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CITY COUNCIL             345 6th Street, Suite 100, Bremerton, WA 98337  Phone (360) 473-5280  
 

                                    * * * A M E N D E D * * * 
WEDNESDAY, OCTOBER 22, 2025 
CITY COUNCIL STUDY SESSION 

Starting at 5:00 PM in Council Conference Room 603 

  
A. AGENDA BILL BRIEFINGS 

1. Resolution to adopt the 2025 Utility Land Management Plan – Forestry Manager Sean Walsh; and  
Representatives from Mason, Bruce, & Girard 

 

2. Ordinance to amend Bremerton Municipal Code Section 2.05.020 entitled “Appointment and 
Confirmation of Department Directors” – Human Resources Manager Charlotte Nelson 

 

3. Public Works Agreement with Long Building Technologies, Inc. for Installation of the Emergency 
Mass Communication System at the Puget Sound Navy Museum – Internal Services Manager  
Matt Donleycott 

 

B. PRESENTATION 

1. Quarterly Update from Commonstreet (45 minutes) - Senior Outreach and Engagement Specialist 
Trisha Munson and Project Manager Brenden Perko 

 

C. AGENDA BILL BRIEFINGS 

1. Public Hearing on Resolution to approve the 2026-2030 Consolidated Plan and Community 
Development Block Grant and HOME funding recommendations for inclusion in the 2026 
CDBG/HOME Year 1 Action Plan – CDBG Program Administrator Sarah Lynam 

 

2. Ordinance to levy Property Taxes for Collection in 2026 – Financial Services & Administrative 
Services Director Mike Riley   

 

3. Ordinance to amend and re-establish City Rates and Fees for 2025-2026 
Mid-Biennium – Financial Services & Administrative Services Director Mike Riley   

 

4. Ordinance to amend and re-establish Utility Assessments, Rates, Fees, and Charges for 2025-
2026 Mid Biennium – Financial Services & Administrative Services Director Mike Riley   

 
Continued on next page 

Council Conference Room 603 will be open to the public to attend the Study Session in-person, but there 
will be no opportunities for input.  However, public questions or comments may be submitted at any time to 
City.Council@bremertonwa.gov.  Please remember that the content of the Agenda Bill items is subject to 
change; and no action at the Study Session is anticipated.  If approved by the Council, these items will be 
placed on the November 5, 2025 City Council Meeting Agenda, or as indicated.  

 

 Members of the public may click the link below to join the webinar: 
https://bremertonwa-gov.zoom.us/j/87318266756?pwd=ZWlMVnVYbFBHYjY5U1RJUmFreDFXUT09 

 

 Or One tap mobile:  
US: +12532050468…87318266756#…*857582# or +12532158782…87318266756#…*857582# 

 

 Or Telephone: Dial (for higher quality, dial a number based on your current location):   
US: +1 253 205 0468 or +1 253 215 8782 or +1 346 248 7799 or +1 669 444 9171   
or +1 669 900 6833   

 

Webinar ID: 873 1826 6756; Passcode: 857582    

mailto:City.Clerk@bremertonwa.gov
mailto:City.Council@bremertonwa.gov
https://bremertonwa-gov.zoom.us/j/87318266756?pwd=ZWlMVnVYbFBHYjY5U1RJUmFreDFXUT09


Please contact City.Clerk@bremertonwa.gov or (360) 473-5323 up to 24 hours prior to the meeting to request 
Americans with Disabilities Act (ADA) accommodations. 

 

  

 
 

D. EXECUTIVE SESSION 

1. 15-Minutes to consider matters affecting national security as allowed under RCW 42.30.110 
(1)(a)(i) No action anticipated 

 
2. 30-Minutes to discuss a complaint brought against a public officer as allowed under RCW 

42.30.110 (1)(f) No action anticipated  
 

E. GENERAL COUNCIL BUSINESS 

1. Public Works Committee Briefing (Last Meeting 10/21/25) – Chair Jane Rebelowski 
  
2. Lodging Tax Advisory Committee Briefing – Chair Jennifer Chamberlin 
 
3. Regional and Other Committee/Board Briefings 
 
4. Other General Council Business (As necessary and as time allows) 
 

F. ADJOURNMENT OF STUDY SESSION  
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AGENDA BILL 

CITY OF BREMERTON 
CITY COUNCIL 

 
 

 
SUBJECT:   Study Session Date:  10/22/2025 

Resolution to adopt the 2025 Utility Land 
Management Plan 

COUNCIL MEETING Date:   11/5/2025 

Department:  Public Works & Utilities 

Presenter:  S. Walsh/Reps. from 
Mason, Bruce, & Girard  

Phone:   (360) 473-5928 

 
SUMMARY:   
The City of Bremerton owns and manages approximately 8,000 acres of Utility land, of which 
approximately 3,000 acres are the Union River Watershed. Collected within this watershed is the 
surface water source for the City’s water utility. In 1986 the City created a Utility Land Management 
Plan to provide guidance on the management of these lands and updated the plan in 1996. The 
purpose of this project is to update the 1996 plan with current best scientific based practices. 
 
City Council was updated on the project  and provided a chance to submit comments on the Draft 
Plan through a series of presentations held at Study Sessions on September 25, 2024; April 9, 2025, 
and June 11, 2025.  Public comment was collected on the draft plan via an online form with the 
comment period open from June 11th through July 2nd. 
  
Mason, Bruce and Girard prepared the Final draft update to the Utility Land Management Plan 
considering existing information, the refined Plan goals and constraints, the updated baseline 
resource assessment, the special topics investigation and public comment. 
 
Approved by the Utility Land Management Plan Advisory Committee, it is recommended City Council 
adopts the 2025 Utility Land Management Plan Update by resolution.  

 
ATTACHMENTS:   
1)Resolution No.________ ; 2)Final Draft 2025 Utility Land Management Plan; and 3)Power Point 
Presentation 

FISCAL IMPACTS (Include Budgeted Amount):   

 STUDY SESSION ACTION:    ☐ Consent Agenda        ☐ General Business      ☐ Public Hearing 

 
RECOMMENDED MOTION:   
 
Move to approve Resolution No._____ to adopt the 2025 Utility Land Management Plan and 
authorize the Mayor to finalize and execute the Plan with substantially the same terms and conditions 
as presented. 
 
 

 

COUNCIL ACTION:    Approve         Deny           Table      Continue         No Action 
 
Form Updated 04/19/2024 
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RESOLUTION NO.  ________ 

 

A RESOLUTION of the City Council of the City of Bremerton, 

Washington, adopting the document entitled “2025 Utility Land Management 

Plan”. 

 

WHEREAS, the City of Bremerton Water Utility owns and manages 8,000 acres of 

utility land, which encompasses groundwater production and monitoring wells, surface water 

intake facilities and 3,000 acres of the Union River surface water supply watershed, as part of its 

municipal water supply system; and 

 

WHEREAS, Ownership and strict control of utility land allows the utility to provide  

excellent  drinking water to its customers while meeting strict source protection and water quality 

criteria; and 

                    

             WHEREAS, the City Council authorized the update of the 1996 Utility Land 

Management Plan with the specific objective of updating practices, procedures and program 

implementation guided by best available science to ensure that the quality of water delivered to 

the utility’s customers meets State and Federal requirements while remaining cost effective. NOW 

THEREFORE,  

 

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BREMERTON, WASHINGTON, 

DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS: 

 

SECTION 1. That we find the 2025 Utility Land Management Plan consistent 

with the goals and objectives of the City of Bremerton Water Utility and do hereby adopt it as an 

integral part of the management of the water supply. 

SECTION 2. That Director of Public Works and Utilities (Director) is hereby 

authorized to implement the recommendations and programs outlined in the Plan. 

 

SECTION 3. Severability.   If any one or more sections, subsections, or sentences 

of this Resolution are held to be unconstitutional or invalid, such decision shall not affect the 

validity of the remaining portion of this Resolution and the same shall remain in full force and 

effect.  

 

SECTION 4. Effective Date.  This Resolution shall take effect and be in force 

immediately upon its passage. 
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PASSED by the City Council of the City of Bremerton, Washington this _____day of 

_______________________, 2025. 

 

 

 

    

ERIC YOUNGER, Council President 

 

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST: 

 

 

    

KYLIE J. FINNELL, City Attorney ANGELA HOOVER, City Clerk 
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APPENDIX B 
Special Topic Memorandums 

Security Processes and Procedures Special Topic Memorandum excluded from this Appendix for Confidentiality 
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The 180-acre block of Utility land that surrounds the Anderson Creek Well field is primarily high-density 
residential properties and also has the potential for increased risk of trespassing, vandalism, wildfire, and 
damage to utility infrastructure. Increased security evaluations near this area are necessary to ensure the 
same level of protection as the McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin. 

 

 

Figure 1. Owners Adjacent to City Property  

Issue Assessment 
The current land base protection and policies set in place by the Forestry Division and Water Utility 
Watershed Control Program will continue to ensure execution of the key management objective of 
drinking water protection. Potential future issues may include changes to the land use and development 
surrounding the Utility Lands, which could result in increased urban development. An increase in WUI 
poses several potential problems for the City of Bremerton. The uptick in development adjacent to the 
Utility Lands is problematic due to the likelihood for increased issues with trespassing, vandalism, theft, 
threat of wildfire, dumping, and other human activity associated with the WUI.  
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707 SW Washington Street, Suite 1300 • Portland, OR 97205 
503-224-3445 

www.masonbruce.com 

To: City of Bremerton 
From: Mason, Bruce & Girard, Inc.  
Date: 5/27/2025 
Re: Special Topic: Kitsap Lake to Jarstad Park Trail 
 

Introduction  
A shared-use trail was proposed between the south end of Kitsap Lake in Kitsap County to Otto Jarstad 
Park in Bremerton (See Figure 1). This memorandum reviews the potential impacts the proposed trail 
route would have on security, the City’s unfiltered surface water status, current operations, and staffing. 
This special topic memorandum also identifies security enhancements that must be considered should 
the City and the County choose to construct the trail. 

Background Information 
The initial location of this proposed trail was put forth in 2013, in the County’s Non-Motorized Facility 
Plan, by the Kitsap County Non-Motorized Committee and the West Sound Cycle Club. The total proposed 
trail is roughly 3.16 miles. Approximately 1.99 miles of the proposed trail bisects City of Bremerton Utility 
Lands. Kitsap County led a preliminary feasibility study, performed by Fischer Bouma Partnership (FBP) in 
2018, which included a City liaison who sat on the committee. The study was to better understand the 
proposed area, determine best planned route, and investigate alternatives and costs for the proposal. 
Many of the details in this Special Topic paper are referencing the findings of the 2018 Feasibility Study. 

The 2018 Feasibility Study proposed a design strategy that the authors felt would minimize costs and 
disturbance to the Utility Lands. To achieve these goals, the study adopted the strategy of using existing 
logging roads (2000 Road) as the base of the shared-use path. The proposed path would be designed for 
an 18-mph speed, be either 10 or 14-feet wide, paved with a 2% maximum cross slope, and two-foot soft 
surface shoulders (typically gravel). Areas of disturbance in the corridor would range from 14-feet to 40-
feet in width per the 2018 Feasibility Study by FBP. The project would also require the installation of a 
bridge. 

The cost estimate of $4 million dollars did not include any grant funding but did account for the 
construction and design of the trail in such a way to maintain eligibility for grant funding in the future. 
Grant funding qualifications included specific maintenance, security/enforcement, and operations 
specifications, and a management plan. 
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Figure 1. 2018 Feasibility Study Proposed Trail 
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Issue Assessment 
Conflicting Use:  
The 2018 Feasibility study noted some potential issues with the proposed trail system. Some of these 
issues specific to the City Utility Lands include the shared road/path on existing logging roads, the need 
for additional survey work, Navy right-of-way easements, conflicts with forestry operations, potential for 
needed transfer of ownership, upgraded facilities, increased staff and maintenance and potentially other 
unforeseen costs which are discussed in more detail under Cost. 

Unfortunately, the study did not consider all the uses of the 2000 Road and major utility infrastructure 
that is aligned with, adjacent to, or crosses the road. The 2000 Road provides access to Water Utility staff 
for environmental monitoring, street spoils hauling, and communication tower access. This access is used 
frequently throughout all times of year. Major utility infrastructure that would require access for 
maintenance (everything from minor vegetation management to major capital repairs) include Cascade 
Natural Gas line, Bonneville Power Association power lines, Puget Sound Energy power lines and the 18-
inch transition main that carries water from Pump Station 17 (pipe layout yard) to the Kitsap Lake area. 
The main is flushed and cleaned every year (pigging) with a pig port located on the proposed pathway 
between Alexander and Heins Lakes. Lastly, the south end of the proposed trail bisects the Suquamish 
Tribe Fisheries operation. 

Security 
Another significant issue with the proposed trail is the increase in security that would be required to try 
to prevent trespass onto Utility Land. This may include, but is not limited to, more police patrols, signage, 
security cameras, gates, fencing, and additional labor hours. A solid barrier between the trail and the 
Utility Lands has a high likelihood of keeping most of the public from illegally entering the Utility Lands. 
However, fence breeching through cutting or climbing are observed in other fenced utility properties and 
would be expected here at least occasionally. Additionally, fencing cannot block Navy railroad crossings, 
allowing trespassers easy access to Utility Lands at those crossings.  

Threat to Unfiltered Source Water Status: 
The existing controlled access points along the outer perimeter of the Utility Land are the access points 
to the City’s unfiltered source of drinking water. There is no interior secured perimeter around the Union 
River Reservoir or McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin. Utility Land that surrounds the McKenna Falls Intake 
Subbasin inside the existing secure perimeter were acquired for buffering purposes to maximize the 
separation between the McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin and potential pollutant-generating activity 
(includes transportation and recreational activity such as hiking and biking) and risks associated with the 
Wildland Urban Interface. Acquiring additional buffer property is a top strategy identified in the 
Watershed Control Program Plan - a requirement under WAC 246-290-690(3)(e) to remain unfiltered - 
and has been utilized in the past to increase separation and improve level of protection. To allow a shared-
use trail as proposed through the buffer area will reduce the buffer width. Fencing may be effective in 
keeping most trespassers out of the watershed, but it can do nothing to prevent other effects of moving 
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the WUI risks closer to the McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin such as wildfire risk from a carelessly discarded 
cigarette butt or illegal camping. 

This proposed land use change of the buffer property and movement of potential risk closer to the 
McKenna Falls Subbasin could be viewed by regulatory agencies as a negative change in security posture 
and a reduction in protection of the unfiltered source (See Attached Department of Health Letter). This 
could result in the City’s loss of unfiltered status and a significant cost to drinking water ratepayers as 
discussed in the Cost section below. 

Comprehensive Planning Consistency/Environmental Considerations: 
Any development or activity must be compatible with other City comprehensive plans. The Gorst Subarea 
Plan, led by Kitsap County and the City in partnership with state, federal and tribal agencies and adopted 
by City Council (Ordinance 5237, 2013), sets out a 20-year land use plan for the future of Gorst. The three-
part study included an in-depth assessment of the ecological resources within the Gorst Creek Watershed 
(Gorst Creek Watershed Characterization and Framework Plan, 2012). The purpose of the subarea plan 
was, as stated in the plan, a “cooperative planning effort…to develop a land use plan that is based on the 
ecological values and functions of the Gorst Creek Watershed in southeast Kitsap County.” 

The characterization identified critical functions the Gorst Creek Watershed provides locally and within 
the context of the greater Puget Sound Region, and categorized subbasins within the watershed based 
upon each subbasins’ function and importance. Those areas of the watershed that were zoned for 
maximum protection (Protection Zone) are delineated in Figure 2 and encompass nearly the entire 
proposed trail route through the Utility Lands. The report states, “The Protection Zone supports recharge, 
discharge and storage processes which are critical to sustain a natural range of flows in Gorst Creek, 
including adequate low flows during summer and fall. Because recharge and discharge processes are 
sensitive to development and would be significantly degraded by impervious surfaces, buildings, roads, 
and drainage infrastructure, such development should be restricted in this zone.” (Page 4-2) 
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Figure 2. Gorst Creek Watershed Restoration and Protection Zones (taken from Gorst Subarea Plan – 
Gorst Creek Watershed Characterization and Framework Plan, page 3-6) 

The characterization also highlighted the following critical watershed functions identified in May and 
Peterson’s Landscape Assessment and Conservation Prioritization of Freshwater and Nearshore Salmonid 
Habitat in Kitsap County (2003): 

The Gorst Creek Watershed is described as “one of the largest and most productive watersheds in the east 
WRIA-15 subregion” and “above river mile 1.0, is rated 23rd out of 95 salmonid refugia areas within Kitsap 
County”. 

The forested area that comprises the north and central portion of the Gorst Creek Watershed is publicly 
owned and lies within a contiguous area that also contains Green Mountain and Tahuya State Forest. 
Taken together, this area comprises the largest open-space block in the Puget Trough Ecoregion of the 
Puget Sound Basin.  

Adding a trail with facilities and services such as additional parking areas, benches, handicap accessibility, 
and restrooms at trail heads may disturb salmon refugia areas, and security fencing along the length of 
the trail would truncate a significant portion of the open space in terms of movement of terrestrial 
species. 

Cost:  
All costs associated with the construction, maintenance, security and other needs including staffing 
associated with the proposed trail cannot be funded by the Water Utility as the trail does not support the 
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provision of drinking water. Therefore, all costs described here will be a General Fund expenditure. The 
only potential cost to the Water Utility, though it be by far the largest, would be the cost of implementing 
filtration should the proposed use result in the loss of unfiltered source status.  

The project costs in today’s dollars are almost certainly higher than the estimated $4 million in the 2018 
Feasibility Study, which included engineering, construction, management, right-of-way easement cost, 
design, and a 20% contingency. Outside the estimated cost breakdown within the 2018 Feasibility Study, 
there are additional unforeseen costs. One major cost would be from the increase in staffing necessary to 
successfully maintain and operate a connecting trail of this size and to manage the complexity of the multi-
use proposal. Duties related to the proposed trail would include coordination with utility operations on 
scheduling, security, community education/engagement, maintenance contractors, litter patrol, and 
other needs. This position would also closely work with Kitsap County, Bremerton Police, and Bremerton 
Fire. 

There could also be a large amount of unforeseen cost needed for improved infrastructure. This could 
include facilities and services such as additional parking areas, benches, handicap accessibility, restrooms 
at trail heads, maps and kiosks, garbage service, adequate lighting at trailheads and parking lots.  

A cost estimate to fence off either side of the trail with an 8-foot-tall standard cyclone fence is 
approximately $30 per linear foot, not including gates. This would be a total approximate cost of $650,000 
to fence either side of the 1.99 miles of proposed trail across Utility lands. This cost does not include yearly 
maintenance of the fence line for down trees/branches, vandalism, etc. Additional gates may have to be 
installed along the fence for access and maintenance. The average cost of a new forestry gate installed is 
approximately $10,000, not including any road work associated with the gate. The typical forestry security 
camera is a heavy-duty cellular trail camera, secured by a steel beer box and lock. These would be 
strategically placed near main access points or high traffic areas of trespassing. The average cost of a 
typical security camera set up is approximately $500 per camera including accessories. These are only the 
minimal security measures identified; more may be necessary if these are not sufficient. 

The greatest potential cost is associated with the loss of the unfiltered status of the drinking water supply 
if this action results in system failure to meet the criteria for unfiltered systems as detailed in WAC 246-
290-691 or if the regulatory body determines that this action results in increased risk that cannot be 
sufficiently mitigated. Losing the ability to remain unfiltered would require the City of Bremerton to 
construct filtration facilities, either conventional coagulation/flocculation/filtration or membrane 
filtration. Either approach could cost the utility ratepayers 10’s to 100’s of millions of dollars for 
construction and over a million dollars or more a year to operate and maintain. 

Recommendations 
It is our recommendation that a comprehensive feasibility assessment, taking all issues discussed above 
into consideration, be completed before pursuing a project of this nature. Given the costliest potential 
impact, loss of unfiltered status of the drinking water supply, it is imperative that the City consult closely 
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with the State Department of Health to determine if equal or better protection of the water supply is 
reasonably achievable. 
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April 2, 2025 
 
 
 
Cami Apfelbeck 
City of Bremerton 
100 Oyster Bay Avenue North 
Bremerton, Washington  98312 
 
Subject:  City of Bremerton, ID #08200R, Kitsap County; Surface Water Treatment Rule 

(SWTR) – Union River Treatment Facility and Watershed Inspection 2025 
 
Dear Cami Apfelbeck: 
 
On March 25, 2025, Steve Deem and I conducted the annual inspection of the Union River 
watershed, McKenna Falls Intake, and Advanced Disinfection Facility (ADF), as required by 
WAC 246-290-691(3)(c).  The inspection did not identify any deficiencies that would affect the 
City of Bremerton’s (City) unfiltered status for the Union River supply. 
 
During the inspection, we toured the watershed including an area that burned in a 2018 fire and 
the catchment area for the City’s seasonal surface water source (S02, West Branch Union River).  
We also toured the Casad Dam, West Branch Intake, McKenna Falls Intake, and the Advanced 
Disinfection Facility (ADF).  We discussed forestry management, security, safety, and concerns 
for future development. 
 
The City’s water system and watershed are well-managed, and the City proactively makes 
improvements.  For example, we were pleased to see that the City completed two new bridge 
projects allowing larger fire-fighting vehicles to access more areas of the watershed.  This will 
improve fire-fighting effectiveness and reduce the risk to the watershed.  Another recently 
completed project was adding communication fiber to your facilities to improve communication 
reliability and security. 
 
Based on the inspection and supporting documentation, our recommendations are: 
 

1. We understand the City is considering adding a bicycle and pedestrian trail through the 
eastern part of the city-owned watershed control area.  Although the proposed public 
access path is outside the hydrologic boundary of the surface water source, we have 
significant concerns about reducing the protective buffer that keeps people out of this 
valuable water supply.  People, both well-meaning and not, present a risk to water 
quality.  The primary concern is human started fire.  We are also concerned the increased 
access may encourage people to attempt to access areas within the watershed and may 
make future development ideas seem more acceptable.  Our recommendation is to find an 
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Cami Apfelbeck 
April 2, 2025 
Page 2 
 
 

alternate alignment for the proposed trail that does not pass through the watershed control 
area.  If the City chooses to construct the trail, you should carefully consider how you 
will mitigate the risks to the watershed. While we understand there would be public 
benefit to providing a safe pedestrian path, please do not undervalue the unfiltered status 
of this water supply when considering the accompanying risks. 

2. We also discussed preparing a Harmful Algal Bloom Response Plan.  Although you 
currently have low susceptibility to algal blooms, this may change as the climate trends 
warmer and drier.  We recommend getting ahead of the issue by preparing a plan as 
outlined in our publication 331-654 Dealing with Cyanobacteria: Time to Make a Plan. 

 
We continue to be impressed with the City’s commitment to excellence in water system operations 
and watershed maintenance.  Active management of the watershed is critical for maintaining both 
high water quality and stable watershed conditions. 
 
If you have any questions, please contact me by phone at (564) 669-3170 or by e-mail at 
candida.granillo-dodds@doh.wa.gov. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
 
Candida Granillo-Dodds, P.E. 
Office of Drinking Water, Regional Engineer 
 
cc: Kitsap Public Health District 

Jolyn Leslie, ODW 
Scott Pollock, ODW 
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Water Filtration Plant Alternatives 
Two WFP alternatives were evaluated – low and high operating and capital costs. As noted previously the 
operating costs will begin the year after construction and total design and construction of the WFP will 
span five years. The capital funding approach is to use available resources first such as beginning reserve 
balances, rate funding and general facility charges before assuming new debt service. Due to the larger 
capital costs of a water filtration plant, new debt will be required for both alternatives. 

Water Filtration Plant – Low Cost 
This alternative assumes $1.320 million in additional operating costs beginning in 2031.  Capital costs of 
$84.7 million ($96.4 escalated to year of construction) are spread over the five years with 30 percent for 
design averaging $13.5 million per year over the initial two years.  The construction costs are spread over 
the final three years at an average of $23.1 million per year. The WFP low cost option requires external 
funding of $112 million, assumed as revenue bonds (4 issues in 2026, 2029, 2032 and 2035). The 
corresponding annual debt service ranges from a low of $4.4 million to a high of $9.9 million. The ten year 
change in rates is $39.09 ($72.43 less $33.34) or an average of $3.91 annual monthly change in rates. The 
rate impacts are front loaded during the design and construction of the WFP.  

 

Table 1. Sample Single Family Monthly Bill – WFP Low Cost  

Water Filtration – High Cost 
This alternative assumes $16.060 million in additional annual operating costs beginning in 2031.  Capital 
costs of $459.8 million are spread over the five years with 30 percent for design averaging $68.9 million 
per year over the initial two years.  The construction costs are spread over the final three years at an 
average of $107.3 million per year. The WFP high cost option requires external funding of $396.4 million, 
assumed here as revenue bonds (3 issues in 2026, 2028, 2030). The corresponding annual debt service 
ranges from a low of $10.8 million to a high of $35.0 million.  Due to the level of new debt proceeds 
required under this scenario, meeting the 1.50 debt service coverage ratio becomes a rate driver.  This 
level of debt service coverage or higher may be needed to secure favorable bond interest rates, bond 
rating and to provide financial assurance that the City will meet the annual debt service payments.  The 
ten year change in rates is $177.39 ($210.73 less $33.34).  The initial six years during WFP design and 
construction have the largest annual impact before returning to more moderate rate changes.  

 

Table 2. Sample Single Family Monthly Bill – WFP High Cost  

Current
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Rate Impact 20.00% 12.00% 12.00% 12.00% 7.00% 7.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00% 3.00%
SF Mo. Bil l 33.34$   40.01$      44.81$     50.19$     56.21$     60.14$     64.35$     66.28$     68.27$     70.32$     72.43$     
Change ($) 6.67$        4.80$       5.38$       6.02$       3.93$       4.21$       1.93$       1.99$       2.05$       2.11$       

Projected

Current
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Rate Impact 77.50% 50.00% 50.00% 15.00% 15.00% 15.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00% 1.00%
SF Mo. Bil l 33.34$   59.18$      88.77$     133.15$   153.12$   176.09$   202.51$   204.53$   206.58$   208.64$   210.73$   
Change ($) 25.84$      29.59$     44.38$     19.97$     22.97$     26.41$     2.03$       2.05$       2.07$       2.09$       

Projected
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Comparison of Alternatives 
Table 3 provides a summary of the monthly single family rate impacts for each Timber Harvest Alternative 
and WFP alternatives for comparison purposes. The main difference in the Timber Harvest Alternatives is 
the level of timber harvest revenue assumed.  The last two scenarios assume the current harvest 
alternative with the addition of the water filtration plant operating and capital costs.  

 

Table 3. Summary of Timber Harvest and WFP Alternatives Monthly Bill Impacts  

In addition to the monthly single family bill impacts, a graph of the cumulative rate increases is provided 
to show the range and spread of the timber harvest alternatives over time. As shown, the alternatives 
show a cumulative rate impact ranging from a low of 33 percent to a high of over 500 percent.  

 

Summary 
The City relies on the McKenna Falls surface supply for approximately 2/3 of our drinking water; this 
source is very high quality, and the capacity available is critical to meet our peak demands.  Replacing the 
surface supply with additional wells is impractical and may not be possible. 

Current
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

No Harvest 33.34$   34.76$      36.23$     37.77$     39.38$     41.05$     42.80$     44.62$     46.51$     48.49$     50.55$     
Current Harvest 33.34$   34.57$      35.85$     37.18$     38.55$     39.98$     41.46$     42.99$     44.59$     46.24$     47.95$     
50-Yr Rotation 33.34$   34.31$      35.30$     36.33$     37.38$     38.46$     39.58$     40.73$     41.91$     43.12$     44.37$     
60-Yr Rotation 33.34$   34.37$      35.44$     36.54$     37.67$     38.84$     40.04$     41.28$     42.56$     43.88$     45.24$     
WFP -Low Cost 33.34$   40.01$      44.81$     50.19$     56.21$     60.14$     64.35$     66.28$     68.27$     70.32$     72.43$     
WFP - High Cost 33.34$   59.18$      88.77$     133.15$   153.12$   176.09$   202.51$   204.53$   206.58$   208.64$   210.73$   

Projected
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The loss of unfiltered status for the City would bring large financial impacts to the water utility. The low 
construction cost estimate for the water filtration plant would over double (2.17x) the current rate. The 
high construction cost estimate would be over six times (6.32x) the existing water rates by 2035.  
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707 SW Washington Street, Suite 1300 • Portland, OR 97205 
503-224-3445 

www.masonbruce.com 

To: City of Bremerton 
From: Mason, Bruce & Girard 
Date: 12/9/2024 
Re: Special Topic: Staffing 
 

Introduction  
The City’s Forestry Division manages all aspects of forestry on the 7,940 acres of Utility Lands. This includes 
but is not limited to road maintenance, silviculture, harvest layout, contract administration, budgeting, 
harvest scheduling, wildlife management, biosolids applications, security, and other functions. The 
Forestry Division works closely with the Water Utility Manager on security management and drinking 
water source protection and works collaboratively with other City divisions on various projects as needed.  

Background Information 
There are currently a staff of four full time positions and one seasonal position within the Forestry Division. 
This includes a Forestry Manager, a Forestry Service Specialist Supervisor, two Forestry Service 
Specialists/Senior positions, and a seasonal Forestry Intern. The job descriptions are as follows. 

Forestry Manager 
Salary Range: $107,619.84-$131,124.24 Annually. 
This position manages the Forestry Division of the Department of Public Works and Utilities. This position 
is responsible for all aspects of management of the Utility Lands outside the City’s urban boundaries. Some 
of the duties of this position include but are not limited to Forestry Division management, biosolids 
program management, special project management, land management, and inter-departmental/agency 
coordination. This position also currently provides review of forest practices permits to support the City’s 
Department of Community Development and provides support to Utility Land leases with tree 
removal/management (example, Gold Mtn Golf Course). 

Forestry Service Specialist Supervisor 
Salary Range: $45.36-$53.50 Hourly 
This position works under the supervision of the Forestry Manager and manages on-the-ground 
operations. Some of the duties of this position include but are not limited to managing timber harvest 
activities, revenue generation, security management, supervising and training forestry service specialists 
and interns, road maintenance, special projects, water quality protection, and biosolids application.  

Forestry Service Specialist/Senior 
Salary Range: $28.20-$38.45 Hourly 
This position works under the supervision of the Forestry Service Specialist Supervisor. Some of the duties 
include but are not limited to operating specialized heavy equipment, road construction and maintenance, 
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biosolids application, timber harvest activities, revenue generation, security management, special 
projects, and silviculture applications.  

Forestry Intern 
Salary Range: $20.00-$25.00 Hourly, Full Time Seasonal (4-6 Months) 
This position works under the supervision of the Forestry Service Specialist Supervisor. Some of the duties 
include but are not limited to reforestation surveys, stream survey work, GPS work, road construction and 
maintenance, manual labor, operating hand tools, and operating small equipment to help maintain the 
forestry equipment, buildings, and grounds. 

The budgeted personnel cost for the entire Forestry program, including benefits, overtime and the 
seasonal position is $622,649. 

Issue Assessment 
There are no identifiable issues with the current staffing level within the Forestry Division. Forest 
management by nature is extremely complex and ever changing due to multiple management objectives, 
advancing technology, increased or changing rules and regulations, and adjacent land use and 
development. The scale and level of complexity within the City’s Utility Lands easily justifies the current 
staffing levels and cost to continue to ensure successful management of all aspects of forestry and 
protection of water quality. Continued use of the current staffing structure, outlined duties, and 
organization, and implementation of treatments and applications should ensure successful achievement 
of the City’s management objectives. 

Findings and Recommendations 
It is our recommendation that the forestry staffing levels stay the same or increase based on the current 
needs of the forestry division. An increase in staff, specifically having two separate positions, a Forestry 
Equipment Specialist/Senior, and a Forestry Specialist/Senior, would create a more effective and self-
contained workflow for the forestry division. Fitting staff to specific roles would allow individuals to focus 
on developing and mastering certain specialized skills versus a more general role where skills become less 
refined. This recommendation would improve the overall management of the watershed and improve the 
protection and stewardship of clean drinking water and successful fulfillment of the City’s other 
management objectives.  

The City should continue to actively monitor current pay scales for similar forestry positions within the 
region to stay competitive in terms of wages, specifically within other City divisions. This will help to 
minimize staff turnover and increase longevity and cumulative forestry experience within the Forestry 
Division staff. 

We recommend increasing the minimum qualifying education and forestry specific experience, required 
for the Forestry Service Specialist position. This will ensure proper knowledge and experience when hiring 
new staff and will reduce the amount of training necessary during onboarding, which will reduce the 
workload of the Forestry Service Specialist Supervisor and Forestry Manager. 
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707 SW Washington Street, Suite 1300 • Portland, OR 97205 
503-224-3445 

www.masonbruce.com 

To: City of Bremerton 
From: Mason, Bruce & Girard, Inc. Technical Team  
Date: 5/27/2025 
Re: Special Topic: 20-Year Capital Improvement Plan 

Introduction  
A critical aspect of forest management is the development and management of the infrastructure 
necessary to execute the forest operations that are conducted to achieve the overall goals for the forest, 
including resource protection. The main infrastructure on any forest property is the road system, which 
includes culverts, bridges, and the actual roads and road surfaces. Other infrastructure may include gates, 
fencing, security systems, and buildings. The Forestry Division is responsible for the installation, 
maintenance and upkeep of infrastructure, including working with the City Facilities Division to maintain 
the Forestry Division office and buildings at the City of Bremerton Pipe Yard located on Belfair Valley Road. 

All capital costs associated with Water Utility-owned properties and facilities, including Forestry assets, 
are part of the master 20-year Water Utility Capital Improvement Plan (CIP). The 20-year plan developed 
here will include only those assets associated with the Forestry Division. 

Background Information 
City of Bremerton owned forest lands contain a robust and well-maintained road system. Most roads are 
rocked, all season roads, with a small component of trails and dirt spur-roads that are appropriate for 
seasonal use. There is a total of 64.9-miles of mapped roads within the City’s Utility Lands, not including 
trails and minor spur-roads. This road system includes a total of nine bridges, all of which have been field 
verified and confirmed to be currently sound and functional. There are 256 mapped culverts on the City’s 
Utility Lands, varying in size from 18 to 66-inches in diameter (See Figure-1). Other assets include but are 
not limited to the biosolids storage sites and trails, forestry equipment and equipment storage facilities, 
the forestry division office building and compound, and forest gates. Table-1 shows planned capital 
improvements and costs from 2025 to 2045. 
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Table 1: Planned and Proposed 20-year Capital Improvements  

 

Issue Assessment 
The culverts on City Utility Lands have been well maintained, are currently in good overall condition, and 
should be monitored periodically to ensure they are replaced when appropriate. Periodic culvert 
installation or replacement could be considered part of road maintenance and not necessarily a capital 
improvement as it is a relatively minor expense.  

Bridges are a significant expense and improvement to the Utility Lands and should be considered a capital 
improvement. Out of the nine bridges on Utility Lands, one will need to be updated or replaced within the 
next 20-years. Bridge #9 (5400-Road Bridge) is located roughly one-half mile north of Union Reservoir (See 
Figures 2, 3, 4). 

Capital Asset Projects Proposed Improvement
Estimated Total 
Project Budget

Description

Forestry Bridge Load Rating/Repairs Bridge Assessments  $        350,000.00 

Biannual assessment from a licensed Engineer inspect all 
Forestry Bridges and provide recommendations on repairs or 
replacement. Also includes additional funds to have Forestry 
Staff conduct maintenance as recommended by Engineer.

2000 Road Culvert Replacement Replace Culvert  $        335,000.00 

Replace undersized culvert that was recently determined to be 
Fish passable. This project is to replace it either with bridge or 
larger culvert depending on what contracted Engineer 
determines. 

McKenna Falls Forestry Office Major 
Improvements

Roof Replacement  $           20,000.00 
Roof replacement for Forestry Office. Projects like this for 
Forestry managed structures are identified by the City’s Facility 
Division and paid for out of the Water Capital budget.

Roll up building at City Pipe 
Yard(4398 W. Belfair Valley RD) 

Major Improvements
Fire Alarm Installation 20,000.00$          Installation of Fire Alarm system.

Biosolids Pond Roof Cover 
Structural Assessments & Repairs*

Assessment and Repairs 80,000.00$         
Structural Engineer assessing all 3 Biosolid Pond Roof Covers  
and making recommendations for repairs.

Biosolids Pond Vehicle New Storage 
Buildings* 

Building Construction 240,000.00$       
Construction of three pole barn like structures that will be used 
for vehicle storage at the Biosolid Ponds.

Watershed / Utility Security 
Evaluation Plan and Enhancements 

Security Evaluation, 
Proposed Gate 
Improvements 

2,150,000.00$    

To conduct the 5 Year Security Evaluation Plan as required by 
regulations. These funds are also available for Security 
improvements such as gate repairs/construction, new security 
cameras or other upgrades suggested by the plan.

Utility Land Management Plan 
Utility Land Management 

Plan Update
771,112.00$        

Updates to  the Utility Land Management Plan every 10 years as 
necessary.

Forest Management Plan
Forest Management Plan 

Updates
800,000.00$        

Updating the Forest Management Plan based upon 
recommendations from the Utility Land Management Plan 
Updates. 

Union River Drainage Stream 
Mapping 

Stream Mapping 
Assessment

60,000.00$          
 Have a consultant GPS and inventory all streams that feed into 
the Union River Reservoir on City of Bremerton Property.  

Forest Bridge Replacement* Replace 5400 Rd Bridge 200,000.00$       
Licensed engineer to develop plans and installation of concrete 
bridge.

Culvert Replacement* Replace Culverts 15,000.00$         Replace 6 culverts, flagged for replacement by forestry division.

Forestry Machinery/ Equipment Equipment Funds 525,000.00$        
Annual funds available for accessories or small equipment 
needed for Forestry owned equipment. 

*New Proposed Projects

2025 - 2045 Total 5,566,112.00$    
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Timing and Cost  
The bridge that will need to be replaced is currently functional and does not require immediate attention, 
but the replacement should be completed within the next 20-years as determined by the Forestry 
Manager. The cost for this replacement can fluctuate greatly as material costs can change dramatically 
over time. Bridge #9 is roughly 60-feet long and currently composed of wood and steel. We recommend 
replacing with concrete, which will be more durable than steel. The estimated cost of a single concrete 
bridge, including installation is approximately $175,000.00. In addition to the actual infrastructure cost, 
engineered plans will need to be developed by a licensed engineer as part of the permit process. The cost 
estimate for these plans is $15,000.00. 

 

Figure-1. City of Bremerton Roads and Infrastructure Map 
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Figure-2. Map of Proposed Bridge Replacement  

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin 
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Figure-3. Bridge-9 

 

Figure-4. Bridge-9  
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Figure-5. Bridge-9 
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707 SW Washington Street, Suite 1300 • Portland, OR 97205 
503-224-3445 

www.masonbruce.com 

To: City of Bremerton 
From: Mason, Bruce & Girard, Inc. Technical Team  
Date: 2/18/2025 
Re: Special Topic: Carbon Project Considerations 
 

Introduction  
Carbon projects on forest lands provide land managers an option for generating revenue by increasing 
carbon stored in the forest. This memo provides background information on forest carbon projects, 
identifies key considerations for land managers interested in assessing carbon project opportunities, and 
provides a high-level assessment of the likelihood that a carbon project would result in additional revenue 
to the City of Bremerton.  

How do carbon projects work? 
Carbon projects, whether forest based or not, generate revenue through the creation and sale of “carbon 
credits.” A carbon credit represents one metric ton of carbon dioxide equivalent or CO2e.1 The number of 
carbon credits generated by a forest project depends on multiple factors including the scale of the project, 
the growth rate of the forest in the project area, and the baseline condition which the project is assessed 
against. The baseline condition is defined by a “protocol.” Under a carbon project, forest mangers 
implement practices that result in forest carbon stocks higher than the baseline. In carbon project terms, 
the project provides “additionality.” Land managers engage a carbon developer (such as Anew, 
FiniteCarbon, or The Climate Trust) to develop a carbon project. The developer then works with a carbon 
registry (such as Verra or American Carbon Registry) to show compliance with the protocol. The developer 
then facilitates the sale of carbon credits on the carbon market.  

Carbon credits are traded on two broad types of markets: compliance markets and voluntary markets. 
Currently, forest carbon projects in Washington State are eligible for both types of markets, if the project 
meets the requirements of eligible protocols for a given market. 

Forest carbon projects have different commitment periods. Projects designed for the compliance market 
require a commitment of 100 years. Voluntary market projects generally have a duration of 20-years or 
more. These periods typically extend from the time of credit generation. As a result, a project that 
generates credits, for example, five years after the project starts will have to last at least 25-years. Projects 
can be structured to generate credits at different times. In most cases, revenue from the credits is 

 
1 Equivalent in the sense of equivalent climate change impact as 1 metric ton of CO2. 
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generated following storage of carbon by the project, however, some projects can be structured so 
payments occur prior to carbon storage at a discounted price. 

The price of a carbon credit depends on the market. Carbon credit prices from the auction in the second 
quarter 2024 for the Washington State compliance market were $29.92 per credit. This price is down from 
$63.03 per credit in the third quarter of 2023. Forest carbon projects in Washington are eligible to sell 
credits in the California carbon market, the largest U.S. compliance market. In that market, prices at the 
August 2024 auction were $30.24 per credit. In 2023, voluntary market-improved-forest-management-
projects had an average carbon price of $12.34,2 though prices vary by project and protocol.  

Forest carbon projects require monitoring and reporting, which would be an additional cost for the City 
and additional time for the Forestry Division to manage. This monitoring includes the establishment and 
remeasurement of permanent forest inventory plots. The protocol defines the density of the plots across 
the property and the frequency of measurement needed to meet protocol-determined accuracy targets. 
These inventories are usually more intensive than those commonly used by forest land managers. 
Reporting requirements are defined by the protocol, but typical reporting includes high-level annual 
reports and periodic in-forest carbon re-measurement. The cost of the inventory depends on the 
complexity of the land base. Lands with a variety of different forest types will be most expensive. The cost 
can be estimated during project development.  

Project Scale 
Projects usually must exceed 3,000 to 5,000 acres3 to generate enough credits to generate sufficient 
revenue to cover costs associated with the project, with better opportunities for revenue from projects 
over 10,000 acres. An exception to this would be protocols that allow aggregation of properties with 
different owners into a carbon project. However, no such protocol is applicable to Washington forest 
lands.  

MB&G knows of one carbon project on municipal lands of similar scale to the City of Bremerton Utility 
Lands. The City of Astoria entered 3,700 acres in the city’s Bear Creek watershed, the city’s drinking water 
source, into a carbon project under an American Carbon Registry improved forest management protocol. 
Astroria reports generating $1,055,000 in net revenue in the first five years of the project to 2020, with 
expected future expenses of $108,500.4 

 
2 https://www.newprivatemarkets.com/data-snapshot-pricing-on-the-voluntary-carbon-market/ 
3 E.g., a 3,500 acre project developed by the climate trust in coastal Oregon 
https://climatetrust.org/projects/coastal-edge-forest/  
4 The American Carbon Registry improved forest management protocol as been updated since Astoria developed a 
carbon project. These changes could affect both the potential revenue and potential costs of a carbon project. 
Astoria’s costs and revenue projections may not be representative costs and revenue under other projects due to 
these changes in the protocol and site-specific considerations such as timber volume and growth rate. 
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Protocol Options  
Two types of protocols are applicable to forested lands – improved forest management and avoided 
conversion protocols.5 Of these, improved forest management is the only protocol potentially applicable 
to the City of Bremerton Utility Lands, since the lands have no risk of conversion to other use due to the 
need to protect the City’s drinking water resource.  

The improved forest management protocols do not specify particular management regimes for a project 
area, just the baseline. Forest managers then develop plans to manage in a manner to increase carbon 
storage on the property or maintain already existing carbon stocks above baseline levels. In the Pacific 
Northwest, extending harvest rotations is the most common method to do this.    

Developing a Project 
Land managers, in conjunction with a carbon project developer, can assess multiple potential 
management regimes against the baseline to calculate the number of credits that could be generated. 
Once a management regime is selected the land manager and project developer work with a “carbon 
registry” to get the project approved and credits issued. The registry ensures the proposed project 
complies with the protocol and that the additionality calculation is accurate for the project area. The 
registry also tracks ownership, issuance, retirement, and transfer of carbon credits. 

Carbon Project Potential on City of Bremerton Utility Lands 
In order to fully assess the potential of City of Bremerton Utility Lands for a carbon project, an in-depth 
analysis is needed. However, a preliminary analysis indicates that the net revenue generating potential of 
a carbon project on the Utility Lands is low. The total area of the Utility Lands is at or near the breakeven 
point beyond which the project would become profitable. In addition, as a public land manager, the 
baseline for these lands is likely to assume higher forest carbon stocks than for private lands in western 
Washington. The current harvest intensity on Bremerton’s lands is relatively low. As a result, the potential 
additional carbon storage is lower than on more intensively harvested lands. Less potential additionality 
reduces the number of credits that can be generated and therefore the total potential revenue.  

Certain changes to carbon protocols or carbon markets could increase the potential revenue from a 
project on in the Bremerton Utility Lands. For example, if carbon protocols that allow project aggregation 
for monitoring are introduced in Washington, the cost of project implementation could be reduced. 
Alternatively, a significantly increased carbon unit price would increase the revenue potential. If, or when, 
these protocol and market changes may occur is unknown. 

  

 
5 Afforestation protocols also exist but these are applicable to lands that have lost forest cover due to natural 
disturbance or conversion to another land use and would store more carbon if planted with trees.  
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Attachment 1 
Follow-up questions from Advisory Committee Meeting #3, September 9, 2024 

1) Initiative 2117 would repeal the 2021 Washington State Climate Commitment Act. It would 
prohibit state agencies from implementing any cap and trade or cap and tax programs.  If the 
initiative passes, would a carbon credit program even be possible on the City’s lands? 

Yes. The City could develop a carbon program for the voluntary market or the California compliance 
market. 

2) Is a carbon project permanent? Is there potential for the City to need to harvest for forest health 
in the future and then not be able to? 

Carbon projects are not permanent. Projects have terms that generally range from 20 to 100 years 
depending on the protocol and market. Carbon projects are not strictly no harvest programs. The 
protocols allow for harvest to continue, though this does affect the number of carbon credits generated 
for sale. In the case of a forest health issue that would be resolved through harvest, if the harvest exceeds 
what can be done under the project, the number credits generated would be reduced or penalties may 
be incurred. The exact details would depend on the situation. 

3) Is there research into what we could be doing to increase carbon sequestration or is the science 
still fairly new? 

There is science available regarding carbon sequestration in forests and wood products and potential 
impacts of forestry on atmospheric carbon. The results differ depending on the scope of the analysis and 
the timescale. Significant research continues on this topic.  
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To: City of Bremerton 
From: Mason, Bruce & Girard 
Date: 05/27/2025 
Re: Special Topic: Sustainable Timber Harvest Alternatives and Associated Revenue and Water Rate Impacts 

Introduction  
Sustainable harvest is defined as the volume of timber that can be harvested annually from a given land 
base on a perpetual basis without reducing the total merchantable volume. A sustainable harvest can be 
boiled down to mean: “harvest equals growth”. A key factor that must be considered when determining 
the sustainable harvest level is the rotation age. The lower the rotation age, the higher the annual harvest. 
Industrial forest owners that are tasked with maximizing net present value generally harvest when the 
discount rate exceeds the timber's growth rate, which occurs around age 40. Forest owners with values 
and goals that are not strictly driven by economics will set older rotation ages, which results in lower 
annual yields. 

In order for the City of Bremerton to determine the appropriate level of harvest from their forestland, it 
is important to understand the options for harvest in the context of sustainability and other goals, and 
how decisions on harvest levels will affect associated revenue and impact water-rates. While the focus of 
this memorandum is sustainable harvest, serious consideration must also be given to how the harvest 
level and location of harvests will affect resource protection and the unfiltered surface water status of the 
City’s drinking water. 

Background Information 
 

Historic Harvest and Revenue Levels 

Since 1979, the median1 annual harvest level for the City of Bremerton is 1.8-million board feet (mmbf). 
Most of this volume has come from land outside the McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin, which is the 
catchment area that produces drinking water for the City. In the Subbasin, protection of the resource is 
the primary goal, while harvest goals are secondary. Figure-1 illustrates the annual harvest levels since 
1979. 

 
1 Median instead of mean (average) values are used throughout this memo as the median is less sensitive to outliers 
and extreme values, which exist over the 45-year set of data.  
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      Figure-1. Annual Harvest Volume2 Since 1979 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

Since 1979, the median annual net revenue level for the City of Bremerton is $507,000.00 (nominal 
dollars). Figure-2 illustrates the annual net revenue levels since 1979. 

            

Figure-2. Annual Net Revenue Since 1979 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 

 
2 MBF = Thousand Board Feet 
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In the last 10-years the median annual harvest volume and median annual net revenue levels have been 
1.1-mmbf and $452,000.00, respectively. Figures 3 and 4 illustrate the fluctuation of harvest and revenue 
level by decade. Fluctuations were mainly a result of varying demands for revenue.  

                         

Figure-3. Median Annual Harvest Volume by Decade 

 

                          

Figure-4. Median Annual Net Revenue by Decade 

 

 

Historic Sustainable Harvest Calculations 

A 2006 analysis by the University of Washington (UW) College of Forest Resources, in conjunction with 
Washington Timber Management, Inc, using Landscape Management System (a forestry modeling 
program), provided the City with two separate guidelines for harvest from their timberlands. For land 
within the McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin watershed, where water production is the main priority, the 
annual harvest level would be set at 500,000 board feet or 30% of the annual growth of 1.7-mmbf. Based 
on the 2005 inventory, this equates to a 100-year rotation within the actual watershed. For lands outside 
the watershed the annual sustainable harvest level was set conservatively at 2.4-mmbf, which was based 
on modeling that showed sustainable average annual harvest volumes outside the watershed could range 
from 2.5-3.0 mmbf.  
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Harvest Alternatives and Revenue Impacts 

Figure-7 shows the location of merchantable volume across City of Bremerton Utility Lands. There is a 
roughly equal distribution of merchantable volume within the McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin and outside 
the Subbasin on other Utility Lands. 

Figure-7. Merchantable Volume Distribution Across Bremerton Utility Lands 

 

Below are alternatives for the City to consider when planning the future direction of timber harvesting on 
their Utility Lands. The alternatives in Table-1 include those which limit the harvest volume within the 
McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin to 25-acres annually and lands outside the Subbasin are harvested on 
either a 50 or 60-year rotation. It is assumed that the value of the volume will equal the median per MBF 
value of the last 10-years, which is $465 per MBF.  
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Table-1. Bremerton Utility Lands Sustainable Harvest Alternatives 

Sustainable Alternative Annual Volume (MBF) Annual Estimated Net Revenue 

No Harvest 0 $ 0 

Current Program 1,100 $ 511,500 

50yr Rotation 
Limited McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin 
Harvest 

2,750 $ 1,278,750 

60yr Rotation 
Limited McKenna Falls Intake Subbasin 
Harvest 

2,350 $ 1,092,750 

 

Water Rate Impacts 
The City has engaged FCS Group as a part of the MB&G Team to specifically assess the potential impacts 
of the alternative sustainable harvest levels on water rates. The water rate assessment will be completed 
by FCS Group based on the alternatives presented here as well as other economic data and assumptions 
explored during development of the revised Utility and Forest Land Management Plan (UFLMP). Results 
will be presented concurrently with the draft UFLMP.  
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are determined by including known costs and revenue changes and determining the water rates that are 
required to cover current operating and capital needs, additional costs and/or revenue changes identified 
and maintaining the City’s fiscal policy requirements.  

Timber Harvest Alternatives 
The timber harvest alternatives and resulting water rate impacts were calculated using the existing 20-
year financial plan completed during the 2022 Rate Update. As noted previously, all key financial 
components have been updated to 2025 budget values. All the alternatives evaluated use consistent 
financial information and include the additional $1.415 million in Forestry Division capital projects 
identified in the Capital Improvement Special Topic Memo. Each year with the budget, the City reviews 
and approves a 6-year Capital Improvement Plan (CIP) for the Water fund. Expenditures for the first two 
years of the CIP are consistent with the Water Capital budget, and the remaining 4 years are a forecast 
that is used to evaluate the required future revenue. The current capital plan covers the period of 2025 – 
2030. To remain consist with the 10-year time period the ULMP will be in effect, the annual CIP for 2031-
2035 used the prior five-year annual average as an estimate ($5.9 million per year). The varying levels of 
timber harvest revenue under each alternative are expressed as “net” revenue, meaning the revenue 
generated is after associated logging costs and contractor costs are accounted for. The 10-year time 
period of 2026-2035 is the time period used to evaluate the rate impacts for each of the timber harvest 
alternatives.  

Current Harvest 
This alternative assumes the current level of $511,500 per year in timber sales revenue.  The difference 
for this alternative compared to the current program is the addition of the $1.415 million in Forestry 
Division capital not currently accounted for in the 20-year water system capital plan.  This alternative is 
slightly higher than the current rate projection due to the noted capital additions that are assumed to be 
cash financed.    The ten year change in rates is $14.61 ($47.95 less $33.34) or an average of $1.46 monthly 
change in rates. 

 

Table 2. Sample Single Family Monthly Bill – Current Harvest 

No Harvest 
This alternative assumes no revenue is generated from timber sales, leaving less revenue to cover 
operating costs. This alternative has the largest rate impact of the alternatives due to the loss of $511,500 
per year or $5.1 million for the ten year period.  The ten year change in rates is $17.21 ($50.55 less $33.34) 
or an average of $1.72 monthly change in rates. 

Current
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Rate Impact 3.70% 3.70% 3.70% 3.70% 3.70% 3.70% 3.70% 3.70% 3.70% 3.70%
SF Mo. Bil l 33.34$     34.57$     35.85$     37.18$     38.55$     39.98$     41.46$     42.99$     44.59$     46.24$     47.95$     
Change ($) 1.23$       1.28$       1.33$       1.38$       1.43$       1.48$       1.53$       1.59$       1.65$       1.71$       

Projected
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Table 3. Sample Single Family Monthly Bill – No Harvest 

50-Year Rotation 
This alternative assumes a timber harvest of 2,750 million board feet (MBF), limited Union Basin Harvest 
and a 50-year rotation.  The annual estimated revenue is $1.3 million ($1,278,750). This is significant as it 
is over double the current annual timber sales revenue planned to be received by the City.  This alternative 
has the lowest rate impact due to the level of additional revenue assumed ($12.8 million during 2026-
2035).   The ten year change in rates is $11.03 ($44.37 less $33.34) or an average of $1.10 monthly change 
in rates. This rate is $2.66 lower than the City’s current projected 2035 rate of $47.03.   

 

Table 4. Sample Single Family Monthly Bill – 50-Year Rotation  

60-Year Rotation 
This alternative assumes a timber harvest of 2,350 MBF, limited Union Basin Harvest and a 60-year 
rotation.  The annual estimated revenue is $1.1 million ($1,092,750).  The 60-year rotation assumes less 
MBF per year than the 50-year rotation. The resulting revenue is slightly over double (2.13 times) the 
current Timber sales revenue planned to be received annually by the City.  The ten year change in rates is 
$11.90 or an average of $1.19 monthly change in rates. This alternative is also below the current rate 
projection of the City with the addition of nearly $11.0 million in revenue during 2026-2035.  

 

Table 5. Sample Single Family Monthly Bill – 60-Year Rotation  

Comparison of Timber Harvest Alternatives 
Table 7 provides a summary of the monthly single family rate impacts for each alternative for comparison 
purposes. The main difference in alternatives is the level of timber harvest revenue assumed. The water 
rate impacts range from a high of $50.55 in 2035 (no harvest) to a low of $44.37 (50-year rotation and 
max revenue potential). The rate difference between the alternatives is $6.18 in 2035. As indicated in the 
table, any timber harvest revenue received will help lower future water rates. 

Current
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Rate Impact 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25% 4.25%
SF Mo. Bil l 33.34$     34.76$     36.23$     37.77$     39.38$     41.05$     42.80$     44.62$     46.51$     48.49$     50.55$     
Change ($) 1.42$       1.48$       1.54$       1.61$       1.67$       1.74$       1.82$       1.90$       1.98$       2.06$       

Projected

Current
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Rate Impact 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90% 2.90%
SF Mo. Bil l 33.34$     34.31$     35.30$     36.33$     37.38$     38.46$     39.58$     40.73$     41.91$     43.12$     44.37$     
Change ($) 0.97$       0.99$       1.02$       1.05$       1.08$       1.12$       1.15$       1.18$       1.22$       1.25$       

Projected

Current
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

Rate Impact 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10% 3.10%
SF Mo. Bil l 33.34$   34.37$      35.44$     36.54$     37.67$     38.84$     40.04$     41.28$     42.56$     43.88$     45.24$     
Change ($) 1.03$        1.07$       1.10$       1.13$       1.17$       1.20$       1.24$       1.28$       1.32$       1.36$       

Projected
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Table 6. Summary of Timber Harvest Alternatives Monthly Bill Impacts  

In addition to the monthly single family bill impacts, a graph of the cumulative rate increases is provided 
to show the range and spread of the timber harvest alternatives over time. As shown, the alternatives 
show a cumulative rate impact ranging from a low of 33 percent to a high of 52 percent.  

 

Summary 
The water rate impacts were calculated using the existing 20-year financial plan completed during the 
2022 Rate Update. The rate evaluation used the 2026-2035 time period for consistency with the time 
horizon of the ULMP. Updated 2025 financial data and consistent capital cost assumptions were used in 
each alternative. All alternatives developed meet total water system annual operating expenses, planned 
and recommended capital needs, and debt service obligations. In addition,  all alternatives maintain 
minimum operating fund balance targets (44 days of O&M) and capital fund target of two percent of asset 
value.  

For over 45 years, the City has used revenue from timber sales to help fund essential projects that protect 
and maintain critical infrastructure in the Union River Watershed. Maintaining existing harvest revenue 
levels or increasing revenue will continue to help lower future water rates, and contribute to increased 
reserves, allowing for flexibility in possible land acquisition if/when it may be available.  

 

 

Current
2025 2026 2027 2028 2029 2030 2031 2032 2033 2034 2035

No Harvest 33.34$   34.76$      36.23$     37.77$     39.38$     41.05$     42.80$     44.62$     46.51$     48.49$     50.55$     
Current Harvest 33.34$   34.57$      35.85$     37.18$     38.55$     39.98$     41.46$     42.99$     44.59$     46.24$     47.95$     
50-Yr Rotation 33.34$   34.31$      35.30$     36.33$     37.38$     38.46$     39.58$     40.73$     41.91$     43.12$     44.37$     
60-Yr Rotation 33.34$   34.37$      35.44$     36.54$     37.67$     38.84$     40.04$     41.28$     42.56$     43.88$     45.24$     

Projected
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APPENDIX C 
Guidance for Evaluating New Uses on Utility Lands  
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APPENDIX D 
Advisory Committee 

 

  

112 




















