RESOLUTION NO. 3376

A RESOLUTION of the City Council of the City of
Bremerton, Washington, affirming the City’s commitment to
increasing shelter options in the City.

WHEREAS, the City is facing a rise in homelessness; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 9.32 of the Bremerton Municipal Code entitled
“Unauthorized Camping” makes it unlawful for people to camp in any park or other public place;
and

WHEREAS, the U.S. Court of Appeals for the Ninth Circuit ruling in Martin v.
Boise prohibits cities from enforcing ordinances that criminalize camping on all public property
when there is no available shelter; and

WHEREAS, Chapter 9.32 of the Bremerton Municipal Code entitled
“Unauthorized Camping” includes language that suspends enforcement of unauthorized camping
in public places when there is no overnight shelter available; and

WHEREAS, without available shelter space, homeless encampments are likely to
be established, resulting in unsanitary and unsafe conditions, both for the encampment residents
and the surrounding community; and

WHEREAS, the City desires to ensure there will be available shelter space in the
future to be able to enforce the ordinance banning unauthorized camping in public places; and

WHEREAS, the City needs the ability to rapidly meet current needs as well as
respond to future changes in conditions regarding homelessness; and

WHEREAS, shelter options have been identified by the City’s Administration and
by community organizations; and

WHEREAS, it is in the City’s best interests to continue to assess the feasibility of
all shelter options being presented; NOW THEREFORE,

THE CITY COUNCIL OF THE CITY OF BREMERTON, WASHINGTON,
DOES HEREBY RESOLVE AS FOLLOWS:

SECTION 1. The City Council of the City of Bremerton affirms that it is prudent
and appropriate to have multiple organizations concurrently explore options to shelter our
unhoused community members. We therefore authorize the City's Administration to continue
developing its low barrier walk-up congregate shelter option at the Public Works Complex
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located at 100 Oyster Bay Avenue North and encourage any organizations to present feasible
options for shelters as an alternative to the City Administration’s proposal.

SECTION 2. The City Council of the City of Bremerton establishes a goal to
have a new shelter constructed and operating by Fall 2024.

SECTION 3. City Council approval is required for the following planning and
development activities at the Oyster Bay Avenue North site. These activities are broken into the
following minimum number of phases, with each phase requiring separate approval by the City
Council:

1. Execute a contract with a consultant to complete all design and permitting for
grading, utility construction, and related site improvements for the City-owned parcels
immediately north of the Public Works Complex at 100 Oyster Bay Avenue North which are
parcel nos. 3748-001-007-0200 and 3748-001-005-0202. All work completed under this contract
will be forward-compatible with the use of this property for Public Works purposes; however,
the permitting and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) process activities will include
development of the low barrier walk-up congregate shelter to evaluate feasibility of this site for
that purpose, should the City Council approve the shelter development at this site in the future.

2. Award a contract to construct all grading, utilities and related site improvements
outlined in Item 1 above, which are forward-compatible with the use of the property for Public
Works purposes.

3. Execute a contract with a consultant to complete all design and permitting for a
low barrier walk-up congregate shelter, and related site improvements.

4. Award a contract to construct the low barrier walk-up congregate shelter outlined
in Item 3 above.

The City Council expects updates on the status of each phase prior to proceeding to
further phases. It is the intent of the City Council to review other available options as the City
progresses through the development feasibility process, including but not limited to the Hybrid
Shelter Alternative as proposed at the City Council Study Session on January 10, 2024.

SECTION 4. The City Council of the City of Bremerton encourages other
organizations to explore and plan other shelter options for City Council consideration.

SECTION 5. The City Council encourages the City’s Administration to pursue
grants to fund the construction and operation of a low-barrier walk-up congregate shelter at 100
Oyster Bay Avenue North. The City Council acknowledges that the plan developed by the
Administration currently considers a contribution of $1,100,000 in American Rescue Plan Act
(ARPA) grant funding as the only non-utility City funds for the shelter development, with all
remaining construction costs to be provided by grants or other sources.

SECTION 6. The City Council encourages the City’s Administration and any
organization proposing a shelter to develop operations plans for their respective shelter options.
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SECTION 7. 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 8. Effective Date. This Resolution shall take effect and be in force
immediately upon its passage.

PASSED by the City Council of the City of Bremerton, Washington this
day of ,2024.

JENNIFER CHAMBERLIN, Council President

APPROVED AS TO FORM: ATTEST:

KYLIE J. FINNELL, City Attorney ANGELA HOOVER, City Clerk

R:\Legal\Legal\Resolutions\City Council\2024.01.12 Shelter Resolution - Option 3.docx
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Agenda

* Project Status

« Site Evaluation and Selection
 Review Timeline and Critical Dates
 RPM Shelter Analysis

» Neighborhood Objections

* Cost Estimates

« Alternative Summary




Project Status

 City reviewed potential sites and selected the Oyster Bay Property
« The City currently has two contracts for this project

« Parametrix Contract for 30% design of site development
* Includes conceptual layout for a site that could be used for any of the three shelter
types
* Includes understanding scope of site grading, cost of grading, stormwater needs,
access to site, and draft site development permitting documents
« Staff is currently working with PMX to finalize a layout concept for further
development

 RPM Contract for Shelter Type Analysis
« SEPA and other permitting will begin once a shelter type has been selected
» Existing reports and investigations are being used to inform feasibility and
cost of the 30% design, but more detailed reports will be required for
permitting




Site Evaluation Criteria

Criteria used to evaluate site feasibility:

« Ownership - owned by City

« Size - Useable area of 1 acre, minimum

« Existing use

« Zoning — must allow construction of a hotel

 Critical Area Review

« Readiness - What improvements are needed to prep the site?
« Access - Is the site accessible from an existing right of way?

« Transit/Transportation and Resource Accessibility

* Timing - How quickly can the site be ready?

One site met this criteria




Sites Evaluated

City staff reviewed the
comprehensive property list
prepared by the City Auditor
and eliminated properties that
did not meet the most basic
criteria. - I e A
» Size —under 1 acre ol SEmee—
« Existing use — parks, wells,
pump stations
« Zoning — utility land, etc.
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Site: Property North of PW&U Oyster Bay Facility

Site Selected — Property north of PW&U Facility

Large enough (at least 1 acre)
Appropriate zoning (General Commercial)
Adjacent to KT route and within walking
distance of several routes on Kitsap Way
Near other resources such as health care
and food

Grading and site preparation needed for
shelter development and access

Grading is forward compatible with future
use of site by Public Works & Ultilities

Full site not needed for PW&U expansion
in the immediate future




Timeline

Shelter Type Approval Bremerton Shelter Project
(Council)

Design l:ll:la:t Approvals Construction Contract

[IL':nunr-iII - . Approval [Council)

State Legislative me:.g Closes 5/1/24 ’
Request Due 1/20/24 ’ i
|

8/12/2023 10/1/2023 11/20/2023 1/9/2004 2/28/2024 4/18/2024 6/7/2024 7/27/2024 9/15/2024 11/4/2024 12/24/2024

PMX 30% Design
SEPA Review and Approval

PMX 90% Design PMX 100% Design 4
90% Design for Shelter 100%; Design for Shelter 4
Draft SEPA Documentation Building Permit
Bid/Construct

Public Qutreach
Shelter Operations
Planning




Concern

Site selection process done without
regard to neighborhood

Crime will increase
Lack of public outreach

City bypassing SEPA and permitting

Construction during rainy season

Lack of plan to mitigate neighborhood
impacts

Taking on Kitsap County’s plan
Lack of transparency

Another site was preferred by
consultant

Current conditions at Salvation Army
would come to neighborhood (milling,
personal items, trash)

Response

All sites have surrounding neighborhoods

RPM has included response, shelter design will include safety features
A public outreach plan will be included with consultant contracts for shelter/site design

SEPA and permitting will be completed; design will address aesthetics and other City
zoning design requirements

Construction not planned until late summer

City will address neighborhood impacts through the design of the shelter and with
operations planning — Council will provide oversight as milestones such as contracts,
grants, and budget adjustments come forward for approval

The City has taken full advantage of Kitsap County’s plans to expedite the project,
however, the shelter will be sized and designed for Bremerton’s use

City brought project to public’s attention at earliest stage of development with full
transparency and will continue to do so

The site at the Wastewater Treatment Plant was eliminated due to several issues — the
cost and timeline for street improvements to provide access is prohibitive. Would include
the purchase of a property

The recommended shelter is a self-contained campus, it would have an internal waiting
room, a secure exterior courtyard, and would provide services to clients only




RPM Presentation

The RPM Team is a consultant for homelessness programs and a design
firm involved in developing and constructing Navigation Shelters.

RPM has reviewed the scope of the homelessness issue in Bremerton and
has evaluated 3 shelter types that could be implemented at the Oyster Bay
site. They will now present their findings and recommendation.

RPM Team Introductions

David Renard, President

Cruz Avila, Homeless Operations and Programs Principal




Potential Costs

Order of magnitude costs, not budgetary
Based on 100 beds

Pallet Sprung Shelter | Tent
Community Encampment

Site Grading Design $3,000,000 $2,000,000 $2,000,000
& Construction

Shelter Capital $3,600,000 $3,400,000 $1,150,000
Costs

Total $6,600,000 $5,400,000 $3,150,000

Operations and maintenance costs for each shelter type not fully

understood, however some considerations include:

» Sprung shelter likely has the lowest operations costs due to the efficiency
of the space for both staffing and energy costs

- Pallet will have a higher maintenance cost due to construction from less
durable materials, and the number of individual units that must be
maintained (heat/ac, locks, windows, doors etc.)




Alternative Summary

Shelter Type

Issue / Feature

Congregate Sprung

Shelter

Pallet
Community

Regulated
Encampment

Likelihood to immediately fill resulting in inability to enforce No Camping Ordinance

Low

High

Unknown

Potential for on-site drug or alcohol use

Low

High

High

Dignified housing that communicates compassion for residents/value of residents

Yes

Yes

Mo

Climate controlled environment/year-round protection from weather

Yes

Yes

No

Construction cost for 100 beds at Oyster Bay Site (Note 1)

$5.4M

$6.6M

$3.2M

Operations and maintenance cost (Note 2)

Low

High

N/A

Shelter expected life (years, Note 3}

50

15

N/A

Can incorporate architectural features (glazed entryway, vestibules, canopys, etc.)

Yes

No

N/A

Facilities centralized in one space - can use restroom without going outside

Yes

MNo

Mo

Shelter can be re-purposed

Yes

No

N/A

MNotes:

1) Additional beds can be added at essentially no cost with a Sprung Shelter; site expansion required with a Pallet Community.
2) O&M cost not currently quantified, but expected to be much higher for Pallet since each Pallet unit has it's own 2,700W heater and 8,000 BTU
AC unit, has non-code compliant insulating R value, and is fabricated of less durable materials. Code compliance is also a consideration.

3) Shelter life per discussions with RPM and Pallet. Note that Sprung Structures warrants the skin at 25-years, and the structure at 50-years.

Pallet Shelters warrants their structures against manufacturing defects for 2 years.




Questions?




Sustainable Low-Barrier
Emergency Shelter Proposal




Consideration for proposal

The city has no current sustainable emergency shelter plan.

We are in the unfortunate situation where prepare people to move through the

our region does not have a sustainable housing continuum leading to permanent
low-barrier emergency shelter plan in housing.

place. Until now, we have utilized stop-
gap transient solutions that have proven
unsustainable over the long term.
Benevolent, generous organizations have
stepped up to meet seasonal challenges
during fimes of inclement weather or
through the pandemic. However, we are
still very much in a reactionary posture in
terms of providing a sustainable and
humane low barrier/rapid entry
emergency shelter plan for our
community. Ultimately, the goal would be
to have emergency shelter options that (Recent Encampment)

Proposal

A hybrid shelter option that includes an open air pallet type low-barrier emergency
shelter for longer term fransitional living combined with a small congregate shelter for
quick and very short-term entry into the housing continuum is a viable solution to face
this current challenge while preparing us for future situations ultimately leading to
permanent homes for people exiting unhoused situations.

TWO LOCATIONS

Any type of shelter over 60 beds in one location is difficult to manage and
exacerbates risk to both those experiencing homelessness, staff, and surrounding
communities. We are proposing two locations to decrease the overall impact to
surrounding communities and increase reach to those we will serve (i.e. one on either
side of our county). To further minimize impact and increase feasibility for this model,
each location can be set up on as little as V2 an acre. Community outreach and
community impact must be a part of the location selection process as well as the
logistical necessities. Several locations have been identified for consideration.

HYBRID PALLET/QUONSET SHELTER MODEL

Pallet shelters have proven success in providing safe and secure solutions, while
simultaneously upholding the highest level of dignity for those being sheltered. Each
Pallet shelter is 70sgft, providing plenty of space for up to two people (if necessary).



Combined with a small (20 bed) congregate shelter Quonset hut on one of the
proposed locations allows for low-barrier rapid entry for those situations that we
frequently encounter. The site includes access to bathrooms, water, heat/AC, and
secure amnesty boxes all within a secure perimeter fence. 24/7 security with a single
entry/exit point is recommended.

COST

We have obtained cost estimates from Pallet and one 40-unit shelter area is $1.4M
including infrastructure. Quonset huts are very inexpensive and provide durability and
low maintenance and are easily included in the estimate listed above. Two locations
would cost approximately $2.8M to $3.5M based on estimates provided by
PalletShelter.com (see attachment). Land acquisition, contracted security, and
operational costs are not included in this estimate.

INTAKE AND CASE MANAGEMENT

The process for access to an emergency shelter is equally as important as the
physical structure itself. A holistic approach is considered here as we look to secure a
housing first concept while simultaneously preparing each individual for their journey
through the housing continuum with permanent and sustainable housing being the
end goal. Keeping the goal in mind, each person will be assigned a case manager
upon entry to determine how best to meet their unique needs. Depending on
availability and time of entry, someone may enter intfo a Pallet shelter within the first
24hrs. If access is needed outside of typical working hours, they can be provided a
safe warm bed within the Quonset hut immediately and then be assigned a Case
Manager and enftry into a Pallet shelter within 72hrs (for weekend entry).

Providing Case Management to each person is key to success and progress through
the housing continuum. Emergency shelters are step one in a much longer journey for
each individual. It is important that the expectation is set from the very beginning
that this is a temporary stay where we encourage and support each person in finding
more permanent solutions that we are working to create throughout our county.
Through KCR and other supportive agencies such as Salvation Army and St. Vincent
de Paul, collaborative efforts will be combined to find the most favorable outcomes



for each individual as they prepare their tfransition intfo permanent housing. When
they are ready, opportunities for permanent housing will be provided through
agencies that have subsidized housing and/or voucher rental assistance primarily our
region’s housing authorities.

Conclusion

This model is a sustainable solution that can be utilized well into the future through
collaboration with all partners along the housing continuum. Several organizations
along the housing continuum should come together to We want to ensure we are
poised to meet the challenges of tomorrow while simultaneously solving this
immediate need. This solution will equip our community to move away from high-risk
reactionary responses and to adopt more of a proactive posture when it comes to
housing the most vulnerable in our community.

(Modular, durable construction allows for ease of construction and flexible deployment.)




(Addendum 1)

info@palletshelter.com

¥} 425-322-5122

Created Date 11/8/2023
Quote Mumber 000018349

Company Address 1930 Memill Creek Plwy, Suite A
Ewverstt, WA 98203

Contact Name

Jill Stanton

- Email jstantoni@bremertonhousing.org
Bill To Mame E.::-le rton Housing Authortiy R e
Ship To Bremerton, WA 98310
Product Sales Price Cuantity Total Price
52 70 SQFT Sleeper 515,800.00 40.00 S636,000.00
52 120 S0FT Sheeper $20,600.00 ’ 4.00 $82.400.00
1200 1500-2750 Watt Heater $635.00 [ 44.00 527.8940.00
AJC 6,000 BTU 120V with Install Kit $450.00 ‘ 44.00 $21.956.00
Twin XL Bed Frame $150.00 ' 40.00 56.,000.00
Twin XL Mattress $35{10DJ 40.00 $14.000.00
Assambly Services $1,100.00 44.00 $48.400.00
2 5tall Bathroom Unit (Toilet, Shower, Sink in Each) $‘1‘4.Q§5.{1DJ 2.00 $80.950.00
2 Stall Accessible Bathroom Unit {1 Full Bath, 1 Admin Half Bath) 544 995.00 1.00 44 09500
Subtotal $871,681.00
Tax $81.786.66
Shipping and $26.000.00
Handling
Grand Tatal $1,089 467 66

Moles

An 8000 |bs. forkER with 2 foot forks will be nesded cnsile for delvery at the resporsibiity and cost of the customer. Palet is not resporsible for sile grading, eeeling of sheliers, staking io e

ground, or elecincal connecions io the shaliers

Prices are in USD0. Al taies are estimafes and are subject o change. Shipping irchedes import fees and s an esSimaie $ai ks subject fo changs

Terms and Conditions

MOTICE: This Quofe oxalains e prediminany ror-hinding fenms of pwchass and sale by and behvean Padled PBC and the Customer listed above. This Ouole does ool canstifude & offer fo sei
and shail avfomancaly expie sivfy (50 calendar days fom fhe dafe of issuance, wiless femminaded sooner by: (i} writfen nofice from Pailet FBC fo Customer, or (i) upan the dedvery of an SOW
By Pailef FBC do Cusfomer. AN Pailet FBC maferals, publications and websifes are mainianed as sources of general information and ane Aol quotaiions o offers o sell. AN cievical evrors are
subject o pndateral correction by Palet PEC, in fs sobs discrefinn. Any onder, wrilisn or verbai, based in any way on s Quode, shail nof be binding on Fallelf PEC. All orlers shail be based on,
and governad by, She ferms and mndiions of he anplkoahls Aacier Product and Ssndnes Agresment Stalement of Wik "E0WT). msved by Palaf PEC affer o request for & purchass onder from

Crslomer. Mo agresment fo purchase or sey products o services shall be binoing upon Pale! PEC absent @ wilfen and execouted SOW.




(Addendum 2)

Pallet Infrastructure Budget Estimate

Material Cost Per

Site Specific Costs ‘ Service Service Labor Cost = Total Cost
Cost Unit

See descriptions below and wiring diagrams in folder

120v 30 amp senvice for each 70/120 SQFT Unit

) ) ' 32§ 700|$ 200|$ 900§ 28,800
Conduit run to subpanel in each unit and
h; i ion. This is eith h 240v 150amp senvice for each standard bathroom (200amp breaker)
ardwire connection. This is either trenched, v p senvi I ( p bre ) 15 1,000 | § 800 | $ 1,800 | $ 1,800
run along the ground, overhead, or
occasionally is laid within a PTL walkway |240v 90amp senice for each accessible bathroom
betiesn stiickires 1|$ 1,000 | $ 800 [$ 18008 1,800
240v 400amp split senvice for each Laundry (2 200amp breakers
v i ey P ) 1|$  2000|$ 1600 |$  3600|$ 3,600
(3) 120v 30amp connections for each 400 SQFT Unit, 2 120v and 1 240v for
800) 1% 1,500 | $ 1,000 [$ 2,500 | $ 2,500
Water to bathrooms and laundry See fixture value document, drawings, and installation guide.
3% 6,000 | $ 2,000 | $ 8,000 [ $ 24,000
Sewer from bathrooms/laundry See drawings, and installation guide.
3% 4,000 [ $ 2,000 | $ 6,000 | $ 18,000
Installation of toilets and sinks for bathrooms 2 toilets/sinks for each bathroom (these are provided but not installed by
Pallet) 2|$ 2,000 $ 2,000 [ $ 4,000
Purchase and installation of Washer/Dryers . : 9
Average cost is $8k for washer/dryers. Installation varies
(4 each per laundry) 9 8 ) 18 3,200 | $ 8,000 | $ 11,200 | § 11,200
4 per structure. 200 Ibs for standard, 1200 Ibs for HD on each comer
Anchoring (Florida, Coastal SE) of downward force on each comer of each unit (see
infrastructure doc for specifics). Recommend duckbill anchors 144| $ 30 |$ 208 50| $ 7,200
Concrete Pad for 400 SQFT Unit 4" concrete pad (see drawing for dimensions)
198 1,500 | § 3,000 |$ 4,500 | $ 4,500
Concrete Pad for 800 SQFT Unit 4" concrete pad (see drawing for dimensions)

0 $ 3,000 | $ 6,000 | $ 9,000 [ $ 2

Ramps leading into bathrooms, laundry 9.5" rise, 1 per accessible bathrooms, laundry structure. Recommend widely

available aluminum ramp 2[$ 300 $ 2,000 [ $ 2,300 | $ 4,600
Stairs leading into bath 9.5" rise, 2 tandard, 1 ibl t
airs leading into bathrooms rse, per stanaai per accessible restroom 3 $ 100 $ 400 $ 500 $ 1,500
ADA R: 1 20 64/100SQFT Unit: Ce ti djustable alumi ., te/asphalt pad
amps (1 per nits) |Common options are adjustable aluminum ramp, concrete/asphalt pa a's 2 |5 100 | s 1253 250
ADA Ramps for 400s/800s Common options are adjustable aluminum ramp, concrete/asphalt pad. 2 per
structure. 2| $ 25 | $ 100 [ $ 125 | $ 250
Includes but not limited to electrical infrastructure upgrades, temp power
Electrical senvce to site poles, breaker boxes for site. Refer to electrical senice calculator for
electrical requirement estimate $ 46,200 | $ 50,050 $ 96,250
Site grading (if necessary) Site should be relatively flat, either gravel, concrete, or asphalt
$ 30,000 $ 30,000
Site clearil If fl i isti truct , debris, ets
ite clearing necessary, removing existing structures, debris, etc $ 5,000 $ 5,000
Pri fencil d site imete Cost for fenci ies by locati
rivacy fencing around site perimeter ost for fencing varies by location s 3753 | s 8757 $ 12510
Gating for i / 2 le' gate ith ic bars, hicl it
ating for ingress/egress people’ gates with panic bars, one emergency vehicle access gate $ 1.000 | 5,000 $ 6,000
Lighting for sit Lights al I d head if not t
ighting for site ights along walkways and overhead if not present $ 6.400 | 6,400 $ 12,800
ADA Walking Path: If site is not te/asphalt
alking Paths site is not concrete/asphal 5 1600 | 060 $ 2,560
Basic hardscape/gravel and striping for staff
and resident parking $ 1,500 | § 500 $ 2,000
Seating, shade structt
eating, shade structures $ 4,800 $ 4,800
Pet Encl
et Enclosure $ 500 | $ 2,000 $ 2,500
" " Typical cost is ~$500 per day. One day for every 10 64s,100s, 2 days for
Forklift:for delivery andiassembly each 400, for each 800. Labor is included in Pallet assembly senices $ 2,240 $ 2,240
Trash Encly
rash Enclosure $ 7,000 $ 7,000
Permit fees If required by cit
q y city $ - s - $ -

297,660.00

The items above represent a compilation of products and services commonly purchased and/or required in Pallet shelter villages. Every village site is unique and may involve different products and services.
This list is neither comprehensive nor exhaustive; it is merely a tool to help plan for the different circumstances our customers may encounter in planning their Pallet village site.
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From: Anthony Ives <aives@kcr.org>

Sent: Thursday, November 30, 2023 7:48 PM

Cc: Jill Stanton <JStanton@bremertonhousing.org>; Joe Crain <joe@svdpaul.org>
Subject: Other options

Dear Team,

Together, we have decided to share ideas with the Council. Over the last two months, this
idea has been presented by a group of us that all have a vested interest in seeing this
project succeed and assisting residents, all residents, of Kitsap County. There are always
details to work out, and even there are alternatives to how this could get done. But we are
confident that this is a viable approach.

We thank you for your attention and trust.

Go Seahawks!

Tony lves

Executive Director

Kitsap Community Resources
845 8t Street

Bremerton, WA 98337

www.kcr.org

360.473.2013 (office)



From: Keith Stuessi <keith.stuessi@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, December 7, 2023 7:58 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@ci.bremerton.wa.us>
Subject: Health Concerns with Congregate Shelter

City Council,
Please see attached letter that was published in the Kitsap Sun today.

| just want to make sure you are aware of the medical/health concerns with the proposed congregate
shelters in Bremerton.

Please let me know if you have any questions.
Very Respectfully,

Dr. Keith Stuessi, CAPT (Ret), USN

Building a Congregate Shelter Endangers Bremerton’s Public Health

| appreciate the coverage the Sun has provided about the proposed homeless shelter plan but | am
concerned that the City of Bremerton doesn’t understand the significant health issues surrounding
congregate shelters.

A congregate shelter has large open spaces with bunks for sleeping. It requires people to share showers
and laundry and residents must exit each morning.

People experiencing homelessness disproportionately suffer from untreated chronic medical conditions
and have barriers to accessing medical care. This means they are more vulnerable to outbreaks of highly
communicable diseases such as COVID-19 and Hepatitis A, especially in open spaces like congregate
shelters.

Disease outbreaks don’t stay within a shelter. In another Navy town, San Diego, they experienced a
major outbreak of Hepatitis A in 2017 that started with the unhoused. It resulted in 592 cases and 20
deaths. San Diego is a bigger city, but Bremerton should keep these numbers in mind — an outbreak that
began with the unhoused took $12 million dollars and two years to get under control. It affected all City
sidewalks, parks, libraries, and any business or service where people touched a shared resource.

Congregate shelters have become an undesirable solution due to health and safety concerns and often
come with insurmountable barriers for those experiencing homelessness. A better option is multiple
small pallet shelter facilities that provide a place to return each night, offer flexibility in treating health
outbreaks and put the unhoused on the pathway to permanent housing.

Dr. Keith Stuessi, CAPT (Ret), USN
1434 Madrona Point Drive
Bremerton, WA 98312

(760) 331 - 7203



From: Bree Medley <bree@brandtdesigninc.com>

Sent: Friday, December 8, 2023 8:31 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@ci.bremerton.wa.us>; Anna Mockler
<Anna.Mockler@ci.bremerton.wa.us>

Subject: Bremerton's Homeless Shelter

Council members,

Thank you for the time you gave to your constituents at Wednesday night’s council meeting. The issue
of housing our unhoused citizens is a hugely important issue and | do hope that you will demand clear,
well planned and meaningful solution of the Mayor. This is too important to be decided in a vacuum,
after only one study session.

Respectfully,

Bree Medley

The Brandt Design Group
66 Bell Street, Unit #1
Seattle, WA 98121

www.brandtdesigninc.com

206.239.0850 (0)
206.595.9357 (c)



From: Joanna Hayes <joanna.s.hayes@gmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 11, 2023 2:08 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@ci.bremerton.wa.us>
Subject: Congregate shelter

Hello,

| read the proposal for a congregate shelter. At this point, | am frustrated. You and the mayor have
received so much input and many excellent ideas. The council spent months over the summer debating
the anti-camping legislation. The community has been telling you since July that a large congregate
shelter will not meet the needs of this community. The Salvation Army shelter is rarely full, and many of
our neighbors are still camping because that shelter does not meet their needs.

A large congregate shelter will not be effective. People do not feel safe and secure despite the best
efforts in this type of shelter. Humans need privacy and a place to call their own if they are to begin
accessing resources. Safety is paramount in the recovery process, and congregate shelters rarely meet
this need.

| hope that, if this is the way that you go, you at least make it a 24-hour shelter with storage for
residents' belongings and the ability to house pets safely and humanely. A walk-up congregate shelter is
needed, but not one so large. The goal for a shelter such as this should be a brief stay until there is a slot
into either permanent housing or long-term transitional housing such as a pallet shelter, a hotel room,
or other similar options. It should be a short stop along the way to stable housing. It is not an adequate
long-term option.

On that note, why aren't we putting an effort into saving the Quality Inn shelter? KRM has over a 100-
person waitlist, while the Salvation Army often has open beds. Removing all those beds and moving
them to Port Orchard with an increase of approximately ten spaces is a horrible idea. Port Orchard
generally does not feel local to people who do not have cars. That is far away. It also will only help a few
additional people. It has been treated as though all of those beds are new beds, but that is not true.

In making this decision, please consider listening to your neighbors, including unhoused people and
those doing their best to help them despite limited resources. There are so many excellent options.
Please consider this decision carefully.

Joie Hayes
Kitsap ERACE coalition housing systems team co-chair



From: morashbob@netscape.net <morashbob@netscape.net>

Sent: Saturday, December 9, 2023 5:48 PM 6016 Peregrine Ct
To: City Council <City.Council@ci.bremerton.wa.us> Bremerton, WA 98312
Subject: Shelter for Homeless December 9, 2023

Please see attached letter.

City Council Office
345 6th St., Suite 100
Bremerton, WA 98337

Subj: A proposal for housing the homeless
Dear City Council,

Every day | see homeless men, ad occasionally homeless women wandering the streets. | see
sidewalk tents and broken down RVs. | here talk of building “tiny house” communities and
purchasing hotels to temporarily house these homeless individuals.

When | have spoken with them their main concern is just having a place to sleep that provides
shelter from the elements.

As a career military veteran with 31 years service in both the Army and the Navy | ask, “Has
anyone on the City Council considered the establishment of military style open bay barracks to
provide shelter for these homeless people?” An average World War 2 barracks would easily hold
40 individuals, providing them with a bunk, wall locker, footlocker, toilets, sinks, and showers.
These facilities would be cheaper to build and maintain than the proposed tiny homes or
temporary hotels.

Having a warm place to sleep and access to basic hygiene facilities would help provide a sense of
dignity which is lost when living in the squaller of tent cities. What business would hire a person
who hasn’t bathed in over a week?

A paid janitorial staff could be recruited from the residents of these barracks communities. A Day
Laborer pick-up site could be provided. City bus pick-up points could be established.

There would still be the problems of drug abuse and mental illness to deal with. A number of
other issues would need to be addressed. However, they may be easier to deal with in the
barracks environment than the tent cities.

There would still be a role for some tiny homes, such as for homeless married couples, especially
those with children. Yet, the barracks approach would help deal with the large volume homeless
men and women.

Respectfully,

Robert C. Morash
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December 5, 2023

ER 408 Communication

By Email Only
Kylie J. Finnell, City Attorney
345 6th Street, Suite 100
Bremerton, WA 98337

Re: City’s Decision on Shelter Location Without SEPA Review
Ms. Finnell:

Our firm represents JSP Ambrose LLC (“JSP””), who owns and operates the 216-unit
Ambrose apartment complex located at 4520 through 4562 Bay Vista Boulevard (the “Ambrose
Apartments”). The beneficial owners of the Ambrose Apartments also own and manage hundreds
of units of market, workforce, and affordable housing in Kitsap County, and tens of thousands of
units across the western United States." We are writing to you on behalf of our client because of
deep concerns with the process the City has used to site its new homeless shelter adjacent to
Ambrose Apartments. To our understanding, the City has “decided” on a location that is known by
parcel nos. 3748-001-005-0202 and/or 3748-001-007-0200 (the “Site™).> We would like to meet
with you as soon as possible to discuss these concerns, which are expressed more fully below,
along with potential solutions.

JSP is supportive of increasing housing options for low-income and vulnerable populations
and has invested in many projects that do just this. However, the City’s process so far has been
opaque, hurried, and seemingly without thorough consideration of the safety implications of siting a
shelter in this location that is proximate to housing for many families and children. JSP’s offices are
in downtown San Francisco, and so it has firsthand knowledge of the consequences if public safety
issues are left unaddressed.

We are also troubled that the City appears to have ignored the requirements of
Washington’s State Environmental Policy Act, Ch. 43.21C RCW (“SEPA”), in selecting the Site

! These units include the Wellington and Cascade Ridge apartment complexes in Silverdale, and is
undertaking construction of 570 additional apartment units in Kitsap County.

2 The “Phase 1” illustration on Slide 5 of the City’s October 11, 2023 presentation appears to contemplate all
or part of the City’s project being sited on APN 3748-001-007-0200. However, Slide 4 of the same
presentation appears to suggest that the selected area will include both that parcel and 3748-001-005-0202. It
is disappointing that the City’s public documents do not even make clear on which parcels the City’s
proposed project will be located. However, this letter assumes that the City is planning to use both parcels as
the Site.

999 Third Avenue, Suite 4600 | Seattle, WA 98104 | 206.623.1745 | f: 206.623.7789 | hcmp.com



Kylie J. Finnell, City Attorney
December 5, 2023
Page 2 of 7

without first completing environmental review. The City appears to be proceeding in a manner that
not only violates SEPA, but will result in significant adverse environmental impacts. SEPA requires
the City to adequately consider all such impacts as well as alternative locations for the shelter prior
to proceeding any further with the proposal.

A. The City has Violated and Continues to Violate SEPA

As you know, SEPA requires all local governments to analyze potential environmental
impacts of their decisions, except where a specific decision is expressly exempted by statute or rule.
RCW 43.21C.030; WAC 197-11-305. Actions subject to SEPA review are defined to include any
“decision on a specific project, such as a construction or management activity located in a defined
geographic area,” including those projects sponsored by local governments, not just those
sponsored by private applicants. WAC 197-11-704(2)(a). Further, and perhaps most importantly,
such review “shall be integrated with agency activities at the earliest possible time to ensure that
planning and decisions reflect environmental values, to avoid delays later in the process, and to
seek potential problems.” WAC 197-11-055(1). The law requires preparation of any “threshold
determination and [EIS] af the earliest possible point in the decision-making progress, when the
principal features of a proposal and its environmental impacts can be reasonably identified.” Id. at

2.

The City not only neglected to procedurally comply with SEPA when it “selected a site for
development,” it is apparently now planning to also ignore SEPA on a continuing basis in
December or January when “shelter type is selected.” See Site Development for Emergency Shelter
presentation, City Council Study Session, Oct 11, 2023. The decision about where the proposed
shelter should be located is one at which the proposal’s principal features and environmental
impacts can certainly be identified, and that decision therefore required SEPA review. The City has
publicly identified no applicable exemption from its obligations to undertake review prior to a
siting decision, and therefore must return to the siting decision to review environmental impacts as
required by law. Instead, the City appears to be proceeding on a path to determine all of the details
of the proposal before it considers SEPA, which is at odds with the dictate that environmental
review be completed as early as possible so that it can inform the decision-making process.

SEPA also requires that the City consider alternative locations. RCW 43.21C.030(c)(iii).
This requirement obligates the City to consider other sites where the shelter’s services could be
provided more effectively and with fewer environmental impacts. There is no legitimate reason
why the City must limit itself to properties already in City ownership, especially when such sites
are few and potentially environmentally problematic. Here, the City has selected a site with
substantial trees, slopes, and sensitive neighbors. But with adequate review of alternatives, the City
might identify alternative sites for lease or for sale where the shelter could be developed faster,
more efficiently, less controversially and more sustainably.

B. Locating the Shelter on the Site is Likely to Result in Significant Adverse
Environmental Impacts

Had the City undertaken legally required SEPA review as part of its siting decision, it

would have observed a number of environmental issues with the site that indicate a high likelihood
of significant adverse environmental impacts. The City has cited to a 2019 report that purports to

Hillis Clark Martin & Peterson P.S.
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contain a “critical areas reconnaissance and preliminary hazardous materials review,” but the report
is insufficient because it is outdated, not sufficiently detailed, and does include any analysis of one
of the two parcels (Parcel 005-02) that the City has selected as part of the site. See Critical Areas
Reconnaissance and Preliminary Hazardous Materials Review prepared by Struck Environmental,
Inc., and dated Aug. 21, 2019 (the “2019 Report”) (analyzing only parcel no. 3748-001-007-0200
and ignoring parcel no. 3748-001-005-0202.) Without an updated critical areas analysis in
particular, the City is proceeding blind as to whether critical areas exist on the heavily wooded Site.

The following environmental issues have similarly not been appropriately reviewed and
must be considered before the shelter project is advanced any further:

» Stormwater and Impacts on Estuarine and Marine Wetland Habitats. At present, the Site
is apparently fully permeable. However, it is not clear whether the Site will be at all permeable in
the finished condition with the shelter. By analyzing alternative sites, the City could have reviewed
options where the shelter would not result in net loss of permeable surface coverage. Because the
City did not perform such review, nonpoint source pollution of Oyster Bay (and harm to
endangered Orcas and salmon) could increase unnecessarily. See 2019 Report at 3. (“Surface water
runoff from the Property generally flows downgradient . . . to an outfall in Oyster Bay.”). See
Appendix A, Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife Rendering of Estuarine and Marine
Wetland Habitat Downhill from the Site.

» Wetlands. The public record indicates that the “subject property includes a closed
depression that could retain surface water during the wet season.” Id. at 4. However, City’s studies
of this depression are more than four years out of date, so it is unclear how the City can still be
confident that the selection of this Site will not result in harm to delicate wetland habitats or their
protected buffers. The City is required to complete this analysis.

» Native and Protected Trees and Vegetation. The Site is apparently densely vegetated, and
contains municipal trees that may be protected by the City’s code. However, without SEPA review,
it is not clear that the unvetted selection of this Site will cause the City to violate its obligations to
select “a more appropriate site for replacement . . . when possible, in as close a proximity as
spacing permits,” as required by BMC 13.10.080(c)(8); to comply with all applicable tree removal
regulations set forth at BMC 20.14.190; and to preserve significant trees “to the greatest extent
possible,” under BMC 20.50.050.d. See Appendix B, City Graphics of Vegetated Condition.

» Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas. The City has observed that all or part of the Site falls
within a Category II Critical Aquifer Recharge Area, but has not analyzed whether the selection of
a different location for the City’s project may have fewer adverse impacts on the aquifer than would
creating additional impervious surface on the Site.

» Slopes and Geotechnical Hazards. The record indicates that all or part of the Site contains
steep slope areas designated under the City’s critical areas ordinance as “geologic areas of
concern/potential erosion hazard.” The City has not addressed whether erosion hazards will be
exacerbated by the shelter. Further, such conditions will almost certainly raise the costs of the City
developing the project on this Site. With adequate SEPA review, the City could find a location on
flatter ground, thereby focusing the City’s limited resources on providing the shelter instead of on
the geotechnical study and engineering that this Site will require.

Hillis Clark Martin & Peterson P.S.
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C. Conclusion

Had the City opened the site selection process to the public as contemplated by SEPA,
members of the public could have reminded City officials that the City need not restrict its search to
sites currently owned by the City, where more grading and environmental impacts may be required.
The City could lease, buy, or partner in providing a shelter site on a location that is already graded
and impervious, would not require elimination of trees and vegetation, and better serves occupants
and neighbors alike. Instead, if the City does not return to siting decision in order to make this
decision in a manner compliant with SEPA, it is risking both significant adverse impacts to the
environment and lawsuits from aggrieved families in the neighborhood.

Beyond just the Ambrose Apartments, JSP develops and provides housing across multiple
states, and is adept at project design, development and management. To assist the City in finding a
solution to this issue, JSP may even be able to offer to purchase the Site from the City so that the
City could fund acquisition or leasing of another, more suitable site for the shelter.

At your earliest convenience, we request a meeting (via videoconference or in person)
with you, Mayor Wheeler, and any other City staff that you may feel appropriate. We support the
City’s goal of providing shelter to some of its most vulnerable citizens, but the City must also
comply with its environmental obligations and consider public safety. We believe that a purchase
of the property by JSP may provide a win-win solution that allows the City to adequately fund
and efficiently construct a shelter in a location that has fewer environmental impacts and would
be better for the City as a whole.

Please process this letter as a written comment submitted during administrative review of
the City’s Project and add JSP Ambrose LLC (care of this law firm) to your list of Parties of
Record for this Project. Please also accept this correspondence as JSP Ambrose LLC’s formal
request for an emailed (or USPS) copy of all public notices, decisions or environmental documents
that may be prepared or issued in connection with the City’s Project.’

Very truly yours,

Josh Eriedmann

Josh Friedmann

Attorney for JSP Ambrose, LLC
Josh.friedmann@hcmp.com
(206) 470-7655

3 See, e,g., BMC 20.02.100(b)(8) and (c)(1)(v); 20.02.110(c)(1)(iii) and (£)(1)iv)] 20.02.130(b) (1) ii); 20.02.030(e);
20.04.160; WAC 197-11-355(2)(a) (iv) and (2)(d)(ii); WAC 197-11-510(1)(g); and WAC 197-11-680(5)(b)().

Hillis Clark Martin & Peterson P.S.
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APPENDIX A

Figure 1: Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife’s rendering of Estuarine and
Marine Wetland Habitat in Oyster Bay, immediately downgradient from the Site
(marked with a small red circle)
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APPENDIX B

Figure 2: Depiction from the City’s Oct. 11, 2023 presentation, showing the Site as
partially if not fully treed.
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Figure 3: The City’s depiction of the Site’s “Typical upland property conditions,” as
provided by the City’s 2019 Report.

Hillis Clark Martin & Peterson P.S.



From: Dianna Loiacano <dancingwolf2003@msn.com>
Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2023 6:04 AM

To: City Council <City.Council@ci.bremerton.wa.us>
Subject: Homeless Encampment

| am not sure who will get this but, however | am wondering why you are choosing to grant a permit of
any sort and allowing a Warehouse to be built, that would only allow those who are homeless to stay
the night and then they are forced to leave in the day.

We are a first-time homeowner residing in the Bay Vista homes and like so many of my neighbors, we
are trying very hard to wrap around our head's so many un-answered questions that the mayor was
refusing to answer and refused to come to the meeting last night. We do understand that those who are
homeless are in need during the cold. But then they will be pushed back out in the day. So much has
been taken from these people who do reach out for help. We have always thought of our small-town as
having the proper information that so many people who need it within our community could find. Not
just throw the homeless aside like they are a pack of wolves. There are so many buildings being shut
down, if not demolished that can be used for helping the homeless instead of building up apartments
and condos. What happened to Bremerton and the compassion that was the reason for ships and good
business? We do miss the old Bremerton. Please respond.

Dianna Loiacano



From: Jim short <jimshort@comcast.net>

Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2023 9:19 AM

To: Anna Mockler <Anna.Mockler@ci.bremerton.wa.us>
Subject: Oyster bay homeless camp

| urge you to try to get the council to reject mayor Wheelers proposal. Wheeler lied to us about the
temporary nature and duration of moving the homeless into the motel on Kitsap way. We've all seen the
zombies walking up and down the roadways including recently marine drive. Encouraging more is the
same up by bay vista is beyond stupidity. “Build it and they will come “ is a saying about baseball. Not
about homeless camps. The enterprising people who've pulled themselves up to enjoying decent
housing are about to get totally screwed by mayor wheeler. Kitsap way is the visible entrance to our
once nice city. Putting a homeless facility there is so wrong. Please get the council to put a stop to this
outrage

Thanks.

Jim Short - marine drive

360 731 7012

Sent from my iPhone



From: Lisa Levy <llevy@jspllc.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2023 2:23 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@ci.bremerton.wa.us>
Subject: 100 Oyster Bay Ave North - Proposed Shelter

Bremerton City Council —

| wanted to send an email before your study session this evening to highlight many of the Bay Vista
Communities’ concerns with the location of this proposed shelter. We hosted close to 60 community
members last night to have an open discussion and in case it is helpful for your reference, this is a
summary of several major concerns that residents and neighbors kept bringing up:

e There were 11 potential sites identified for this shelter, why is this the best location?

o If resources will not be provided at this location and most are located downtown, how
will the unhoused population get to and from here? Public transit is very limited. Is this
additional cost to expand public transit included in the proposed costs?

o Where will they go everyday as this shelter will force them to leave every morning? To
the playground across the street? To the streets not built out for this much foot traffic?

o Ambrose apartments is located .9 miles away from the closest school. The bus picks up
only for children 1+ mile away. Will the children of this neighborhood need to pass this
shelter every day on their way to and from school?

o +for the many vulnerable senior citizens living in the area, how will safety concerns be
addressed? We have been told to form a Neighborhood Watch as the Police are
unstaffed and cannot help us here

e The company that builds these types of shelters has never done so in a residential neighborhood
like Bay Vista

e The Salvation Army is currently open thru Q1/Q2 of 2024 and are willing to stay open if they
receive the funding. This site is already built out and has 75 available beds but has never been
full. This site is arguably much easier to access and much closer to all existing local resources
and aid. Why did the Salvation Army not receive additional funding?

o Ifthe 75-bed existing shelter is not at capacity, why is there a proposal to build a 200+
bed shelter in a location with potential environmental concerns?

e Rock the Block has helped house 36+ individuals seeking assistance. They have requested
additional funding and were denied. Why?

e Between Rock the Block, the Bremerton Housing Authority and the Salvation Army — their level
of expertise on housing the unhoused population is far superior, so the community and its
leadership should be asking the professionals about where a project like this should be sited

Thank you,

Lisa Levy

Asset Manager

Jackson Square Properties

655 Montgomery Street, Suite 1700
San Francisco, CA94111

Office: 415-273-2161

Cell: 650-303-6442




From: Brittany Mellegard <bmellegard@msn.com>

Sent: Wednesday, December 13, 2023 4:00 PM

To: City Council <City.Council@ci.bremerton.wa.us>
Subject: Community meeting 12/12 with Mayor Wheeler

Greetings City Council,

As you are aware, there is a proposal from Mayor Wheeler to build a sprung structure/homeless shelter
in the Bay Vista neighborhood on Oyster Ave, which is currently slated to be voted on during the
12/20/23 city council meeting.

| feel it is important to highlight that Mayor Wheeler and Chief of Police Tom Wolfe had an agreement
with the Ambrose apartments to have a community meeting on 12/12 at 5pm and a Q&A to which
neither showed up last night.

It’s already quite insulting that the neighborhood was not involved or communicated with regarding this
project, but then to not show up to a planned meeting to address everyone’s questions and concerns is
not only discourteous but also extremely disrespectful to everyone’s time. Many people waited for well
over an hour.

As a neighborhood we already have concerns about this project, but then to be blatantly blown off by
the mayor and the police chief only increases these concerns and further strains the relationship. We

are frustrated by this incident and the lack of transparency from the mayor on this project overall.

| added a picture of the flyer below documenting their agreement with the Ambrose apartments to hold
a community meeting at 5 pm on 12/12.

Thank you for your time.
Respectfully,

Brittany Mellegard
A resident of Bay Vista
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Goal

* Provide shelter for those who accept it
 Allow the City to enforce our laws and protect our neighborhoods

Agenda

« Review Shelter Recommendation & Coordinated Entry
« Review Timeline and Critical Dates

« Capital Cost Estimates

« QOperations Discussion




Alternative Summary

Shelter Type

Issue / Feature

Congregate Sprung
Shelter

Pallet
Community

Regulated
Encampment

Likelihood to immediately fill resulting in inability to enforce No Camping Ordinance

Low

High

Unknown

Potential for on-site drug or alcohol use

Low

High

High

Dignified housing that communicates compassion for residents/value of residents

Yes

Yes

No

Climate controlled environment/year-round protection from weather

No

Construction cost for 100 beds at Oyster Bay Site (Note 1)

$3.2M

Operations and maintenance cost (Note 2}

High

N/A

Shelter expected life (years, Note 3)

15

N/A

Can incorporate architectural features (glazed entryway, vestibules, canopys, etc.)

No

N/A

Facilities centralized in one space - can use restroom without going outside

No

No

Shelter can be re-purposed

Yes

No

N/A

Notes:

1) Additional beds can be added at essentially no cost with a Sprung Shelter; site expansion required with a Pallet Community.

2) O&M cost not currently quantified, but expected to be much higher for Pallet since each Pallet unit has it's own 2,700W heater and 8,000 BTU
AC unit, has non-code compliant insulating R value, and is fabricated of less durable materials. Code compliance is also a consideration.

3) Shelter life per discussions with RPM and Pallet. Note that Sprung Structures warrants the skin at 25-years, and the structure at 50-years.

Pallet Shelters warrants their structures against manufacturing defects for 2 years.




Congregate Shelter Recommendation

» Build a congregate shelter with capacity of 100 persons
» Low barrier walk-up facility that does not require coordinated entry
« Goal is to always have beds available

« Shelter would operate as a 24/7 day and night shelter year-round with wrap

around human services to connect folks to the care needed

- Envisioned as the 1 step in a continuum of care with temporary stays as
folks are stabilized and moved on to more transitional and permanent
housing solutions

* Provide safety net for those waiting for or ineligible for housing

» Shelter site would operate as a closed campus with security and on-site
outdoor areas for clients to be outside to prevent loitering in the
neighborhood




Coordinated Entry

Coordinated Entry (CE) is required by both State and Federal funding sources.
Housing resources that receive public funding must use a CE program.

CE is a system the centralizes and standardizes the process for people to
connect with housing resources. It is intended to provide equity and to
coordinate the work of multiple agencies within the housing resource space.
For Kitsap County CE is administered by Kitsap Community Resources through
the Housing Solutions program, with funding from Kitsap County.

As of the week of 12/18 there were 240 households on the list (mostly
individuals and some families).

Walk-up emergency shelter, such as the Salvation Army, and domestic violence
shelters are exempt from CE placement requirements and refer client to
Housing Solutions.

Other continuous-stay housing types (hotel vouchers, pallet shelters) are
matched to households based on the household vulnerability score and
position on the list.




Kitsap Housing Crisis Response System

High

Barriers to Housing Sta

5

Low

Short-term housing Stability > Permanent

[

\

Permanent Supportive Housing
Permanent rental subsidy
Tenancy support services
Supportive services for mental
health, substance use disorders,

-
p

U

and other issues /
\

Rapid Rehousing
Temporary graduated rental subsidy
Housing case management

J

)

Affordable Low-Income Housing
Permanent rental subsidy

OR

Low-cost housing

c
2
]
=
o
[2]
1]
1]
=
73
[
£2
©
£
=
=
°
=
©
o
£
(2]
5
<}
AE
|
»
1]
L2
=
c
]
(2}
(=
©
=
5
A
>
=
c
S
o
o
a
©
%]
b et
N




Why Sprung?

Sprung building provides:
« Time and cost-effective building option
* Flexible interior space that can be designed to fit community needs
« Can be repurposed for Public Works purposes in future

Options and Amenities
v Parking v’ Office space for on-site services

v' Phone/Computer access for clients

v Mail Service for clients

v Laundry and hygiene

v Security and monitoring to ensure
safety of all clients

v" Enclosed campus

v Trauma informed design

v Outdoor recreation area

v Will consider accommodating pets

v Will consider how to accommodate
families
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PRELIMINARY LAYOUT
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Timeline

Shelter Type Approval Bremerton Shelter Project

(Council)

Design %tract Approvals Construction Contract

uncil Approval (Council
l,']lto ) Salvation Army Shelter e ’[ )

State Legislative Fund;ing Closes 5/1/24

Open Shelter

]
Request Due 1/20/24 |
]
I

7/27/2024 9/15/2024 11/4/2024 12/24/2024

PMX 30% Design SEPA Review and
Approval
PMX 90% Design PMX 100% Design

90% Design for Shelter | 100% Design for Shelter
Dt SEP{L Building Permit
Documentation

Bid/Construct

Public Outreach
Shelter Operations
Planning




POTENTIAL
CAPITAL COSTS
FOR OYSTER BAY
SITE

ORDER OF MAGNITUDE
COSTS, NOT BUDGETARY

Site Grading Phase

Item Ext. Cost Notes
Site Grading S 1,000,000.00
Frontage Improvements S 300,000.00
Stormwater S 200,000.00
Design- Grading S 120,000.00
CM/CE - Grading S 100,000.00
Contingency S 150,000.00
Tax | $ 135,000.00 | *construction items only
Grading Sub-Total S 2,005,000.00
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