
Boundary Line Adjustment Code - Final Public Comment Matrix
Comments Received from 10/7/2025 to 3/4/2026

# Date Submitted Name Comment

1 10/7/2025 1:33 PM Mark Scott
Resultant boundary line adjustments should be reflected on the Kitsap Parcel Viewer within one year. My own lot had a boundary line adjustment recorded on 2008 -- 17 years ago -- 
which is not reflected on the Kitsap Parcel Viewer. In my case that added 1 review cycle for a Shoreline Exemption permit.

3 10/7/2025 2:34 PM Brett Caswell
I don't think the DCD needs any additional work, the goal is to streamline the current workload, not add additional tasks which will further slow the current work throughput. Let's not 
introduce additional red tape to an already over burdened system. Tell me I'm wrong and why?

4 10/7/2025 2:45 PM
Rebecca 
Stansbury Will the government attempt to shrink my boundaries? Will Olalla maintain low density zone and protect that status?

5 10/7/2025 4:05 PM Anthony Augello The current code should remain unchanged, because this is the way the RESIDENTS want it.

6 10/8/2025 1:42 PM Ron THOMAS

As a Kitsap housebuilder,  we have filed 3 BLA plots in the past following these suggested rules. Although, not coded, the surveyors provided interpretations of the state code. 
However, at this time I can see no reason to enact a code that does not include Kitsap code for recently enacted state legislation allowing UNIT LOT SUBDIVISION. I recommend 
defer this code update.

As to Section 16.04.xxx
Section C.1 There should be no restriction on using tracts in BLA's, so long as it does not (a), create a new buildable lot from a tract, or (b), remove  or alter the purpose and the tracts 
ability to provide that purpose. Prohibiting BLAs with vacated rights-of-way removes the ability of two parcels that are adjacent due to the vacation, from doing a  BLA, this is 
unacceptable. It should say parcels comprised solely of vacated right of way to remove any confusion of the intent. 

E2. should read, All resulting properties comply with applicable zoning standards for total area, buildable site, and dimensions, except that the Director SHALL NOT deny a boundary 
line adjustment for an existing nonconforming property so long as its degree of nonconformance to applicable zoning standards is not increased and no nonconformace is create or 
increased on other properties. Nonconfomities apply to, but are not limited to, property size, setbacks, and dimensions.
E7 should be struck entirely, the prohibition in sequential BLAs is based on the need to prevent having a process that avoids dealing with necessary infrastructure issues, sections E3, 
E6, E8, and E9 at a minimum, deal with this issue. This provision removes the state law provision that explicitly allows BLAs for owner convenience. If there is a situation where 
multiple BLAs and Segregations allow creating lots that meet all the zoning requirements, and meet all the provisions here, but allows the owner to do it over a multi year period, then 
it should be allowed. Otherwise it continues the trend of regulation that makes it only cost effective for companies or rich land owners. This would only be usable in areas with 
existing infrastructure and access, due to restrictions E3 and others. Additionally, a BLA cannot alter a plat, and having this portion in here erroneously implies that it does. When you 
do a BLA that moves a lot line over to include 5 feet of the neighboring lot, it does not change the underlying lot.
F3. Why is this provision only required for property combinations? It should be applied to BLAs as well, or not at all.
F4. Should state, "Mergers of unplatted lots result in new permanently-established properties...".  As stated before, BLAs (including combinations or "lot line eliminations") cannot 
alter the underlying lot. By including this, you not only imply, but specifically state that BLAs can alter plats. If a lot is to be combined with another lot, if it is in a plat, it must be a plat 
alteration. If it is an aliquot part description, then the property combination should be fall under this provision.

As to section 16.62.050
Section G MUST remain, otherwise the county would throw into doubt the legal status of every lot created by BLA prior to this? This sounds like a lot of potential lawsuits.

Section 16.10.070 and section 21.02.080
Is there a reason someone that owns 6 or more abutting lots should not have the same legal rights as someone who only owns 5 or less? You would leave no outlet for anyone to do a 
BLA if they did own more than 5 if you leave in the prohibition to doing a series of BLAs. There is no rational for this prohibition. State law allows the adjustment of parcel boundaries 
as the owner desires, for their convenience, why remove this from owners of 6 or more lots?Kevin Biggs10/7/2025 2:02 PM2
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Boundary Line Adjustment Code - Final Public Comment Matrix
Comments Received from 10/7/2025 to 3/4/2026

# Date Submitted Name Comment

8 10/10/2025 8:23 AM William McCoy

I support adding a clear BLA process; however, I’m concerned one part of the proposed code re: decision criteria -  “The adjustment is not part of a concurrent or sequential series of 
multiple proposed adjustments which would circumvent the subdivision regulations in Chapter 16.40, including but not limited to having the effect of altering a recorded plat.” -  
reads so broadly that any BLA within a recorded plat could be viewed as “having the effect of altering a recorded plat,” even where no dedications, roads, or easements are changed. 
That outcome would be inconsistent with state law distinguishing BLAs from plat alterations and could chill routine, lawful BLAs between platted lots. I urge that this language be 
tightened up so it's clear that BLAs that alter platted lots are permissible. For example it could be worded as: 
“The adjustment shall not be part of a concurrent or sequential series of adjustments that would result in the creation of additional lots, tracts, or building sites, or otherwise 
circumvent the subdivision requirements of Chapter 16.40.
Boundary line adjustments within a recorded plat are permissible provided they do not modify dedications, roads, easements, notes, or other features shown on the face of the plat 
that would require a formal plat alteration".

9 10/12/2025 8:50 AM Edward Mullaney

Provide a provision for public comments of a proposed BLA that would result in removal of trails on the subject property. Include a provision for public comments for proposed BLA 
request other than only a ministerial review approval. As an example, when Kitsap County approved the BLA for lots 212602-1-004 and 212602-1-005 in Suquamish, the Kitsap 
County approval eliminated the existing public trail use on Lot 212602-1-005 resulting in no pedestrian access between NE Union Street and Angeline NE. Once this was approved by 
Kitsap County, the owner of the newly oriented LOT 212602-1-005 had no obligation to keep the trail open for public use. Sadly, Suquamish lost a trail by this action.

10 10/17/2025 9:05 AM Kathy Cloninger

If an existing parcel is granted property from a Right of Way Vacation, the BLA would be the ideal template used to change the property legal description and ensure all the mentioned 
procedural approvals are met. This would need to be included as an exception in the Section #3 Adjustments Prohibited. The process would include compliance with Public Works, 
DCD, Treasurers, Assessors etc...

Kitsap County DCD doesn't even have a Licensed Surveyor on staff. How is Kitsap County going to even be able to review BLAs? 

* BLAs are not the principal cause of non-conforming or improperly sized lots. 
* BLAs do not subdivide anything, and are therefore not "avoiding" subdivision requirements. 
* BLAs could potentially create access issues, which can admittedly be problematic. This is an area where property owners need to take care not to create these situations, which are 
detrimental to the properties and parties involved. DCD review is not what is needed. Individual property owners involved in land disputes etc. and professional surveyors can easily 
prepare for these situations and remedy as needed at the time of recording or anytime after the fact. NOTE: Truly "land-locked" properties were not created by BLA. This issue is a red 
herring. 
* BLAs can impact properties crossing ROW, or other jurisdictional boundaries, so what? 

It is clear that DCD just wants more control. In this case, DCD wants control where they have no business being. Leave the BLA tool to Professional Surveyors. 

If enacted; A BLA ordinance will add additional layers of review (TIME AND EXPENSE), affecting property owners rights and ability to utilize what is currently a simple remedy. I see no 
real added benefit. 

While your at it; Quit flagging all properties that are non-conforming. Building Permits are getting pushed aside, while desperate property owners are forced to demonstrate that they 
have a right to build???? WTF??

Per Kitsap County Code 16.62.020.C: A lot is presumed to be a legal lot of record, but may be investigated by the department upon submittal of a building or other development 
permit. 

YOU GUYS NEED TO FIGURE OUT HOW TO START HELPING RESIDENTS GET BUILDING PERMITS. STOP LOOKING FOR WAYS TO HOLD PEOPLE BACK FROM PROGRESS.
A Random 
Independent :)10/9/2025 9:21 AM7
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11 10/17/2025 3:11 PM Thomas Garrett

Seasonal and Fish streams make up many of the property lines between abutting properties in Kitsap County. Streams are not referenced in Boundary Line Adjustments (BLAs) rules 
and regulations.
Streams may need BLAs due to erosion, mudslides, earthquakes, flooding, road washouts, man-made modifications, etc.
Some streams are also indicated on Kitsap County charts and maps in their "wrong" location causing mistakes with buffers and storm water pollution entering downstream fish 
streams. 
All of these stream modifications, whether on seasonal or fish streams, need to go through a permit process except where there are no boundary or location conflicts exist.

12 10/20/2025 6:08 PM
Michael 
Gustavson

Boundary line adjustments are best left to the adjoining neighbors, bet understand the problems being faced by both. This has been the practice in Kitsap county for the past 150 
years and has worked well.  Under State law, 7 or 10 year existing fence lines determine property lines.  Judges orders trump DCD decisions.  I have experienced both situations in 
Jefferson and Kitsap Counties.  Being the only remaining County in Washington to have a different ordinance than the remaining 38 counties is no justification to follow the herd.  
Recall, GMA and all of the fall-out regulation originated ot in the US, but came from the United Nations.  The results are housing prices 2 1/2 times affordability homelessness and a 
low birth rate.  This has created a death spiral for our country.

13 10/23/2025 3:16 PM
Mitchel & 
Michelle Morey Comment Attached Below

14 10/24/2025 3:52 PM John Kiess Please see attached comment letter from the Kitsap Public Health District, thank you.

15 10/25/2025 9:45 AM Steve Ottmar

E2: Currently there are thousands of legal non-conforming lots due to zoning changes. So, unless 2 of these lots swap equal areas, the BLA between them will create an increased 
nonconformance in lot area for one of the lots. The vast majority of BLA's don't involve equal land swaps. Somehow property size needs to be exempt from nonconformance.
F3: "Survey maps". I don't want that to be interpreted as requiring a survey for a property combination. Property Combinations are fairly simple documents and usually include an 8.5 
by 11 Exhibit Map. Maybe changing "survey maps" to "exhibit map". I don't think a survey should be required for a Property Combination.
H. Sounds like a BLA will have to be prepared by a licensed Land Surveyor and require a survey.

16 10/26/2025 10:50 PM
Bruce 
MacLearnsberry

Our firm has been preparing boundary line adjustments in both regulated and unregulated environments for the last 50 years.  Please see my attached correspondence regarding my 
opposition to this proposal to enable your informed action.

Links to cases cited are available upon request.

Thank you for your consideration.
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17 12/15/2025 9:29 AM
Concerned 
Citizen

I am writing my opposition to the boundary line adjustment code, updated 12/02/2025, as it clearly harms future generations and residents and property owners. It will add 
significant government expense and review authority with zero public benefits.

Currently, private property owners in Kitsap County can, for their own convenience and at their own risk, adjust their boundaries per state law, such as by the following codes:
WAC 458-61A-109 (2)(a)(iv) Moving a property line to adjust property size and/or shape for owner convenience; and
WAC 458-61A-109 (2)(a)(v) Selling a small section of property to an adjacent property owner.

As proposed in the proposed Kitsap BLA code update, these currently convenient property rights afforded by state law will become prohibited privileges in Kitsap County. These new 
privileges would be reviewed by DCD under subjective and strict standards, which is costly and harmful to the Kitsap County residents at large.

I urge the commissioners to reject this proposed BLA code in its entirety.

Over the past decade, Kitsap County has purchased thousands and thousands of acres of rural private land, removing thousands of potential family homesites from potentially being 
built responsibly in our County, putting extreme economic pressure on the balance of rural private land, contributing to the homeless crisis, and limiting opportunities for future 
generations. Creating new subjective barriers to what would otherwise be developable private lots seems to be a misguided priority in the department.

18 2/20/2026 2:23 PM Jamie Clough
Please see the attached draft with comments from the Kitsap Building Association. The KBA cannot endorse the proposed code in it's current form and stands ready to assist the 
Department of Community Development and the Planning Commission with further revisions.

19 3/3/2026 10:44 AM Marcus Hoffman

The Public Hearing Board already has enough work which makes them backlogged with major developments.  Adding minor lot line adjustments to their workload is crazy.  Speaking 
as a full-time REALTOR/Broker in Kitsap County for twenty-four years moving lot lines is a nearly everyday event in real estate.    
     There are already laws and regulations preventing inventing "new lots" using lot line adjustments.  By law that cannot be done in Kitsap County.  We are talking about adjusting 
property lines for a fence or driveway.  If both properties are agreeable why is Kitsap County getting involved with formal hearings?  
     Requiring a Hearings Board to review these kinds of minor actions will just add another layer of government bureaucracy, time delays, and unnecessary expense, making getting 
anything done in Kitsap that much more impossible.  
     Please stop these unnecessary kinds of government overreach.  

Marcus Hoffman REALTOR/Broker
20 12/5/2025 Gary Chapman Comment Attached Below
21 12/10/2025 Ed Mullaney Comment Attached Below
22 1/21/2026 Gary Letzring Comment Attached Below
23 1/21/2026 Bob Morse Comment Attached Below

24 1/28/2026
William 
Palmer/KAPO Comment Attached Below

25 1/30/2026 Anthony Augello Comment Attached Below

26 2/3/2026
Michael 
Gustavson Comment Attached Below

27 2/17/2026 KCAA Board Comment Attached Below
28 3/3/2026 Linda Wood Comment Attached Below

29 3/3/2026
Michael 
Gustavson Comment Attached Below
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30 3/3/2026 Clif Peterson Comment Attached Below
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Attachm
ents 

Referenced in com
m

ent form
 – subm

itted via em
ail 

















Draft BLA Com
m

ents 
From

 Gary Chapm
an 

12-5-25 
 A. Adjustm

ents Prohibited. 

1. 
A

djustm
ents of tracts, easem

ents, vacated rights-of-w
ay, and tax title strips are not 

perm
itted. For the purposes of this 

 title 
 a narrow

, often unusable strip of 
land associated w

ith a tax-foreclosed property, w
hich m

ay have been created by surveying or 
platting errors. 

clean up these strips and should be struck from
 the code.  I understand the purpose is to 

prevent the one tim
e com

m
on practice of taking these strips of land and creating new

 
building parcels.  H

ow
ever, K

.C
. C

ode 16.62 Legal Lot D
eterm

ination already specifically 
prohibits the use of these strips to create new

 building lots.  Thus, any B
LA

 review
ed by 

K
.C

. w
ould reject a proposal based on 16.62.  The problem

 w
ith adding this to the B

LA
 code 

is it restricts all rem
edies to clean up these old strips of land.  M

ost of the tim
e property 

ow
ners on both sides of these strips w

ork together to either vacate or purchase these.  A
nd 

alm
ost 100%

 of the tim
e K

itsap C
ounty can only transfer the ow

nership to one property 
ow

ner not both.  U
sually the ow

ners w
ant to split the land, som

etim
es equally, som

etim
es 

not, and absorb these into their current parcel.  B
y prohibiting these from

 the B
LA

 there is no 
rem

edy to absorb or split the strips. 
 

2. 
A

djustm
ent of a property shall not be perm

itted w
here separate properties are on either 

side of a road or right of w
ay as respectively defined in K

C
C

 chapters 
16.10.290 and 17.110. 

 

preventing. M
y only guess is the intent is to prevent the idea of roads or right of w

ays w
hich 

split a parcel from
 being used tw

o create 

and from
 the tim

e of stateho
considered split into tw

o separate lots and w
ere sold and built upon as separate.  Y

ou can see 

sim
ply never aske

Since 
. 

 
The issue is there are a lot of parcels w

hich have land on both sides of a road or right of w
ay.  

Som
etim

es these are very sm
all strips and other tim

es these are pretty large areas.  Either 
w

ay if K
itsap C

ounty recognizes these as w
hole parcels, they are then contiguous, and the 

road cutting through 
In fact there are a num

ber of tim
es the ow

ner lives on one side of the road and the neighbor 
on the opposite side of the road w

ants to purchase the unused portion so they can use the 



otherw
ise useless land.  If you include this in the ordinance the ow

ners have now
 solution to 

allow
 one to absorb the unused land into the others parcel.   It m

akes no sense.  If you w
ant 

to prevent the idea of roads creating tw
o parcels, define it in the legal lot determ

ination so it 

boundaries. 
 

E.2 2. All resulting properties com
ply w

ith applicable zoning standards for total area, buildable site, and 
dim

ensions, except that the Director m
ay allow

 a boundary line adjustm
ent for an existing 

nonconform
ing property if its degree of nonconform

ance to applicable zoning standards is not increased 
and no nonconform

ance is created or increased on other properties. Nonconform
ities apply to, but are 

not lim
ited to, property size, setbacks, and dim

ensions. 
 I can’t figure out w

hat this m
eans and I have 34 years of surveying.  Since this is so confusing it is open 

to m
isinterpretation.  I suggest this be m

ore clearly defined. 
 E.3 No new

 public roads or extensions of public infrastructure w
ould be required solely to serve the 

adjusted properties. 
 W

hy is this in here?  Kitsap County w
ould require the cost of extension of any road or public 

infrastructure to be constructed at the ow
ner’s expense.  This seem

s extrem
ely lim

iting.  If our project is 
in an urban zone and the ow

ners need to do a BLA to facilitate future platting and part of this w
ould 

involve extending the sew
er or w

ater system
 to their property, this statem

ent prohibits this.  W
hat is 

this protecting?  Let people extend the roads or facilities if needed. 
 7. Resultant parcels m

ust have a building site and suitable access. No resultant property m
ay be created 

that causes the need for, during subsequent developm
ent as defined in Chapter 17.110, an exception or 

variance to County developm
ent codes, including but not lim

ited to Title 17 Zoning, Title 19 Critical 
Areas O

rdinance, or Title 22 Shoreline M
aster Program

. For protection of future buyers, the departm
ent 

w
ill require recordation of a statem

ent to this effect. 
 I am

 very concerned about the final sentence of this.  W
ho is going to record the statem

ent and w
hat is 

the statem
ent expected to say?  After being in this industry for over 30 years I have seen DCD 

consistently change their m
inds or new

 staff re-interpret the code.  There is no w
ay I w

ill ever record a 
statem

ent essentially guaranteeing property ow
ners DCD w

ill accept the BLA in the future.   I don’t know
 

anybody w
ho w

ill and I w
ould seriously advise this not to happen.  If DCD is volunteering to record a 

guarantee for future ow
ners on the legality of the lot after the BLA I com

m
end them

.  They certainly 
have never stood behind their ow

n decisions in the past.  If you leave this in the code I guarantee no 
surveyor w

ill prepare a BLA in Kitsap County until it is rem
oved. 

 9. B
oundary line adjustm

ents w
ithin a recorded plat are perm

issible provided that they do not 
m

odify dedications, roads, A
ccess easem

ents, notes, or other features show
n on the face of 

the plat, or its recorded conditions, that w
ould require a form

al plat alteration. 
 

I suggest adding the w
ord A

ccess to stay consistent w
ith plat alterations.  K

itsap C
ounty 

allow
s utility easem

ents to be created or altered w
ithout a plat alteration, but access 

easem
ents require an alteration. 

  



 12. N
one of the properties included in an approved boundary line adjustm

ent m
ay be further 

adjusted or altered w
ithin a period of five years unless a short plat or prelim

inary plat 
application is m

ade for such property or properties. 
 I absolutely hate this requirem

ent and feel it is unnecessary.  I believe the intention of this is 
m

 8 previously 
stated the B

LA
 cannot be used to circum

vent the subdivision process.  A
dding this statem

ent 
severely 

s w
ithin 5 years.  I 

property w
as long and had tw

o neighbors along his border.  There w
as a fence 10 feet south 

of his property line w
hich had been m

aintained and docum
ent for over 50 years and they 

w
anted to adjust the line to the existing fence.  W

hen w
e started the process w

e discovered 
one of the neighbors w

ho w
ere in their 8

totally over $15,000.  They w
ere shock realizing their m

istake and as you can im
agine due to 

their age had lim
ited incom

e to pay these.  So the ow
ner proceeded w

ith a B
LA

 w
ith the 

other neighbor, the theory 
clean it up w

hile they both agree then to w
ait and have this linger on and possibly never get 

resolved.   The first neighbor eventually w
as able to pay the taxes ow

ned and w
e w

ere able to 
clean up that parcel w

ith a second B
LA

. 
 

circum
vent the subdivision ordinance consider this: Item

 8 already prohibits this from
 

happening and the B
LA

 review
 is going to take so m

uch tim
e and extensive m

oney that it 

review
ed by D

C
D

.   Sim
ple econom

ics w
ill preclude this from

 happening. 
 

 F. The statem
ent at the end. 

 
  W

hat is the intention of this statem
ent? A

re you saying D
C

D
 w

ill recognize a D
eclaration of 

 
  I. Subm

ittal R
equirem

ents Subm
ittal requirem

ents shall be specified in the B
LA

 application 
guide and the subm

ittal checklist and form
s prepared by the D

epartm
ent. 

 This is extrem
ely troublesom

e and deceptive.  W
hy are the subm

ittal requirem
ents not listed? 

D
C

D
 is seeking to gain public input and support w

ithout revealing w
hat the requirem

ents for 

be require, if w
etland studies, geotechnical reports or even storm

w
ater reports w

ill be 
required.  W

ill a surveyor be required to prepare the docum
ents?  W

ill a full survey be 
required?  W

hat w
ill be required to be show

n on the survey?  W
ill the new

 lines be required 
to be staked on the ground?  W

ill a B
oundary Line A

djustm
ent docum

ent need to be 
subm

itted for review
?  H

ow
 about deeds?  W

ill m
ortgage com

panies be required to approve 
and record partial re-conveyances? 
 



D
C

D
 likes to spin affordable housing and protecting the public, but this code creates the 

opposite for both.   W
e typically prepare a sim

ple B
LA

 for around $900.  This code w
ill 

easily push the cost for a sim
ple B

LA
 to $4-5,000.  If additional consultants and reports are 

required the cost w
ill balloon to $15-20,000 for their w

ork and the additional survey and 
review

 tim
es.    

 A
lso you have to consider each ordinance takes aw

ay the freedom
 of property ow

ners.  This 
ordinance is full of punishing and ridiculous restrictions w

hich punish everyday real issues so 
D

C
D

 can collect revenue and control 

land boundaries and property law
s to review

 and support staff.  The current staff are all 
young and inexperienced 

tions or property 
boundaries.  W

ho is going to review
 these?  I keep getting questions from

 D
C

D
 about our 

at the sam
e level as a survey or 

title guarantees.   Ignorance is ram
pant. 

 































 





D
ear C

om
m

issioners,
 W

e w
ould like to subm

it the follow
ing statem

ent about the proposed perm
itting process for Boundary

Line Adjustm
ents currently under consideration by the D

C
D

. W
e understand that the Public C

O
m

m
ent

period has closed, but due to our m
eeting schedule w

e w
ere only just able to approve the statem

ent. 
  K

C
A

A Public C
om

m
ent O

pposing B
LA Perm

itting:
 Kitsap C

om
m

unity D
evelopm

ent’s proposal to require perm
its for Boundary Line Adjustm

ents w
ould

disproportionately im
pact agricultural landow

ners. BLAs are currently a sim
ple adm

inistrative tool that
often provides the only practical w

ay for farm
s to com

ply w
ith setback requirem

ents that w
ere

designed for residential developm
ent, not agriculture.

 R
equiring perm

its w
ould add cost, delay, and uncertainty for routine agricultural im

provem
ents and

conservation practices. This burden is com
pounded by the fact that Kitsap C

ounty does not designate
Agricultural R

esource Lands, leaving farm
s subject to residential standards that do not reflect

agricultural realities.
 BLAs help resolve these conflicts efficiently. M

aking them
 a perm

itted activity w
ould underm

ine their
purpose and im

pose unnecessary regulatory barriers and delays on an already highly regulated
agricultural com

m
unity. For these reasons, the KC

AA opposes the proposed BLA perm
itting

requirem
ent.

In the future, the KC
AA recom

m
ends that questions about perm

itting w
hich im

pact agricultural
practices in the county be brought before the Agriculture Advisory Council.
 Sincerely,
 The KC

AA Board
  kitsapag.org
info@

kitsapag.org
360-355-9413
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  KITSAP C
O

U
N

TY PLAN
N

IN
G

 C
O

M
M

ISIO
N

 
619 D

ivision S
treet M

S
 - 38 

P
ort O

rchard, W
ashington 98366 

  S
U

B
JE

C
T: O

pposition To: The Proposed O
rdinance to R

egulate Boundary Line 
Adjustm

ents 
 C

om
m

issioners: 
 Thank you for the opportunity to voice m

y opposition to the proposed BLA ordinance 
and in doing so I respectfully ask that you pause before adopting the proposed 
Boundary Line Adjustm

ent O
rdinance. 

 Boundary Line Adjustm
ents are not a m

echanism
 for creating new

 lots or increasing 
density. They are practical tools used to correct survey errors, resolve encroachm

ents, 
address access concerns, and fix unintended zoning conflicts. State law

 already 
provides the fram

ew
ork for this process, and Kitsap C

ounty has adm
inistered BLAs 

successfully for m
any years w

ithout evidence of w
idespread m

isuse. 
 In m

ore than 30 years as a R
EALTO

R
®

 in Kitsap C
ounty, having sold hundreds and 

hundreds of properties, I have encountered only tw
o transactions that required a 

Boundary Line Adjustm
ent. That perspective m

atters. BLAs are not com
m

on 
occurrences, and w

hen they do arise, they are typically straightforw
ard corrections —

 
not system

ic issues requiring additional regulation. 
 At this tim

e, there has been no dem
onstrated pattern of recurring or w

idespread issues 
that w

ould w
arrant justify adding another layer of regulations. 

 The proposed ordinance w
ould introduce additional adm

inistrative review
 w

ithout a 
clearly defined fiscal analysis, w

ithout confirm
ation of staffing capacity, and w

ithout 
m

easurable evidence of public benefit. Even if categorized as a Type I perm
it, adding a 

form
al review

 step increases the potential for delay and uncertainty. In real estate 
transactions, predictability m

atters. D
elays can affect contracts, financing tim

elines, and 
ultim

ately property ow
ners’ rights. 

 W
e also have to acknow

ledge the broader context. R
egulatory expansion, even w

hen 
w

ell-intentioned, carries costs. Each additional requirem
ent, w

hether in application fees, 
professional services, or processing tim

e, adds to the overall cost of land and housing. 
 Before im

plem
enting new

 regulations, I believe the C
ounty needs to clearly dem

onstrate 
four things: 

 
First, that a docum

ented and recurring problem
 exists. 



 
Second, that stakeholders w

ho w
ork directly w

ith BLAs—
R

EALTO
R

S®
, Builders, 

surveyors, land use attorneys, and title professionals—
have been m

eaningfully 
engaged in shaping the solution.  

 
Third, that the fiscal im

pacts have been analyzed and are sustainable, and 
 

Fourth, that the public benefit clearly outw
eighs the added burden on property 

ow
ners. 

 U
ntil those questions are thoroughly addressed, the C

ounty should not adopt additional 
regulatory layers on a process that has functioned effectively for decades. 
 Thank you for your consideration. 
 Linda W

ood | ABR
®

, AH
W

D
®

, M
R

P®
, SR

ES®
, W

C
R

®
, R

EALTO
R

®
 

M
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ount R
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Clif Peterson
–

PublicCom
m

entM
arch

3 rd,2026
South

Kitsap
Residentfor41

years

ChairHalland
m

em
bersof the

Planning
Com

m
ission,thank

you
foryourservice

to
the

good
people

of Kitsap
County.

Iw
asnotplanning

on
addressing

the
BLA

topichow
eversom

ething
struck

m
e

w
hile

listening
to

the
staff

presentaƟon.
Iw

antto
addressa

fundam
entalm

ischaracterizaƟon
being

m
ade

by
DCD

and
planning

staff.The
presentaƟon

repeatedly
refersto

Boundary
Line

Adjustm
entsas“illegal,”yetthe

record
show

sthatKitsap
County

hassim
ply

neveradopted
a

form
alBLA

review
ordinance.Historically,BLAshave

been
law

fully
recorded

through
the

Auditor’sO
ffi

ce
w

ithoutCounty
review.The

absence
of a

County
perm

iƫ
ng

processdoesnotm
ake

these
acƟonsillegal.In

fact,itprotectsindividualproperty
rights.Labeling

them
asillegalis

m
isleading

and
createsa

false
narraƟve

used
to

jusƟfy
expanded

regulatory
authority

overprivate
property.W

hatisbeing
proposed

here
isnotthe

correcƟon
of unlaw

fulconduct,butthe
creaƟon

of a
new

layerof discreƟonary
regulatory

controloverlaw
fulproperty

adjustm
ents.

In
regard

to
the

equestrian
code

/com
m

ercialequestrian
faciliƟes/yearof the

rural/orw
hateverw

e
callitnext.

Ifirstw
antto

acknow
ledge

and
appreciate

the
recenteffortto

clarify
the

term
“stakeholder.”ThatclarificaƟon

m
aƩersand

holds
w

eight.Because
w

hen
w

e
talk

aboutequestrian
faciliƟes,the

people
w

ho
carry

the
financialrisk,legalliability,property

investm
ent,

and
operaƟonalburden

are
the

facility
ow

nersthem
selves.They

are
the

onesw
ho

invested
theirland,theircapital,and

oŌen
their

life
savingsinto

these
operaƟons.In

every
sense

of the
w

ord,they
are

the
only

true
stakeholders.

Letuslook
atthe

County’sow
n

data.
W

hen
the

recentsurvey
asked:“Ifyou

operate
orw

ork
ata

facility,w
hattypesofregulaƟonsw

ould
be

m
ostchallenging?”

the
responsesw

ere
overw

helm
ingly

consistent.The
dom

inantthem
esw

ere
governm

entoverreach,expensive
perm

iƫ
ng,unrealisƟc

setbacks,operaƟng
hourrestricƟons,and

duplicaƟve
regulaƟon.

W
hen

you
actually

read
through

the
com

m
ents,a

carefulanalysisof the
responsesrevealed

approxim
ately

85%
percentof the

responsesexpressed
a

clearposiƟon
indicaƟng

opposiƟon
to

any
new

regulaƟonsorsay
the

exisƟng
regulaƟonsare

already
adequate.

The
responsesalso

m
ake

clearthatm
any

residentsbelieve
exisƟng

state
and

county
regulaƟons—

including
nuisance

law,
environm

entalprotecƟons,and
W

ashington’sRightto
Farm

Act—
already

provide
appropriate

safeguardsw
ithoutcreaƟng

new
layersof regulaƟon

thatcould
unintenƟonally

elim
inate

long-standing
ruralbusinesses.

Thatisnotam
biguous........Thatisa

clearm
andate

from
the

com
m

unity.

M
any

respondentssaid
exactly

that:“new
rulesare

notnecessary”—
“the

rulesthatalready
existare

suffi
cient.”

O
thersw

arned
thataddiƟonalperm

its,setbacks,and
restricƟonsw

ould
force

sm
allfaciliƟesoutof business.

And
let’sbe

directaboutthe
econom

icshere.Horse
boarding

isnotsom
e

m
assive

profitcenter.NaƟonaldata
show

sm
ostfaciliƟes

eitherbreak
even

orlose
m

oney.These
operaƟonssurvive

because
of philanthropy,passion,com

m
unity,and

a
com

m
itm

entto
rural

life.

Ialso
w

antto
addressthe

Com
m

ercialEquestrian
Facility

Assessm
entw

orkshop
lastW

ednesday.
Form

any
people

in
the

equestrian
com

m
unity,thatw

orkshop
feltlike

an
insultto

the
publicprocess.Severalof the

quesƟons
appeared

fram
ed

in
a

w
ay

thatsteered
responsestow

ard
supporƟng

regulaƟon,and
the

factthatthe
County

w
ascollecƟng

handw
riƩen

com
m

entsin
2026

w
asfrankly

em
barrassing

fora
processthatclaim

sto
be

gathering
m

eaningfuldata.ThatfrustraƟon
is

notisolated.It’sw
idely

shared
acrossthe

equestrian
w

orking
group

and
acrossthe

com
m

unity.A
quick

glance
through

the
com

m
ent

on
the

Facebook
group

“Save
ourStables”w

illprovide
m

ounƟng
evidence.

W
e
ask

thisCom
m
ission

to
rejectthe

planning
staff’seffortto

add
addiƟonalregulatory

burdenson
private

ciƟzensand
protectthis

criƟcalcom
m
unity

service.

The
m

andate
from

thiscom
m

unity
isclearand

sim
ple:

. Respectthe
feedback

com
ing

from
yourow

n
surveys,w

orking
group

and
publiccom

m
ents.

2. Respectthe
property

rightsof rurallandow
ners.

3. And
resistthe

urge
to

overregulate
an

enƟre
industry

because
of a

handfulof com
plaints.



These are in alignm
ent w

ith opƟon A that that the planning com
m

ission offered tonight. No new
 regulaƟons, conƟnue w

ith the
status quo.
 Kitsap County’s equestrian com

m
unity is part of our rural heritage, m

ental health, youth developm
ent, and local econom

y.
 And w

e w
ill stand firm

 in defending the rights of private property ow
ners. Protected under the right to farm

 act and the suprem
e law

of the land our consƟtuƟon.
 Thank you. Please enter these com

m
ents into the public record.








