
May 14, 2021 

Dear Sir/Madam, 

Kitsap Alliance, Kitsap Home Builders Association and Kitsap Real Estate Brokers 
Association request an in-person working group meeting with the Board of 

County Commissioners, the Planning Commission, and the Kitsap County housing 
specialist to identify means of reducing the current high cost of housing and 

eliminating the deficit in housing supply. 

A shortage of housing is a very real crisis in Kitsap County. By our calculations, 
we are as of today, short of demand by approximately 20,115 housing units. This 
has resulted in the cost of housing now being roughly double what Unites States 

Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) deems as "affordable,11 

both to buy and to rent. We have solutions. 

The most expensive item in most working family's budgets is the cost of housing. 
The Building Industry Association of Washington (BIAW) now reports the price of 
housing has risen to the point that currently 72% of Washington residents cannot 
qualify for a home mortgage. (See attached.) 

Currently, across the State of Washington, median housing prices are roughly 

double the amount HUD deems as "affordable." Per BIAW, every $1,000 added to 
the price makes 2,500 more Washingtonians unable to buy a house. 

With the current on-rush of inflation, our population will soon be in an economic 
tailspin. As lower income people are forced out of the housing market, and 

landlords selling high priced rental housing stock due to too much Legislative 

hassle, homelessness will rapidly increase. The risk is societal collapse. 

By our calculations, before the advent of the Covid pandemic, land use and 
construction regulations have added roughly 50% to the cost of construction of 
new housing in Kitsap County. Much of this regulation is locally amplified, to 
avoid criticism by State agencies. 

"The small landholders are the most precious part of a state." · Thomas Jefferson
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Impediments to increasing housing stock are: 

Washington State's Growth Management Act (GMA) 

Extreme environmental buffers and setbacks from wet features 

Excessively restrictive building regulations 

Impediments in obtaining building permits 

Lack of political will to acknowledge and address these issues 

Exacerbating the high cost of housing are Washington State's newly enacted most 

extreme energy code regulations in the United States and new additions to storm 

water regulations. These two sets of regulation are expected to add a combined

$50,000 to the cost of a median priced home. 

Question #1: 

What can be done to reduce local regulations that have placed Kitsap County in 

crisis mode? 

How is Kitsap County leadership lobbying the Washington State legislature to 
assist in solving the shortage of housing construction. 

Second impact issue: 

Twenty years ago, environmental regulations were enacted primarily toward 
achieving clean water in wetlands, streams and shoreline to save "Larry the 
Lonesome Salmon," because salmon stocks were continuing their decline. 

The effectiveness and necessity of these environmental regulations is 

questionable, in that they have failed to produce an increase in salmon stocks1
. 

Science has shown different environment regulations, such as reducing toxic 

highway runoff, and replacing all the State's highway culvert fish barriers (a U.S. 
Supreme Court mandate, June 11, 20182 ) would bring back the salmon runs. 

1 Mid Sound Fisheries Enhancement Group -A Brief History of Salmon in the Pacific Northwest 
2 Washington v. United States No. 17·269
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$ s ur-ent y available to the State of 
Washington, enough to solve the culvert issue. How will that money be spent? 

Question #2: 

Have the net effect of unintended consequences of current environmental 
regulations had little, if any, net effect on increasing salmon stocks while only 
resulting in driving housing prices well beyond the level of "affordability?" 

Action items: 

What are the problems we are trying to solve? 

What are the numerical baselines? 

What measurable progress has been achieved in attaining the goal? 

If regulations are not providing measurable progress toward achieving the goals, 
are they of merit, and if not of merit, isn't it past time to repeal the regulations 
and try other approaches? 

To solve the GMA issues, we recommend Washington State enact legislation 
similar to Florida's "Community Planning Act" (F.S. §§163.3161 though 163.3217), 
R .... ..t! I , 1 1b J ,1e ci .. e ... Jnd c.ount1 �s. 

Citizens know our County Commissioners and mayors, but local citizens have 
virtually no contact or influence over legislators from distant counties or State 
agencies and growth hearing boards. 

"People who govern best are people who govern closest to the people." 

R�spectf
�
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;;,,, •?1 � � a I ! '/} �ctiae . ust o� 
Kitsap Alliance Vice President 
(360) 271-8726, michaelgustavson@mac.com

Cc: Kitsap County Elected Officials 
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Attachment 1: 

Practical impact of Washington State's Growth Management Act 

In Washington State, restrictive growth management referenda and initiatives to 

place all future growth in cities were placed before the voters. They were soundly 

defeated four times in succession in the 1980s. 

You might begin to see a theme develop. Somehow those in power always seem 

to think they know better than the general population of voters. In a fluid 

capitalistic marketplace, results often turn out different than projected. The 

silent hand of the free market is usually smarter than forecasters. 

High density land use regulations are now written in nearly every jurisdiction in 

America based on literature provided by the American Planning Association. It's 

all written around the "Habitat I" 1976 Vancouver, B.C. consensus. Later, 

refinements were drafted to match agreements reached at "Habitat II" in June, 

1992 in Rio de Janeiro ("Agenda 21" .) President George H. W. Bush immediately 

obligated the U.S to implement these policies. Congress was never approached. 

As you study details of these major conferences, you'll find a particular set of 

hard-left leaning people constantly at center stage guiding the choices of wording. 

Two very determined politicians aggressively pushed Washington State's Growth 

Management Act through our Legislature in 1990. They had the votes. It passed 

with a nighttime vote, allowing no public hearing, amendment or debate. GMA 

became effective January 1, 1996. This was a great example of lack of foresight. 

As of January 1996, rural land was down-zoned uniformly throughout the State so 

5, 10 and 20 acre parcels could no longer be subdivided. Future growth was to be 

directed into Urban Growth Areas. The themes were that Urban Growth Areas 

would be expanded to meet demand and mass transit would carry people to work 

from the new densely populated areas. 

Here's the result: 

During the five-year adjustment period, 1990-1995, rural properties could still be 

divided according to earlier zoning. Many people divided their land and by 1 
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January 1996, the average size of rural parcels in Kitsap County had become, two 
acres. 

The vast majority of these rural parcels now have homes. 

As a result, expanding the Urban Growth Areas has become very expensive. The 
most basic rule is all new Urban Growth Areas must abut existing Urban Growth 
Areas. Owners of small rural parcels in proposed Urban Growth Areas often 
don't want to sell to developers at any price. In Washington State, it's illegal to 
condemn a private parcel of land so it can be sold to another private owner. 

Today, it's nearly impossible to assemble large single family home tracts as were 
developed in the 1960s,1970s and 1980s around our County and State. The few 
large undeveloped parcels typically don't abut Urban Growth Areas. 

By State Growth Management Hearings Board mandate, new homes must be built 
at a rate of 5-9 homes per acre, with a sewer hook-up requirement to meet 
"urban" density goals. These are very small 5,000-9,000 square foot parcels on 
mandatory sewers with two story homes. Typically, these small parcel lots do not 
mirror the character of the surrounding neighborhoods. 

Now comes into play a very basic law of economics: When~ product is 
constrained, the price goes up. 

U.S. Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) banking regulations 
require that to be granted a bank mortgage for a home loan, the mortgage must 
be affordable as a function of the borrower's income. 

This boils down to the net monthly housing cost, including mortgage payment, 
property taxes, insurance and utilities must not exceed 30% of a borrower's 
monthly income. 

Using the median family income in Kitsap County of $76,945 deducting taxes, 
insurance and utilities, a median income earner in Kitsap County should be buying 
a home priced at the median price of $190,770. 
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On Bainbridge, HUD's median "affordable" home would now be $295,740, 

because median family incomes are higher. In fact, the median price of a home 

on Bainbridge today is $977,445. Most people don't have enough cash to make 

up the difference. 

A two bedroom $1430 per month apartment is HUD's affordability limit for a 

median income family in Kitsap County. If you need three bedrooms, forget it; 

they now go for $1750 per month and up. 

Rents increased 10% each year during the six years prior to Covid. Homelessness 
has become a major concern. 

Rather than address the root cause of the problem being lack of inventory, the 

Legislature has written numerous onerous band-aide regulations tying down 

landlords. Rents are not allowed to be raised, evictions are prohibited, even for 

non-payment of rent. Already landlords are tiring of this and selling to home 

buyers at inflated prices. This further reduces rental inventory and increases 

homelessness. 

While rent is capped, taxes and other costs that landlords bear continue to rise. 

One Washington State Senator has lead the charge of drafting harsh landlord law. 

It turns out she, herself does not live in a single-family home. 

I have been a landlord of nearly 50 years. If one's Kitsap County family income is 
below $76,000, there is nothing available to rent or buy, and here's why: 

Kitsap County and the City of Bremerton commissioned a study "ECONorthwest 
Kitsap -Bremerton Affordable Housing Inventory and Market Analysis, 11 published 

in March, 2020. The result was during the period 2010-2017, housing was being 

constructed at roughly 1/3 the rate of population growth. We were building 515 
housing units per year when we should have been building 1,480 units. Then 
Covid hit and construction stopped. 

Not discussed in the "Affordable Housing Inventory" study was the backlog of 

slow building due to GMA during 1996-2010. This resulted in a housing shortfall 
of 9,500 units even prior to the "Affordable Housing Inventory" study. 
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Added to the 9,500 housing unit shortfall is the annual 965 unit shortfall in house 
construction from 2010 - 2020, which adds to the housing deficit another 10,615 
housing units. Currently Kitsap County is suffering a. housing deficit of roughly 
20,115 units, without counting the housing not built during Covid. 

The Affordable Housing Inventory study shows at least 25,150 additional dwelling 
units will be required by 3036 just to accommodate the rate of growth. Prior to 
Covid, homes in Kitsap County were priced at twice what HUD calls "affordable." 

Adding the current shortfall would bring that total to 54,765 housing units, or 
3,651 new units added every year to erase the housing deficit. 

If we build homes only to accommodate the rate of population growth, housing 
prices will remain at twice that of affordability. We desperately need more 
housing inventory, and~-

Median home prices in Kitsap County are now $468,397. If you own your home, 
you feel pretty good. If you're a realtor, commissions are excellent. Kitsap 
County is currently one of the "hottest" real estate markets in Washington, due to 
increased growth resulting from our new (sales tax subsidized) fast passenger 
ferry service and cheaper housing than Seattle. 

Post-Covid, the cost of building materials has in many cases tripled. Washington 
State's new energy code, the strictest in the entire U.S. including Alaska and the 
Northern Tier States and expanded stormwater regulations are now adding 
$50,000 to the cost of each home being built. Within a year or two, Kitsap's 
median priced home will likely cost $550,000. 

Median home prices in Seattle are currently $824,666. 

My realtor friend Dick Brown recently listed a home in Manchester. Kitsap 
County's assessed value was $435,000. The seller asked that Dick list the home at 
$500,000. It quickly sold for $650,000. 

Covid changed the working culture in America to one of "work from home." 
Coupled with fast foot ferries to Kitsap and our relatively cheaper housing, 
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pressure will continue to mount on our limited housing supply. There's really no 

reason to remain living in urban growth areas, particularly in expensive, riot

plagued Seattle. There are very few vacant rural lots for sale. Older homes are 

bought, bulldozed and replaced with more expensive rural homes. This displaces 

our Kitsap workers and retirees to ever more remote, cheaper housing. 

The problem is State-wide. In all 39 counties, housing is priced around double 

that of affordability. (We've previously submitted our August 4, 2020 study 

paper, which displays state-wide pre-covid housing costs, sent to all County 

elected officials.) 

Obviously, our County and State is capable of much greater development. We 

have thousands of undeveloped acres. The constraint is government-imposed 

land use regulation. 

Today in Kitsap, far more apartment units are being built than single family 

homes. The construction ratio should be one multiple dwelling unit to three 

single family residences. As we age and our health care needs and costs increase, 

the equity value of our homes is intended to pay these costs. At retirement, 

renters average 1/10 the net worth of home-owners, so home-owner taxes will 

pay their health care costs. This is bad planning, both short-range and long range. 

So, who will live in all these new apartments? I am a landlord. I rent to low - 

income people. I charge Bremerton Housing Authority's "Fair Market Rent" rates 

as determined by HUD. Do you know who pays 60% of their rent? You do, as 

Section 8 Voucher subsidies. The 2020 Democrat Party Platform promises 

housing vouchers to all who qualify, at up to 80% of median income. This would 

increase the number of Section 8 vouchers in Kitsap County ten-fold. 

The land use planning problem is solvable, but we must pressure the Legislature. 

Be patient, more on this later. 

Goal #4 of Washington State's Growth Management Act states: 

"Encourage the availability of affordable housing to all economic segments of 

the population of the State, promote a variety of residential densities and 

housing types, and encourage preservation of existing housing stock." 
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Does Goal #4 match the description I've just given you? 

Over the past 30 years, Goal #4 of our Growth Management Act has been 
hijacked at the State level by the environmental movement. 

I became involved with Kitsap Alliance of Property Owners over 20 years ago 
when saving "Larry the Lonesome Salmon" from extinction justified writing ever 
more restrictive land use regulations. These included wetland and stream buffers 
of up-to 250 feet and shoreline restrictions up to 200 feet. 15 foot "setbacks" 
were added so the construction couldn't dare touch a precious buffer. These 
rules don't leave much usable land. Oh, land can usually be used, but at the cost 
of expert studies costing anywhere from $5,000 to $100,000, with no guarantee a 
building permit will be issued even with submittal of the studies. 

Kitsap County can dramatically reduce the high cost of housing construction by 
reducing the width of environmental buffers and setback requirements. The 
current restrictions were based on the extreme high end of recommendations 
from selectively chosen peer reviewed studies. There are credible peer-reviewed 
papers showing a grass 6-30 foot buffer is adequate to provide clean run-off 
water. See attached, pp. 28-30 from "On buffers Around Kitsap County's Watered 
Places," August 28, 2004 by Mr. Don Flora, PhD and Mr. Gary Tripp, submitted to 
Kitsap County in 2004 by Kitsap Alliance of Property Owners. 

Prior to the current energy and stormwater rules, we estimate just the cost of 
regulation was adding 50% to the cost of a new home, with little discernable 
environmental benefit. 

We have not seen evidence that the current aggressive buffer and setback 
requirements have increased the number of returning adult salmon. 

Attachment 2: 
Salmon population history 

Let me carry you back briefly exactly 100 years to 1921. My dad was five years old 
and my grandfather enjoyed fishing for salmon from the Hansville pier. Labor Day 
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weekend 1921, he caught 150 salmon and my grandmother canned them on a 
beach fire. Salmon was an unlimited resource. Then came the automobile. We 
built roads and cheap small culverts, blocking off fish spawning. 

By 2001, our Indian neighbors finally had had enough of State promises, 
ineffective land use regulations and lack of results in bringing back our salmon. 

The Federal government and the Tribes successfully sued the State to replace all 
small fish blocking culverts with large fish passage accesses3

• No action. 

In 2007 the Feds and Tribes prevailed on appeal. Still no action . In 2013 the 
Federal District Court demanded acceleration of culvert replacement. Very little 
action. Finally, in 2018 the U.S. Supreme Court upheld the District Court Decision 
and created substantial penalties. All culverts must be replaced by 2030. Still, 

very few culverts have been replaced. 

So, in our Democrat controlled State Government, the cost has bounced from 
department budget to department budget, while the cost continues to grow: 
from $1.8B to $2.8B, to, most recently, $3.8B. The bill keeps rising and the Tribes 
wait. No action. 

Now, with a shower of $158 - $188 of /(free" Biden "stimulus" money coming to 

Washington State, of which $68 is fully discretionary, there appears to be little 
interest in replacing culverts. After all, 2030 is a long way off, voters have short 
memories and taxes can always be raised in an emergency to satisfy a U.S. 
Supreme Court mandate4

• 

U.S. Department of Fisheries and the Tribes have also proven chemicals added to 

tires to mitigate deterioration from vehicle exhaust produces highway run-off 
deadly to returning adult Coho salmon5 The problem can be inexpensively 

. 

eliminated with earthen filtration of run-off, but very little action has been taken. 

Boat launches at Hansville and Southworth are closed. 

3 United States v Washington "Culverts cases"
4 U-Tube "We the Governed" "Fish Culverts, Taxes and Corruption"
5 Kitsap Sun Oct 9,2015 "Coho Salmon"
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When Department of Community Development or the Department of Commerce 
tells you land use restrictions are all about the environment, they're not being 
straight. Homes built here over the past 150 years in what we have now deemed 
"Critical Areas" have not been proven to have caused environmental harm. 

For many years, the Tribes have been major supporters of the State Democrat 
Party. In Olympia, it's often heard the Tribes and Teachers Unions run our State 
Legislature. 

Perhaps it's time we brought the Indians of Washington State to the Republican 
side of the isle and fix the salmon problem. 

Now, I'll share the solution to our housing shortage with you. 

My wife Mimi and I just returned from traveling the entire State of Florida, which 
initially enacted a Growth Management Act similar to ours. By 2012, their 
leadership recognized their Growth Management Act was killing their economy 
and that the requirements of each county are unique. Florida abolished its State
wide Growth Management Hearings Board and gave land use planning decisions 
back to each county and city. 

Key West, for example, now prohibits high-rise construction because of their 100-
mile two-lane hurricane evacuation road. We saw different planning and 
construction in every county we visited. County commissioners and city mayors 
are held to account by their citizens. 

President Jefferson said every person should live on land they own, no matter 
how small. Ownership is the bedrock of both freedom and liberty. 

"One person, with courage, makes a majority. 
Four people, with courage becomes an army." 

President Biden's $6B unconstrained funding will likely be spent on pet 
projects, not culverts. 

Taxes can always be raised later as an "Emergency measure". 
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THUMBNAIL SUMMARY 

We need LOTS of housing, NOW 

We need to overcome: 

G MA Restrictions 

Buffers 

Regulations 

Building permit impediments 

Delays in culvert and highway run-off filtration construction 

. Potential complaints about smelly, rotting spawned-out salmon in our 
streams 

WE NEED POLITICAL WILL 

DO WE HAVE POLITACAL WILL? 

If not --- let's not waste our time! 
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Priced Out ~BIAW 
Building Industry Association of Washington 

300 Deschutes Way SW, Ste. 300 I Tumwater, WA 98501 

(360) 352-7800 I BIAW.com I aaEJmcom 

Thousands of Washington families 
priced out of housing market 

by Bailee Wicks 
Communications Manager 

COVID has made a huge impact on businesses, 
families and the state economy including the housing 
market. With a hot homebuyer's market and ongoing 
shortage of new construction, home builders are 
troubled by a growing crisis in housing: People i!1 
middle and lower-income brackets are increasingly 
priced out of the market for home ownership. 

$1000 in added costs = 2,500+ households behind 
The National Association of Home Builders (NAHB) 
released its 2021 Priced-Out Estimates, showing 
how higher home prices and rising interest rates 
affect people's ability to buy new homes. 

In Washington state, the median home price is 
$522,023, requiring a minimum income of $112,295 
to qualify for a mortgage. At that price point, 
more than 72% of Washington's roughly 3 million 
households are priced out. And for every $1,000 in 
additional costs, 2,524 more households are unable 
to qualify for a new mortgage. Washington's housing 
affordability chart shows how many households are 
priced out at various price points above and below 
the median price. 

Proposed bills add costs to housing 
Legislators are considering a number of bills this 
session that will significantly increase the cost of 
new homes. Many of the bills have worthy goals; 
however, they also have significant consequences. 

By adding more and more regulation, sadly, it tells. 
those in disadvantaged, lower and middle economic 
classes they will not be able to own a home. That's 
why, as Washington continues work to recover _ 
from the economic fallout of the COVID pandemic, 
BIAW is supporting legislation that helps address the 
state's housing shortage with homes more people 

can afford. 

I building insight 

BIAW actively opposes measures that add new 
regulations, requirements and restrictions that drive 
up the costs of home ownership and reduce the 
supply of new housing to meet the state's needs. 

BIAW supports legislation that allows for more 
'middle rung' housing to be zoned and built to allow 
first-time homebuyers an opportunity to achieve the 
American Dream of homeownership. 

As seen in the graphic, for every $1,000 in additional 
costs including new regulations, the following areas 
are pricing out families. 

If you have questions about the 2021 priced 
out estimates or how rising prices are affecting 
communities statewide, contact BIAW 
Communications Manager Bailee Wicks at baileew@ 
biaw.com or (360) 352- 7800 ext. 143. 
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Florida's "Community Planning Act" redirects land use planning 
from State agencies to County Government. · 

163.3161 Short title; intent and purpose.-

(1) This part shall be known and may be cited as the "Community Planning Act." 

(2) It is the purpose of this act to utilize and strengthen the existing role, processes, and powers of 

local governments in the establishment and implementation of comprehensive planning programs to 

guide and manage future development consistent with the proper role of local government. 

(3) It is the intent of this act to focus the state role in managing growth under this act to 

protecting the functions of important state resources and facilities. 

(4) It is the intent of this act that local governments have the ability to preserve and enhance 

present advantages; encourage the most appropriate use of land, water, and resources, consistent with 

the public interest; overcome present handicaps; and deal effectively with future problems that may 

result from the use and development of land within their jurisdictions. Through the process of 

comprehensive planning, it is intended that units of local government can preserve, promote, protect, 

and improve the public health, safety, comfort, good order, appearance, convenience, law 

enforcement and fire prevention, and general welfare; facilitate the adequate and efficient provision 

of transportation, water, sewerage, schools, parks, recreational facilities, housing, and other 

requirements and services; and conserve, develop, utilize, and protect natural resources within their 

jurisdictions. 

(5) It is the intent of this act to encourage and ensure cooperation between and among 

municipalities and counties and to encourage and ensure coordination of planning and development 

activities of units of local government with the planning activities of regional agencies and state 

government in accord with applicable provisions of law. 

(6) It is the intent of this act that adopted comprehensive plans shall have the legal status set out 

in this act and that no public or private development shall be permitted except in conformity with 

comprehensive plans, or elements or portions thereof, prepared and adopted in conformity with this 

act. 

(7) It is the intent of this act that the activities of units of local government in the preparation and 

adoption of comprehensive plans, or elements or portions therefor, shall be conducted in conformity 

with this act. 

(8) The provisions of this act in their interpretation and application are declared to be the 

minimum requirements necessary to accomplish the stated intent, purposes, and objectives of this act; 

to protect human, environmental, social, and economic resources; and to maintain, through orderly 

growth and development, the character and stability of present and future land use and development 

in this state. 

(9) It is the intent of the Legislature that the repeal of ss. 163.160 through 163.315 bys. 19 of 

chapter 85-55, Laws of Florida, and amendments to this part by this chapter law, not be interpreted to 

limit or restrict the powers of municipal or county officials, but be interpreted as a recognition of their 



broad statutory and constitutional powers to plan for and regulate the use of land. It is, further, the 

intent of the Legislature to reconfirm that ss. 163.3161-163.3248 have provided and do provide the 

necessary statutory direction and basis for municipal and county officials to carry out their 

comprehensive planning and land development regulation powers, duties, and responsibilities. 

(10) It is the intent of the Legislature that all governmental entities in this state recognize and 

respect judicially acknowledged or constitutionally protected private property rights. It is the intent of 

the Legislature that all rules, ordinances, regulations, comprehensive plans and amendments thereto, 

and programs adopted under the authority of this act must be developed, promulgated, implemented, 

and applied with sensitivity for private property rights and not be unduly restrictive, and property 

owners must be free from actions by others which would harm their property or which would constitute 

an inordinate burden on property rights as those terms are defined in s. 70.001 (3)(e) and (f). Full and 

just compensation or other appropriate relief must be provided to any property owner for a 

governmental action that is determined to be an invalid exercise of the police power which constitutes 

a taking, as provided by law. Any such relief must ultimately be determined in a judicial action. 

(11) It is the intent of this part that the traditional economic base of this state, agriculture, 

tourism, and military presence, be recognized and protected. Further, it is the intent of this part to 

encourage economic diversification, workforce development, and community planning. 

(12) It is the intent of this part that new statutory requirements created by the Legislature will not 

require a local government whose plan has been found to be in compliance with this part to adopt 

amendments implementing the new statutory requirements until the evaluation and appraisal period 

provided in s. 163.3191, unless otherwise specified in law. However, any new amendments must 

comply with the requirements of this part. 

History.-ss. 1, 2, ch. 75-257; ss.1, 20, ch. 85-55; s. 1, ch. 93-206; s. 4, ch. 2011-139. 



The Case for Smaller Buffers - Small Buffers Work 

Small buffers have been shown to be very effective at buffering the low-intensity 
residential uses like Bainbridge. 

DOE Synthesis 5-33 
"Castelle and Johnson (2000) note that the apparent effectiveness of small buffers in 
removing toxics is due to 1he· ~orption of many toxics to sediment particles. When 
vegetated buffers are effective at filtering sediments, they will also be effective at 
filtering those toxics and nutrients adhered to the sediments." 

The majority of the studies cited by the DOE show small buffers ofless then 32 feet (10 
meters) as being very effective. 

Desbonnet: Table 3 
Comerford - 6 foot buffer - maintaining stream channel stability 
Ahola - 6 foot buffer - stream habitat protection 
Ahola - 15 foot buffer- river/ lake protection 
Sheuler - 21 foot buffer - low level pollution removal 
Comerford - 21 foot buffer - general buffer purpose use 
Palm.storm - 23 foot buffer - general buffer purpose use 
Doyle - 23 foot buffer - protect water quality from animal waste 
Comerford - 24 foot buffer - protect general water quality 
Comerford - 27 foot buffer - protect water quaJity against ground based 
herbicide applications 
Martin - 30 foot buffer- protect water quality from clear-cut 
Clark- 30 foot buffer - General Purpose 
Swift - 30 foot buffer -Protect general water quality 

Desbonnet: Table 4 
Neibling & Alberts - 2 foot buffer - removed 91 % sediment 
Neibling & Alberts - 4 foot buffer - removed 78% of sediment 
Dolye - 5 foot buffer - removed 57% of Nitrates 
Neibling & Alberts - 8 foot buffer - removed 82% of sediment 
Dolye - 12 foot buffer-removed 95% Nitrogen and 99% of Phosphates 
Do lye - 13 foot buffer - removed 62% of Phosphates and 68% Nitrates 
Young- 13 foot buffer-removed 84% of Nitrogen-and 83% of Phosphates 
Dillaha-15 foot buffer- removed 87% Total Suspended Solids, 61% of Nitrogen 
and 63% of Phosphates 
Dillaha- 15 foot buffer - removed 63% sediment 
Neibling & Alberts- 16 foot buffer-removed 83% of sediment 
Neibling & Alberts - 20 foot buffer - removed 90% of sediment 
Dolye - 25 foot buffer - removed 96% Nitrogen and 99% of Phosphates 
Dillaha - 29 foot buffer - removed 95% Total Suspended Solids, 77% of 
Nitrogen and 80% of Phosphates 
Dillaha- 30 foot buffer - removed 78% of sediment, 78% of Nitrogen and 78% 
of Phosphates 

DOE Synthesis 5-29 - - Gahffazadeh, Castelle and Johnson 2000 
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Summary of sediment control" .... Found 85% removal in 30-foot buffers" 

Desbonnet " .... A multiple-use vegetated buffer of five meters (16 feet) could be 
considered a reasonable minimum-buffer-width standard." 

Desbonnet "In general, greater than 50 percent removal standard can be met with 
vegetated buffers about 5 meters (16 feet) wide." 

Desbonnet demonstrates in the eraph below that the first 30 feet an~ the most 
effecttive at pollutant removal in heavy agricultural situations. 

Figure 8. 
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Less we forget, buffers need not remove 100% of all pollutants, because 
wetlands are themselves the primary stormwater surge tanks and 
sediment traps. That is their function. 

Conclusions Supporting 30-Foot Buffer Widths 

It is reasonable to conclude that for Bainbridge small buffer widths would work 
equally as well as the current buffer widths, because: 

1. There are no site-specific pollution sources on Bainbridge; 
2. The most function in buffers occurs in the first ten feet; 
3. Upland uses beyond the buffer are usually grass, landscaping and forested areas 

which contribute to the buffer function and habitat; 
4. There are ample scientific studies indicating small buffers are very effective for 

general water quality; and 
5. 100 years of experience on Bainbridge show that residential homeowners' 

normal use of their land has not and will not likely harm the environment in 
the future. 
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Prepared by Gary Tripp with expert technical assistance provided by Don Flora 

Bainbridge Citizens United 
Commonsense Environmental Regulations and Accountable Government 
321 High School Road,# 386 
Bainbridge Is., WA 98110 
206-780-0191 Gary Tripp 
206-260-8918 Fax 
Email: inf<t,@,bai11bridge.cc 
Web Site: http://www.bai1tbridge.cc 
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