Da'Fe Date of Lot Count Net Acres NeF

ID Submitted o Density
Submission

CANYON

ESTATES 2558450 06/09/2011 Central Kitsap UGA 12 4.27 2.81

DIVISION Il

STERLING

HILLS 2563138 01/09/2012 Silverdale UGA 40 5.33 7.50

ESTATES, ' '

PHASE 1
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In BERK's analysis, building permits issued for these lots during late 2012 (after August 31) would
have been considered rural. It is possible the County georeferences such permits differently.

&
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Appendix B: Interview Summary
Reasonable Measures Assessment

1.0 INTERVIEWS CONDUCTED

1.1 Urban Focus Interviews
e Shawn Alire, Development Services Supervisor, DCD, 9/25/

e Eric Baker, Policy Manager, Kitsap County Com
e Jay Burghart, Executive Director, Doctors Clinic,
e Greg Cioc, Transportation Planning Manager, Kit rks, 9/30/15
e Jeff Coombe, JCM Property Management, 9/30/15
e Ed Covielo, Planner, Kitsap Transit, 9/29/15

e Scott Diener, Land Use Development Manager, Kitsap Co
Development, 9/25/15

e Erin Leedham, General Manager, Kitsap
e Gary Lindsey, Kitsap LLC, 9/25/15
Teresa Osinski, Executive Director

2.0

2.1 Urban Foc ons: Developer/Business

Topic 1: Focus growth fear transit, urban centers, and urban villages

e Have your decisions about where and how much to develop been affected by policies or
regulations to encourage development in urban centers and villages or along transit
corridors/nodes? What are some example locations and projects?

e What are the impediments to development in urban centers or urban villages? What can the
County do to further encourage development in urban centers or urban villages?

e What more could the County do to encourage compact development that is well-served by
transit and transportation facilities?
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Topic 2: Encourage Mixed-Use Development

e Have you been involved with any mixed use development in Kitsap Urban Growth Areas?
What factors (e.g. strong market demand, affordable land prices, regulatory environment)
affected your decision to develop?

Topic 3: Allow Density Bonuses

e Do density bonuses (such as in the Poulsbo Urban Growth Area) affect your decision to
develop? What about increased building height limits?

e Have you built any developments using density or height incentives? Have you inquired
about these incentives or submitted pre applications? What would it take for you to be
interested in these incentives, and where?

Topic 4: Increase Residential Densities

e Have the increased residential densities requirem isions on where to

develop?

request an exception?

zones?

olicy Act (SEPA) categorical exemptions

e Did the i PA categorical exemptions change how/where you

e Has the County’ ension policy affected your ability to develop at urban densities?

Topic 6: Provide MoréHousing Choices

e Have any of your projects included ADUs or manufactured housing? Where? In UGAs?

Topic 7: Encourage Master Planned Development

e Have you built a master-planned large parcel development or clustered residential
development, or are you planning to? Where? Did the County’s policy changes affect your
decision?
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Topic 8: Encourage Low Impact Development

e Have County policy changes to encourage low impact development affected your decisions
to develop, or to develop with LID features?

e Have you ever used alternative sanitary sewer systems in your developments? Are you
aware of what these are? If so, does the allowance for alternative sanitary sewer systems in
unincorporated UGAs make you more likely to develop? How much of an impact does it
have? Can you provide examples of developments you’'ve done because of this?

Topic 9: Target Services and Investments in UGAs

e Does the location of public services and facilities (such as regional stormwater facilities)
influence where you develop? Which services? Ho ce does it make? Can
you give me examples of places where you did or use of public service
locations?

e Has the provision of urban amenities, such as par i cess, and cultural
centers, affected your decisions to develop in Kitsap
provision of critical facilities and services, police, fire,

e Do annexation plans (such as the plan for U cision to develop
in an unincorporated UGA?

2.2 Urban Focus Questions: County Staff

Topic 1: Focus growth near transit, urban centers, and urban villages

e What policies or regulations have been put in place to encourage development in urban
centers and villages? Have these policies or regulations been effective — has development
taken place? If so, do you attribute increased development to the policies or other factors?
What are some example locations and projects?
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e Similarly what policies or regulations have been put in place to encourage development
along transit corridors or nodes (e.g. transit centers or park and rides)? Have these policies
or regulations been effective? What are some example locations and projects?

e What are the impediments to development in urban centers or urban villages? What can the
County do to further encourage development in urban centers or urban villages?

e What more could the County do to encourage compact development that is well-served by

transit and transportation facilities?

Topic 2: Encourage Mixed-Use Development

e What type of development have you seen in the new Mixed

Topic 3: Density Bonuses and Increased Heights

e Where have density bonuses been adopted? In the Mi ther zones? Have
these led to higher-density development in UGAs?
density bonuses?

developer interest in achieving greater height? What type
developers?

Topic 4: Increase Residential Densities

e There was a policy to increase resid
that implemented in the code? Ar
those zones?

Where have te

ort plat process for the higher number of units? Is the policy

encouraging devel ow do you know?
Increased thresholds for State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) categorical exemptions

e The County allows the number of exempt dwellings to equal 9 in UGAs and 4 in rural areas.
Did this lead to more building in UGAs?

e Are you considering the recently amended SEPA rules that allow greater optional
exemptions (30 du/acre SF and 60 du/acre MF in UGAs)?

Remove pre-planning allowances in UGAs

e When was the pre-planning allowance removed? Did this reduce developer interest in some
areas? Did this measure spur more County planning and developer extension of sewer at a
faster rate? Where?
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Topic 6: Provide More Housing Choices

e Has the County made changes to allow for ADUs in single family, duplexes, townhomes &
condos, manufactured development?

e Have developers been building these housing types? Particularly in UGAs? In which
UGAs?

Topic 7: Encourage Master Planned Development

e Has the County made policy changes to allow master planning large parcel developments
or clustered residential development? Have these changes led to these types of
development? Where?

Topic 8: Encourage Low Impact Development

e How has the County code been changed to prom i lopment? Has this led
to more LID development? More development in i

e Have these policies made builders more likely to de ? an ydu provide
examples?

anitary sewer systems in

e How has the County code been changed to allow for altern
i ly to,develop in UGAs?

unincorporated UGAs? Have these policies i iilders mo
Why? Can you provide examples?

e Did the County change the code f aveyou seen changes in

nts, stich as regional stormwater facilities,
seen more development in those areas as a result?

ils, waterfront access, or cultural centers)

development in unincorporated UGAs?

11: Miscellaneous

Measure #32 Adopt Transfer of Development Rights (TDR) policies and implementing
regulations.

Measure #29 Proposed design guidelines for Silverdale.
Measure #25 Consolidated Comprehensive Plan land use designations.

Measure #12 Interim development standards (e.g., urban reserve designation)
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e Has the County adopted TDR policies and implementing regulations? Have these
encouraged development in UGAs?
e Have the Silverdale design guidelines led to more development in the UGA?

e Has the consolidation of Comp Plan land use designations made permit review faster or
more efficient? Has it reduced the number of rezones?

e Has the Urban Reserve been successful in reducing interest in reducing rural areas adjacent
to UGAs?

12) Maintaining Rural Character

e Do you have suggestions for how the County could maintaifaits rural character outside of
Urban Growth Areas? What policies would help m rural areas and
towards urban areas?

2.3 Rural Focus Questions

A. Kitsap County has defined rural densities as 1/5 acre res (RW).
How has development in the rural areas changed sinc ive Plan
established the rural densities in 1998?

B. Kitsap County has adopted Transfers of De at Ri ations at Chapter
17.430 KCC as of 2006 and amended it in 201 i
agricultural land. It has been evaluated ram in Puget Sound.
However it has not been impleme 2 averoccurred). Do you have
suggestions on how to improve th

ded Incentive Program was repealed
Board challenge). How could clustering or parcel

to create smaller lots, clustered and visually buffered,
while rete > acts. The tract would help preserve forestry, agriculture, or
open space.

D. Kitsap County has ed low impact development standards that has changed how
stormwater is managed. How has that influenced rural development? E.g. soil and
vegetation retention, access width and length, home locations, lot sizes, etc.

E. What other types of tools would provide economic incentives for property owners with
legal lots in rural areas to avoid developing them?

F. Do you have suggestions for how the County could maintain its rural character outside of
Urban Growth Areas?

G. What policies would help direct growth away from rural areas and towards urban areas?
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3.0 INTERVIEW SUMMARY: MAIN POINTS BY TOPIC

3.1 Focus Growth near Transit, Urban Centers, and Urban Villages
Market demand

Several developers stated that market demand is the primary driver of where development
happens. Two developers stated that there is growing demand for urban housing. Another
developer stated that people do not want small urban lots, but are forced to buy them because
that’s all that’s available and affordable.

Transit and TOD

Kitsap County developers interviewed feel that transit
to make a difference in development location decisi
also felt that transit is insufficient and that ther
development. However, Kitsap Transit staff stated t
terminals, serving both park and rides as well as som
Kitsap Transit is working to improve connectivity throug
transfers, and hopes to improve service frequency in the f

isn’t frequent enough
member interviewed
sit centers suited for
ansit service to ferry

Several interviewees mentioned that Kitsap Transit, is i s of building new transit

conjunction with the Harrison Hospital exp
no new residential development is currently pla
that employees do not take transit t : it"center location at Harrison
Hospital could encourage transit use.

erminal, a complete streets project and
ry downtown street.

building facilities s
 project in the Breme

East UGA, at Pine Road NE and Roswell Drive, where the
s shelter location, which provides residents with options to
easily.

Rural Zoning

Several developers

r at the market for living in rural areas has changed, in part
because of higher prices

arger lot sizes.
What the County could do:

One developer suggested that the County could encourage development by providing more over-
the-counter and online permits, potentially eliminating between two and six weeks of waiting for
a permit.

Two developers suggested the County facilitate urban development by reducing setback and/or
FAR [floor area ratio] requirements, to allow more space for development.

3.2 Mixed-Use Development

Developers and County staff interviewed pointed to several reasons why mixed-use
development has largely not occurred yet. Some interviewees believe that the minimum
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residential density required in the Mixed Use zone, 10 units/acre is difficult to achieve,
particularly on smaller lots. [See comments on height disincentives above.]

One developer believes the Mixed Use zone requires ground floor commercial in any residential
building, which creates a disincentive to develop, as there is an over-supply of commercial space.
It should be noted that Kitsap County Code 17.352.010 says mixed use is encouraged but not
required in the Mixed Use zone. However, the perception of a requirement may reduce interest
in building residential projects in this zone.

In addition, one County staffer believes the lack of mixed-use development may be largely
attributable to timing. When the zone was created in 2006, the UGA had just been expanded and
there were many opportunities for building housing in the county. In addition, the economic
recession occurred shortly after the Mixed Use zone w d reduced all building in the
county.

One business representative believes mixed use will
bring rents that are high enough, but thinks it’s viabl
Silverdale.

3.3 Density Bonuses & Building Heights

Some developers and County staff believe there uilding taller than three

g code (material)

for taller buildings within the next five years,
ital in the area.

wximum density of 30 units per acre. In addition, there can
en a developer would prefer more density than is allowed,

A County planner state
and then five units/acre

*nacting the mandatory minimum density of four units/acre in 2006
012 had a big impact on development patterns.

Most developers and County staff interviewed believe that higher maximum densities have not
affected development so far, for a variety of reasons:

e The recession and mortgage financing crisis led to a lack of building activity in the county
over the past decade. Further, a glut of low-density lots on the market, which are being built
out now, may attract development away from dense urban areas.

e Some developers stated that development standards and requirements for facilities such as
for stormwater, open space, and roads, can take up space and make it difficult to achieve the
maximum allowable density.
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e As mentioned earlier, one developer stated there isn’t demand for high-density living in
Kitsap County. However, another developer believes there is growing demand among Baby
Boomers and Millennials for living in urban areas.

e DPolicies that discourage taller building heights were mentioned by several developers and
County staff as an impediment to greater density in UGAs. For example, several people
mentioned the requirement to contribute to the fire district for buildings above three stories
in Silverdale as a policy that discourages taller buildings. Similarly for steel construction
requirements for buildings above a certain height. Achieving 30 units/acre in the Mixed Use
zone is difficult unless building above three stories becomes more affordable.

3.5 Administrative Barriers and Regulatory Requigements

Permit plats of up to nine lots through an administr

Both County staff and developers stated in interviews that they be e short-plat process for
up to nine lots is popular and makes it easier to develo been involved in two
nine lot short plat projects, and actively looks for pr
process. County employees stated that the program is
type, and is the predominant way to subdivide land in ur
plat process.

Increased thresholds for State Environmental exemptions
One County planner believes SEPA by itself ent decisions, because
the most onerous part of SEPA for a deyelopenis m hasn’t been much heavy

mitigation required.

One developer did not address ¢
review adds wee

blds directly, but stated that SEPA
feasible, and that Kitsap County

3.6 Housing Ch8
ADUs

DUs, Townhomes, Manufactured Homes)

A County planner stated that making ADUs a conditional use in rural areas was designed to
make these a less attractive choice outside UGAs.

One developer stated that all ADUs in Kitsap require a public hearing, which makes the process
too cumbersome.

ADU s are really important for an aging population and to meet family needs.

One interviewee stated that the ADU code is allowing such units on Rural lots smaller than 5
acres.
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Another interviewee was concerned that the pretense is for a family member to use the ADU but
a renter comes instead and it adds a unit.

Duplexes & townhomes & condos

A County staffer interviewed believes townhomes have been successful in providing an array of
housing types. He believes most were built in Urban Low and Urban Medium, and they may
drive down the overall density in the Urban Medium zone. However, strict fire codes for
townhomes and duplexes may make these building forms less attractive than detached housing,
which has a less stringent fire code.

Allow Manufactured housing

A County staffer said that state law mandates treating
homes. However, subdivisions can institute covena
there isn’t any way the County can stop that.

ed homes the same as all other
i factured homes, and

3.7 Master Planned Development and Clu

Master Planned Developments

County planners indicated that the master planning code i and there are
not many contiguous parcels that would benefit froms

etbacks, lot dimensions, and
so far to reduce setbacks, not

a performance based development,
heights. But performance based devel

LID is requiring more pace on their property.

3.9 Sewer and Alt€rnative Sanitary Sewer Systems

One developer interviewed stated that on-site septic systems should be allowed in UGAs, not
only because there’s a shortfall in providing sewer, but to help preserve water supplies.

One County planner felt that the prohibition of on-site septic in UGAs discouraged infill
development, although the type of development prevented may have been low-density. Another
County planner stated that the prohibition of individual septic has increased density in UGAs
because it forced developers to build at higher densities, beyond the minimum, to justify the
investment in sewer service.
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A County planner indicated that alternative sewer treatment facilities are now being used for
subdivisions.! In addition, one developer stated that he is working on a development in Illahee
using drain fields, and the development wouldn’t be feasible without alternative sanitary sewer
because it’s too far from the public sewer system.

3.10 Target Services and Investments in UGAs

Several developers stated that infrastructure is the most important incentive the County can use
to encourage development in specific locations. One developer is concerned that future
annexations may be preventing the County from maki

n investments in urban
d Regional Council for

County staff described several ways the County is fo
areas. First, the County pursues transportation fundi
the Silverdale Regional Center, to encourage redevelo
funding is focused on Silverdale, smaller urban center
LAMIRDS. Further, County employees stated that the

criteria for locating transit centers.

3.11 Regional Stormwater Fa

County staff indicated that no lar facilities have been built since the
1980s, and most o ’ i ork is focused on retrofitting public

do stormwater facilities in rural areas. Another developer
forward-thinking or cooperative regarding encouraging

One impediment to 1
over vesting to the st vater design standard. If a regional stormwater facility serves
undeveloped land and{the stormwater standard changes before there is a development
application for that property, the property owner will have to make meet the new stormwater
standard, which could mean rebuilding stormwater facilities. If the stormwater standard was
locked in, it would make a regional stormwater facility easier to do.

3.12 Urban Amenities

Two developers interviewed believe urban amenities encourage development. One believes the
County should treat urban areas like mini-cities, including quality parks and recreation. Another

! Alternative wastewater systems may be used where consistent with Kitsap County Zoning Code use table note 48,
which says: “Within urban growth areas, all new residential subdivisions, single-family or multi-family developments

are required to provide an urban level of sanitary sewer service for all proposed dwelling units.”
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pointed to the parks and fairgrounds in Silverdale as an example of these amenities affecting
where people want to live.
A business representative specified that libraries are important urban amenities.

An attractive district in Old Town with a variety of restaurants was mentioned as an incentive
for hotel development.

County staff pointed to the South Kitsap Regional Park as an urban amenity provided by the
County, as well as improvements to the fairgrounds.

3.13 Annexation Plans and UGA Manage

One rural property owner believes the County needsjto do much to promote urban areas
annexing into cities. Cities do a better job of providing n servic moting growth than

counties.
A County planner indicated that these are great tools t on during

annexation, but none of them have been used. There are not a i or UGAMAs.
The County and cities have had conflicts on some an

3.14 Transfer of Development Righ

Several respondents believe the TDR ) » because there is not enough
demand for receiving additional dev ights i j . One developer stated that
there isn’t enough demand for the 1sity im Kitsap’s urban areas and cities, let

ite-specific Comprehensive Plan amendment. In
arket for new development in general.

there isn’t enough deve t rights to transfer.

One developer stated that TDRs are not good public policy, and that investors should not be able
to buy affordable land in Kitsap and lock it up so that it's never developed to the benefit of Kitsap
residents.

Recommendations

Entering a regional TDR program with King, Snohomish, and Pierce counties was mentioned by
a couple of interviewees as a way to make the program work better. Requiring cities to allow
more density was also mentioned.

2 Though other means to improve the TDR program were addressed (e.g. adding more credit for agricultural sending
areas). The County is now considering comprehensive amendments to the TDR program. See the body of the

Reasonable Measures report.
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3.15 Design guidelines for Silverdale

Two County planners interviewed believe the guidelines have helped new commercial buildings
in Silverdale achieve a more pedestrian scale, but have not helped generate dense infill
development. One planner mentioned the guidelines don’t promote higher building heights and
so could actually be an impediment to achieving more density.

In addition, one planner stated that the flexibility allowed by the guidelines has helped facilitate
a new and better bus stop at the Kitsap mall expansion.

One property owner believes the design guidelines are having unintended negative effects,
leading to the back of buildings facing the street, which is not attractive.

Recommendations

ntown Silverdale, to
d very high maximum,

A County planner suggested an idea for getting
combine commercial zones into one zone with a ver
which could encourage redevelopment of buildings.

3.16 Additional Urban Issues

Silverdale
One Silverdale business manager believes mos i t around on foot or
by bus. Another business manager thinks im i ing i ucture in Silverdale is

key for attracting more development.

Attracting Population

High-quality schools were menti tive as a strong pull for residential

Department of Co Pevelopment (DCD)

One property owner thinks DCD should have one division to manage urban areas and a separate
one to manage rural areas, which don’t get enough attention.

3.17 Rural Issues

Rural Densities and Rural Development

Two interviewees felt that the zoning densities don’t reflect reality, as the vast majority of rural
lots are non-conforming and smaller than five acres. They feel that Kitsap County has suburban
densities, and it doesn’t have the resource areas that a place like King County has. When people
want to preserve the county’s character, it isn’t a rural character they’re protecting; people desire
trees and perceptions of open space.
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One interviewee indicated that it's no longer possible to build housing for lower-income people
in rural areas, as the cost of stick-built homes increased dramatically because of construction and
land costs. As smaller lots go away, the cost of housing goes up. In addition, the primary job
growth in the county, the Navy, is largely people looking for entry-level or rental homes, and
those aren’t available in rural areas. Growth is being accommodated by builders developing
inside UGAs on very small lots.

One interviewee mentioned that many small rural lots were created just prior to the 1998 zoning
changes. Another thought the 1998 zoning was instituted too late to properly protect rural lands.

On the other hand, an interviewee thought that the supply of buildable rural lots is likely now
running out, and there are few new lots being created.

Transfer of Development Rights

Two interviewees stated that there is not a sufficient . i ities in Kitsap are not
allowing enough density, because of citizen pressure. i i itsap into

Downzones of rural land was mentioned by one interviewe reason TDRs don’t work.
Twenty-acre parcels don’t offer enough value t d was zoned at one unit

J acre parcels into neighboring
ced with infrastructure
1-acre homes may be appropriate if well buffered.

r agricultural use, some 20-acre lots should

Clustering is key fo
parcel, including op

ordable housing, and it would work if gross density over the entire
space, is not greater than what GMA allows (1 unit per 5 acres).

Low Impact Development Standards and Rural Development

Comments include:

e All of the code changes going back to 1998, including LID, have added costs to
development.

e Rural development inherently is low impact, because there’s less disturbance and density
per acre. Stormwater management is easier in rural areas because there’s more land.
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e Agricultural stormwater is about retaining water for livestock and irrigation. The County
should assign a specialist to assist agricultural land owners to build small farm ponds with
additional water storage and timed release.

Economic incentives for property owners to avoid developing rural land

Comments include:

e Purchase of development rights.

¢ Networking with smaller beginning farmers to get lands working would help, as would
assistance with management and documentation, and tax benefits for “working lands.”

e The issue should be put to voters, to see if they want to tax themselves to acquire open
space.

¢ Conservation easements only work if there’s eno e an incentive to do it.

Suggestions for maintaining rural character

e Requiring and enforcing visual screening of develop i nforgement of
the sign code.

e Limiting county population growth, in part through limiti sportation options that
make the county more accessible, such as foo ]

e Solutions appropriate to each part S ate market and problems.
e Address legacy lots.

Policies to help disss ¥wards urban areas

e Restrict ADUs in ra
e Rezone Urban Reser

as; encourage in urban areas.

to Rural Residential.

Suggestions for the Kitsap County Department of Community Development include:

e Create two planning divisions, one for urban areas and one for rural, to provide more
focused attention for rural areas.

e Limit variances.

e Ensure DCD staff are familiar with the Rural Chapter 3.2.1(c) and the Kitsap Agricultural
Strategic Plan, and update each document annually.

e Higher impact fees.
Other suggestions:
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e Increase property and other taxes outside of UGAs and require meters on rural water
systems, to remove the financial advantages of living outside cities and UGAs.

e Promote urban areas annexing into cities, because cities are better at providing urban
services and promoting growth.

e Develop trial housing projects areas designed to maintain rural character and promote
affordable housing. Work with a housing agency and architects to create projects that work
in each part of the county. This could balance affordable housing with conservation and
rural character.

e Change the Board of Commissioners to five persons, so that two members can interact
without a quorum. This would enable creative thinking and problem-solving.

4.0 INDIVIDUAL INTERVIEW NOTES C

Below are detailed notes from each interview. Most in
that were not covered in an interview are not included

r all topics; questions

4.1 Interview #1: Developer/Business

General Comments

, urban centers, and urban villages

Have your decisic d how much to develop been affected by policies or

corridors/nodes? Wha e example locations and projects?

Kitsap Transit is not funded well enough to have routes that run on a regular schedule. So no, it
doesn’t support any decision there. Transportation — all the urban areas have adequate
transportation.

What are the impediments to development in urban centers or urban villages? What can the
County do to further encourage development in urban centers or urban villages?

Two things County can do: infrastructure and zoning.

Kitsap County manages stormwater and sanitary sewer. (Domestic water by other purveyors.)

Sewer, water, and transportation are the primary infrastructure. Kitsap County doesn’t provide
any regional stormwater facilities to connect to. Stormwater is the most expensive development
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cost. The entire burden of that is on the developer —nothing the county has done to provide. Same
effect everywhere. But it’s easier to do stormwater in rural areas.

Rural density is one unit per five acres (5-acre lots). Urban density is a minimum of 5 units per
acre. The rural minimum lot size is 5 acres. That lifestyle is not in demand like urban. It's cheaper
to develop in a rural area. With that said, we just don’t do 5-acre tracts anymore.

Northwest Title just did a study on the split of urban/rural home sales — Silverdale is still more
skewed toward rural. That’s changing. Any new development is in an urban area.

Here’s one thing the County can do to facilitate urban development. (I had this discussion with
[a County planner] yesterday.) The County doesn’t employ any urban planners, they don’t
understand urban planning. We had a setback provision in the gode, when you go to develop in
an urban area. Why do we have the same setback in

An example: I can do zero-lot line (house on each side @f common ut the minute I separate
by an inch, I have to separate by 10 feet. That's 25% o i age lot. Why does the
County decide how far apart you are?

What more could the County do to encourage compact develo transit and
transportation facilities?

es that make transit
feasible. For example, if I catch a bus to Breme i . Kitsap Transit doesn’t

Transit: I lived until recently on Alki le too. Was going to get ferry to
downtown, then on ferry, then ta e in Silverdale. Five transfers from
Bremerton to Silverde

Need avera ible. Kitsap County has, on average, 1 dwelling unit
per acre

Togp

Have yo xed-use development in Kitsap Urban Growth Areas?
What facto and, affordable land prices, regulatory environment)

e. That zone requires that if you do residential development,
ent, and it has to be on the first floor. We don’t have the intense
urban development th Seattle by the arenas, look at all the vacant first floor office retail
space. We're mandatedin the mixed-use zone to do commercial. We already have more
commercial than we need. Get rid of the requirement for first floor retail in Mixed-use. We have
more retail space than we’ll use up for a long time.

There has not been one Mixed Use zoning project done since 2006 when they adopted it. I did one
recently, but got out of the commercial requirement.

Having a commercial component as a requirement hinders it. Let us do either commercial or
residential, but not require. Allow it, but don’t mandate it.
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Topic 3: Allow Density Bonuses
Do density bonuses (such as in the Poulsbo Urban Growth Area) affect your decision to
develop? What about increased building height limits?

Looking at a project in Silverdale that would be nice to have more density. 30 units/acre is
maximum. Not many projects that would go over that. We have enough density. Poulsbo is 14
units/acre, Bremerton is 20 units/acre.

If you're in the very urban core of UGA, the County should allow higher densities.

The other problem is that you can only go 5 floors without getting into steel construction. We
don’t have the rents to support the cost of steel construction. (You guys in Seattle get $2.50/sf, we
get $1.50.)

There will always be an instance where someone w i sity than is allowed -
there should be a way to do that.

Have you built any developments using density or height.i (V€S ou inquired about
these incentives or submitted pre applications? What j be interested in
these incentives, and where?

Topic 4: Increase Residential Densities

Hawve the increased residential densities require p jors on where to
develop?

What has been your experience with t ini 1 irements? Did you request
an exception?

Have you built or_axe j j ondos in any single family zones?

I'm doing a p erent density allowances. I'm not bumping up to the

rou can only go to 18. Urban High, no less than 18. If there
was an ove i an Medium and 16-30 in Urban High. What we call a garden
e usually 20 units/acre or a little less. Garden apartment
difficult in Urba
change.

Topic 8: Encourage Logimpact Development

Have County policy changes to encourage low impact development affected your decisions to
develop, or to develop with LID features?
It will be mandated in 2016, so won’t be a choice. From cost, we will just do it.

Have you ever used alternative sanitary sewer systems in your developments? Are you aware
of what these are? If so, does the allowance for alternative sanitary sewer systems in
unincorporated UGAs make you more likely to develop? How much of an impact does it have?
Can you provide examples of developments you've done because of this?

Goes back to the fact that the County does not run regional sewer facilities. As a developer I have
to do sewer extensions if I need it. There are areas that have been in the UGA for quite some time
and don’t have sewer service yet. Definitely, let those people do interim systems.
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Have you used alternative sanitary sewer in a development?

Yes, working on a development now, in Illahee (in a UGA) using drain fields. Development
couldn’t happen otherwise - too far from the sewer.

Topic 9: Target Services and Investments in UGAs

Does the location of public services and facilities (such as regional stormwater facilities)
influence where you develop? Which services? How much of a difference does it make? Can you
give me examples of places where you did or did not develop because of public service
locations?

Has the provision of urban amenities, such as parks, trails, waterfront access, and cultural
centers, affected your decisions to develop in Kitsap Urban Growth Areas? What about the

It isn’t going to drive whether or not you do it. ...the County oper ini-cities all over. Cities
would be inclined to have good parks and recreation. ake these urban areas
and treat them the same way. The County isn’t accust -style planning. In
general, in urban areas, treat them like mini cities and m [and with

those amenities, like parks, cultural centers, etc.).

11) Miscellaneous
[Regarding Measure #25 Consolidated Compre

etter served for population — if I got 12 instead of 9.

We're going density. Have more flexibility to take Urban Low and get a

12) Rural

Do you have suggestio ow the County could maintain its rural character outside of
Urban Growth Areas? What policies would help direct growth away from rural areas and
towards urban areas?

I would rather discourage the County from having that mentality. Allow people who want to live
in rural areas to continue to do it. I think it's discouraged enough from the 5-acre minimum.

4.2 Interview #2: Developer/Business

Can you tell me a little about the work your company does?

A little bit of everything. Manage properties for out of town owners. And I've done residential
developments and smaller commercial developments. Now have a lot of activity in commercial
sales and leasing.
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Topic 1: Focus growth near transit, urban centers, and urban villages

Have your decisions about where and how much to develop been affected by policies or
regulations to encourage development in urban centers and villages or along transit
corridors/nodes? What are some example locations and projects?

I haven’t done any commercial corridor type of projects. I've worked for others trying to sign
properties. Haven't found anything the county has done to direct growth.

What are the impediments to development in urban centers or urban villages? What can the
County do to further encourage development in urban centers or urban villages?

Large majority of my work is in the Silverdale UGA. Seyeral thi
it developer friendly and consumer friendly would b
be issued (building permits). We have some activi
expanded. If I want to do a commercial tenant improv
I can get that over the counter at Kitsap County, whic
plan, it has to go through the process. My thinking —if I h or ciVil engineer
design a project inside a UGA, which means we have w

s the county could do to make
he-counter permits to
ter permits, should be
engineering involved,

counter, because here’s a civil engineer — licensed —if something goes
wrong, I'm going after my engineer, not Kitsap depending on the
season and business, if permit takes between 2 and 6 minated that. Review

example, it’s urban development ding is built on the property line —
no setbacks, land regional commercial require 85%
maximum co o i alone, you increased your buildable lands by 15%. If
ablished parks - ... If setbacks were relaxed, you'd

pocket parks. Can’t think of one mother/father in the world
alk out of eyesight to a playground. Pocket parks don’t work.
Reason they do
the pocket parks ,000 in a half-mile radius — that makes a big difference. Trying

streams.

Q: So you're saying lot size are too small and pocket parks aren’t needed?
Yes.

Q: How is the market demand for these smaller lots?
People are going to small lots because only thing affordable and available.

I've lived in Kitsap all my life. I moved out of a subdivision because kids are grown. Am I forced
to buy a $220k house on 3000 sf lot? I don’t have a place where I could buy something... let’s take
the younger family, mom and dad - start off without kids — then they have kids, in small house,
mom/dad gets a raise — want larger size house. I want 3000 sf house on one-third acre. That’s the
buy you don’t have market for.
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Topic 2: Encourage Mixed-Use Development

Have you been involved with any mixed use development in Kitsap Urban Growth Areas?
What factors (e.g. strong market demand, affordable land prices, regulatory environment)
affected your decision to develop?

Mixed use is an international/national term that doesn’t apply to our little area. Mixed use means
more than one type of use. Theory is you want business on lower level, housing above. For
generations, we’ve tried to get away from living above the tavern, bakery. The theory behind
mixed use means housing with commercial. The problem you might run into —I don” think we’ve
had one mixed use development ever in Kitsap County since they created it, since the density
must be 10 units/acre. That’s kind of hard to do - can’t do it.

Q: why is 10 units/acre difficult to get to?

Size. ... in Kitsap County, can’t start with 300 acres o
you meet the development standards... 10 units/acre

Q: people don’t want to build higher?
We're not seeing it yet. Tallest building was built in the 6

Topic 3: Allow Density Bonuses

Do density bonuses (such as in the Poulsbo Ur,

3 stories, for years — for every stor, i 1d to pay the fire department $10k
t building height has always been

? A:when we have a shot for the big national tenant, in the
itsap to do it. In today’s electronic world, we don’t know
ould have 100 companies around the world to move to WA

Topic 4: Increase Resig¥ntial Densities

We're seeing a lot of development now, coming from projects that went broke back in 2006-07.
Not sure we're seeing the true effects of it yet. ... We're just starting to come out of a lot of the
bank-owned stuff. Here’s incorporated Poulsbo — they have like 350 units in development right
now, just in that one little city, I don’t think we have that much in the pipeline for the entire
county. Maybe developers sought land outside of Kitsap County. Bank-owned things being
absorbed now.

Topic 5: Reduce Administrative Barriers and Regulatory Requirements

Permit plats of up to nine lots through an administrative short plat process

Have you used the administrative short plat process for up to 9 lots?
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Yes, I was on the committee that made that suggestion to go from 4-lot to 9-lot. I helped write
that ordinance. 9-lot short plats were always allowed by state of WA. I've been involved in two
of them.

If so, where and when? Was the short plat process a factor in your decision to develop more
units?

I was involved with clients on two 9-lot short plats I did. One was family-owned property —didn’t
want to live there anymore. 9-lot short plat made a lot of sense for them. I'm looking at a project
now for another client, 9-lot short plat makes all the sense in the world to him. When I'm out
looking for property, for my own development, I always keep the 9-lot short plat. It makes a big
difference.

Increased thresholds for State Environmental Policy,

Did the change in threshold for SEPA categorical exe

One thing Kitsap County has done and don’t ne
ordinances. Requiring SEPA when they don’t need to
takes 3 months. Comments aren’t justified. Over-regula
when they require SEPA checklist — the review doesn’t ta
350 acre race track in city of Bremerton, the engineer submitt:
DNS, the project... only one thing outside of the i ted, it got done. Have a
feeling if that was in Kitsap County, would tak

Topic 6: Provide More Housing Choices

ies (such as regional stormwater facilities)
services? How much of a difference does it make? Can you
did or did not develop because of public service

give me exam of places where
locations?

Don’t have regiona like we have less regional services.

Just as a perception in t
I have a project in old to
will be fixed.

stry, it seems like we are at our capacity for sewer in a lot of areas.
Silverdale — we’re at capacity for sewer and stormwater. But think it

Has the provision of urban amenities, such as parks, trails, waterfront access, and cultural
centers, affected your decisions to develop in Kitsap Urban Growth Areas? What about the
provision of critical facilities and services, police, fire, and hospitals?

Amenities: it does make a lot of difference. I spend a lot of time in Silverdale. I think we have
great parks — two waterfront parks, trails, skate parks, dog park, etc. At the fairgrounds, it’s like
central park — soccer, ball fields, horse arenas,... that’s why there’s no available land to develop
around the fairgrounds, that amenity brought everyone there already.
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12) Rural

Do you have suggestions for how the County could maintain its rural character outside of
Urban Growth Areas? What policies would help direct growth away from rural areas and
towards urban areas?

God did a great job for rural in Kitsap County. We have topography, ravines, creeks, rivers, bad
soils. It's already taken care of itself. You're not seeing much in rural area because you can’t.

Q: Anything else?

More over-the-counter permitting. Also, accept more things online. No reason can’t do over the
counter permits online. Best example I like to use is the L&I WA state electrical permit. I know
nothing about electricity, but if I build a 5000 sf house, I can ap for an electrical permit online,
get it issued online, immediately. If the state can do s electrical, that’s kind
of frightening... there’s some level of it gets done rig t it... other thing is — if
lender will loan money and insurance company will i county issue a permit
on the project? I think they’re over-regulating a bit. ... the counter permits,
was astonished the city of Denver Colorado — issue ten
if valuation was less than $300k for tenant improveme
electrical, plumbing... I would like to see Kitsap be a lead “They can lead
better in permitting.

velopment in the county because the county
e county’s policies are really separate from the

us routes and times, and so, to the extent development was
re there may have been bus routes, may not sustain the test

What are the impedime
County do to further enc

If the objective is to see how well county policies are encouraging development in designated
UGAs that have not yet been annexed,... one of the issues that I would have is that what the
county needs to do is create incentives — if you want people to go to a certain location, if you want
them to go there, create incentives. One incentives is for the county to make investments in those
areas, in infrastructure. The dilemma comes in using county taxpayer dollars to invest in
significant projects in a jurisdiction that will ultimately be annexed by another jurisdictions, and
taxpayers who have paid little if any into the investment that is made. It creates a natural barrier
— county would be disinclined to make those investments, knowing they won’t get any payback
— look at it from a taxpayer perspective. Are we gold plating for a whole different set of folks,
infrastructure we... Greatest incentive — infrastructure. Barrier is payback, when jurisdiction will

development in urban centers or urban villages? What can the
rage development in urban centers or urban villages?
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annex it. There’s a disconnect in the whole thinking on GMA. I realize there are interlocal
agreements on payback —those have been more or less effective — it’s a negotiation. Example of
this in Port Orchard — county felt the city cherry-picked where it annexed.

Hammer isn’t the carrot. Need to create a carrot. One of those carrots would be infrastructure.

Topic 2: Encourage Mixed-Use Development

Have you been involved with any mixed use development in Kitsap Urban Growth Areas?
What factors (e.g. strong market demand, affordable land prices, regulatory environment)
affected your decision to develop?

Mixed use sounds like the best of both worlds. Access commercial areas, etc. Where the rub comes
is the specifics of how much square footage has to be i
true in the county, but sometimes what happens is a
that come into those. They have an idea of what they
to see how it can work and pencil. They idealize what
of the day... doesn’t pencil. ... been a lot of developme
commercial — sometimes location will overcome poor po
through it. Might ask — Mike Brown.

Q: Which infrastructure is most important?

It’s all important — sewer, stormwater, water, r
can make areas of their community ready f
Developers are looking for areas of least resi

more a jurisdiction
these investments. ..

develop?
It depends

unity to build in an area that you didn’t in
ay not help you. If you're the land developer,
at land there, sell more lots. Instead of building
Depends on how the land is in a given area. Have to give up

the land itself is not ac

On the face, yes, a good thing. Does it necessarily translate to the solution? Kind of a crapshoot —
depends on how the land works, how the structures fit within the land available. But certainly, if
the county is going to mandate they give up land for open space and specific amenities, then
you're exacerbating the unavoidable environmental regulations.

Q: more market demand for high density living?

A: We don’t’ know. We want everyone to live where they want to. Some people like urban village
and density - access to walking distance, etc. — I'm sure people like that. There are also people
want to live on piece of property with space. Need to not decide for people - this is the only
product we'll offer you. One of the beautiful things about Kitsap - still has

November 2015 Compiled by BERK Consulting B-24



KITSAP COUNTY COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 2016
REASONABLE MEASURES ASSESSMENT, INTERVIEW SUMMARY

Townhomes: Just shared home construction less than typical multifamily, another word for
duplex, sometimes up to four of them. Have to ensure offering a variety of living stock styles.
Also plays a role in affordability — could be more affordable.

Topic 5: Reduce Administrative Barriers and Regulatory Requirements

Permit plats of up to nine lots through an administrative short plat process

Have you used the administrative short plat process for up to 9 lots?
If so, where and when? Was the short plat process a factor in your decision to develop more
units?

In theory yes, but I don’t do platting. Can’t think of an example where someone has called me.

It's not just being able to subdivide land in a short pl
come to play. One thing that comes to my mind probl
does not work actively to support the industry t
homeowners, when they allow the fire district to dicta

regulatory issues that
d in Kitsap — the county
pment or the future

sprinkler mandates (trying to change the sprinkler code): eparate from the
short-plat, but other issues of land subdivision that the co regard to
its goals and desire to have more development in UGAs sit i i i strict wreaks

havoc because of its 3-year code cycle, pushing for.a.nati d with nothing to do with

When the fire district starts to request eigh in sooner, consistent
with their own policies. Otherwise w: i tainty and doubt in minds of
developers. It comes up at least ev.

5,000 sf or gre r mitigation for fire danger. With infrastructure such
as it is, ofte rovide the fire flow that the districts say they want.
They al ner — can be $30,000.

Tq

Have an

ADUs are re portant — aging population. Provide opportunity to offer ancillary living space
- e.g. mother i disabled child, kids coming back, etc. These types of living
options are really 11 . ounty has made progress on this point. It’s tough — they don’t
want to appear that t owing greater density outside of UGA than GMA would want to
offer.

Topic 8: Encourage Low Impact Development

Have County policy changes to encourage low impact development affected your decisions to
develop, or to develop with LID features?

Have you ever used alternative sanitary sewer systems in your developments? Are you aware
of what these are? If so, does the allowance for alternative sanitary sewer systems in
unincorporated UGAs make you more likely to develop? How much of an impact does it have?
Can you provide examples of developments you've done because of this?

Last time county looked at sewer - $400 million for sewer for UGAs. Probably need to identify
the next best options — areas where they want to focus. Make sure there’s sewer available, etc.
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For years the HBA [Home Builders Association] has tried to work with the County and other
jurisdictions, because we have a huge shortfall in sewer, ability to provide it, if you can only use
urban levels of service in a UGA. Why not allow alternatives like large on-site septic systems?

Another interesting issue — Kitsap is similar to Bainbridge Island in water problems. Since we get
all drinking water from groundwater, it would seem the County ought to argue for more
flexibility in UGAs to continue to use septic type systems, rather than pumping all of the fluid,
storm and sewer, into treatment and out into the bay. Kitsap needs to look at water supplies.
Alternatives to tradition sewer pipes would be an argument Kitsap could make.

Topic 9: Target Services and Investments in UGAs

Does the location of public services and facilities (such_as regiohtal stormwater facilities)
influence where you develop? Which services? How es it make? Can you
give me examples of places where you did or did not
locations?

Not really aware of what the County’s done on this. S i ue because Kitsap

has the most aggressive stormwater policy anywhere 1 i pplied the
strictest interpretation of Department of Ecology on al i ot only in
UGA... Kitsap has extremely aggressive, overreaching polic stormwater, to begin with.
Second, not sure they’ve been forward-thinking i regards to encouraging
regional stormwater. Third, with all of the lit; g and stormwater...
until there’s greater understanding and predigta ers to work on regional
stormwater.

Topic 10: Annexation Plans an

ard for developers te i investments when they don’t know what the
UGA definitions, o plan is‘adopted, those UGA boundaries won’t change for

city chosen e some idea to determine what the city’s thinking — in your
scope to anne ave a sense of what’s coming — build before annexation.

11) Miscellaneous

Do Transfer of Developntent Rights policies affect your decision to develop in urban areas?

No. It’s like the emperor’s new clothes - I don’t get it at all, not good public policy for the state in
general. To allow a developer in Bellevue to come here, buy property, then do a TDR so they can
build more densely in Bellevue — these are economic examples that are different worlds in terms
of property values. Hate to see investors come here, buy affordable land, lock it up to never be
developed to the benefit of Kitsap residents, to the benefit of Bellevue. Doesn’t make any sense to
me at all. Unaware of any positive effect.
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12) Rural

Do you have suggestions for how the County could maintain its rural character outside of
Urban Growth Areas? What policies would help direct growth away from rural areas and
towards urban areas?

Goes back to what I said before — if the County wants developers to do something, they need to
encourage what they want by way of carrots. Focus on making building within the UGA easy,
predictable, and affordable — that’s the solution. Rather than creating an obstacle or barrier to the
non-UGA areas — which is a difficult thing for government to do — typically they think of hammers
and sticks. But if you really want developers to go in a certain direction — developers are easy —
they don’t like risk, they like predictable, like affordable. All you have to do is say — we're here,
we’re open for business...

Part is investing infrastructure in UGA, other things anyone who comes in

n their Silverdale plan. I've only
bably can’t answer a lot of things.
Most of my operating inside Silverdale. And I probably won't

) unty’s plan was 10 years ago.

ere’s been so much development in the County
Kitsap, that servicing the entire county, the need to push
care, Silverdale helps us serve, from an equidistance

, Poulsbo, and Bainbridge, it makes it easier to take care of

We made a move abot s ago to move to Silverdale, more because of geography, along
with retail is here already. Bremerton is a much harder campus for all of the north county
patients to get to. That was the reason for us starting to move 10 years ago. 70% of our
providers are now in Silverdale. 80-providers total, 500 employees. Most of our care gets
rendered here, and the hospital recently announced that they will be building the new hospital
here in Silverdale. The competition in north county - people who live in Bainbridge and Poulsbo
can get to Seattle in reasonable proximity, vs Bremerton. Now the care has moved north 10

miles and more geographically...

The committee planning for the future of the Silverdale area — it’s basically the Silverdale
regional center work team. Its purpose is long-term planning. Don’t remember the name of the
term... I think they’re writing a ten-year or 20 year plan.

Q: Why is it hard to get dense, mixed-use development in Silverdale, and what might help?
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A: Part of it is geography. The area with the mall and the north-south area is in a valley. A lot of
the development that has happened is basically up the hill, away from the valley... The
walkability from the mall to the new hospital, distance-wise it might be walkable, but there’s a
hillside. Not undoable, not as much a hill as Seattle. Silverdale is not known for being bike-
friendly town at all. I have several physicians in my group who bike into Silverdale and the
urban area is probably the most problematic for biking in the county — main thoroughfares
don’t have bike lanes at all. There’s a lot of sidewalk, walkability on most streets, but not biking.

Q: have you tried to encourage employees to take transit?

A: Not yet, but I see it coming. We think there needs to be a smaller transit location near the
hospital, and I think that’s being discussed, that would make a big difference. They built a big
transit center by the new mall area, not open yet, across,the hi Y which is walkable from
mall to mall, where the main transit center is, but tha alkable for the vast
majority of the area. I think the strategy, is to catch a

I'm not aware of a single employee in our organizatio it to get to work
today. We probably have 250 or more employees that i

Transit at Harrison Hospital makes a lot of sense. I don’t t m new
transit center at the new mall. Probably 3 miles apart or more, rrain in between. Our
concern with the hospital coming here is that roadginfs

employees for new Harrison hospital.) Probab change here
Anything to incentivize mass transit will be a/good thin may look at transit
differently, when traffic gets worse. We don teria ow for mandatory CTR
don’t have 100 employees... but the m d be onerous — not an easy

thing to do.
Q: Has Kitsap transi 3 ility nearby? We had someone

ories. My understanding is the height limits are being
; are happening in anticipation of the hospital — it has a plan
for 10 stories. Tha ifi ange in strategy... We built a building to suit for us, 10

the last 5 years that are

Q: how do we get higher height? A: ... our corporate offices are across the street from the
hospital. Almost every building is one story, a couple of 2-3 story buildings, but there’s a lot of
commercial space that probably needs to be 3-6 stories, in order to create the density needed.
Because, for a physician that needs to be at the hospital, proximity is important. I envision, one
block from the hospital, all buildings grow to 4-6 stories.

Q: Do you have any plans to expand? No, but we own some space 2 blocks from the hospital.
We have a feasibility study on that property - feasibility at the time said we could build 3-4
stories, here’s how many square feet, put 20-25,000 square feet of commercial space there.
Obviously feasibility study would look different if we can go up. As a landowner, the height
restrictions have an effect if the business need is there. We don’t have a business need today. I
can see in 3-5 year plan, what we’re working on, we’ll need that space to grow.
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Q: Any regulatory policies make it easier to do compact development?

A: any development we’ve done in the last 5 years hasn’t been impeded by county building
codes or timeframes. Other than general height restriction has impediments to what we can do
and how dense we can build. The building we build 10 years ago was almost 50,000 square feet
— we maximized the land it was on at the time, aside from building parking below it.

Q: What about setback requirements — do they hinder getting more development in a space?

A: 1 disagree with that. I think the County has allowed some buildings to happen in Silverdale
in the last 20 years that have... there are now buildings in the way of the road infrastructure
necessary to handle capacity. Basically we have 3 east-west roads in Silverdale — Buckland,
Ridgetop, and Myrhe, and none are wide enough to handle the gast-west volume for the next
ten years. And in almost every single case, the buildi i
buildings are in the way of being able to make those
than 10 years ago, county looked at widening ridgeto i o it because of
buildings, would have had to buy two buildings. It's turning lane, no
bike lane. Needs to be four lane road with bike lanes.

transportation?
A: not too much opinion — main issue is wheth thave a
strong opinion, other than in general, Silverda i differently than a

ow development

ntly. Not just about commuters, but in my opinion, we
find ways for people to live in this urban center, from a
residential pe e we have employees that live in the urban center is the

Ridgetop develop

into town, but a separat munity. It's reasonably close, but different than the apartment
complexes west of the mall. We need to do more to build more dense, residential truly inside
the confines of the urban center.

Q: What would it take to get more residential in the center?

A: there are areas where that could happen. Could easily happen in parts of old town
Silverdale. Could happen in areas south of Buckland hill. There’s some not dense areas yet,
waterfront property, would be possible. All properties south of Bucklin hill from Silverdale way
— areas that could have more densely built residential — somebody could live in a 10-story condo
building, by the water, and live and work in Silverdale, and if they could bike to work, would
be very doable. I think those are long-term plans.
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... in our planning meetings, lots of conversation about how do we do that, answer for the
hospital coming, but quite honestly, even developing 300-500 units where people could live or
more, isn’t necessarily going to solve the hospital impact coming in three years. Those things
need to be looked at — where to put residential. Other question: will the mall survive and thrive,
with the competition across the highway. Big footprint of land. Some people think a portion of
the mall could be residential. I don’t know that I'm of that opinion, I think being nearer the
water and part of old town Silverdale would be a nicer place to develop a residential dense
area.

I could see in old town Silverdale, if there were 2-4 blocks of space, if incentives to have
businesses in the first floors of businesses, like they have today down there — attorneys,
architects, part of the old town structure today — you could make a development with more
dense businesses with condominiums above it.

4.5 Interview #5: Developer/Business

development, including residential, to urban centers like

Transportation — it's been adequate until we hit (I've b

on the bus to the area.

Looking at the non-motorized trail, ich i , . that effort. It's gotta start
somewhere.

Not really. W, i i at. I do think it's a great idea, moving

Iwor ial. developed a building in a main intersection
guidelines said the building needed to be next

to 1k, grassy berm, right next to the building — back side of the
building. ing. The concept to that was ... I'm not sure. The reality is,
now you have ’ facing traffic — when people are outside having a smoke —
not an attractive . m is the commercial goes back, cars in front, signage, pretty

oht up — in Seattle — parking behind the building. Difference —
everyone on foot. Hi¢
outside the back door. e the wrong set up for that. The people with the restaurant across the
street — told to put building next to the road, said hell no — put next to the water. Got their way,
very bucolic. If you followed design guidelines.

What are the prospects for mixed use in Silverdale? What could the County do to attract
mixed-use development in Silverdale? Have you ever considered building residential above the
Mall?

Building a second story here [on top of a mall] is a tough beast.

In general it’s a great solution for growth, especially if you have transit. I've seen great examples
— California — walking distance to the train station.
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We [Kitsap Mall] have a big parcel of land and a big footprint. If we ever see the kind of growth,
where we need 600 condos, would that pencil out? It's always possible. I'd love to see it on some
of the older buildings that are obsolete, take them down.

There are some apartments in the area now. Older residential up the hill, newer apartments,
further up the hill. Commercial is at the bottom of the valley. So I could see [potential for new
mixed use/ redevelopment]. I know of one center now, a bunch of old buildings. In 15 years, could
be cool. Nestled on main street. Would have to knock it down, build up as new residential &
retail, build up. I see an opportunity for that. Will have to be at a point where residential brings
enough rent or sales dollars.

Q: Other amenities needed to increase development in urban areas?

I think the foot ferry is an excellent incentive. We are
Ability to get to a job across the water, a great incenti

Base viable? Or would the government close it down an
things is, I had two kids in high school. Quality of public s

Other amenities we look at... we're trying to b erdale —I think that’s
huge. It’s a quality of life amenity. People do ink ¢ i alk into a dinky library
or no library. I think we’ve got retail p@and what’s coming. I think
we’re stopping the money leaching o

e able to do something in 1984 that couldn’t do today. Much
also the right thing to do. Storm drains are feeding baby orca. I
d that, it needs to be done right. Same problem with residential septic

more expensive to fi
don’t know any way ara
systems that leak.

Q: Have you used LID techniques?

We're looking at that right now, designing and working on it, what can we do, where can we get
rid of asphalt, and create a rain garden environment. I met with public works the other day.
There’s public works land behind my property. They're taking a meadow next to clear creek and
setting up for street runoff. How do we do that in smaller pockets? Maybe can’t fix all the runoff.
It’s going to be expensive.

The county’s really good with ... they look at the mountains of parking we have — they’re not
worried about having parking that no one ever parks in, simply because of ratios, old ratios that
say x number of parking spaces per square foot. County helps as much as they can.
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Where we take the mall in next 20 years. I can’t buy any land. If we built more buildings, we’d
lose parking spaces. I do know that’s a conversation [Kitsap County] is open to - less parking.

Q: anything else the County can do to direct growth to urban areas?

Pushing for higher density in UGAs. I know there’s no money out there, like there used to be in
the 80s and 90s, to give an incentive to developers. That’s the way a lot of this stuff got built the
last time.

I had a long conversation with a persona at Kitsap Housing — it’s difficult to get stuff [housing].
If there’s an extra air carrier in town —it’s all leased, there’s no place to rest your head. That's with
some housing being built. Even with the shadow inventory, mother-in-law. That same day saw
an article pushing duplexes in Bremerton, they had frowned on for a long time. To encourage
maximum density. I heard a comment one day — yo i ther in law, and they
will rent it to someone else — I thought, what’s wrong ¢ er piece of housing.

Q: So the housing market is tight in the area now?

Yes. We have two aircraft carriers based right now —a i ies. One based here
all the time. Another from Everett for 16 months. Some i ey home base it.
People coming and going. If I was a residential landlord, i i ant it 100%
occupied. Then when it [aircraft carrier] leaves town, 3,000 peo ve away. Hard to anticipate.
But we know we’ll have growth no matter what.

4.6 Interview #6: County Staff

Remember KRCC had many reasonab gres. ed at a subset of measures,

I can’t recall any signifidant projects... Only thing I can think of is in city of Port Orchard. The
answer is no. But you're asking us to span a memory of 10 years, probably would require a review
of building permits.

For the Urban Village Center (Kingston) — no significant infill development that has utilized the
new range of density in previous 10 years.

In terms of highway tourist commercial, regional commercial, mixed use zone designation, I do
not recall any significant projects that have come in and used the higher density range, or even
lower density range.

I will say that the Mixed Use zone designation was problematic from the very beginning. We
have not seen people use that zone designation much. ... We didn’t necessarily require Mixed
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Use, we allowed it, vertically or horizontally. It was tough to get the density in that zone,
particularly in these smaller lots. Different developers will have different reasons for why that
zone didn’t work. Some say mixed use component was too burdensome, minimum too high, or
max too low. (10-30).

Q: any thought of reviewing mixed use zone?
Yes, for comp Plan. But no momentum or prioritization.
Q: Policies to encourage development near transit?

A: Transit is non-existent. Park and rides is all we have. There’s nothing on this side of the water
that lends to TOD.

Q: Anything else the County can do?

ement, but that’s what’s
llow for bonus density
e things have been

itiesfin terms of

Take a look at the reasonable measures and convert to €ode. Circu
needed. In the Kingston area, we talked about how yo
by provision of other onsite amenities or reducing

talked about, but never got any traction because we're

pop allocations.

Topic 2: Encourage Mixed-Use Development
What type of development have you seen in t
[See Topic 1 response]

A developer said the hang-up for mi But Code Chapter 17.352.010
clearly says mixed use development i ed within that zone. So, what
we saw, because of the density ting in commercial, because they
couldn’t get the i ndensi its). Some wanted less than 10 units,

Topic

Q: 4

No, not t ars back, we started to invigorate TDR program. Came up
with simple U i program. The following year, the Board did not direct DCD
to look at its urban ogram. At that time, preliminary thoughts were to allow
additional heigh ity ... Also talked about urban to urban TDR program. But the board

formally adopted (becs
Plans goals and policies

oesn’'t make sense without receiving part). For rural sites, Comp
°re adopted, those exist today.

No incentives for increased height in place. We allow for additional height in some commercial
buildings, but no incentive attached. In a way it’s disincentivized, because they have to contribute
to fire district. These are buildings that could have housing, but typically don’t.

There’s one project, on death’s doorstep how long it’s been with us — Kenlon Building — was going
to be multistory, go to 65 feet, but that never got off the ground. Held up by stormwater issues,
design. In downtown Silverdale, on the waterfront. Stormwater was a two-fold issue for that
project. Salmon group was very unhappy they were sending water to Dyes inlet, plus issue with
high groundwater for LID techniques, and issue if they didn’t direct the water to Dyes inlet, could
they get it to the Buckland hill conveyance line, and send it a different... (One way was difficult
due to grade & pipe sizing and the other way...)
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Q: Any way the County could have helped?
No. With stormwater regulations, we didn’t have flexibility to bend for them.

Topic 4: Increase Residential Densities

In low density zones, multifamily is conditionally allowed. Cottage housing is allowed,
conditionally or outright. Don’t know if we’ve had much. People say it costs too much to go to
hearing examiner, etc. I think that’s a red herring. People don’t like having to wait or pay for the
hearing examiner decision, but I think what we have for allowances in residential zones make
sense.

[See above under topic 1]

Topic 5: Reduce Administrative Barriers and Reg

Permit plats of up to nine lots through an administrative

Have builders been using the short plat process for the
encouraging development? How do you know?

Yes, this is in the code. I think it's working well. It's not a

The County allows the number of exempt dwe: 4 in rural areas.
Did this lead to more building in UGAs?

We have the SEPA threshold exemp, itself affects development
decisions much... From a devel ive ase scenario out of SEPA is

mitigation, and we don’t see a lot

e to Kitsap County (around 2006). Understand you could
g aside a future lot. That pre-planning was removed from
o set aside lots for future development, without actually
t density or platting requirements... and I don’t know why it

code, back in
subdividing, wou
didn’t work.

It allowed yo

Topic 6: Provide Morc@ousing Choices

Has the County made changes to allow for ADUs in single family, duplexes, townhomes &
condos, manufactured development?

Have developers been building these housing types? Particularly in UGAs? In which UGAs?
ADUs permitted in every residential zone, I believe. Only prohibited in urban high zone.
Manufactured homes: my understanding is it's against state law to discriminate against
manufactured homes. They are to be treated as any home when it comes to development. Treat

them as you would stick-build homes. Result of litigation. But, people can develop subdivisions
and institute covenants to prohibit manufactured homes, and nothing the County can do.
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Q: Any developer interest in ADUs or manufactured?

Not sure about it in urban areas — it’s not something we see, only if it requires additional land
use. You need to go to building department to see. We do see a lot of interest in the rural areas.
Take a look at Accessory Living Quarters. Believe it’s not infrequent.

Topic 7: Encourage Master Planned Development

Has the County made policy changes to allow master planning large parcel developments or
clustered residential development? Have these changes led to these types of development?
Where?

The only real area that the County had master planning requirements for was an industrial area
annexed by the city of Bremerton. No other areas are eligi nty code for master planning,
except for rural parcels greater than 40 acres. Have anned developments
in last 10 years. That code still exists in Title 17, I'm a

We do have the option to allow for people to cluster
to, through a performance based development (pbd), b
you to revise your setbacks, lot dimensions, and heig
regulations have been used to have flexibility in setbacks

The stormwater code changed in 2010
modeling, which, you ran that mo

res such as detention ponds and
allowed LID techniques to be used.

in

g lots, could do rain gardens. Coming up in June of 2016 we’re adopting new

equired now to follow a process —have to do LID, only way

LID is probably onable Measure policy, since it will be required everywhere
anyhow.

How has the County code been changed to allow for alternative sanitary sewer systems in
unincorporated UGAs? Have these policies made builders more likely to develop in UGAs?
Why? Can you provide examples?

It was beginning in 2006, the infamous Footnote 48, (Eric Baker can give you more background),
which prohibited individual septic systems in UGAs. That has hamstrung development,
including potential infill, in UGAs. Something allowed in counties all around us. But because of
the challenge to Kitsap County and its comp plan some time ago, it was ruled not to be an urban
level of service, so allowed only in rural areas. This hasn’t helped with infill development. We
went to Olympia to lobby for legislation to allow for septic drain fields. That never made it out.
The other treatment types, large onsite and community treatment, are allowed in UGAs. Our
hearings board has said that single sanitary septic systems are not considered urban level of
service. Prevents development. Sewer main could be a mile or so away from UGAs. Capital
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facilities plan is supposed to show how to finance sewer to UGAs. We did this exercise previously
— cost of $400 million to extend throughout UGAs, which is cost prohibitive.3

We're talking about infill on single lots. One of the difficulties with allowing for septic is, you're
required under optimum soil to have 12,000 square feet, which is not an urban-like lot. Not sure
everyone would agree with that, not in higher density zones. The fear was if you allowed that,
you would never redevelop that lot because of a septic field.

People are using community treatment fields for their subdivisions. ... Footnote 48 says, within
UGAs, within subdivisions, required to provide an urban levelgof sanitary sewer service, for all
units. For people with large chunks of property, but a om sewer line.

Topic 9: Target Services and Investments in UG

Has the County targeted capital facilities investment: water facilities,
in unincorporated UGAs? If so, have you seen more dev

I can’t think of any new regional stormwater facilities. . o. This is a
hot button issue with the County, they are trying to look at. are diverging views, from a
commissioner perspective, there’s not been anythi

What types of urban amenities (su ils, @ ont access, or cultural centers)
an amenities as a strategy to help

rowth areas. I don’t know how much it helps. If
erdale, there’s a lot of housing immediately adjacent to the
waterfront.

11: Miscellaned

Measure #29 Proposed Puidelines for Silverdale.

I think the design guidelines, I don’t think they’ve helped or hindered. The design guidelines in
various districts... a document that’s difficult to manage, 8 or 9 design districts. The standards
come into play when you increase the value of an existing structure by 50% or more (substantial
remodel) or building brand new. The kinds of projects we’re seeing brand new are not residential,
they're commercial. Haven’t helped with density infill as much. More about getting those
commercial buildings pedestrian scale.

Q: No residential development in downtown Silverdale?
No.

3 It should be noted that Kitsap County reduced its UGA boundaries in 2012 in part due to the desire to the
consideration of sewer cost and feasibility. Further the County requires development to provide an urban level of

sanitary sewer service.
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Q: can anything be done [to get residential]?

It was built up as a commercial area, without thought for the future — pedestrian accessibility,
multimodal, etc. It's a congested place to drive around, not a lot of room for bike lanes.

What can be done? I have some ideas — I've transmitted these to Patty and Katrina, and it’s
something developers are interested in. If we got rid of various commercial zones, called them all
one commercial zone, and had a density range with very low minimum and perhaps an unlimited
maximum, we might see people looking at redevelopment of some of those structure in
downtown Silverdale, which would bring vibrancy.

What you don’t want, perhaps, is individual housing units developed on properties ripe for
commercial development, but maybe the market will let you decide. We are talking about that
during the Comp Plan update. If we lifted the conditi idential development
in commercial zones and didn’t specify whether it w i

4.7 Interview #7: County Staff
Q: What's your role? How long have you worked for th

Been here 14 years in transportation planning.

Topic 1: Focus growth near transit, urban ce

What policies or regulations have been put in t in urban centers
and villages? Have these policies or regulatio i e opment taken place?

example locations and projects?

There is a centers focus. Three ce ] remerton, industrial center. When

so flowing from PSRC, to countywide — KRCC -

that focus maller urban centers, - Kingston, some LAMIRDS qualify.
Primarily cen successful getting funding for two projects in Silverdale
— Buckland ay, and for Kingston, a complete streets study. Locally

Whether they’ve bee
hospital is doubling theit

> [at attracting development] is hard to say... recently Harrison
eration in Silverdale — considered a success at expense off Bremerton.

I don’t think we’ve been that successful in encouraging TOD in the county. Have four ferry
terminals — smallest is Southworth, no TOD there, next two are Bainbridge and Bremerton —
controlled by the cities. That leaves Kingston. That one I can talk about a little bit — trying to
encourage redevelopment. Doing Kingston complete streets — identify which streets should be
pedestrian and bicycling oriented. Also trying to move ferry traffic on to a single street. Trying
to get all traffic to north couplet, get back the downtown, encourage redevelopment of the
downtown. I do have one project, a road project adjacent to the ferry terminal... we'll see if it
does what it's supposed to — clean up the road and here’s what Kingston is supposed to. Will it
be TOD in traditional sense? I kind of doubt it. Don’t know that you’ll see a lot of density there,
the reason is there is no direct line from Kingston to Seattle, because passenger only ferry failed.
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So, if you get the density you might have something similar to cottage homes, 2-3 story
multifamily, but perhaps not true TOD because demand is not there.
I know they’re revamping some of the use tables to encourage more mixed use.

Also true with Silverdale — being revamped. Currently Silverdale is commercial core, trying to
encourage residential.

Q: What more could be done for Silverdale, transportation wise?

A: Silverdale is terrible - ... short of widening Buckland, a chokepoint, it will be difficult to build
new roads in the downtown core area. Major salmon stream, don’t build over salmon streams

anymore. Really a series of malls. I'm not sure what more we can do, other than making more
walkable or bikeable.

out, moved to an area
ew upscale mall, being

Transit center being moved. Originally was in the m
just outside of the core area, still walkable to Silverda

a transfer
center. Getting opposition from residential area because o ing in - 8

buses/hour.

Q: What’s your sense of transit center moving

purely commercial. New location, ne i i . a older area, not sure what the
zoning is. DCD hasn't let the contrac

Blvd and N i area to the east - near Frederickson,
Richardson

s have been put in place to encourage development along

transit corti .8 centers or park and rides)? Have these policies or
regulations bee some example locations and projects?
It’s really a zonin ot really. Our park and rides, for instance... Kitsap Transit is

Kitsap area. Above it is Max William Loop — high density, that’s Poulsbo, more north of it. Not
sure which part in the city.

What more could the County do to encourage compact development that is well-served by
transit and transportation facilities?

Most transfer centers and park and rides are in rural areas, except for new ones. A lot of transit
centers for Kitsap transit, at churches — probably not a lot of development there.

Q: What are the impediments to development in urban areas?

Right-of-way costs skyrocket because of commercial lands.
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Stormwater costs high. Once you put sidewalks in, trigger stormwater. (vs rural — do ditches, no
sidewalk)

Our stormwater people strongly encourage LID , but still expensive.
4.8 Interview #8: County Staff

Topic 1: Focus growth near transit, urban centers, and urban villages

What policies or regulations have been put in place to encourage development in urban centers
and villages? Have these policies or regulations been effective — has development taken place?
If so, do you attribute increased development to the policies or other factors? What are some

example locations and projects?

A lot of my comments revolve around a few core thi

Sewer in UGA: One is when we tightened our sewer
to wastewater service if they're doing substantial dev
biggest effect on increasing density in our urban area i ecially expensive
commodity — doing density at a certain level, beyond the

owances, r ing everyone to connect

Mixed Use zone: The now-defunct Mixed Use zone was an atte rovide additional intensity
around transportation corridors. In general, deve ent di s robustly in those areas
as we had hoped in 2006. I think it has a n t mixed use zones
probably were impacted by the downturn in up a big chunk of our

10-year horizon. Additionally, when it img i d just expanded the UGA,
so there were lots of opportunities for i K or mixed use development.

developme % £OVi ompact urban form, and likely was not appropriate
considerin Iped drive the densities down. (The reasonable

d rural. In certain UGAs this can make things like sewer and
infrastructure exp i land available for urban development. Central Kitsap UGA
i cas between various creeks and tributaries, a number are fish-
t... The topography means more pump stations needed, and that
al, which would otherwise be large parcels ripe for development.

bearing — buffers up to
limits development pote

Topic 3: Density Bonuses and Increased Heights

Where have density bonuses been adopted? In the Mixed Use zone? Other zones? Have these led
to higher-density development in UGAs? Are more developers asking about density bonuses?

Where has the County adjusted height to allow for more development? Has there been
developer interest in achieving greater height? What type of feedback has there been from
developers?

These measures are usable, but the market is not clamoring for greater than 3-story development
at this point. That doesn’t impact their validity, but the market has not come around to that type
of development yet.
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The 4-5 story construction doesn’t pencil out because you’re moving out of wood construction.

Lisa: Has Kitsap discussed allowing 5-over-1 for wood construction? Eric: You need to ask the
building department.
Q: are the fire payments/requirements at higher heights a disincentive?

Disincentive to going just over 3 stories. Market could maybe do 4-5 stories, but building code or
fire... Our market needs to be okay with 7, 8, 9 stories.

Topic 4: Increase Residential Densities

There was a policy to increase residential density in urban high & commercial districts. Was
that implemented in the code? Are you aware of interest to develop with more density in those
zones?

Outside of the rezone process connected to TDRs,

We increased the cap in some zones, allowed some up

Q: Effectiveness?

The nexus between maximum density and height is the key ¢ . i ing higher is
affordable, it’s difficult to squeeze in 30.

Q: What about getting to 9 units in Urban Loz

Market issue. In early 2000s had a lot of those ed, a in Quadrant.(?) Likely
a glut of those types of lots. A lot of t hose developments were first
time homebuyers with financing mec : vailable. Probably a number of

particular. Townhome — provide array of housing types. Think
we saw most of those i Low and Urban Medium. Driving urban medium down. A way
for some people to address the limited amount of land components — moving away from zero lot
line.

One impediment — fire code elements to townhomes and duplexes, can make them less attractive
and with a smaller margin. Fire code may be stricter than for single family. Not making more
dense... ask the question about fire code requirements for attached vs detached housing — effect
on construction costs.
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Topic 5: Reduce Administrative Barriers and Regulatory Requirements

Increased thresholds for State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) categorical exemptions

The County allows the number of exempt dwellings to equal 9 in UGAs and 4 in rural areas.
Did this lead to more building in UGAs?

Are you considering the recently amended SEPA rules that allow greater optional exemptions
(30 du/acre SF and 60 du/acre MF in UGAs)?

Infill bank was created, but the bank was so small, if it was used, would be used once, and
wouldn’t be a highly measurable quantity.

Remove pre-planning allowances in UGAs

When was the pre-planning allowance removed? Did

faster rate? Where?

All it did was drive density down while it was
development — another set of lots not connected to sewer:
not paying for it. Lower densities.

Topic 7: Encourage Master Planned Developg

Where?

Hard to determine success of that. 3,
subsequently removed. While m
number of lots

ton in 2009, requirement was
e code, there are not a significant

Topic 9: Target Servic@and Investments in UGAs

Did the County change the code for concurrency? If so, have you seen changes in development
as a result?

We don’t use the word concurrency. There been major investment in road infrastructure in
Silverdale — greaves way, Buckland, Silverdale roundabout.

Has the County targeted capital facilities investments, such as regional stormwater facilities,
in unincorporated UGAs? If so, have you seen more development in those areas as a result?

Developed a handful of regional stormwater facilities around UGAs, I remember the one by
Bethel in South Kitsap UGA, by Converse Ave. Those have been important.
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What types of urban amenities (such as parks, trails, waterfront access, or cultural centers)
have been provided in UGAs? Do you use the provision of urban amenities as a strategy to help
entice growth in desired areas? What about the provision of services? Have these amenities
influenced development?

Been acquiring open space, investment in south Kitsap regional park, in an urban area.
Improvements to the fairgrounds, in UGA. ... sheriff amenities planned.

Topic 10: Annexation Plans and UGA Management Areas

What annexation plans have been created in the County? Have these led to more development
in unincorporated UGAs?

What UGA Management Agreements have been created? Have
unincorporated UGAs?

se led to more development in

ation. None of that has
the County and cities

These are excellent avenues to provide logical transition during
occurred. Don’t have any UGAMAs or annexation pl Conflict
on certain annexation issues.

11: Miscellaneous

Measure #32 Adopt Transfer of Development Rights ici ementing regulations.

Series of impediments:

Plan amendment. In 2006 we expand g anyone would want [no
one would need an amendment] - not aski ore, especially at a fee.

ity in Kitsap urban areas? A: We’d be more
eted it so the rural community understands it’s

; in the real estate community that development rights can
be sold fo pment right in specific areas... [more credit as ...]

Had impact on aesthet
impediment — a lot of de

ponents of Silverdale, vs urban density. It could be viewed as an
gn standards didn’t promote higher building heights.

Measure #25 Consolidated Comprehensive Plan land use designations.

Go to the data associated with number of rezones, which I think is nominal. Still think it has value,
attached to TDR program, don’t believe it has shown value.

Measure #12 Interim development standards (e.g., urban reserve designation)

No impact one way or another. Artifact of pre-1998, used to have joint planning areas overlaid.
At one time, those areas next up for inclusion. Never created anything in policy to say that in
recent years. De facto rural zone. Bunch of lots are nonconforming. Those areas are no more
attractive
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12) Maintaining Rural Character

Do you have suggestions for how the County could maintain its rural character outside of
Urban Growth Areas? What policies would help direct growth away from rural areas and
towards urban areas?

Transfer of development rights — both urban and rural. Probably a better rural than urban
reasonable measure — we’ll have ability to sell more than we have bought. Add: might be
beneficial to enter into regional TDR pot with King, Snohomish and Pierce, but should attempt
local program here — attempt both selling and buying in our own jurisdiction.

Limiting aggregation to legacy lots, which have to be defined. Plats located in a rural area, not
LAMIRDS, that predated 1950.

Increased funding for open space acquisition. Mayb
tracts of timber lands, to avoid conversion.

ogram, acquire large

4.9 Interview #9: County Staff

Background

I've been here a year. Came from a transit planning backgro ne thing that attracted me:
unique physical geography. Not simple.

Topic 1: Focus growth near transit, urba

What policies or regulations have been ] e development in urban centers

opment in urban centers or urban villages?
What more icourage compact development that is well-served by

One problem: we
one in Poulsbo - a and park and ride combined. It's within city limits. Nearly 500+
unit development, reta

Also entering SEPA/NEPA review in Silverdale and east Bremerton for new transit centers. The
Silverdale transit center is in conjunction with Harrison hospital expansion. Selected a firm to
begin that study. We secured $2.5 million in gas tax bill. May end up in boundary of Silverdale
regional center (redrawing boundary).

Harrison hospital expansion: 2,000 employees, 180 foot tower, 380 beds, 4-story garage. Big
medical center. Serves more than Kitsap County, drawing on Jefferson County. We saw that as a
natural partnership, because Harrison is closing their hospital in Bremerton and moving a
majority of staff to Silverdale. How will they get there?
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Q: Any housing proposed for the transit center? A: No, there isn’t housing proposed next to it
now, but willing to bet the single family nearby won’t be there in 30 years. [because it will be
more dense]

Q: Are Silverdale design guidelines helpful?

The existing guidelines are closer to traditional zoning code, with some flexibility. Not
particularly helpful to transit. But allow for flexibility. Kitsap Mall doing an expansion, and
moving the bus stop as part of it. Kitsap Mall company is building a better bus stop, an
improvement for our customers, for the mall and operationally. The design guidelines allow stuff
like that to happen. Goes back to personal relationships — mall, transit, planning staff.

The proposed new design guidelines [for Silverdale] are very helpful.

Another thing: trying to improve our service perspective. North
make our system more
attractive to folks, we can establish ne en we start down the road of

to re-birth the system so it's more
ialing back frequency. There’s nothing worse than

; se service. Someone has an app or phone, it goes
to bus ope out. This will be the first in Western Washington. Hope it’s

ferry take-to and tak
Routes serve both park and rides and residential neighborhoods directly. (Many/most park and
rides are rented.) In Bremerton, including outside city limits, there is good service. If people try,
people find service can get them places.

Where we need to work is places like Silverdale — land use and built environment is a barrier.

In Port Orchard, we’re working with the city, wrote a comment letter for a project off Glenwood
road in Sedgewick, half mile from the nearest transit stop, 361 unit plat. That developer has
tentatively agreed to build sidewalk and gutter to the transit network. We're finding developers
very interested in helping out. In the county and in most of the cities.

Pine Roads is a development to look at, don’t remember the name of it. Pine Road NE and Roswell
Drive — check a map. [In Bremerton East UGA, zoned Urban Low] They built the bus turnout and
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shelter location. Now they can get to the mall, ferry. They have options they wouldn’t otherwise
be there.

Topic 9: Target Services and Investments in UGAs

Did the County change the code for concurrency? If so, have you seen changes in development
as a result?

Has the County targeted capital facilities investments, such as regional stormwater facilities,
in unincorporated UGAs? If so, have you seen more development in those areas as a result?

One criteria in placing the transit centers for Silverdale and East Bremerton — gave five points if
in the UGA. For capital investments.

Q: Anything else? What more could be done?

and UGAs. That drives
destinations in urban

What's already being done: focusing population gro
itself in terms of services related to transit — e.g. sid

Challenge: in rural areas, still a lot of land that can be dev ions. How

do we provide service out there? I'm going to an open — will get
requests for transit service in Hansville — used to have operatio: e before the recession. I will
take it down as a comment, and put it in the long e day. That is a manifest
of how the county’s growing. Small, but vo . imes spend money

chasing that development.

What I'm trying to do — creating transi
provide service in the next 20 years, It

g and project development process — is very important. Our
ability to comment ivi projects is critical to improving access to transit. The biggest

Q: Any policies that would help?

A policy that forces County staff to consider public transit, beyond the SEPA process, in all
development projects. Right now it's on the SEPA checklist — is there public transit nearby?
Project proponent says yes/no, that can be the end of it. Maybe something with more teeth in it.
Q: Examples of policies in other places? CA and Boston, only triggered when large projects.

4.10 Interview #10: County Staff
Q: Tell me about your role?

With sewer utility, stormwater, and solid waste. Before that ran permitting.
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Topic 1: Focus growth near transit, urban centers (Silverdale), and urban villages
(Kingston)

What policies or regulations have been put in place to encourage development in urban centers
and villages? Have these policies or regulations been effective — has development taken place?
If so, do you attribute increased development to the policies or other factors? What are some
example locations and projects?

Similarly what policies or regulations have been put in place to encourage development along
transit corridors or nodes (e.g. transit centers or park and rides)? Have these policies or
regulations been effective? What are some example locations and projects?

What are the impediments to development in urban centers or urban villages? What can the
County do to further encourage development in urban

What more could the County do to encourage compa
transit and transportation facilities?

One thing I've seen to drive more development into ur i hat we only provide
sewer in those areas.

g, about 4

inant way to subdivide land, particularly in urban
over the traditional plat process. Maybe

t a longer process.

The County code ha o
familiar with is older t at we’ve done recently. A lot of changes to try and make it faster
for people to do prescriptive LID, rather than having to do demonstrative permitting. You pick
something out of a list and do it, rather than math and engineering. Been doing that since 2001.
And it's become more sophisticated. Was a chart, now using spreadsheet program that Herrera
made for us, GIS calc green stormwater calculator. An easier way for people to size things without
having to do a lot of iterations. That has led to, particularly for smaller projects people choosing
that... easier to get done.

If a small builder, you or I trying to get something done, DCD staff can help them do it with a
spreadsheet program.

Q: Was it voluntary or required?
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Code requires something, based on size of development. In many cases, single homes and smaller
size projects. A lot of those projects done by people who don’t use a lot of environmental
consultants to get their projects done. So when we started with the prescriptive work in 2000 or
2001, an easier way to comply without costing a lot of money. Building might cost $5 or 6
thousand, could take $1500-2000 of consultant work.

Q: Clustering?

The idea was a detention pond could take 40% of total land mass, but LID could go into
landscaped areas, take up less room. I'm aware of a couple of projects, troublesome projects. One
in Traceyton ... 1.8 acre piece of property, originally in the UGA, now outside UGA, vested. Still
not completed. 9 short-plat. Was going to use pervious pavement cul de sac and other LID on
individual property sites.

Several projects have been approved using traditio
pond, and they came back and redesigned to try to g
LID. Talk to DCD. One that team 4 is doing right now
— ask about projects] — change configuration. Vesting ru
2 years ago, no one was developing residential lots, sat
make better use of the land if do it this other way. Some peop roved with
traditional design, and I want to do LID.

ntion, pipe system or
es and make them into

How has the County code been changed to allg ( j er systems in
unincorporated UGAs? Have these policies mad 1 1 evelop in UGAs?
Why? Can you provide examples?

We haven’t seen any [alternative sa
proposed. Some parts of UGA are hought is that it’s more cost-effective
to do alternative sew
t own inte or someone else to put the pipe in or
ate sewer, you can develop independent of other

site than put out into Puget Sound — it has other benefits.

people have thought about doing — in Newberry Hill road
site Dickey Lane, top of Newberry hill] — undeveloped land
nate system out there. They hadn’t thought of everything...

materials, but solid, so
assumed the local goverr

as to do something with it eventually. Hadn’t planned it out. They
ent would take it over. Could happen.

Topic 9: Target Services and Investments in UGAs

Did the County change the code for concurrency? If so, have you seen changes in development
as a result?

Has the County targeted capital facilities investments, such as regional stormwater facilities,
in unincorporated UGAs? If so, have you seen more development in those areas as a result?

We have not put any [regional stormwater facilities] in recently. No large-scale ones have been
put in since the 1980s — Ridgetop was built with regional stormwater a long time ago. Most of our
stormwater infrastructure at the county level has been trying to retrofit public or private property
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that hasn’t been mitigated in the past — making up for sins of the past, and not as much in
providing for future development.

Q: Has the County talked about doing more regional stormwater for new development?

We've talked about it. In Manchester we’re providing water quality for 150 acres, some
undeveloped. That wasn’t the prime reason we did it, more about cleaning up the existing water
that was untreated. Put in a big facility that looks like a plaza park, but it's a stormwater filter.

One of the challenges of the regional systems we’ve tried to do in the past is getting the land
vested to the design standard. For example, we were going to do a project on Bethel Road — going
from 2 to 5 lanes. While doing that, we were going to try to make stormwater facilities big enough
to serve undeveloped commercial-zoned property. One of the wrinkles is that, once the
stormwater standard changes (roughly every 8-10 y i property had not put in an
an efficient way to do
business. [The developer would have had to re-do stormwater facili ter the application/ rules
change.]

e.g. 2016 changes.

[Stormwater] standard can change. If it was locked in,

Individual properties vest, not the facility.
Q: Anything else?

As far as I know we haven’t done a i : plans. We’ve talked about
doing them, but cities don’t want to.

300 gallons/minute, what we need now, projections show
it will be 800 ga \ . s are old — we're replacing. Instead of replace with 300 or 400,
do 800 or more, sO 20 ... We did central Kitsap and Kingston treatment plant facility
es, 2010, last iteration was in that time frame. Board made
decision, weren’t going end sewer to undeveloped, but make sure existing infrastructure,
when replaced, is big en@tigh to meet projected demand on planning horizon.

4.11 Interview #11: Rural

H. Kitsap County has defined rural densities as 1/5 acres (RR), 1/10 acres (RP), 1/20 acres
(RW). How has development in the rural areas changed since the County’s Comprehensive
Plan established the rural densities in 1998?

A few factors. First is the market factor. The cost of stick-built homes changed dramatically. Used
to be you could build an affordable stick-built home, so building in rural areas for lower-income
folks was achievable. Now the construction cost for single-family detached residential has gone
up enough, the only attractive markets in rural areas are to middle and upper income brackets.
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Homes that are $400-$500k. What changed is there are no affordable housing products available
in rural areas.

Question: primarily because cost of construction?

The cost of construction and availability of land. Clearly it costs more to buy 20 acres than 2 acres.
As smaller lots are going away, the cost of housing goes up. That’s one factor

The other factor is that the driver of growth in Kitsap County is the Navy. Those Navy jobs are
usually looking for entry-level homes or rental housing. In rural areas, rental housing is not
affordable to build for the demographics in Kitsap County. So there’s not a lot of growth in rural
areas, based on not having the right product. Builders like Quadrant that develop inside the city
of Port Orchard on very small lots are accommodating that growth. Being able to accommodate
growth inside UGAs on small lots — is what's filling t

I. Kitsap County has adopted Transfers of Develop ] regulations at Chapter
17.430 KCC as of 2006 and amended it in 2012 to j
agricultural land. It has been evaluated through a
Howewver it has not been implemented to date (no tra o0 you have
suggestions on how to improve the use of the TDR pro

downzones for property owners, for pre-1998
was a large amount of density in the rural a
enough value in doing a transfer of density o
your real estate value. TDRs are not effeeti i f had everything zoned at 1 per

TDRs only wo S sides of the transaction. Haven't
worked we sites. Works well when you have a housing agency
on one s

ural Wooded Incentive Program was repealed
learings Board challenge). How could clustering or parcel
1l Kitsap County and retain rural character?

b. Clustering would allow plats to create smaller lots, clustered and visually buffered,
while retaining open space tracts. The tract would help preserve forestry, agriculture, or
open space.

Clustering could be used — you would solve the issue of downzoning of 20-acre tracts. On the
affordable housing side and the mid-market or middle-class housing side, people don’t want to
own 5, 10, 20 acres for the most part. They really enjoy the rural character which dominates most
of Kitsap County, which is an ownership of 2 acres. If you can create a cluster ownership, with
overall gross density that doesn’t exceed what's allowed in a rural area, aggregate density over
the entire parcel including open space and parks not greater than what's allowed under GMA, 1
per 5, then it can work. But if you're trying to get lots that are %4 acre in size, you're really doing
urban type development.
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The other problem is, when we say rural character, Kitsap is a suburban county, not a rural
county. The aggregate densities across the county is very suburban. It's different than King or
Pierce that has land in the Cascades, has forestry, with 20-acre tracts in areas that are buffers
between resource areas. Ten and 20 acre tracts don’t work well in Kitsap County.

Key reason to do clustering is affordable housing.

K. Kitsap County has instituted low impact development standards that has changed how
stormwater is managed. How has that influenced rural development? E.g. soil and
vegetation retention, access width and length, home locations, lot sizes, etc.

Rural development inherently is low impact — you're creating less disturbance, lower density per
acre. It [LID] hasn’t had much of an effect in rural areas. For someone doing low impact in a rural
area, they’re trying to lower their cost — stormwater o ives — deal with those
issues on site, in a more natural way. As developers 1, they are trying to be
more low impact because it's cheaper. When you d it’'s more expensive —
building stormwater facilities to mimic natural proce ou can put in a rain
garden to deal with stormwater.

Q: So in general, because there’s more land available in j per to do
stormwater in rural areas?

Yes.

L. What other types of tools would provide ¢ ] j rty owners with
legal lots in rural areas to avoid develop 2

Conservation easements are great, b S
incentive to do it. Similar to 20-acr i i ow that the County can give many
more incentives — there’s an open

e different problems.
o engage in. Second,

ly a few large lando
ething like a third o

issue, which has a certain constituent group
ing lots, which is another constituency group.
s, and I’'m one of them. There’s about five to seven of them.
e rural area. If Kitsap County, instead of treating everyone
I think you could do large scale conservation and strike a
and solve at least one third of its problem in rural areas. And

partnership witk
then focus on legacy

e companie

The large landowners a going to want to see gross densities greater than one unit per 5 acres.
They would like to see lots smaller than 5 acres, so more area could be left in timber or open
space. But traditionally Kitsap County has said we don’t want to talk with folks directly. They’ll
say: “it’s time for the comp plan update — come to a hearing.” They’re not proactive in reaching
out, asking how we deal with problems in this area. When they focus countywide, they ignore
the fact that the real estate market in each part of the county is completely different — solutions
have to be completely different. South part of the county has lesser real estate values. Deals that
work in North Kitsap would inherently not work in South Kitsap. They need to focus on smaller
solutions rather than countywide.

They’ve done it with Olympic resource management in the north part of the county, but not with
any other large landowners. There are several large landowners that are not developers. But
they’re only engaging with ones who are actively seeing to develop their land, ironically.
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N. What policies would help direct growth away from rural areas and towards urban areas?

They should promote urban areas annexing into cities. The county is a rural service provider and
is not really set up in a way to extend urban services. When you look at King County, the County
actively promoted all of its urban areas to annex into cities, didn’t want liability of paying for
urban services. King County wrote checks to the cities to take these rural areas. Kitsap County in
essence has had the opposite policy of trying to retain its urban growth areas that are
unincorporated. If you look at the long-term cost benefit, cities do a better job at providing urban
services and promoting growth than the counties do. The county can do great regional planning
on connecting urban growth areas, but it should actively promote all urban areas to annex into
cities.

I think urban planning for counties can be a distractio eed two divisions —
one that looks at managing cities and one looks at reas. Jn a sense,
Silverdale provides a huge amount of revenue to the Cou it up. But
need a lot of effort to serve that area. And they ignore the'ru ine it’s hard

d unified mission.
Trying to do both, they do both less well tha

Q: Anything else?

The County should consider: what's rural area for different segments,
2s? Do we have policies allowing
appropriate leve i i as? Not the idea of moving growth
from one to th i or urban housing — that’s the long term

of urban vs rural... if talked about serving both

ost of building. Part of it is cost of construction and cost of
al areas, they would subsidize wells, septic, etc.

or affordable housing. If the County did this, it would be a
ad some trial projects, and looked at how we maintain rural
character and promote dable housing in rural areas. Rather than focus on zoning, focus on
individual projects. Work with the housing agency, design it, bring in a group like Forterra and
Mithun - create a model that’s affordable and maintains rural character. Go through a build-out
scenario, one that works in north, central, and south Kitsap. Come up with prototypes. Rather
than: “here’s the zoning code, see if market forces accept it.” If did it with affordable housing in
mind, winning project. Balancing affordable housing with conservation, open space, rural
character.

Clustering is a h
winning concept. I

4.12 Interview #12: Rural

A. Kitsap County has defined rural densities as 1/5 acres (RR), 1/10 acres (RP), 1/20 acres
(RW). How has development in the rural areas changed since the County’s Comprehensive
Plan established the rural densities in 1998?
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Concerned at the mismatch of current densities; less than 2% of the people live on lots larger than
10 acres. In 1998 the County took a broad brush with zoning, most don’t meet minimum density.
Existing parcel size — just barely 1% live on large.

... There’s choice. What people want is character, not rural. The trees, perceptions of open space.
I don’t think they’re worried about living on side of imaginary growth line, want to keep this
rural character in Kitsap County. Want to keep it the way it is.

B. Kitsap County has adopted Transfers of Development Rights (TDR) regulations at Chapter
17.430 KCC as of 2006 and amended it in 2012 to give greater value to protecting
agricultural land. It has been evaluated through a regional TDR program in Puget Sound.
However it has not been implemented to date (no transfers have occurred). Do you have
suggestions on how to improve the use of the TDR

I don’t think there’s any silver bullet out there. TDR i
I've worked on a couple in King County — some place
pulled, not pushed. Until we can get into the King co
use them. Even in the County and cities urban areas,
developer, in Urban Low, 5-9 units, can’t get to 9 units.

as to be a pull for that.
ent rights — have to be
will be nowhere to
... from a

Q: what are constraints getting to 9 units?

I don’t think the
e zoning I have, so

Market constraints. People don’t move to Kits
policymakers have an idea of how dense that
why get more?

Even in King County, they get used w
big believer In TDRs — my compan e'a sending site. But we’ve got to
house. If they want TDR to be a

success, it’s going ething, start from the sending site,

allow rearrangements of legally existing parcels (within
ew lots are added. A maximum cluster size is established.

b. Clustering won
while retaining o
open space.

plats to create smaller lots, clustered and visually buffered,
space tracts. The tract would help preserve forestry, agriculture, or

This is the best way to do it. A lot of different ways to get there. If there’s 20 new housing units
in a rural area, if you cluster you can maintain that rural character. We don’t have the ability to
cluster right now, as a developer. The more tools you have, the better off you will be. Don’t have
the clustering ordinance. Something I would use if it was allowed.

Push on clustering. Great tool in the toolbox. If they still move, we can cluster them, we can do
open space, save trees, maintain rural character.
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D. Kitsap County has instituted low impact development standards that has changed how
stormwater is managed. How has that influenced rural development? E.g. soil and
vegetation retention, access width and length, home locations, lot sizes, etc.

I wouldn’t say LID by itself. I'd say if you look back to 1998 to 2016, look at all the changes in the
code... costs have been layer and layered and layered. The LID is part of it. A lot of LID in rural
areas is eyewash. When you have a 3-acre piece, water gets soaked up on the lot anyway. I get
why they have to do it, but a lot of the LID is impractical. Doesn’t make a difference, trying to
infiltrate

E. What other types of tools would provide economic incentives for property owners with
legal lots in rural areas to avoid developing them?

Here’s my thought on that... put it to the voters, see
open space. If not, people aren’t willing to pay for it.
say let’s do this — run a bond measure — acquire ope
will.

hemselves to acquire
c incentive. For me, I'd
lls us the community’s

at is the
pace, etc.

F. Do you have suggestions for how the County coul in i outside of
Urban Growth Areas?

untains, foothills, farms,... justa
ing — smaller than 5 acres. Huge
ditions, but it’s not rural by current

Utilities, regulation, 5-acre zoning — caused cost of housing to rise in rural areas. Talking with
folks and what I see. ... $400-$500k home — not that many people in Kitsap can buy that.

[The interviewee mentioned he also develops in urban areas, so we asked about that.]

Q: What has the County done or could it do to get more development in urban areas?

Honestly, infrastructure dollars is it. That’s the only way. But even then, based on my hypothesis,
the split will continue and won’t change a whole lot, because there are only so many people who
can afford new homes in rural areas, certain buyers. Buyers in urban areas are completely
different buyers. If county is trying to influence where people live, it will be very hard, might be
able to influence with urban area... certain buyers coming out of other markets, want to live on
2-acre lot, can afford it... don’t care what you do, that buyer not looking at 50-foot wide lot in
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Poulsbo — no matter what you do as a county. A family with x number of dollars isn’t looking for
home in rural area, can’t afford it. Look at best-selling communities — more expensive in rural
areas. I don’t think there’s a lot a public entity can do, given the market in Kitsap. If they can’t
buy $300k house, there aren’t any in rural areas, so will live in urban area. If you have $500k,
rural or

If you're coming out of Redmond, looking for place to buy, not going to be on 50-foot wide lot.

It used to be, if I had $275k budget, I could look anywhere. Now those dynamics have changed
to where we’ve precluded buyers out of rural areas. People move to our area, more people in
rural areas — County should not think that’s failure, should celebrate the type of success —
shouldn’t look down on ourselves for people building new homes.

4.13 Interview #13: Rural

[Note: These responses to questions were emailed.]

Kitsap’s Rural character and updating comprehensiv,
Kitsap Rural lands until recently have always been “
Livestock, Livestock forage, etc. It is this very history of

griculture,
the Rural

more complaints and regulation regardmg t
elsewhere for productive lands --- Mason, J¢
highly populated Pierce County, protects and

.. Even

sfers of development Rights (TDR) regulations at

d amended it in 2012 to give greater value to protecting
luated through a regional TDR program in Puget Sound.
ented to date (no transfers have occurred). Do you have
suggestions ¢ i e the use of the TDR program?

.. “TDR’s “may” work, however it will require the
entire DCD Administration to embrace the concept... Variances for any reasons should
require developers to purchase TDR’s.

C. The County allows clustering in Urban areas (Urban Restricted and Urban Cluster), but
does not allow it in rural areas (the prior Rural Wooded Incentive Program was repealed
following Growth Management Hearings Board challenge). How could clustering or
parcel reconfiguration be applied in rural Kitsap County and retain rural character?

a. Parcel reconfiguration would allow rearrangements of legally existing parcels (within
and across ownership). No new lots are added. A maximum cluster size is established.
An open space tract is created to help preserve forestry, agriculture, or open space.
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b. Clustering would allow plats to create smaller lots, clustered and visually buffered,
while retaining open space tracts. The tract would help preserve forestry, agriculture,
or open space.

“Require TDR's .... All open space will need professional working lands management... NOT
just residences of the clustered housing. Without good management, open spaces will become
badly contaminated off-leash dog parks unhealthy to environment and humans.

Management will be critical issue for “clustered” housing.

D. Kitsap County has instituted low impact development standards that has changed how
stormwater is managed. How has that influenced rural development? E.g. soil and
vegetation retention, access width and length, home locatigns, lot sizes, etc.

“Water is a resource” thinking required.... Agric
control... It's about retaining water for livestock a

OT about county
water farm ponds are
s”... Kitsap needs to

additional water storage and timed (delayed) release:
our asses in the upcoming drought, IF Kitsap starts fo

Networking with smaller beginning farmers ing ... with management,
and documentation... tax benefits for “worki

F. Do you have suggestions for how Al rural character outside of

Understand “S certain areas. Kitsap’s Rural
ibility” --- Ferry’s, Bridges and Freeways have a
cessibility to Kitsap WILL NOT be as easy as
transportation system do not choose

growth away from rural areas and towards urban areas?

77

Limited Grov i t impact fees, limited variances and “give me’s” to

Agricultural Strategic

Both documents need tobe updated on an annual basis.

4.14 Interview #14: Rural

A. Kitsap County has defined rural densities as 1/5 acres (RR), 1/10 acres (RP), 1/20 acres
(RW). How has development in the rural areas changed since the County’s Comprehensive
Plan established the rural densities in 1998?

Prior to 1998 there was a rush to the counter and a lot of small lots created by people who were
looking ahead, they were considered smart businessmen rather than people not supporting the
wishes of the population of Kitsap and the state of Washington. A lot of lots out there. Latest data
I've seen shows that the relative fraction of permits in urban areas is increasing over the rural
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areas. So there is something going on there. Probable that the buildable stock, rural land lots that
are buildable, are being reduced — they’re running out. GMA is sort of working in that regard.
(Lots that were buildable have already been built.) Very few new lots being created in rural area.
So supply is diminishing. The supply of lots in city areas is not diminishing — they have ability to
create new lots in urban areas, if they choose to upzone.

B. Kitsap County has adopted Transfers of Development Rights (TDR) regulations at Chapter
17.430 KCC as of 2006 and amended it in 2012 to give greater value to protecting
agricultural land. It has been evaluated through a regional TDR program in Puget Sound.
However it has not been implemented to date (no transfers have occurred). Do you have
suggestions on how to improve the use of the TDR program?

There’s a major structural problem — there’s no marke n identified. None have been
sold because they haven’t created a market. Trying t i rket with no desire or
control for where they would be applied. Generally t
density in urban areas, so if a request came to increase ity i ale, it could probably
be handled, but can’t do much about it in the other a1 i dinating council is

limited in its power to require cities to do anything t of TDRs
Transferring development rights is kind of an orphan —n e people to
do something. The amendment was in 2012 — my general sense hat was crafted with an eye
to preserving specific parcels located close to exp : . as an effort to help

sfer of development

allow rearrangements of legally existing parcels (within
lots are added. A maximum cluster size is established.

possibility bee sewhere, could happen here if we don’t do anything. Clustering
has positives as long as no new lots created. It’s the key to balance the quantity of homes
with minimum infrastructure requirements and maximum social benefit — open space.

One-acre home might be appropriate if well buffered and structures could maintain
forestry and ag use. If in the future new ag use required structure to support it, might
want to hold off some of the 20-acre part allocations so they can be done. I don’t favor
the idea of creating more lots then we presently have on the books in the rural area.

b. Clustering would allow plats to create smaller lots, clustered and visually buffered,
while retaining open space tracts. The tract would help preserve forestry, agriculture, or
open space.
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This might possibly create more lots than are already out there. ... No more lots based
on what the zone allows. Also, let’s not do more downzoning in rural areas — keep what
it is now.

Sometimes it might be easier to develop in a clustered fashion - e.g. access to
infrastructure might be easier. If there’s a road, people put houses close by. Might be an
advantage to clustering homes close to the road — less infrastructure and expense for the
developer.

Right now there are development rights available that aren’t built upon. People may be
interested in clustering if there’s an economic incentive to do so. Instead of dividing two
5-acre lots, they could develop a smaller portion and keep the rest open space. Only if

they see it to their advantage. Not sure policy c I think we kind of allow
clustering
D. Kitsap County has instituted low impact development standar t has changed how

stormwater is managed. How has that influenced
vegetation retention, access width and length, hom

way they build their drlveway, the amount of ima include...has probably

E. What other types of tools would provide iglincenti perty owners with
legal lots in rural areas to avoid d j

An expensive one — purchase of deve i ave to be a policy & budget item,
relopment to happen on — buy the

their part. They’re involved with trying to preserve some
bay project — Olympic property group — trying to get more
ith Forterra. They’re successful, do local promotion of the
concept, try to g tal, bicycle, horse groups interested. They’re working and

useful.

Urban Growth Areas

Most of my ideas either require political backbone of steel, willingness to give up our position,
because they’d highly unpopular.

One: Stop expanding the Urban Growth Area. Always the pressure of self-interest to expand it —
Kitsap County got itself into a jam — expanded UGA way beyond. I was aware of it on the
Planning Commission. The city, Port Orchard especially, did not build any residential area other
than the lowest possible level. Put in density lower than what is currently going on and was at
that time allowed. They did everything they could to make the expansion as huge as possible.
Went before hearings board, kicked back, expense to the county. In the meantime, got vested
projects out there, people with personal interest involved. GMA says when you put a rezone up,
assumption of validity right off the bat — can’t invalidate...
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Prohibit expansion of UGAs as matter of policy, stop it. There’s plenty of room in cities for
upzoning at urban densities that are larger than single family. But the citizens don’t like that, the
citizens of the cities, don’t like the increases in density. If it were possible to require the cities and
UGAs to plan for future increases, that would be a great thing. Policy would have to come top-
down, county doesn’t have the power to do it. [Opposition from cities and citizens within to more
density is biggest issue.]

E.g. Opportunities in Poulsbo — City Council would have a hard time selling more density to
people in the neighborhood — residents don’t want crime, traffic they think it would bring. An
ongoing problem — resistance of the citizens to allow it to grow up rather than out — they don’t
mind expanding UGAs. It’s a political problem.

Good opportunity — take commercial areas and m
residential. Take a strip mall with parking lots in fro
all.

areas with high rise
rise, you can have it

G. What policies would help direct growth away fro ards urban areas?

little less
don’t pay

Presently there’s a financial advantage to not living in
outside ... total taxes are less, total fees seem to be a little 1

much for water, whereas if you're in the city, you pay quite a we could figure out a way to
shift the financial advantage to one where you haye i inside the city than outside
the city.

We provide excellent services for all the rurg i e that people want — so
there’s no particular advantage to living, i i oblem. I'm just a little outside

gton State has bottom-up approach
will happen. Whereas Oregon did
anagement program. WA was not able to regulate

under pretense that mother in law will live there,
there’s a renter in the ADU. Not an honest approach. Say it
other dwelling unit in the rural area.

for people doing the bt but I don’t know if any of them have been denied.

The Department of Community Development... they are programmed to want to say yes — when
someone comes to the counter — they want to get to yes somehow. But they don’t have a
willingness to consider no as the answer. It's a problem within. It's not like they go away — the
clients of the DCD, people who approach the counter every day, are people who want to develop.
When your customer wants a product, you want to deliver that product. But if the product runs
against the concept of keeping development out of rural area...

An incidence — land incredibly impacted by wetlands or stream or steep slope — we said do this,
but require setback. The way property is cut up doesn’t allow that. Some folks have identified
some of these properties — I can buy this property cheap because not buildable, go to counter to
get development and setback variances to make it happen — they’re successful.
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Q: It’s tough when people have a legal right, in framework of land use law.

There are situations where reasonable use is a campsite. People own lots that aren’t reasonable to
build on. E.g. 1/10 acre lots on hillsides. Not workable, but they try to figure out a way.

On visual screening, one of the things we’ve done to keep the area looking rural (trees hiding
houses from the roads)... we tend not to enforce that too much, especially with commercial
development — people will remove or limb the trees on the road — improve visibility — have
business location visible. Tends to reduce the rural feel of the place. We don’t have sufficient
willingness to penalize people for removing visual screening, or require penalties severe enough
to avoid them.

We have a sign code, in some cases it’s complaint-driven enforcement — that takes a long time.

Additional Emailed Response from this Intervie

A. Kitsap County has defined rural densities as 1/5 acr acresy(RW). How has
development in the rural areas changed since the ed the rural densities
in 19987
The data shows that the relative fraction of permits fo ent are‘increasing. Subdivision of rural
lands are not happening. The stock of buildal is be velopment proceeds. Pre GMA land
divisions (many due to a ‘rush’ before GMA hit ant pressure for variances to build on inappropriate

provisions in code allow for many housing
, grandfathering, ADUs, and vesting provide
would prefer not to develop.

ights (TDR) regulations at Chapter 17.430 KCC as of 2006
tecting agricultural land. It has been evaluated through a
However it has not been implemented to date (no transfers have

how to improve the use of the TDR program?

regional solution.

The 2012 amendment to the
expanding commercial area.

ogram was crafted with an eye to preserving specific parcels located close to an

C. The County allows clustering in Urban areas (Urban Restricted and Urban Cluster), but does not allow it in rural
areas (the prior Rural Wooded Incentive Program was repealed following Growth Management Hearings Board
challenge). How could clustering or parcel reconfiguration be applied in rural Kitsap County and retain rural
character?

RWIP was correctly repealed. RWIP was designed and supported by and for those whose interests were not aligned
with GMA goals. The pressures of short term self interests are constant.

1. Parcel reconfiguration would allow rearrangements of legally existing parcels (within and across
ownership). No new lots are added. A maximum cluster size is established. An open space tract is
created to help preserve forestry, agriculture, or open space.
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This proposal has more merit than developing 20 acre parcels into neighboring horse ‘ranch’ estates. The key will be
balancing the rights to develop the legally existing quantity of homes with the minimum infrastructure requirements
and the maximum social benefit. 6-pack 1 acre homes may be appropriate if well buffered. If structures could benefit
any retained forestry or agricultural use, some 20 acre lots should not be included in the cluster count. Development
rights should be permanently stripped from and parcels included toward the cluster count.
2. Clustering would allow plats to create smaller lots, clustered and visually buffered, while retaining
open space tracts. The tract would help preserve forestry, agriculture, or open space.
The number of lots should not be increased.

D. Kitsap County has instituted low impact development standards that has changed how stormwater is managed.
How has that influenced rural development? E.g. soil and vegetation retention, access width and length, home
locations, lot sizes, etc.

| suspect LID may have focused some attention on impervious surf:

E. What other types of tools would provide economic incenti
to avoid developing them?

legal lots in rural areas

Purchase of development rights.

F. Do you have suggestions for how the County could maintain

5. Prohibit ADUs
6. Rezone

7. Deve 3 i ment variances in the rural area.
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