
































































































































































































































Several characteristics and standards are set forth in this definition. The patterns of land
use and development ultimately developed by a County in its CP must involve certain
characteristics.

(1) The natural environment must predominate over the built or manmade environment
(See WAC 197-11-718).

(2) Traditional rural lifestyles including rural-based economies and opportunities
are to be fostered. '

(3) Visual landscapes, those traditionally found in rural areas, must be provided.

(4) The patterns of land use and development must be compatible with the use of the
land by wildlife and compatible for fish and wildlife habitat.

(5) Sprawling, low-density development must be reduced.
(6) Geﬁérally the extension of urban governmental services are prohibited.

(7) The land use patterns must be consistent with the protection of surface water
flows and ground water and surface water recharge and discharge areas.

“(16) “Rural governmental services” or “rural services” include those public

- services and public facilities historically and typically delivered at an intensity
usually found in rural areas, and may include domestic water systems, fire and
police protection services, transportation and public transit services, and other
public utilities associated with rural development and normally not associated
with urban areas. Rural services do not include storm or sanitary sewers, except
as otherwise authorized by RCW 36.70A.110(4).” (Emphasis supplied).

Certain characteristics are shown in this definition.

(1) Storm and sanitary services are prohibited, except to alleviate an existing health or
environmental hazard.

(2) This definition and the definition of urban services found in (19) both include
domestic water systems, fire and police protection, and transportation and public
- transit services. The distinguishing characteristic is that rural services must be
“historically and typically delivered at an intensity usually found in rural areas.”
Urban services are those that are provided “at an intensity historically and
typically provided in cities,....”




The requirements of (c)(iv) and (v) require that a county review its current policies and
regulations to determine if they are sufficient to comply with subsections (c)(iv) and (v).
If existing policies and regulations do not meet these requirements then a county has the
duty to adopt new ones. If existing polices and regulations in place at the time of
adoption of the rural element are adequate, no new ones are necessary.

To summarize, a county may allow and shall provide a variety of rural uses and rural
densities that are consistent with the definition of rural character (14) and also comply
with the requirements of (5)(a), (b), and (c). UGAs and RL designations are excluded, as
are agricultural or farming activities in the rural areas (15). A variety of rural uses and
rural densities, essential public facilities, and rural services are both allowed and required
(15), (5)(b). Rural services must be “historically and typically” at an intensity not found
in urban areas but found in rural areas. Traditional rural lifestyles, including rural-based
economies are to be fostered. The natural environment is to predominate and rural visual
landscape compatibility must be assured. Protection of critical areas and natural water
flows and recharge and discharge areas, as well as compatibility of the uses and densities
with wildlife and their habitat is required. Clusters and other innovative techniques may
be allowed but must “accommodate appropriate rural densities and uses not characterized
by urban growth” and be consistent with rural character (14). Rural uses and densities
must be contained or otherwise controlled and must reduce existing sprawling low-
density development in the rural area.

With this framework in mind, we will now discuss the two rural character challenges
that FOSC argued most convincingly.

Rural Sign Regulations

FOSC described the rural sign regulation in SCC 14.16.820 as the most egregious
assault on GMA rural character requirements. FOSC gave the following reasons to

support this charge:
(1) RCW 36.70A.070(5)(c) requires “Assuring visual compatibility of rural
development with the surrounding rural area.” The CP also has policies
and objectives to protect rural character. Yet the sign ordinance allows

signage that is completely out of harmony with rural character of Skagit

County.

(2) The code allows roof signs, including electrified roof signs, on any building. A
building permit is required only if the signs are individually greater than 32-
square feet or 6 feet tall. There is no requirement that other buildings in the area
must already have roof signs. Therefore, neighborhood rural character will be

destroyed by offensive signage.




asserts has not happened and is not likely to happen under a more restrictive
code. ‘

(3) The record on existing rural character in Skagit County includes a bit of the
“eclectic” mix of painted barns and miscellaneous signs associated with
scattered rural businesses that FOSC declares is not rural character. Petitioners
must demonstrate from evidence in the record that the County’s choices are
clearly erroneous and inconsistent with the requirements of GMA. FOSC has

not met its burden.

(4) SCC 14.16.820 significantly controls what kinds of signs and how many can be
located on a parcel. FOSC either misunderstands or mischaracterizes what the
- -code would permit. For example, on-premise signs are limited to signage for
the lawful uses of property. So if the property does not permit commercial
uses, signage for commercial usage is not permitted. Off-premise signs are
limited to a few uses (real estate signs, temporary roadside stand signs) or, in
- the case of billboards, are limited to only a few zones.

(5) “The rural character at issue was established under a much, much more
permissive sign code, and it is that rural character with which the County must

now be consistent.”

Board Discussion and Conclusion

We disagree with the County’s statement in (5) above. As we discussed previously, the
Legislature did not say that whatever existed anywhere in the rural area of a particular

- county on June 30, 1990, automatically became the existing rural character of that
county. Although the County created an excellent written record, it must also meet the
requirements of the GMA. The GMA was adopted in part to change rural uses and
practices, not to allow counties to continue pre-GMA ways by defining them as “the
rural character of our County.” We appreciate the work the County has done to
somewhat limit the use of signage from its previous lack of restrictions. However, if
Skagit County citizens took advantage of what is allowed under the new sign codes,
signage would predominate over open space, natural landscape, and vegetation. RCW

36.70A.030(14) prohibits that result.

Further, RCW 36.70A.070(5)(c) requires “assuring visual compatibility of rural
development with the surrounding rural area.”. Although the ordinance allows
electrified roof signs, searchlights, and a plethora of other signage, there is no
requirement in the County code that other buildings in the area must already have
similar signage in order for this new signage to be allowed. Therefore, the code allows
neighborhood rural character to be destroyed by offensive signage that has not been
located in that particular neighborhood before. We find that the County was clearly
erroneous in the choices it made regarding rural signage provisions. The County




“Many of the zones within the UDC do not contain a specific height
limit, but rather simply defer to the Uniform Building Code to limit
height based on various occupancy types. The Planning (sic) finds that
many of the zones limit the uses or FAR sufficient to also consequently
limit the height. The Uniform Building Code adequately limits height
based on a number of considerations. First, single-family residences are
- limited to three stories in height. For other types of construction, such
as for industrial buildings, Uniform Fire Code requirements will
--—.—effectively limit the height of buildings.  Specifically, tall buildings
(above four stores) will require a fire flow which cannot be supported by
~rural fire districts and-this lack of fire flow will limit the permitted
heights. Taller buildings also trigger and (sic) type and cost of
construction that is not justified with the rural intensity of the uses that
are permitted by the code. These factors would effectively limit the
height of construction in Skagit County to no greater than four stories,
with the possible exception of non-occupied structures such as
agricultural silos.”

FOSC has not shown that the County is clearly erroneous to rely on fire flow and other
UDC concerns and the practical realities of construction types and costs to regulate

‘building height.

(2) Regarding FOSC’s challenge to the choices the County made as to what uses to

allow where, it is apparent that while FOSC may disagree with the County’s
-choices, it has failed to make any sort of showing why those choices violate

GMA. With nothing more to support its proposed revisions than the barest of
conclusions, FOSC cannot carry its burden on any particular use, for any zone.
FOSC’s principle “evidence” is simply a previous comment letter from FOSC
with the same unsupported assertions or suggestions. Further, most of the
allegedly illegal uses are hearings examiner special uses. Under this authority,
the examiner will ensure that the use gets more consideration, requires a finding
of consistency with existing land uses in the zone, and also ensures a public
forum before such uses are permitted. FOSC is often wrong in its assumptions
and conclusions regarding what uses are permitted in what zones.

(3) The County supported the challenged uses in each of the zones in more detail.

(4) As to NRL zones, special uses must address impacts to NRL land and long-term
natural resource production. Further, a brief review of the definitions and/or




...“Allowing conversion of resource lands to other uses or allowing incompatible
uses nearby impairs the viability of the resource industry.”

The Supreme Court also noted that the provisions of RCW 36.70A.3201 grant a great
deal of local discretion but “bounded” such discretion with the requirement that the
discretion be exercised “consistent with the requirements and goals of”.... GMA.
Ultimately, at p. 23 of the slip opinion in the Soccer Fields case the Court held that:

...“After properly designating agricultural lands in the APD, the County may not
then undermine the Act’s agricultural conservation mandate by adopting
“innovative” amendments that allow the conversion of entire parcels of prime
agricultural soils to an unrelated use...”

Although the Soccer Fields case dealt specifically with ARLs, those holdings are equally
applicable to other NRLs. The concept of clustering and the CP CaRD policies are not
challenged. In SCC 14.16.400, .410, .420, and .430 Skagit County has allowed in
NRLs uses which fail to comply with the Supreme Court’s opinion of the proper
interpretation of the Act’s goals and requirements.

The fact that a special use permit is required does not remedy this failure to comply.




(8) SCC 14.16.400(2)(e) which allows commercial composting in the Ag-NRL
district should be found invalid for substantial interference with RCW
36.70A.020(2), (5), (6), and (8) because the use is an “inappropriate
conversion;” is not “within the capacities of the ’s natural resource;” is an
“arbitrary” action; and does not conserve productive agricultural land “and
discourage incompatible uses.”

The County responded:

(1) Petitioner Bender has failed to show how SCC 14.16.400(2)(e) fails to comply
with the GMA.

v(2) Bender bases his complaint on a site-specific land use proposal by an individual.
This is not the forum for Bender to be complaining about Cassidy Topsoil,

Inc’s. proposal.

(3) Bender makes the incorrect assumption that “commercial composting of
municipal yard waste on concrete pads” is a use that would be allowed under

SCC 14.16.400(2)(e).
(4) The code does not allow new concrete pads for new composting uses.

(5) Bender’s reliance on an administrative official’s interpretation of a prior code as
applied to the specific facts of that case is also without merit.

(6) The current definition of “farm-based business” was originally adopted on June
25, 1998, as part of Ordinance #17029. This adopted amendment to the CP
definitions was not appealed to the Board. The definition of “farm-based
business” in Ordinance #17029 is identical to that definition now adopted as part

of the UDC in 14.04.020.

(7) When a County adopts a new DR to mirror a CP provision it adopted two years
earlier or a code section adopted one year earlier that were unchallenged, that

does not start a new appeal period.

(8) Bender has not shown noncompliance, let alone substantial interference with
- respect to these issues.

Board Discussion and Conclusions

Petitioner has not convinced us that the County was clearly erroneous in bringing
forward its CP definition of “farm-based business” to its UDC. We also agree
with the County that this is not the forum for site-specific concerns.




The Town of Concrete responded:

)

@

©))

@)

®

The record shows that the town has been working and meeting with the County
on its UGA for years. It has done its required analysis and submitted thousands
of pages of information to the Department of Community Trade and Economic

Development (CTED) and the County.

FOSC did not participate at all in Concrete’s process and only submitted one
letter in the County process.

The town has reduced its proposed UGA by 50%.

Concrete has never claimed a need for a UGA merely for its allocated
populatlon Rather, RCW 36.70A.110 also authorizes the inclusion of adjacent
areas that are already at urban standards. Grasmere, the included area, has
sidewalks, curbs, gutters, and urban water. Where existing urban development

and sidewalks end, the boundary of the UGA terminates. The town has

documented that it can meet minimum urban density requirements and can
supply the area with urban services. The Town will enforce concurrency and
has a sewer comprehensive plan to serve the area. This plan has been approved
by the Department of Ecology (DOE) and CTED. :

Based on the record, the County was not clearly erroneous in its decision that
the unincorporated UGA was already characterized by urban growth and should
be included in Concrete’s UGA.

Board Discussion and Conclusion

The record shows that the area included in the Concrete UGA is characterized by urban
growth and is served by Concrete. All the other municipal UGAs have long since been
found in compliance. It is pointless to require the County to shrink those UGAs in
small amounts so Concrete can include an area in its UGA that is already urbanized.
Given this record, we find that including that area within the Concrete UGA,
thereby requiring any new development to meet Concrete’s DRs and concurrency
requirements and develop to urban standards, complies with the Act.




Concurrency:

FOSC raised several concurrency challenges. On the whole, we are not persuaded that
the County was clearly erroneous in the choices it made regarding concurrency. The one
exception is the County’s failure to add all municipal concurrency ordinances to
Appendix A and keep them current. This is required for the Cities to be able to
administer their concurrency ordinances within their UGAs outside their current
municipal boundaries. This issue is also discussed in the FDO for Case #00-2-0050c¢ (2-
6-01). The County agreed that a remand should occur to clarify its intent to adopt
current city DRs for the UGAs.

Identification of Open Space Corridors:

FOSC contended that the County failed to adequately address open space corridors
within and between UGAs in violation of RCW 36.70A.110(2) and -.160.

The County countered that FOSC ignored the city maps for each municipal UGA in the
record which identified these open space and green belt areas within UGAs. With respect
to corridors between UGAs, FOSC ignored the County Parks and Recreation
Development Plan. The County adopted these requirements. Further, the County
carefully considered and recognized other important categories of open space under
private ownership and control that, while not necessarily mapped as such on the CP map,
nonetheless provide valuable open space functions.

FOSC replied that City maps in the map portfolio do not show green belts in
unincorporated UGAs. Open space corridors between UGAs are not shown in the Parks
Plan. Further, the CP does not reference the Parks Plan.

Board Discussion and Conclusion:

RCW 36.70A.110(2) requires counties to include “greenbelt and open space areas” in its
UGAs. RCW 36.70A.160 requires counties to “identify open space corridors within and
between urban growth areas.”




(3)yCcP 4A-7.8.provides “changes to Rural Area designation should occur
through the community development planning process (subarea joint
planning)” by evaluating many specified criteria.

(4) The County has proposed a community pltanning process for Big Lake
for the future in CP 4A-7.15, but it expanded the boundary before that
planning process was even begun.

(5) The County has expanded the RV without following the criteria in CP
Chaptef 2. There was no monitoring program and analysis as required
in CP Chapter 2.

(6) The Big Lake Rural Village has been expanded to become contiguous
with the boundary of the Mount Vernon UGA. This is a fundamental
flaw because the future expansion of the Mount Vernon UGA toward
Big Lake will be precluded by the suburban densities of 1 du/acre
allowed in this expansion area. |

(7) The GMA requires that the RV have a “logical boundary delineated
predominately by the built environment.” Most of the boundary of the
expanded RV is not bounded by physical boundaries and/or
“delineated predominately by the built environment.” No consideration
was given to boundaries of existing areas as those areas existed on
July 1, 1990. The County has not shown its work in delineating the Big
Lake boundary under the criteria of RCW 36.70A.070(5).

(8) All of these issues must be addressed in a community planning

~ process according to CP4A-7.8 before the boundary of the Rural
Village is modified, and before the density in the Overlook Golf Course
is increased from 1 du/5 acres to 1 du/1 acre. Expansion of
development potential in the Big Lake RV as was done by Ordinance

#17938 is clearly erroneous.




Board Discussion and Conclusion

The record shows that the County failed to follow its own CP policies and do an
analysis for compliance with RCW 36.70A.070(5) when it expanded the Big Lake
RV boundary: In orderto comply with the-Act the County must complete a Big
Lake subarea planning process according to CP 4A-7.8, analyze the proposed
boundary expansion according to the criteria in RCW 36.70A.070(5)(d) and
consider the potential of this area for Mount Vernon UGA expansion before the

boundary is expanded or greater densities are allowed for the Overlake Golf

Course.

Miscellaneous Issues

FOSC challenged numerous sections of the DRs as being potentially confusing
or not fully implementing the CP. On most of those issues, we agree with the
County that FOSC'’s speculative concerns over implementation fail to meet its
burden of proof and do not justify a finding of GMA noncompliance. However,

' the following UDC sections do warrant a remand for consistency and/or

clarification.

SCC 14.10.020(1) - —
FOSC challenged SCC 14.10.020(1) for its lack of clarity. The section calls for

variances to the public works standards in SCC 14.36 to be determined
administratively by the Department of Public Works pursuant to Section 2.10 of
the Skagit County Road Standards Manual. SCC 14.36 includes standards for

roads, stormwater, sanitary sewer, and water systems. Section 2.10 of the Road .

Standards Manual does not address stormwater, sanitary sewer and water

system standards.




Inconsistent Population Projections

FOSC pointed out that the population projections that the County used for its
Capital Facilities Plan (CFP) are inconsistent with the population projections used
in other parts of the CP. Therefore, the CFP must be revised based on proper
projections. Further, FOSC contended that in order to be internally consistent, all

elements of the plan must be based on the same 20-year planning period.

The County acknowledged the population projection inconsistency and pledged
to correct this inconsistency. The County showed that it had corrected this in the
CFP for 2000-2006. The inconsistency had no effect on the CFP 2000-2005

dates, assumptions or conclusions.

In order to achieve compliance the County must take action to ensure that all
elements of its CP use the same population projections and 20-year planning

period.

Minimum Residential Densities for the Concrete UGA

FOSC stated that the FDO in Abenroth required the County to place a note on its
CP maps for unincorporated UGAs that specifies minimum residential densities
of 4 du/acre with a maximum lot size of % acre. In the 2000 CP the County has

adopted an unincorporated municipal UGA for the Town of Concrete that

provides for residential development. The County should be held to the
previously cited decision and be required to place the same density note now on

the UGA map for Concrete.

The County responded that the failure to include the minimum density notation
on the County’s map for the Concrete UGA was, at most, a typographical
oversight. The County also noted that Town of Concrete Ordinance #439
establishes maximum lot sizes that comport with urban standards. The County

has adopted these regulations for the Concrete UGA.




ORDER

In order to comply with the Act, the County must take the following actions by the
deadlines specified: '

(1) If the ; equirement is not reinstated, the County must adopt other
‘measures that prevent incompatible development and uses from encroaching on
designated resource lands and their long-term viability. This includes not only
the estimated 4,000 substandard lots within NRL lands, but also those in rural
areas near designated NRL lands. Further, the County must ensure by
appropriate regulations that in allowing development of substandard lots, it does
not allow development which will cumulatively require urban services in rural
areas and which fails to reduce low-density sprawl. If compliance is not
achieved within 90 days, we will consider Petitioners’ request for invalidity.

(2) If the County wishes to retain its urban reserve provision in the CaRD DRs, it
must limit that option to lands near UGAs which it has determined to be the best
* areas for future urban growth. The process to determine future urban growth
suitability must include consultation with the impacted municipalities, SEPA
review of alternatives, and full public participation. These actions must be taken
within 180 days.

(3) Set a specific timetable for, and firm commitment to, the timely completion of
the Fidalgo Sub-Area Plan. This plan must be completed and found to be

~-=~compliant-before the CaRD urban reserve development or any other increase in

density are allowed to occur on the Island. The specific timetable and scope of
work must be developed and supplied to us within 90 days.

~ (4) Within 90 days, change the amendments to CP Policy 7A-4.29a to make it clear

that annexations are to occur as soon as feasible within municipal UGAs to
facilitate the efficient phasing of urban infrastructure and development.

(5) Set much more strict parameters for rural signage to protect the rural character
of the County and conform with RCW 36.70A.030(14)(a) and .070(5)(c). If
compliance is not achieved within 90 days, we will consider Petitioners’ request
for invalidity.

(6) Within 90 days, remove the uses allowed in NRLs listed in SCC 14.16.400,
410, .420, and .430, which do not comply with the Supreme Court’s opinion of
the proper interpretation of the Act’s goals and requirements in the Soccer

Fields case.”




Findings of Fact pursuant to RCW 36.70A.270(6) are adopted and attached as
Appendix I and incorporated herein by reference. This is a Final Order under RCW
36.70A.300(5) for purposes of appeal. Pursuant to WAC 242-02-832(1), a motion for
reconsideration may be filed within ten days of issuance of this final decision.

So ORDERED this 6™ day of February, 2001.

ROWTH MANAGEMENT HEARINGS BOARD

WESTERN WASHINGION

Nan A. Henriksen

Board Member

William H. Nielsen

Board Member




Annexation Requirement in CP

1. The compliance order in Abenroth stated:

«_..that (1) “That which is urban should be municipal; (2) implicit in RCW
36.70A.110(4) is the principle that ‘incorporations and annexations must occur;

- and (3) one of the three ‘fundamental purposes’ of CPs is to ‘achieve the
transformation of local governance within the UGAs such that cities are the
primary providers of urban services.’”

2. Concurrency within municipal UGAs in Skagit County is the responsibility of
the Cities.

3. The County amended CP Policy 7A-4.29a to mclude a set of pre-GMA BRB
annexation criteria for within UGAs.

Vesting Provisions

1. The County’s new vesting Ordinance reflects current Appellate Court decisions
regarding vesting.

_Rural Sign Regulations

1. RCW 36.70A.070(5)(c) requires “Assuring visual compatibility of rural
development with the surrounding rural area.” The CP also has policies and
objectives to protect rural character.

2. If Skagit County citizens took advantage of what is allowed under the new sign
codes, signage would predominate over open space, natural landscape, and
vegetation. RCW 36.70A.030(14)(a) prohibits that result.

3. RCW 36.70A.070(5)(c) requires “assuring visual compatibility of rural
development with the surrounding rural area.” Although the ordinance allows
electrified roof signs, searchlights, and a plethora of other signage, there is no
requirement in the County code that other buildings in the area must already
have similar signage in order for this new signage to be allowed.

Uses Allowed

1. In the NRL zones, FOSC challenged uses that it believed would lead to ultimate
conversion of NRL land to commercial enterprises. Some of the non-NRL
challenged uses were: outdoor outfitters enterprises, shooting clubs (if they
damage or convert NRL lands), kennels, wrecking yards for storage of
unlicensed/inoperable vehicles, racetracks, off-road vehicle parks, campground
developed, private aircraft landing field (conversion), animal clinics, specialized
recreation facilities, mortuaries, and HBB2 (that are not NRL-related
commercial activities).




2.

end, the boundary of the UGA terminates. The town has documented that it can
meet minimum urban density requirements and can supply the area with urban
services. The Town has stated that it will enforce concurrency and has a sewer
comprehensive plan to serve the area. This plan has been approved by DOE

and CTED. ‘
All the other municipal UGAs have long since been found in compliance.

Water Service in Rural Areas

1.

2.

W

The County has developed LOS standards for rural and for urban water service
as required by the Act.

Because the water pipe sizes are a function of hydraulic engineering, including,
but not limited to, distance served, topography, and pressure; it is not
appropriate or possible to set a water pipe size as an urban vs. rural LOS.

The County cannot usurp DOH’s role in water system design.

The Act does not require water service to rural areas be designed to be
structurally incapable of providing an urban LOS.

Identification of Open Space Corridors

RCW 36.70A.110(2) requires counties to include “greenbelt and open space

- areas” in its UGAs.

RCW 36.70A.160 requires counties to “identify open space corridors within and

between urban growth areas.”
The County has provided no maps which adequately meet the requirements of

"RCW 36.70A.110(2) and/or -.160.

Changes to the Big Lake Rural Village Provisions

1.

The Board found the Big Lake UGA not in compliance with the Act in the
Abenroth FDO. The County responded by removing the UGA designation
for Big Lake and designating the exact same area as a Rural Village.

In the CP and UDC the County has now expanded the boundary and
residential development potential for the Big Lake Rural Village.

CP 4A-7.8 provides “changes to Rural Area designation should occur
through the community development planning process (subarea joint
planning)” by evaluating many specified criteria.

The County has proposed a community planning process for Big Lake for
the future in CP4A-7.15, but it expanded the boundary and added density

before that planning process was even begun.
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From: <carole9@ix.netcom.com>
To: <KKnutson@co.kitsap.wa.us>
Date: 10/26/2007 12:06:48 AM
Subject: Manchester process

Katrina,

Please send this on to the planning commissioners.

Isn't it interesting that a "handful" of people are complaining about the "process” of a "handful” of
dedicated community residents taking the time and effort to create a document that was asked for by the
county commisioners . This "handful of complainers" had two chances to voice their preferences via
public open houses on the subject of height preference. Not only were postcards sent to property owners
but fiyers were posted in the local businesses, library, post office and even at PJ's convience store. That
is not to mention that both the design standards committee and the Plan- update committee meetings
were mentioned at every Community Council meeting. AND anyone who asked to be put on the mailing-
list for meeting notices was contacted prior to each meeting. If anyone was "uninformed" it's because they
didn't take the time and effort to become "informed" it's NOT because the information wasn't available.

Carole Leininger
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Katrina Knutson PO Box 507

KC Dept of Community Development Manchester, WA 98353
614 Division MS-36 28 October 2007

Port Orchard, WA 98366

| Re: Manchester Plan
Dear Ms. Knutson:

I spoke at the 23 October meeting of the Planning Commission and at that
meeting came to recognize the need to submit written support for the opinions I
expressed. I am iricluding figures to illustrate my position that the current proposal to
measure structure height from the mid-slope of the parcel (unchanged from the 2002
Manchester Plan) remains a flawed and unfair concept. It actually treats adjacent

properties in an unequal manner because of parcel shape.

As I indicated at the public forum last Tuesday, parcels differ in size, shape and
slope. Because of that, basing structural height limits on but one of these variables such
as the mid-slope of my extended parcel (Property A in Figure 1) places me at a minimum
10-foot height disadvantage relative to the properties and their structures én each side of
me (Properties B & C in Figure 1). This occurs only because my property is longer than
theirs. This occurs despite similar structural footprints on the same slope location with
similar relationships to the street (see Figure 2). Property B is the same size as my
property A, yet with this regulation will be able to build a minimum of 10 feet higher
than me. Property C is one half the size as my property A, yet will be able to build at
least 10 feet higher than me. Property owners cannot be treated differently from one
another in respect to what is essentially the same property use. That is discrimination.
Ignoring my potential personal losses if this regulation passes, I firmly believe my
condition is far from unique and the flawed regulation can easily become the source of
future contention and litigation (shades of the current commercial mixed-use saga with its

inexact and ambiguous wording?).

An interesting aspect of this problem for me is that in 2004 I moved back to this
1918 house, which I lived in during 1973-4, planning to remodel it for retirement. As an

out-of-state property owner, I never received notification of the 2002 Manchester Plan




and only discovered the height regulation flaw by accident when perusing a copy in the
Manchester Library. I had envisioned selling my lower lot to fund my retirement, but
found that the plan required it, as a non-conforming lot, to be joined to the upper lot. Not
only was I now unable to sell my land as a building lot, the provisions of the Manchester
Plan profoundly influenced my options for remodeling and modernizing my current
residence. Iam the victim of changing rules (and notification, if comments at the
Tuesday meeting are any indication). As a Manchester resident and long time property

owner, I therefore strongly desire that these rules be written carefully and fairly.

Writing poor laws invites unimaginable problems. “Tweaking” the regulation
once it has passed, as one individual suggested, is both undesirable and dangerous. I |
acknowledge that many people have worked hard on the Manchester Plan to reach a
consensus (although despite the work, this particular regulation was flawed in 2002 and
remains flawed) and are anxious to see their work completed, but a flawed regulation
should not be passed merely for expediency. It should be re-visited, re-discussed and

then re-written,

Respectfully,

Ralph A. Nelson




FIGURE 1 2™ Ave Manchester Satellite View of Adjoining Properties
(Nelson)

mid-slope as the basis for maximum height computation

Lot A on2™ Ave. can only build to 17 vertical feet because lot slope
extends to 1% Ave on 10,000 feet?.
Lot B to the North of lot A, but at same street level, can build to 28
vertical feet because the short lot provides less slope on 5,000 feet*
Lot C to the South of lot A, but at same street level, can build to 28
vertical feet because short ,but wide lot provides less slope on 10,000 feet?

(NOTE: Topographical survey shows that the upper lot slope is identical for each of the properties.)




2" Ave Manchester Topographical Survey

FIGURE 2
1
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To: Kitsap County Commissioners
From: David Studebaker
Regarding: Manchester Development Plans

In regard to the future adoption of the development plans for Manchester; I suggest that if
these plans go into effect, NO commercial building will be possible under these
restrictive regulations. The clause stating that no more than 20 percent of someone’s
view can be blocked is so vague and subjective that one could spend years in court
without a resolution. Setback for commercial property has always been from property
line to property line with a 2 hour fire wall between buildings. This standard was what
was in effect when I and others purchased our various pieces of commercial property and
the prices we paid reflected this standard. Commercial property owners are being
disenfranchised of development rights we have and have had for the last 50 — 100 years.
In the proposed development plan, commercial setbacks will be greater than those for
residential construction. They may be as much as 20 feet according to some
interpretations, and this is at least double that of the setback requirement for residential
property. It seems to me that it would be easier to build on Wet Lands in Kitsap County
than to build a commercial building in Manchester under the proposed plan. This is not
what the majority of the Manchester community wants and it is certainly not what the
people of Kitsap County and the State of Washington intended for Manchester as a
“growth” area. How and by whom will we be compensated for the loss of our rights if
we cannot develop our property profitably?

I suggest that the Manchester Steering Committee is no longer composed of the original
members, so when they talk about the “Original Intent” of the committee, it is not a valid
interpretation. Of the current membership on the committee, how many represent or are
owners of Manchester commercial property? Where is the property located that is owned
by those on the committee? Is it primarily right behind the commercially zoned area?
The steering committee you appear to be listening to, seems, in my view, to be a Zero
Growth club. A number of those people did not live in, nor own property in Manchester,
when the original committee was formed. The present committee that says they represent
Manchester, is a group with a self serving interest. It does not welcome nor is it attended
by people or representatives who do not share their views.

How is the county complying with the state growth management plan when you take an
area that is zoned for higher density population and commercial development and make it
capable of being used for only low density residential housing? As Commissioners,
should you not concern yourselves with law suits that will be forthcoming? This area

- was intended to be a growth area and to produce county revenue. The adoption of this
plan will deprive the county of at least one million dollars of tax revenue per year and
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Manchester Plan

1.8 GOAL AND POLICY

Goal PP-1 Increase public participation in the implementation of the
Manchester Community Plan

Policy PP-1 Encourage the creation of a Manchester Community
Council to represent the citizens of Manchester in furthering
the Plan's goals and policies.

CHANGE TO: Encourage increased public participation in the
Manchester Community Council, which was established

after the adoption of the 2002 Manchester Plan.

RATIONALE: The Manchester Community Council already exists and
was formed in response to Policy PP-1 of the 2002
Manchester Plan

ADD

Policy PP-2 Establishe# an ongoing, informal communication link,

between the Manchester Community Council and the
Board of County Commissioners, to relay issues and

concerns of the citizens of Manchester.

RATIONALE: The Manchester Community Council needs an informal
communications link with the Board of County
Commissioners in order to further the plan's Goals and
Policies.
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From: Phil <nucphil@earthlink.net>
To: <KKnutson@co.kitsap.wa.us>
Date: 12/13/2007 5:12:05 AM
Subject: Manchester Plan

Katrina, | request that you place the following into the official record:

To the degree that the newest Manchester Plan passes scrutiny under the Growth Management Act,
especially in light of the Gold Star Resorts, Inc. vs Futurewise decision by the Court of Appeals of the
State of Washington Division One [No. 58379-4-1], and particularly 36.70A.070(5)(d), | voice my support
of approval of the Manchester Plan.

-Phil Paquette
P.O. Box 583
Manchester, WA 98353
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Kitsap County Board of Commissioners
Kitsap County Administration Building
619 Division Street

Port Orchard, WA 98366-4682

26 November 2007
My Dear Commissioners,
I submit my letter to you in support of the Manchester Plan as presented by the Citizens Committee of Manchester.

In an attempt to right the wrongs of the first Plan, local citizens under the guidance of County planners attempted to
produce a document, a new plan for the tiny rural village of Manchester, that would be the product of honest
collaboration. To the best of our knowledge and effort under guidance from the County, those citizens willing to take the
time and effort to formulate the new plan worked long and hard to incorporate their best ideas within the parameters of
the best current understanding of the law, The Growth Management Act, The Kitsap County Comprehensive Plan and
County Code.

Several senior planners from the County were involved in the process; Scott Deiner, Phillip Fletcher and Linda Bently as
well as Jim Rogers in Public Works, as well as Parks Department involvement. Katrina Knutson did a phenomenal job
of helping keep the process open. There were many public forums on many different levels at this County
Administration Building and the Manchester Library Community Meeting Room. The County has kept a public record of
all emails, letters and communications from all community members, whether Manchester residents or Manchester
property owners who expressed their opinions throughout the entire process. People were allowed to join into the entire
process and contribute to the process all the way to the very last committee and community meetings and were able to

put their thoughts in the public record. No one was excluded from the process, everyone was encouraged to participate.

Criticisms from those denigrating the effort are unjustified. The criticisms I am aware of are coming from those who
favor over-development and urban projects. They didn't get all they wanted so they smear the whole effort by accusing
he process of being slanted and not publicized well enough. One of the critics is on the Planning Commission. Another

“1as been at a number of meetings in the past. Both were and are in a position to know full well what was going on. Why
1id they wait until this late date to make accusations that the process was hidden? They were able to issue their
somplaints a long time ago. The citizens group that worked on this project worked very hard to be inclusive and
1ggressively advertised the meetings that took place. The critics' complaints are baseless.

Therefore, I support the Plan and the Design Standards incorporated into the plan. I'support the County Commissioners
siving thoughtful consideration to the plan as it attempts to fairly address developers” concerns while preserving and
supporting the precepts of a LAMIRD as found in the GMA.

Respectfully,

il ol

*hil Paquette ‘
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Good evening, I'm Carole Leininger.  I've been a resident in
Manchester since 1981. My husband Jack and I have raised 3
wonderful children in the community of Manchester. I was part of
the 42 who worked for 2 years to write the original Manchester Plan.
We had county guidance at that time but apparently there was some
“loose” language in the plan and we were misled as to the height
requirements. The Manchester update has resolved those issues and
will set the standards that the original plan intended.

There may be people who complain about " the process” because
they feel they were not informed of meetings.... The meetings were
announced and progress was reported at every community council
meeting. Minutes of every council meeting were posted on the
community website. If someone was actually interested in the
community they a) could attend a meeting b) check the website ¢)
check the library calendar or d) look at flyers that were posted
around town. It isn't that the invitation to participate wasn't out
there. -

There were (as well) three open houses — two of which had post
card notices sent to every property owner in the Manchester area as
well as notices in the paper and flyers around town. Although Mr.
Coppola couldn't locate his postcard- doesn’t mean he wasn't sent
one. At one open house we had 12% of the Manchester population
with 68% expressing a preference for a two story limitation and
55% at 28 feet or less. Port Orchard can elect a mayor with 12% of
the population expressing their opinion, Manchester should be able
to set a preference for height limits in their commercial area with
12% of the population. So the argument that the “process” didn't
include enough people just isn’t true.

There may be people who complain that their opinion was not
listened to- even if they couldn't attend a meeting, if they emailed
me-- their opinions were read and counted as if they were there.
After a couple of very intense meetings the issue of height limitation
was agreed to be tabled and would be resolved through the




‘*preference setting” open house. This was done so we could get on
the rest of the document.

There may be complaints that the document was put together by a
group of people with no guidance. While it is true much of the
design standards were written without county guidance- As they
were ready to be submitted and reviewed by the public- someone
from DCD was assigned. AND the standards were reviewed by 2
land use attorney’s as well as the DCD.

The Manchester Plan had the guidance of Katrina Knutson who did
an excellent job and attended most of the Zoning and regulation sub-
committee meetlngs as well as all the meeting we had as an entire

group.

In closing, we have had some interesting and yes often heated
discussions but we have come up with a plan with design standards
that will stand the test of time and keep Manchester the charming,
livable community it is today. I encourage you to adopt the
Manchester Plan Update.
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AS CURRENTLY STATED: 1001

Nonconforming Lots in Single O{% ership: If a single lot or record, legally created before
the adoption of the Manchester less than 8,712 square feet in size or does not meet
the dimensional requirements of its zone, the lot may be occupied by any use allowed
within the zone subject to all other requirements of this chapter.

Nonconforming Lots in Common Ownership: contiguous lots or record held in common
ownership, each legally created before the adoption of the Manchester Plan must be
combined to meet the minimum lot requirements of its zone if one or more of the lots is
less than 8,712 square feet in size or does not meet the dimensional requirements of its
zone, and at the time of adoption of the Manchester Community Plan (March 18, 2002)
either 1) a residential structure encumbered more than one of the contiguous lots o@
two or more of the lots were vacant. If one or more of the lots is sold or otherwise
removed from common ownership after the adoption of the Manchester Community Plan,
it will not be considered to meet the minimum lot requirements for nonconforming lots in
single ownership. Property with two contiguous lots legally created before the adoption
of the Manchester Community Plan with a residential structure entirely on one lot may
develop the second lot consistent with applicable zoning.

WITH ADDED DEFINITIONS

Nonconforming Lot — an identified property legal description that does not meet the
dimensional requirements of its zone

Lot of Record — legally created by long or short plat (1975 RCW -Assessor’s Office)
before the adoption of the Manchester Community Plan (March 18, 2002)

Tax Parcel Lot — lot(s) of record combined under one tax parcel number before the
adoption of the Manchester Community Plan (March 18, 2002)

Contiguous Lots — adjacent lots of record

Nonconforming Lot(s) in Single Ownership: If a single lot of record, legally created
before the adoption of the Manchester Plan is less than 8,712 square feet in size or
does not meet the dimensional requirements of its zone, as a tax parcel lot before the
adoption of the Manchester Plan (March 18, 2002), the lot may be occupied by any use
allowed within the zone subject to all other requirements of this chapter.

Nonconforming Lots in Common Ownership: Contiguous lots of record held in common
ownership, each legally created before the adoption of the Manchester Plan must be
combined to meet the minimum lot requirements of its zone, if one or more of the lots is
less than 8,712 square feet in size or does not meet the dimensional requirements of its



zone, and at the time of adoption of the Manchester Community Plan (March 18, 2002)
either:
e 1) aresidential structure encumbered more than one of the contiguous lots or

e 2) two or more of the lots were vacant. If one or more of the lots is sold or
otherwise removed from common ownership after the adoption of the
Manchester Community Plan, it will not be considered to meet the minimum
lot requirements for nonconforming lots in single ownership.

If one or more of the lots of record are is sold or otherwise removed from common
ownetship after the adoption of the Manchester Community Plan (March 18, 2002), it
will not be considered to meet the minimum lot requirements for nonconforming lots in

single ownership.

Propertyies with two contiguous fax parcel lots legally created before the adoption of the
Manchester Community Plan with a residential structure entirely on one lot may develop
the second lot consistent with applicable zoning.

EXTRA WORK EXAMPLE

Nonconforming Lots in Single Ownership: If a single lot of record, legally created
before the adoption of the Manchester Plan is less than 8,712 square feet in size or
does not meet the dimensional requirements of its zone, the lot may be occupied by
any use allowed within the zone subject to all other requirements of this chapter.

Ntmconformmg Lots in Common Ownership: contlguous lots or record held in
common ownership, each legally created before the adoption of the Manchester Plan
must be combined to meet the minimum lot requlrements of its zone if one or more
of the lots is less than 8,712 square feet in size or does not meet the dimensional
requirements of its zone, and at the time of adoption of the Manchester Community
Plan (March 18, 2002) either 1) a residential structure encumbered more than one
of the contiguous lots or 2) two or more of the lots were vacant. If one or more of the
lots is sold or otherwise removed from common ownership after the adoption of the
Manchester Community Plan, it will not be considered to meet the minimum lot
requirenients for nonconforming lots in single ownership. Property with two
contiguous lots legally created before the adoption of the Manchester Community
Plan with a residential structure entirely on one lot may develop the second lot
consistent with applicable zoning.
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The 2007 Manchester Plan
Retammg Lot Aggregation Language from the 2002 Plan
(Response)

To the Kitsap County Planning Commission,

I am responding to the article in the Kitsap Sun Newspaper and Katrina Knutson -
Associate Planner email to members of the Manchester Community on November 14™.

I would like to offer my insight since I was personally involved in appealing lot
aggregation with the Department of Community Development in September of 2005. The
comments made by Jim Sommerhauser in the Kitsap Sun Article and also in Ms.
Knutson’s email noting the 2002 plan lot aggregation have not been challenged, to the
contrary are not accurate. Ninety five percent of all those affected by lot aggregation and
I was totally unaware that we could no longer build our lot since the adoption of the 2002
Manchester Plan. I was paying taxes on my lot valued at $70,000 in 2005 for a 5,000
square foot view property. Additionally, each year taxes show a substantial increase over
the prior year. I had no reason to consider that it was no longer buildable. No direct
information was available to inform property owners that their property rights to build a
home would be affected.

While web surfing the County site, one evening I found (KCC Section 17.321C.030.B )
of the County zoning that combined two or more lots (with or without a house) of single
ownership if they were less than 8,712 square feet in size. If you owned a single lot
smaller then 8,712 sq. feet you were safe to build. With this new information I filed an
appeal to the Department of Community Development. Where by the appeal was denied
and the Director’s determination upheld.

Following the suggestion of the Department of Community Development that I could
continue to litigate or work with the local community to have the language changed. I
choose the later. Attending the Manchester Community Council meeting each month a
new sub committee was formed. Our primary focus of the committee was lot aggregation
and the residential 28 foot height in the view protection overlay zone (VPOZ).

Following a seven month study by the sub committee we prepared a Power Point
Presentation on Lot Aggregation to a well attended community meeting. (I have attached
the Power Point to this email for your review.) That same evening a vote was taken.

The vote was overwhelming 24 to 6 to modify the language.

Accordingly, the county lived up to its recommendation and amended the language of the
2002 Manchester Plan by modifying the lot aggregation language in the Ten Year
Comprehensive Plan



It is befuddling that after ten months of community and county review that a major
change during the eleventh hour would occur. Most disturbing is Katrina Knutson’s
email to members of the Manchester Community on November 14, 2007 that states the
following. “The Planning Commission recommend adoption of the Plan by 8 — 0 with 2
minor changes. The Planning Commission recommended that the nonconforming lot
language from the 2002 Plan be retained ....” What minor changes are being referred to!!
Clearly the Planning Commission or Ms. Knutson has grossly minimized a “minor
change” that in actuality it is 2 monumental change for many Manchester residence. This
seemly casual adjustment has been duly noted and must be more seriously considered

~ before the adoption of the 2007 Manchester Plan.

It is inconceivable that the voice of the people has been so inexcusably ignored. An
explanation in regard to these new adjustments is not only reasonably expected but
procedurally required.

Turning back the clock is not in the best interest of the Manchester Community or Kitsap
County. The county and those of us that lost our property rights have not been bogged
down in appeals and litigation cost. Since the modified language was adopted in January
of this year no issues have arisen. It was a win/win for all parties.

Sincerely,

Michael Valentino-

Manchester resident since 1991
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From: BECKY FOX <fxzldy@msn.com>
To: <kknutson@co.kitsap.wa.us>
Date: 11/30/2007 11:46:44 AM
Subject: Manchester Development

| am writing in response to the development of the Manchester commercial area and specifically the
height limits and amount of projects that are being proposed. As a fairly recent transplant to the area from
Seattle, my husband and | moved her two years ago, | was immediately charmed by the beauty and small
town character that Manchester has to offer. We have now gone a step further and purchased the old
Capital Tavern and have been renovating it and have just reopened it as the Manchester Pub. We have
invested a lot of our time and money with the help of many volunteers to create a warm and friendly place
for people to enjoy. As a new business owner in the area, | of course welcome new people to the area as
it will be good for our business. | welcome new businesses that wouid bring people to the area. | cannot
deny that. However, | do feel there has to be a limit to the height and the character of the buildings that are
built. Manchester is a very unique area, it is not capable of handling the traffic and certainly not the parking
that would be created if all the building happens. If the buildings are too tall and not designed to blend in
with the areas residential feel and charm, it will turn into an overdeveloped, eyesore. The one I'm
concerned about the most is the project directly across the street from the Family Inn and our Pub. | can't
even begin to understand how that could even be considered to be approved in the current design style
that is being proposed. It is grotesque looking, like a big Motel 6. It degrades the character of the area, not
improve it. It's not the fact that our view is being taken away, as much as what we then have to lock at day
after day if it is built as planned. | bet even the people who consider buying the condos would prefer the
charm that could happen if done right. I think everyone knows that building and development cannot be
stopped. | would just like see it done tastefully and realistically. You cannot just plop a bunch of buildings
in a two to three block radius without truly considering the people that live here now who's views will be
adversely affected, their small home town warmth being compromised, and expect it o be welcomed with

open arms.

1 would like to see Manchester stay to the 28 foot, 2 story limit and keep the rural village charm that makes
it the wonderful place to live that it is. | also would like the building that is going to happen be done with a
little charm such as you might not even realize it is there. | work for a builder in Seattle and they always
strive to look at the neighborhood they are going to build in and then design something that will look like
it's been there forever. That kind of planning doesn't take that much more effort but it does a lot more for
everyones acceptance of change in the long run. Thank you for your time and | would appreciate if you
could forward this on to all the County Commissioners as | do not have their email addresses.

Sincerely,Becky Fox
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From: <Kamuron@aol.com>

To: <SDiener@co.kitsap.wa.us>
Date: 12/4/2007 10:54:27 PM
Subject: Re: Manchester plan

Thanks Scott, | very much appreciate your reply, especially so late. |just

now got home from our council meeting myself. :) | also very much

appreciate staff's opinion and regret that you were not able to provide that input to
the PC. | will submit comments to the BCC by the deadline. Best, -Kamuron

**************************************Check out AOLIS Iist of 2007'3 hottest

products. '
(http://money.aol.com/special/hot-products-2007 ?NCID=aoltop00030000000001)

CC: <KKnutson@co.kitsap.wa.us>
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From: Carole Leininger [leiningers@ix.netcom.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2007 6:31 PM

To: ‘commissioners@co.kitsap.wa.us'

Subject: Manchester

Dear Commissioners,

First let me say "Thank you" for listening to our community on Monday Nov. 26th. | think it was
VERY clear that the community supports the design standards and the Manchester Plan Update.
The majority of residents have spoken loudly, clearly and numerous times that 35 feet tall buildings
are TOO BIG for the Manchester commercial core. They also violate the LAMRID classification by
allowing too much density. The "Colchester Commons" project MUST be denied. If allowed to go
through it negates the design standards and Plan update. It tells the community that all the hours
put in were for "nought". The "Anchors" is a clear indication of how "out of place" structures that
size are in the Manchester Community. Just because one mistake was made, does not mean that
mistake should lead to others. The community "fought" the "Anchors" for as long as we could afford
to. We were not listened to then- PLEASE listen to us now. The "Colchester Commons" MUST be
denied.

Thank you for your time and consideration in this matter.

Carole Leininger
Manchester resident
carole9@ix.netcom.com
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From: Scott Diener

To: Kneip, Shelley

Date: 12/3/2007 10:49:14 AM

Subject: Fwd: Manchester Minority Viewpoint

Sheliey;
Here is the minority report from Lary Coppola.
S

>>> Lary Coppola <biznews@wetapple.com> 11/27/2007 2:32 PM >>>
Dear Commissioners,

Please accept this as a Planning Commission "Minority Viewpoint"
concerning the Manchester Plan you will be voting on.

| personally believe this process has been flawed from the beginning,
and that if you pass it, you will be opening a can of worms you may want
to reconsider opening. In my view, this plan needs to be scrapped, and
reworked from the very beginning for the following reasons:

*1) Notification of Residents*

| personally own two properties inside the area covered by the
Manchester plan. In spite of the notification that was supposedly sent
to property owners | never received /any/ notice for /either /property.

I requested a copy of the "original" mailing list that was used for the
notification. | was supplied with "a list," but supplied with no proof

it was the actual one used for the mailings. My name appears on that
list once, not twice --- in spite of Carrilu Thompson telling me she
personally checked the list used --- and I'm on it twice.

| am also aware of a number of other individuals who claim not to have
received any notice of the process as well. For example, Teresa Osinski,
the Government Affairs Coordinator for the Homebuilders Association,
and a Manchester resident, was among these. Teresa said she would have
liked to participate in the process had she been notified of how, when,

and where. Also, Donna Cryder, a prominent Realtor in the area who owns
two properties in Manchester, including one she lives in, said she also
would have participated had she known.

Dee Marie, another resident, received notice and wanted to participate

in the planning efforts. She went to a committee meeting and signed up
for the email list for notification of future meetings. In spite of

signing up FOUR different times, she never received any emails notifying
her of future meetings until making an issue of it with county staff.

These are just a couple of examples. There are more --- many more. |
believe there is grounds for appeal on this issue.

*2) Height Limits

The issue of height limits has perhaps been the most contentious issue
of this plan. As someone who served on the original committee --- also
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known as the "Manchester 42" --- (Free the Manchester 42! :-) ) that
drafted the first plan, the intention of the citizens was crystal clear.
They wanted NO structures higher than 28 feet and/or 2 stories.

This was made clear to the county planner in charge of the process at

the time. The original draft of the document said 35 feet or 2 stories,

and the staff planner was directed by the citizens committee to make the
change from 35 feet to 28 feet to the final document before it was

presented to the commissioners for approval. That change was never made,
and the commissioners approved a document that was not what the citizens
intended, approved, or directed the staff planner to present to the
commissioners. That flawed document reading 35 feet has been the genesis
of ALL the controversy surrounding the height limits issue. Had the

staff planner done as he was originally directed, NONE of this would

have been an issue.

*3) Rural Character*

Since the original plan document wasn't changed, and was approved to
allow 35 feet, several development applications have been approved and
vested, with construction underway on at least one project. This has
already irrevocably changed the character of "downtown Manchester" from
a LAMIRD style rural center, to clearly urban. Again, had the county

staff planner done as he was directed in 2002, the rural character of
Manchester would have been preserved.

*4) Lot Aggregation*

This question has not been addressed to the satisfaction of at least
three members of the Planning Commission, as well as a number of
residents of the area --- especially those that own the legacy lots that
will need to be aggregated under the plan. | believe there are also
grounds for appeal of the plan on this issue as well.

In my view, the entire process itself was flawed, and not nearly as
inclusionary as the residents of Manchester deserved for it to be. |
realize that a lot of staff time has been devoted to this process, and
the citizens that were allowed to participate, worked hard to craft a
plan that works. Unfortunately, this particular plan, as it it was
presented is extremely vulnerable to being overturned on appeal,
especially on the public participation issues, which will put everyone
back to Square One. In light of the county's financial position, perhaps
remanding this plan back to address these issues before bringing it
forward would be in the best interest of ALL the taxpayers of Kitsap
County --- who will be footing the bill for the appeal and conducting
the process a second time --- as well as the residents of Manchester who
will be directly and irreversibly impacted by your decision.

LFC

Lary Coppola, Editor & Publisher
The Kitsap Peninsula Business Journal

Email Address: biznews@wetapple.com
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Voice: 360.876.7900 - Fax: 360.895.2495 - Toll Free: 800.733.7990
Address: 321 Tremont Street - Port Orchard, WA 98366-3764

Web Site: hitp://www.kpbj.com

To Send Press Releases: http://www.wetapple.com/press
Submission Standards: http://www.wetapple.com/mediakit
Print Subscriptions: http://www.wetapple.com/subscription
Email Subscriptions: hitp://www.wetapple.com/emailer

Blogs: http://kpbj.com/blog and http://westsoundpolitics.blogspot.com/

"It's in our moments of decision that our destiny is shaped."
...Anthony Robbins

Confidentiality Statement and Copyright Notice: The information in this electronic mail message is owned
and copyrighted by Wet Apple, Inc. DBA The Kitsap Peninsula Business Journal. It is privileged,
confidential, and legally protected from unauthorized disclosure. The information contained is intended
strictly for the use of the addressee(s) listed in the message header.

If you are not the intended recipient, you are hereby notified that any copying, dissemination or distribution

of all or any part of this message is a legal copyright violation actionable by law and is strictly prohibited. If
you have received this in error, please notify the sender immediately by replying to this message.

CC: Bolger, Jim; Keeton, Larry; Knutson, Katrina
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From: "Mattie Walters" <mati360@wavecable.com>
To: "Katrina Knutson™ <KKnutson@co.kitsap.wa.us>
Date: 11/21/2007 12:07:30 PM

Subject: Manchester Community Plan

Katrina Knutson, Associate Planner
Kitsap County

Department of Community Development
Community Planning Division

Dear Katrina,

If you would forward this to the county commissioners, | would
appreciate it.

To the Kitsap County Commissioners:

| am writing to urge the passage of the Manchester Community Plan with
the density and height set at two story and 28 feet in Appendex A,
Design standards. There have been many hearings, much testimony,
letters, and preference polls, all of which express the agreement of the
community in this regard and the Plan needs to be finally in place with
the design standards reflecting the community preferences.

Thank you,
Mattie Walters

7849 E. Main St.
Manchester, WA

Mmment

CC: <lkeeton@co.kitsap.wa.us>, "Scott Diener" <sdiener@co.kitsap.wa.us>
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From: <CARRIWHO@aol.com>

To: <KKnutson@co.kitsap.wa.us>
Date: 11/30/2007 8:07:40 AM
Subject: Manchester Community Plan

Katrina-

Please forward this letter on to all three County Commissioners asap. Thank
you.

Dear County Commissioners-

| urge you to accept of the Manchester Community Plan and the Downtown

Design Standards. Our community put in many long hours writing and rewriting the
Plan to fine tune the language so we had a plan that would be enforceable.

At our own expense, we had two land use lawyers review and comment on the
language and we incorporated their suggestions to that end. Of most importance
is the language that supports and protects Manchester as a LAMIRD.

Through the process of hearings and community meetings, it is apparent to me
that few people in this county, be it county employees or residents, truly
understand what a LAMIRD designation means and how to enforce that
designation. We are charged with protecting Manchester as a rural village, not an urban
center, and our plan reflects that. You have the power to protect our

village from the assault of urban development and the GMA, in it's latest rulings
of record, supports your endeavors to do so. Please don't let a few projects
completely destroy the character of our community. We are at a crossroads in
the future of Manchester and it is every decision made now that will

determine if we survive as the community the majority of the residents want to be
Support us in our fight to retain our rural character and pass the Manchester
Community Plan.

Thank you for your time and attention to our community.

Carrilu Thompson

30 year Resident

P.O. Box 431
Manchester, WA 98353
360-871-4958

**************************************Check out AOLIS "St Of 2007!8 hottest

products.
(http://money.aol.com/special/hot-products-2007 ?NCID=aoltop00030000000001)

CC: <sdiener@co.kitsap.wa.us>
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From: Jan Angel

To: Katrina Knutson; Scott Diener

Date: 12/11/2007 6:05:37 PM

Subject: Fwd: Public comment: Manchester plan

Where are we on this in the final draft - -l remember discussing this ?7?
>>> <Kamuron@aol.com> 12/9/2007 12:30 PM >>>

December 9, 2007

Dear Kitsap County Commissioners:

| am writing regarding the proposed amendments for the Manchester community
plan and zoning. | strongly support the language as proposed by the DCD

staff, including retaining the ianguage for lot aggregation adopted by the Board

in 2008.

| believe that the materials compiled by DCD staff for your consideration

this year include the correct 2006 language. | understand that unfortunately,
older 2002 language may have been included in the Planning Commission
recommendations. 1t is important that the Board re-adopt or retain the 2006 language
that the Manchester community discussed and recommended last year.

I'd like to also thank the DCD staff for their hard work in undertaking the

2007 amendments and helping property owners like me stay informed.

Thank you for your consideration.

Kamuron D. Gurol

8182 E. Daniels Loop

Manchester, WA 98355

**************************************Check OUt AOLIS Iist Of 2007‘3 hottest

products.
(hitp://money.aol.com/special/hot-products-2007 ?NCID=a0ltop00030000000001)
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From: "Manchester Realty" <manchesterrealty@wavecable.com>
To: <kknutson@co.kitsap.wa.us>

Date: 12/11/2007 8:36:53 PM

Subject: Manchester Community Plan Update

December 11, 2007

Kaftrina Knutson
Associate Planner, DCD

Dear Katrina,

You have not heard from me in the revision of the Manchester Community Plan but | have been following
it fairly closely. | was out of town all summer. | was born and raised and live in Manchester. | own
Manchester Realty. | was one of the original 42 that worked on the 2002 plan and was the initial
chairperson of the Manchester Community Council. | appreciate all the work that you and the Community
have done in the plan revision and Kitsap County's commitment to Manchester. | think it was well thought
out and will help Manchester move forward with a clearer direction. There are just a couple of issues that
| believe will be nearly impossible for DCD to administrate. One is the 20% view restriction. | have
enclosed a photo of a new home that just went up in front of my office. As you can see approximately 45%
of my view was blocked. The owner built an average new two story home and even though it blocked my
view it would have been grossly unfair for him to have been stopped due the 20% view violation. | believe
the rule will prevent anyone form building anything in MVC zone in the future. The other concernis a
suggestion by the planning commission to calculate the building height of the structure by measuring 15
feet of elevation above the westerly property line. They must have assumed that all lots are sloped and
one can build down slope to increase height. This is definitely not always the case and | have numerous
examples. This rule in many cases would prevent the building of the traditional two story homes that we
have here in Manchester. | strongly recommend you keep your current language or perhaps slightly
elaborate the current procedure for determining height.

if you have a chance for a short phone conversation or can give me a time | can stop by | would
appreciate it.

Thanks again for a job well done.
Robert Ballard
360-871-2700

CC: <shauer@co.kitsap.wa.us>, <jwbrown@co.kitsap.wa.us>, <jangel@co.kitsap.wa.us>




