
City of Poulsbo 
Planning & Economic Development 

 

2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

 
To: Poulsbo City Council 
From: Karla Boughton, Interim Director 
Subject: November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Update   

City Council Public Hearing December 14, 2016 
Date: December 7, 2016 
  

 
The Poulsbo Planning Commission and planning staff respectfully recommends approval of the Draft 
November 2016 Comprehensive Plan including modifications as identified by the Poulsbo Planning 
Commission and the City Council Economic Development Committee during their review of the Draft 
September 2016 Comprehensive Plan, and as set forth in Exhibit A to this staff report. 

The Poulsbo Planning Commission and planning staff respectfully recommends approval of the site-
specific re-designation and rezone request for property located at 1400 NW Finn Hill Road and 
21425 Urdahl Road NW, from Residential Low (RL) to Office Commercial Industrial (OCI). 

PROPOSED MOTIONS:   
MOVE to approve the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan included as Exhibit A to the City 
Council Public Hearing Staff Report, with modifications as identified in Exhibit B of the staff report 
entitled the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Modification Document, as well as 
modifications identified during City Council deliberations; and direct the City Attorney to prepare 
an adopting ordinance in support of this decision. 
 
MOVE to (approve) (approve with modifications) (deny) the site-specific application CPA 2016-01, 
a comprehensive plan map re-designation and zoning map rezone request two parcels located at 
1700 NE Finn Hill Road and 21426 Urdahl Road from Residential Low to Office Commercial 
Industrial; and direct the City Attorney to prepare an adopting ordinance in support of this 
decision. 
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1.0 Introduction 
 
The City of Poulsbo is undertaking a periodic review and update of its comprehensive plan as 
required by the Washington State Growth Management Act, RCW 36.70A.130(5).  The GMA sets 
forth that Kitsap County and its cities should review and revise, if needed, their comprehensive 
plans and development regulations to ensure the plan and regulations comply with GMA 
requirements.  The periodic review shall continue for every eight years thereafter.    
 
Poulsbo’s Comprehensive Plan has been updated since the original 1994 GMA Plan, with a 
significant update adopted December 2009.  Amendments have occurred yearly since 2009, 
including amendments to policies, maps, functional plans, and the capital facilities plan. 
 
The City decided to review its 2009 Comprehensive Plan in concert with the more significant 
update efforts of Kitsap County and other local cities.  The City initiated a public engagement and 
outreach entitled “community check-in” and established a public participation plan July 2015.  The 
City also began updating all its functional plans; the Water plan was completed and adopted in 
2015 and the Sewer, Storm Water, Transportation and Parks plans were updated in 2015/2016, to 
be adopted with the comprehensive plan update.  Other amendments were identified with the 
establishment of the 2016 comprehensive plan docket in January 2016, including revisions to the 
Economic Development Chapter and one site specific re-designation application. 
 
Other GMA work has been accomplished in 2016 as well. Updates to PMC Title 19 (permit 
procedures ordinance required by RCW 36.70B) were adopted March 2016 and the City Council 
adopted a Transportation Concurrency Ordinance (PMC Chapter 14.04) June 1, 2016.   
 
The GMA requires a review of the comprehensive plan and revise – if needed.  After completing 
and submitting the Washington State Department of Commerce’s GMA Checklist, the City believes 
it has completed the minimum legal requirements for the 2016 periodic update requirement.  
However, an amendment docket was established in early 2016, and the City released a September 
2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Update on September 28, 2016 which embodies those 
amendments. 
 
2.0  Planning Commission Review 
The Planning Commission, in its role as the City’s primary land use advisory committee, reviewed 
the September 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan.  The Planning Commission held four workshops on 
the Draft Plan on 9/27/16, 10/4/16, 10/11/16 and 10/18/16, and identified several minor 
modifications.   
 
3.0 City Council Economic Development Committee Review 
The City Council Economic Development Committee reviewed the September 2016  Draft 
Comprehensive Plan Update in tandem with the Planning Commission review due to the 
compressed review timeline.  The Economic Development Committee reviewed the draft update 
at their 9/28/26, 10/5/16, 10/19/16 and 10/26/16 meetings.   
 
4.0 Review Process to Date 
The Draft September 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update was publicly released on September 28, 
2016.  This release and all associated documents were posted on the City’s website, distributed to 
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Washington State Department of Commerce and other local, regional and state agencies, and 
emailed to the City’s Comprehensive Plan/Development Regulations interested parties e-notice 
list. 
 
On October 14, 2016, the Notice of Application (NOA) and State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
Threshold Determination on the Draft September 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update was published 
in the NK Herald, emailed to the NOA, SEPA and Comprehensive Plan/Development Regulations e-
notice lists, and posted at the Poulsbo Library, Poulsbo Post Office, City Hall and the City’s website.  
The site specific comprehensive plan re-designation application NOA was mailed to property 
owners within 300’ of the subject sites. 
 
On October 21, 2016, a public hearing notice announcing the Poulsbo Planning Commission Public 
Hearing was published in the NK Herald; emailed to the public hearing and Comprehensive 
Plan/Development Regulations e-notice list; posted the Poulsbo Library, Poulsbo Post Office, City 
Hall and the City’s website; and posted at the site specific re-designation properties and mailed to 
property owners within 300’. 
 
On October 31, 2016, a notice was emailed to the Comprehensive Plan/Development Regulations 
e-notice list informing of the availability of and link to the Planning Commission staff report, and 
the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan. 
 
The November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan incorporated the modifications identified by the 
Poulsbo Planning Commission and the City Council Economic Development Committee during their 
September-October 2016 review.  The Planning Commission modifications were identified as red 
bold underline or strikeout and the Economic Development Committee’s modifications were 
shown as blue bold underline or strikeout in the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan. 

On November 8, 2016, the Poulsbo Planning Commission held a properly noticed public hearing on 
the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan and site specific application CPA 2016-01.  After the 
close of the public hearing and Commission deliberations, the Planning Commission provided 
motions and recommendations. 

The Poulsbo Planning Commission moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the 
November 2016 Comprehensive Plan with a vote of 5 for and 2 absent.   The Planning Commission 
also offered the following recommendations: 

1. Include suggestion offered by Mike Eliason of Kitsap County Association of Realtors as 
identified Exhibit #1, adding the word “significant” to Policy LU-14.2 to ensure 
consistency with other sections of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. Include suggestion offered by Kathy Cocus of Kitsap Economic Development Alliance 
during oral testimony at the public hearing, commenting that ‘living wage jobs’ and 
‘family wage jobs’ are used interchangeably throughout the document, they are not the 
same thing, and one term should be used.  Ms. Cocus would advised the Planning 
Director on which was the preferred term. 

 
The Poulsbo Planning Commission also moved to recommend to the City Council approval of Site 
Specific Re-designation/Rezone application CPA 2016-01 with a vote of 5 for and 2 absent.   
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On November 25, 2016, a public hearing notice announcing the Poulsbo City Council Public 
Hearing was published in the NK Herald; on November 28, 2016 the Poulsbo City Council Public 
Hearing notice was emailed to the public hearing and Comprehensive Plan/Development 
Regulations e-notice list; posted at the Poulsbo Library, Poulsbo Post Office, City Hall and the City’s 
website; and posted at the site specific re-designation properties and mailed to property owners 
within 300’. 
 
5.0 November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Modifications 
Exhibit A to this staff report is the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan, which include the 
proposed modifications of the Planning Commission in red and the proposed modifications of the 
Economic Development Committee in blue.   
 
The Economic Development Committee met once more after the release of the Draft November 
2016 Comprehensive Plan, in which discussion resulted in identification of other modifications.  
Additionally, public comment was provided orally at the Planning Commission public hearing and 
four written comment letters received (to date).  The public comment received has been compiled 
into Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan – Public Comment Received Document (Exhibit C).   
 
Together - the EDC identified modifications, PC public hearing, and written comments – additional 
modifications to the Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan are identified and depicted in this 
staff report’s Exhibit B “Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan Modification Document.”  
These modifications are identified in orange bold. 
 
6.0 CPA 2016-01 Site Specific Application Foraker/Lanzafame  
The City received one site specific re-designation/rezone request as part of the 2016 
comprehensive plan update.  The application is for two parcels located at 1700 NW Finn Hill Road 
and 21425 Urdahl Road totaling 5.56 acres.  
 
Description of Proposal:  The property owners of the two parcels have made a joint application 
requesting map changes from the City’s Comprehensive Plan Figure LU-1 “2036 Land Use 
Comprehensive Plan Map” and the City’s Zoning Ordinance Map from the current land use 
designation and zoning of Residential Low to the proposed Office Commercial Industrial (OCI) land 
use designation and zoning.  No specific development project is proposed with this application. 
The property owners are seeking this change in land use designation and zoning due to the 
adjacent OCI designation/zoning of the existing Gravitec business site, its ease of access to arterial 
and highway, and the City’s need for additional employment lands.  The applications for CPA 2016-
01 map request is found in Exhibit C.  The 1700 NW Finn Hill parcel is 2.67 acre and the 21425 
Urdahl Road parcel is 2.89 acres. 
 



5 
 

CPA 2016-01 Vicinity Map       CPA 2016-01 Site Map 

 
 
CPA 2016-01  2012 Aerial Photograph – 3-045 & 3-050 
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CPA 2016-01 Existing Land Use Designation/ CPA 2016-01 Proposed Land Use 
Zoning Map  Designation/Zoning Map 

Poulsbo Municipal Code (PMC) 18.210 provides the findings order to grant a comprehensive plan 
and zoning map amendment.   

PMC 18.210.010.C In order to grant a Zoning Map amendment, the following findings must be 
made: 
1. The amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map.

Staff Comment:  The map request is for both a comprehensive plan land use map and zoning
map amendment, therefore, if the request is approved, both maps will be amended and
consistent with each other.

2. The amendment is not detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare.
Staff Comment:  The proposed map change has not been found to be detrimental to the public
health, safety or welfare.  There is sufficient access, utilities and available land for development
of the site in the future for allowed Office Commercial Industrial uses; further, the existing
single-family residences may remain as a legal non-conforming use until a redevelopment
application is submitted and approved by the City.

3. The amendment is warranted because of changed circumstances, a mistake, or because of a
need for additional property in the proposed zoning district.
Staff Comment:  The recent land capacity analysis completed for the 2014 Buildable Lands
Report indicated sufficient land capacity existing for the necessary future residential units, but
that additional land capacity for employment uses is needed.  (See Economic Development
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Chapter and Table ED-3 of Draft 2016 November Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan).  The re-
designation and rezone of 5.56 acres to Office Commercial Industrial will add available land to 
one of the City’s employment zoning district and increase availability of jobs. 

4. The subject property is suitable for development in general conformance with zoning
standards under the proposed zoning district.
Staff Comment: Both parcels are suitable for development as they are currently underutilized
and available for redevelopment.  They properties have access to City utilities and services, and
have easy access to arterials and state highway.  Any future development would be reviewed
under the development regulations adopted at the time of application submittal.

Staff Recommended Finding:  The proposed CPA 2016-01 site specific and rezone map change will 
be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan map; is not detrimental to the public health, safety or 
welfare; is warranted because of changed circumstances in the City’s employment forecast and 
available land capacity; and the properties are suitable for development under the Office 
Commercial Industrial designation and zone. 

PMC 18.210.020.B In order to grant a Comprehensive Plan text or map amendment, one of the 
following must apply: 

1. The amendment is warranted due to an error in the initial adoption of the City Comprehensive
Plan.
Staff Comment:  The amendment is not due to an error in the initial adoption of the
Comprehensive Plan.

2. The amendment is based on a change of conditions or circumstances from the initial adoption
of the City Comprehensive Plan.
Staff Comment:  The recent land capacity analysis completed for the 2014 Buildable Lands
Report indicated sufficient land capacity existing for the necessary future residential units, but
that additional land capacity for employment uses is needed.  The re-designation and rezone of
5.56 acres to Office Commercial Industrial will add available land to one of the City’s
employment zoning district and increase availability of jobs.

3. The amendment is based on new information that was not available at the time of the initial
adoption of the City Comprehensive Plan.
Staff Comment: The amendment is supportive of results of the 2014 Buildable Lands Report,
which indicate that Poulsbo has a slight deficient of 127 jobs based on the comparison between
the City’s 2036 employment growth target and available employment land.  This information
was not available at the time of the initial adoption of the City Comprehensive Plan.

4. The amendment is based on a change in the population allocation assigned to the City by
Kitsap County.
Staff Comment:  The amendment is not based on a change in Poulsbo’s population allocation
assigned to the City.

Staff Recommended Finding:  The proposed CPA 2016-01 site specific and rezone map change is 
based upon a change of conditions or circumstances and new information that was not available 
at the time of the initial adoption of the City Comprehensive Plan.   
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7.0 Attorney General’s Unconstitutional Takings Memo 
Pursuant to Comprehensive Plan Policy PI-2.4, City staff members are familiar with Washington 
State Attorney General’s “warning signals” for unconstitutional takings of private property. Staff 
has reviewed the Attorney General's Advisory Memorandum: Avoiding Unconstitutional Takings in 
the context of the 2016 Comprehensive Plan Amendments and has consulted with the City 
Attorney regarding the warning signals. Staff and the City Attorney are comfortable that the 
amendments do not result in any unconstitutional taking. 

8.0 Staff Conclusion and Recommendation 
The November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan is a result of the City’s periodic review and update 
of its comprehensive plan as required by the Washington State Growth Management Act, RCW 
36.70A.130(5).  The GMA sets forth that Kitsap County and its cities should review and revise, if 
needed, their comprehensive plans and development regulations to ensure the plan and 
regulations comply with GMA requirements.   

The Planning Commission and City Council Economic Development Committee have reviewed the 
September 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan and have offered minor modifications which are 
outlined in red for Planning Commission modifications and blue for Council Economic 
Development Committee modifications.  The November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan is 
included as Exhibit A to this staff report. 

Additional modifications to the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan have been identified by 
the City Council Economic Development Committee, as well as suggestions offered during public 
testimony before the Planning Commission and submitted written comments.  These 
modifications are identified as Exhibit B – November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Modification 
Document in orange bold; and all received public comment to date is identified in Exhibit C to this 
staff report “Public Comment Received Document.” 

The City received one site-specific re-designation and rezone request for the 2016 Comprehensive 
Plan update.  The site-specific request is to re-designation and rezone two properties totaling 5.56 
acres from Residential Low (RL) to Office Commercial Industrial (OCI); the proposed map change is 
based upon change in circumstances and new information that was not available at the time of the 
initial adoption of the Comprehensive Plan. 

The Poulsbo Planning Commission and planning staff respectfully recommends approval of the 
2016 November Draft Comprehensive Plan and as modified in Exhibit B; and approval of CPA 2016-
01, an amendment to the Comprehensive Plan Figure LU-1 2036 Land Use Map and the City’s 
Zoning Ordinance Map. 

9.0 City Council Public Hearing December 14, 2016 

A public hearing has been scheduled for 7:15 pm on Wednesday, December 14, 2016 for the City 
Council to receive public comments on the Draft 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. 
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PROPOSED MOTIONS:   
MOVE to approve the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan included as Exhibit A to the City 
Council Public Hearing Staff Report, with modifications as identified in Exhibit B of the staff report 
entitled the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Modification Document, as well as 
modifications identified during City Council deliberations; and direct the City Attorney to prepare 
an adopting ordinance in support of this decision. 
 
MOVE to (approve) (approve with modifications) (deny) the site-specific application CPA 2016-01, 
a comprehensive plan map re-designation and zoning map rezone request two parcels located at 
1700 NE Finn Hill Road and 21426 Urdahl Road from Residential Low to Office Commercial 
Industrial; and direct the City Attorney to prepare an adopting ordinance in support of this 
decision. 
 
10.0 Exhibits 
 

A. November 2016 Draft Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan (modified by PC and EDC) 
B. November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Update Modification Document 
C. November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Public Comments Received Document 
D. Planning Commission Minutes 9/26/16, 10/4/16, 10/11/16, 10/18/16 and 11/8/16 
E. Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Recommendation 
F. CPA 2016-01 Site Specific Re-designation/Rezone Application – Foraker/Lanzafame 
G. Required Noticing Documents 

1. Notice from Washington Department of Commerce 
2. Initial Release Public Notice 
3. Notice of Application  
4. SEPA Threshold Determination DNS with commented checklist 
5. Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing 
6. Notice of City Council Public Hearing 
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EXHIBIT A 
 November 2016 Draft Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan 

as modified by Planning Commission  
and City Council Economic Development Committee 

The November 2016 Draft Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan is found at the 
following link:  

http://www.cityofpoulsbo.com/planning/ProjectPoulsbo2036.htm
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EXHIBIT B  
November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Update Modification Document 



November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Update –Modification Document 
v.2  December 7, 2016 

1 
 

Modifications after the Planning Commission Public Hearing are in bold orange. 

No. Identified Modifications to November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Who/When 
 

Introduction 

 
1 

Poulsbo’s Vision                                               Page 10 
 

Poulsbo is a vibrant community distinguished by its unique location on the shore of Liberty Bay, access to 
natural beauty and urban amenities, and historic, small-town quaint character. Environmentally and 

economically healthy, Situated at the cross-roads of Puget Sound, Poulsbo is an inclusive and diverse city 
with a locally based comprehensive whole economy economically vital  livable city and with a strong sense of 

community and heritage, where picturesque downtown core that connects the City’s neighborhoods and 
communities. The Citizens of Poulsbo are civically engaged, local government responds to public needs, and 

civic groups, local government, families and neighbors work collaboratively to continually maintain and 
improve high quality of life. 

 
At City Council 11/30 workshop, the word “quaint” was discussed perhaps needing to be replaced.  Other 
options include:  charming, appealing, attractive, authentic 
 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 
discussion 
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Poulsbo’s Community Key Goals                            Page 11          
 
Poulsbo’s Community Key Goals provide specific refinements to the City’s Vision Statement and Guiding 

Principles. Therefore, the following Key Goals are also presented at the beginning of each applicable 

Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan, and establish the policy framework for each chapter. 

 

These Community Key Goals are crafted as an extension and refinement of the City’s Vision Statement and 

Guiding Principles and provide a framework for each of the Comprehensive Plan’s Chapters.  Therefore, these 

Community Key Goals are presented at the beginning of each applicable Chapter of the Comprehensive Plan. 

 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
3 

Poulsbo’s Community Key Goals                  Capital Facilities                                        Page 13 
 
• Proactively plan and provide invest for critical public facilities, such as water, storm water, and sanitary 

sewers, streets, sidewalks, bike paths, parks and other necessary infrastructure to meet the needs of existing 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 



November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Update –Modification Document 
v.2  December 7, 2016 
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No. Identified Modifications to November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Who/When 
 

population and future growth.  

 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
4 

Poulsbo’s Community Key Goals                  Parks, Recreation and Open Space        Page 14      Second Bullet 
 

 Establish, and maintain and preserve a network of trails, safe walkways, pedestrian linkages and open 

spaces throughout the Poulsbo community. 

 
 

Dennis Engel, 
Transportation 
Planning Manager 
at WSDOT in 
Exhibit #2 Letter 
from WSDOT dated 
November 23, 
2016  
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
5 

Poulsbo Community Key Goals                           Economic Development                              Page 14 
 
• Foster Manage Maintain Guide and enhance Poulsbo’s a positive economic climate that attracts and 

supports business retention, expansion and recruitment.   

 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
Change to “guide” 
agreed upon at City 
Council workshop 
11/30/16 

Land Use Chapter 
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Section 1.3 Public Engagement and Involvement              Page 19-20 bulleted list 
 
A wealth of feedback and opinions were expressed through these forums.  The following are the key 

themes: 

 

 A desirable quality of life is what brings people to live and own businesses in Poulsbo. 

Kathy Cocus of 
Kitsap Economic 
Development 
Council at Planning 
Commission public 
hearing, November 
8, 2016.   
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v.2  December 7, 2016 
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No. Identified Modifications to November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Who/When 
 

 Poulsbo has a strong sense of community and heritage, and it is important not to lose this as the 

city grows. 

 Reinvention and revitalization of Viking Avenue was identified as a top priority. 

 Improving existing infrastructure, sidewalks and streets is very important, and should not be 

overshadowed by the needs of new growth. 

 

 Full utilization of vacant land and buildings should be completed before new development occurs. 

 Traffic congestion, especially on SR 305, continues to be a concern. 

 Protection of Liberty Bay, environmental features and tree retention are a top priority as the city 

grows. 

 A citywide trail system is a highly desired amenity. 

 Increased living family wage jobs, professional services and tech jobs were identified as 

employment needs.  

 Expand the OC/WWU presence in Poulsbo. 

 Concern about the timing and pace of new growth. 

 

 
Suggestion is to use 
‘family wage jobs’ 
as opposed to 
‘living wage jobs.’ 
 
Planning 
Commission 
included in 
recommendation 
motion at 
conclusion of 
11/8/2016 public 
hearing. 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 
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Land Use Chapter               Page 42 

Policy LU-1.4 

Ensure commercial cores continue to be focused on service and retail commercial needs of the city and 

greater North Kitsap community, while also fostering business and industry uses to provide sustainable 

living family wage jobs. 

 

 Same as above 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
8 

Land Use Chapter           Page 55 

GOAL LU-10 
The City shall identify, evaluate and enact appropriate reasonable measures to accommodate 

projected growth before considering expansionding  of the Poulsbo Urban Growth Area, as required 

by GMA (RCW 36.70A.215.1.b) and the Kitsap Countywide Planning Policies. 

Gary Idleburg, 
Washington 
Department of 
Commerce in 
Exhibit #3 Draft 
Letter from 
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No. Identified Modifications to November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Who/When 
 

 

 

 

 

 

Policy LU-9.3 

The City and County shall enter into an Urban Growth Area Management Agreement (UGAMA) as set 

forth in Kitsap Countywide Planning Policy Urban Growth Areas #4.d and 2006 2016 Kitsap County 

Comprehensive Plan Land Use Goals 4 and 5 and Land Use Policies 23, 24 and 26. Lu-26 through 

LU-29.  At a minimum, the UGAMA shall provide policy guidance and procedures for the following:  

the management of the Poulsbo UGA; adjustment which does not result in net gain of UGA acreage; 

and expansion of the Poulsbo UGA after appropriate reasonable measure implementation; 

designation of Urban Reserve lands when appropriate, and the coordination of land use activity within 

the Poulsbo UGA. 
 

Washington 
Department of 
Commerce dated 
November 23, 
2016. 
 
At 11/30/16 City 
Council workshop, 
clarification of 
adjustment and 
expansion of UGAs.   
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Land Use Chapter          Page 59-60 

 

Policy LU-1314.2 

Maintain or increase the tree canopy in the City through tree retention and/or replacement by: 

 Implementing educational programs for property owners and managers; 

 Provide incentives for tree retention and planting;  

 Prohibit or limit the amount of significant tree removal on undeveloped property without an 

approved land use development permit; 

 Protect healthy stands or groves of trees on property proposed for development; 

 Required where appropriate, financial assurances for required tree planting and 

maintenance. 

 

 

Suggested by Mike 
Eliason of Kitsap 
County Association 
of Realtors in 
Exhibit #1, public 
comment letter 
dated November 2, 
2016. 
 
Planning 
Commission 
included in 
recommendation 
motion at 
conclusion of 
11/8/2016 public 
hearing. 
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No. Identified Modifications to November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Who/When 
 

Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 
 

Transportation Chapter 
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Transportation Chapter                                                            Page 79 

 

Policy TR-2.85 

The transportation facility improvements identified in the Capital Facilities Plan of this 

Comprehensive Plan shall be based on achieving these level of service standards identified in Policies 

TR-2.1 through TR-2.74 for the twenty-year planning horizon required by the Growth Management 

Act, and the expanding travel choices identified in Policy TR-2.11.  The City’s Six-Year 

Transportation Improvement Program shall be updated annually in order to ensure the ongoing 

preservation of the level of service standard for the ensuing six-year period in light of approved and 

anticipated developments.   
 

Gary Idleburg, 
Washington 
Department of 
Commerce in 
Exhibit #3 Draft 
Letter from 
Washington 
Department of 
Commerce dated 
November 23, 
2016. 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
11 

Transportation Chapter                                                            Page 84 

Policy TR-5.6 

Maintain Manage a street maintenance preservation program to keep the City’s streets in conditions 

that are cost-effective to maintain and functional to travel. 
 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
12 

Transportation Chapter                                                           Page 89 
      

Policy TR-9.5 

Dennis Engel, 
Transportation 
Planning Manager 
at WSDOT in 
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No. Identified Modifications to November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Who/When 
 

The City shall seek opportunities to provide separated shared use paths bicycle lanes outside of street 

rights-of-ways. 
 

Exhibit #2 Letter 
from WSDOT dated 
November 23, 
2016. 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

Capital Facilities Chapter 

 
13 

Capital Facilities Chapter                                              Page 139 

 

GOAL CF-7 

Participate in and implement a process for siting essential public facilities of a state, regional or local 

nature. 

 

Gary Idleburg, 
Washington 
Department of 
Commerce in 
Exhibit #3 Draft 
Letter from 
Washington 
Department of 
Commerce dated 
November 23, 
2016. 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

Parks, Recreation and Open Space Chapter 
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Parks, Recreation and Open Space Chapter                       Page 159 

Policy PRO 4.2  

Use a multi-faceted approach to implement the Urban Paths of Poulsbo Plan.  As set forth in the UPP plan, the 

implementation strategies should include: 

Dennis Engel, 
Transportation 
Planning Manager 
at WSDOT in 
Exhibit #2 Letter 
from WSDOT dated 
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No. Identified Modifications to November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Who/When 
 

 Reviewing the city’s municipal code to incorporate standards for pedestrian and bicycle facilities, 

bicycle parking, and incentives for developers who provide connections for walking, cycling and other 

forms of non-motorized travel. non-motorized connections.   

 Coordinating with the Planning Department to look for provide comments on opportunities for non-

motorized linkages during the development review process. 

 Working with existing Homeowners’ Associations to identify prospective paths in their subdivisions to 

connect the neighborhood to outside routes.  open key connections within subdivisions to the public. 

 Seeking partnerships with other jurisdictions, private businesses, non-profit organizations, the 

development community, and citizens to realize the UPP vision.   

 Working with the City Engineering Department to consider and evaluate the UPP plan, maps, and 

implementation list in the planning, design, construction and maintenance of roadway projects. 

 Establishing maintenance and preservation standards and ensuring adequate funding is available for 

maintenance and preservation of trails in parks and on-street facilities. 

 Reviewing existing policies for non-motorized users and coordinating with the Police Department to 

ensure adequate enforcement for public safety.   

 

November 23, 
2016. 
 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 
 

Economic Development Chapter 

 
15 

Economic Development Chapter                                        Page 170          First Bullet 
 
• Foster Manage Maintain Guide and enhance Poulsbo’s a positive economic climate that attracts and 

supports business retention, expansion and recruitment.   
 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
Change to “guide” 
agreed upon at City 
Council workshop 
11/30/16 
 

 
16 

Economic Development Chapter                                       Page 172             2nd paragraph 
   
To be successful in the future, Poulsbo needs to build on its strong sense of community and shared 

heritage, while also providing land availability and infrastructure to provide areas where companies can 

locate to provide living family wage employment.  The City recognizes that a healthy economy that provides 

opportunities for diverse segments of the community is important to its residents’ quality of life.  While the City 

Kathy Cocus of 
Kitsap Economic 
Development 
Council suggestion 
to use ‘family wage 
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No. Identified Modifications to November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Who/When 
 

can lead and participate in economic development and revitalization, it takes effective partnerships with the 

business community to be successful and retain the livable and economically viable Poulsbo community. that 

Poulsbo has. 

 

jobs’ as opposed to 
‘living wage jobs.’ 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
17 

Economic Development Chapter                                       Page 179                Challenges and Opportunities 

 
Add a new paragraph in this section: 
 

Maintaining Poulsbo’s Economic Prosperity 
Poulsbo’s resilience in the aftermath of the recent Great Recession (2007-2009) is testimony to a diverse 

economy.  The challenge now is to build on the strengths that economic diversity and innovation can yield, 

without losing or diminishing the quintessential elements that make Poulsbo, well, Poulsbo. 

 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
City Council wished 
to add timeframe 
reference to “Great 
Recession” at 
11/30/16 
workshop. 
 

 
18 

Economic Development Chapter                                       Page 179                 Tourism and Visitors Experience 

Tourism and Visitor Experiences: 

Poulsbo has strong and attractive tourism and visitor experiences, continuing to be named one of the best 

small cities in Washington State to visit.  Encouraging cohesive, cooperative and more comprehensive 

marketing of Poulsbo presents many exciting opportunities for improvement. 

 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
19 

Economic Development Chapter                                       Page 186-187 

Policy ED-3.5 2.3 

Continue to plan, identify, construct and maintain infrastructure systems and facilities required to 

accommodate the City’s level of service promote and sustain manage a positive economic climate.  

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
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Anticipate needs and coordinate City infrastructure investments with economic development 

opportunities. 

Undelete Policy ED-3.7 and renumber remaining policies 

Policy ED-3.7 2.8 

Provide public services and capital facilities necessary to support the City’s planned urban growth at 

its adopted levels of service.  Implement level of service standards and concurrency management 

systems which are consistent with economic development goals and policies. 
 

 
Policy ED-3.7 
deletion of 
“concurrency 
management 
systems” identified 
at City Council 
11/30/16 
workshop. 

 
20 

 

Economic Development Chapter                                      Page 188 

Policy ED-4.2 

Accommodate a mix of jobs, while actively seeking a greater proportion of living family wage jobs that will 

benefit a broad cross-section of Poulsbo residents. 

 

Kathy Cocus of 
Kitsap Economic 
Development 
Council suggestion 
to use ‘family wage 
jobs’ as opposed to 
‘living wage jobs.’ 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

 
21 

Economic Development Chapter                                    Page 190 

Policy ED-4.2 5.2 

Continue to partner with the Chamber of Commerce and Historic Downtown Poulsbo Association and 

other organizations to promote and market the city’s retail districts.  Assist the Chamber and 

Downtown Merchants in development of community marketing materials. 
 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
Addition of “other 
organizations” 
agreed at 11/30/16 
Council workshop. 
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22 

Economic Development Chapter                       Page 191 

Policy ED-6.7 
Encourage and support community, entertainment and evening activities in Downtown Poulsbo and 

throughout the commercial areas of city, to broaden the community’s choices of things to do after 

dark. 
 

Council Economic 
Development 
Committee 
11/9/16 Meeting 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 

Section 2 Capital Facilities Plan 

 
23 

Capital Facilities Plan - Section 12.5               Reassessment of Land Use Element            Page 233 

 
The Capital Facilities Policy CF-4.4 4.3 establishes the procedure the City will use in reviewing the Land Use 

Element.  Additionally, the comprehensive plan has identified an implementation strategy that tasks the City 

Council Capital Facilities Committee to monitor the funding sources and the City’s ability to implement its 6-

year Capital Improvement Program. 

 

Changing the 
reference from 
Policy CF-4.3 to 4.4 
identified by Gary 
Idelburg of 
Washington 
Department of 
Commerce (Exhibit 
#3).  
 
Strikeout of 
reference to 
implementation 
strategy and 
Council Capital 
Facilities 
Committee 
identified by 
Planning staff. 
 
Ok’d at City Council 
workshop 
11/30/16 
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24 Review when/how the word “ensure” is used throughout the document to determine if there is another more 
appropriate word (i.e. strive, etc.). 

 
 
Various grammatical/formatting/clarifications identified in an email from Gary Nystul.  Review email comments 
and incorporate modifications as appropriate. 
 
Appropriate modifications based on these comments will be prepared and presented to the City Council at the 
12/14/16 public hearing.   

Jeff McGinty at 
11/30/16 City 
Council workshop 
 
Gary Nystul via 
11/28/16 email 
and at City Council 
workshop 

25 Review letter received from Puget Sound Regional Council (PSRC) and identify appropriate modifications to 
draft comprehensive plan.  Identified modifications resulting from PSRC letter will be prepared and presented to 
the City Council at the 12/14/16 public hearing. 

 

PSRC letter dated 
December 5, 2016. 
Exhibit #4 

26 Utilize the 2017-2018 City Budget’s Final 6-year Capital Improvement Plan for Table CFP-4 in the Capital 
Facilities Plan to ensure consistency between the Comprehensive Plan and City Budget. 

Minor changes 
have been made to 
the 6-year CIP 
through the budget 
process from the 6-
year CIP that is 
included as Table 
CFP-4 in the 
November 2016 
Draft 
Comprehensive 
Plan.  Replace 
Table CFP-4 with 
final budget’s  6-
year CIP. 

 



12 
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Public Comments Received Document 
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Comment # Who Topic/Comment Method/When Recommended Response 

1 
(Exhibit #1) 

Mike Eliason,  
Kitsap County 
Association of 
Realtors 
 

Supports housing goals included in the Housing 
Chapter. 
Suggests modification to Policy LU-14.2 adding 
word “significant” to ensure consistency with other 
sections of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 
 

Email; 
11/2/2016 

Planning Commission 
recommends modification 
 
See #9 of November 2016 
Draft Comprehensive Plan 
Update Modification 
Document. 

2 Michael Klein Site Specific CPA 2016-01  Foraker/Lanzafame 
redesignation/rezone request for 5.56 acres from 
RL to OCI. 
 
Nearby property owner concerned about what 
development is proposed; concerned about 
groundwater and stormwater issues; concerned 
about potential industrial uses at the subject 
property; there is available land on Viking Way. 

Verbal 
testimony at 
Planning 
Commission 
public hearing 
11/8/2016. 

Planning Commission 
recommends approval of CPA 
2016-01 Foraker/Lanzafame 
redesignation/rezone request. 

3 Aaron Myers Site Specific CPA 2016-01 Forker/Lanzafame 
redesignation/rezone request for 5.56 acres from 
RL to OCI. 
 
Adjacent property owner was in military and lived 
in Poulsbo in 2002 and when retired, knew wanted 
to move back to Poulsbo.  He chose living on Finn 
Hill to be close to Poulsbo, but outside a little bit.  
Is concerned about potential industrial uses at the 
subject property; what is going to be done to 
infrastructure to support any industrial uses; what 
will he see outside window – trees or 
development? 

Verbal 
testimony at 
Planning 
Commission 
public hearing 
11/8/2016. 

Planning Commission 
recommends approval of CPA 
2016-01 Foraker/Lanzafame 
redesignation/rezone request. 

4 David Foraker Site Specific CPA 2016-01 Foraker/Lanzafame 
redesignation/rezone request for 5.56 acres from 
RL to OCI. 
 

Verbal 
testimony at 
Planning 
Commission 

Planning Commission 
recommends approval of CPA 
2016-01 Foraker/Lanzafame 
redesignation/rezone request. 
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Comment # Who Topic/Comment Method/When Recommended Response 

Applicant and one of the property owners for the 
site specific redesignation request.  OCI uses are 
similar to Gravitec, who we have found to be a 
good neighbor.  Any future development will be 
restricted and buffered.  OCI is a transition area.  
An alternative in current RL zoning district is up to 
twelve houses. 

public hearing 
11/8/2016. 

5 Kathy Cocus Representing the Kitsap Economic Development 
Alliance.  One comment is that ‘living wage jobs’ 
and ‘family wage jobs’ are used interchangeably in 
the draft comprehensive plan.  They are different 
things, and should be consistent in the use of term.  
Other than this comment, very supportive. 

Verbal 
testimony at 
Planning 
Commission 
public hearing 
11/8/2016. 

Planning Commission 
recommends using the proper 
term consistent throughout 
the comprehensive plan. 
 
Use of ‘family wage jobs’ 
recommended to staff by Ms. 
Cocus.  Modifications to the 
November 2016 Draft 
Comprehensive Plan identified 
– see #6, 7, 16, and 20 in 
Modification Document. 

6 Phillip Swenson Site Specific CPA 2016-01 Foraker/Lanzafame 
redesignation/rezone for 5.56 acres from RL to OCI. 
 
Lived on Fill Hill for over 50 years and have seen a 
lot of progress.  The property part of the 
redesignation/rezone request is zoned RL which is 
four to five dwelling units per acre.  They property 
owners have been taxed according to this 4-5 
dwelling unit zoning.  Is in favor of the 
redesignation/rezone request. 

Verbal 
testimony at 
Planning 
Commission 
public hearing 
11/8/2016. 

Planning Commission 
recommends approval of CPA 
2016-01 Foraker/Lanzafame 
redesignation/rezone request. 

7 
(Exhibit #2) 

Washington State 
Department of 
Transportation 
 

Reviewed the Draft Comprehensive Plan and offer 
the following comments: 

Letter dated 
November 23, 
2016. 

The future 2036 and current 
LOS analysis and maps are 
included in the Transportation 



November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan Update –Public Comment Received  
v.2  December 7, 2016 
 

3 
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 Ensure future 2036 year and current level 
of service analysis and maps are included – 
important to monitor demand. 

 Suggest adding text “and preserve” on 
page 13 second bullet. 

 Page 88 Policy TR-9.5 needs clarification on 
bicycle lanes and shared use paths. 

 Page 156 Policy PRO-4.2 in bullet six 
suggest adding “and preservation.” 

Functional Plan (Appendix B-
4). 
 
Staff recommends making the 
suggested WSDOT 
modifications – see #4,12, and 
14 in Modification document. 

8 
(Exhibit #3) 

Washington State 
Department of 
Commerce 

Reviewed the Draft Comprehensive Plan and offer 
the following comments: 

 Goals LU-9 and LU-10 shall specifically infer 
that reasonable measures shall be enacted 
before any UGA expansion is attempted. 

 Policy TR-2.8 is difficult to understand, and 
should include LOS standards for expanded 
travel choices. 

 Section 12.5 of CFP incorrectly refers to 
Policy CF-4.3 when it should be Policy CF-
4.4. 

 Goal CF-7 appears to be missing a word. 

 Concur with comments from WSDOT. 

Draft letter 
dated 
November 23, 
2016.  Final 
letter will be 
received prior 
to 12/14/16 
public hearing. 

Staff recommends making the 
suggested Department of 
Commerce changes – see #8, 
10,13, and 23 in Modification 
document. 

9 
(Exhibit #4) 

Puget Sound 
Regional Council 
(PSRC) 

Reviewed the Draft Comprehensive Plan and offer 
the following comments: 

 Additional emphasis on public 
improvements in the City’s identified local 
centers (Viking Avenue, College 
MarketPlace and Downtown). 

 Need to include policies for air quality. 

 Should include policies addressing reducing 
greenhouse gas emissions. 

Letter dated 
December 5, 
2016. 

Staff recommends making 
modifications as set forth in 
PSRC letter.  Proposed 
amendments will be 
presented at City Council 
public hearing on Dec. 14, 
2016. 
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 Add explanatory material to clearly 
document the land use assumptions made 
in the transportation functional plan, into 
the transportation chapter. 

 Include references to adopted emergency 
management plans. 

 Include reference in the transportation 
chapter regarding the pedestrian and 
bicycle facilities identified in the Urban 
Paths of Poulsbo. 

 Consider level of service standards for 
transit, pedestrian and bicycle travel. 

 The transportation chapter should include 
references to the Capital Facilities Plan’s 
20-year project list. 

 Include in the economic development 
chapter that there is additional capacity in 
current underutilized commercial buildings. 
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City of Poulsbo 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Tuesday, September 27, 2016 

DRAFT MINUTES 

 

Members Present 

Gordon Hanson (GH), Shane Skelley (SS), Ray Stevens (RS), Kate Nunes (KN), Jim Coleman (JC), Bob 
Nordnes (BN) 
 
Staff 

Diane Lenius (DL), Anja Hart (AH), Karla Boughton (KB), Helen Wytko (HW) 
 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Flag Salute 
 

3. Approval of Minutes – 08/23/16 COLEMAN/NUNES, Vote: 6 in favor. 
 

4. Modifications to Agenda – NONE 
 

5. Comments from Citizens – regarding items not on the agenda – NONE 
 

6. Public meeting LID Update 
KB good evening, we have Diane Lenius, City Engineer and Anja Hart, Senior Engineering 
Technician to go over the NPDES Permit Code Amendments. The purpose is to adopt 2012 as 
amended in 2014 Department of Ecology Stormwater Manual, and to remove any barriers 
within our development regulations and make Low Impact Development (LID) techniques and 
best management practices the preferred ad commonly used approach to site management 
development. Required by Department of Ecology. All jurisdictions are required to go through it 
or have gone through it. Must be adopted by the end of the year and must be in effect in 
January. 

AH: NPDES requires that LID be the preferred and commonly used practice. Also examine city 
code and standards that would to find gaps or barriers to implementing LID features. 

We call it the 2014 but it is the 2012 as amended in 2014. With this focus on LID it is information 
dense. In short mimic pre‐developed hydrologic conditions by minimizing impervious surfaces, 
native vegetation loss, and stormwater runoff. 
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LID is addressed in the code amendments and 2014 DOE manual through various methods. 
Examples: Retain native vegetation, disperse stormwater, rain gardens / bioretention, 
infiltration, permeable driveways, patios, etc, amended soil for lawn and landscape, integrate 
LID into landscaping. Under the previous NPDES permit, LID was to be “encouraged” in 
preparation for it being required under the current permit.  A significant amount of work was 
done previously with the 2013 Zoning Code Update and opportunities to allow and encourage 
LID methods were introduced.  Because of the work done previously, the code review required 
by the current permit led to minimal zoning code changes. 

Significant has been done under zoning update. Didn’t want to get behind the 8 ball. KB was 
responsive to the fact that this is coming down the pike. This LID requirement produces a shift in 
the development design process. They have to do infiltration and pit test. Retain good trees and 
retain good soil retain. More small stormwater facilities spread over site. Still may have pond 
but with smaller footprint. Different way of developing land and maximizing features on 
property. Helps with flooding aquifer recharge. More stormwater facilities spread over a site.  

Stormwater thresholds for regulation change once this is adopted after December 31, 2016. 
Currently if there is < 5,000 SF new impervious surface are not regulated. If there is> 5,000 SF 
but < 1 acre (disturbed) the project is vested to the 1992 DOE or 1997 Kitsap. If > 1 acre 
(disturbed) the project is vested to the 2005 DOE manual. Technically‐complete plat then vested 
to manual in effect at applications time of submittal (Poulsbo Meadows, Blue Heron, Mesford 
vested to 1997 Kitsap). After December 31, 2016 all projects including redevelopment have to 
abide by the 2014 DOE manual and all technically complete plat applications are vested to 
manual in effect at time of submittal.  

BN: Can you go back one just for clarity? Poulsbo Meadows, Blue Heron and Mesford come first 
of 2017, they are grandfathering in and they know that? 

AH/KB: Yes. 

List of Chapters Amended.  

 PMC 12.02 – Construction and Development Standards 

 PMC 13.16 – Storm Drainage Utility  

 PMC 13.17 – Stormwater Management 

 PMC 15.35 – Clearing and Grading 

 PMC 16.20 – Critical Areas  

 PMC 18 – Zoning 

 City Construction Standards 
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Amendment 1: 12.02.030 Stormwater design manual adoption. Adopt The Stormwater 
Management Manual for Western Washington, as amended December 2014. Delete 12.02.040 
Stormwater design manual thresholds and Figure 12.02.040  

Amendment 2: 3.16.060 Deposit in storm drainage utility fund. Deposits into the storm drainage 
utility fund are also used for compliance with the City’s NPDES Permit. Does not change how we 
use the funds but explain how used. 

Amendment 3: Specifically states the NPDES Permit requirement for LID to be the preferred and 
commonly used approach to site development. Has extensive revisions to reflect current NPDES 
Permit language, provide clarifications, and revise processes. Attachment “A” to the 
amendment package has full text with comments explaining the revisions. Grammar changes. 
Explanations about various revisions in attachment. 

Amendment 4: 15.35.060  Application required. Add soils and infiltration areas to plans which 
designate protection during clearing and grading activity. 15.35.073  Protection measures. New 
section which adds a number of requirements and measures to protect areas during clearing 
and grading activities 

 

Amendment 5: 16.20.253  Wetlands. Adds criteria and requirements for locating LID features in 
Category 3 or 4 wetland buffers. 

SS: I have a quick question I am trying to find she is going through each table? 

AH: Doing an overview of what the topics are about. 

Amendment 6: 18.130.040 General provisions. Utilize LID in landscaping plan to the extent 
feasible. 18.130.050 Installation. Require compost to be used as a soil amendment. Installation 
require compost to be used as a soil amendment. 18.180.030 Retention Required. Tree 
retention priority retaining conifers over deciduous tees. 

Amendment 7: Construction Standards: Section 2 – Streets. Amended to allow for driveways and 
parking lots to be constructed of: asphalt, concrete, grasscrete, permeable pavers, porous 
asphalt, pervious concrete. Section 5 – Storm. Modular wetland system required for water 
quality treatment for City projects. Detention pond design no wetponds, max 50% perimeter 
walls, other 50% 3.5:1 side slope with landscaping or native vegetation, and bank and perimeter 
landscaping. Report submittal requirements. Delete out‐dated and unnecessary standards. 
Appendix A – Standard Drawing Notes. Remove reference to old manuals. Minor installation 
requirements to provide better product in the end. Adding minor refinements for TV sewer 
inspection before paving and water pressure test before paving. 
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I talked fast with the overview so we could get to the individual pages.  

JC: Page 5 of 17 Phase II stormwater permit, what does it allow city to do or not to do? 

AH: Gives us permission to discharge stormwater to the state, such as Liberty Bay. Requires to 
do it in specific ways. 

JC: So amendment to approve upon release of the water.  

AH: Yes. 

RS: Seems we should go through page by page. I have a question on page 1 of 17 in the overview 
document that we have, there is an emphasis on protecting areas that are well suited to 
handling stormwater. Does that essential create a critical area of perkable land? 

AH: If you are thinking of creating a wetland than no. 

RS: More like protecting a section of land because it accepts rain water. 

AH: We are encouraged to do that not incompatible with that. But they recognize that this part 
of the site is good for LID features is good and preserve and make use of area. Not exclusive but 
take extra care.  

RS: What that tells me is that it reduces the amount of buildable area that we have. Does that 
affect our density or buildable are projections? 

KB: Good question, one of the questions that planners have brought up to Ecology. Answer is 
that density and GMA requirements are not considered reasons not to do LID.  

RS: Do you remember the refuse area discussion? 

KB: That is different from critical areas. 

RS: I understand, but it creates a question. Does it affect our buildable areas analysis in the long 
run, and is that something that needs to be addressed in comp plan? 

AH: Emphasis on trying to preserve. It is saying when you are designing site to look at and take 
advantage of it. It all works together but is not excluding.  

RS: Not handled like a wetland? 

KB: Remains to be seen, zoning ordinance took advantage of dual use and landscaping not 
taking away buildable area. One of the reasons we generalized landscaping standards so that 
landscaping for LID would not be constraining it. Also infiltration can be practiced in open space 
requirements. One of the ones they looked at and encourage is clustering which we call PRD. 
What we are hoping to see is dual use of land. To minimize impact on buildable area. Ensure 
that we have urban development in our city. Bigger cities got to do this first. 
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RS: I have a few general questions because I do experience this. Is this being done for individual 
houses? No lower limit on impervious area, because Seattle is doing it by house. Is that the 
intent for what we are doing? 

AH: For us in a new plat that is part of the design upfront. For infill for one house there are still 
triggers. 

DL: There is also a linkage to the value of improvements that you perform. Like tenant 
improvement the amount of ADA is proportionate to the dollar value of the TI. The questions 
you bring up are the challenges that we see. We also see the developer has to come in and show 
us how LID does not work. Not a completely objective determination. The things you bring up 
are the challenges that we worry about. We looked at cities a step ahead of us and we didn’t 
want to be on the cutting edge wanted to refine as we move forward and ground water and 
interflow before surface and Liberty Bay. 

RS: I think infiltration is a good idea. So I have no problem with that I just see how it has been 
done in Seattle and it is pretty dramatic.  

AH: My understanding to that it is not going to affect what you have for lot coverage and sizes. 
Techniques to manage stormwater. SF houses are often not problematic.  

KB: One thing that Ecology recommended is a max impervious surface area which we are not 
proposing. In commercial projects we do have a 20% landscaping requirement. I think that the 
plats are where we are going to see how they are going to be able to incorporate and plan for it. 
We will see changes in how local developers who typically max out lots and put pond in low 
spot. Significant design changes. 

BN: That is going to be the biggest challenge, who will be the person who reviews it for 
inconstancy? 

DL: We have a stormwater utility engineer who is one of the best in the county and we will be 
sending stuff out to consultants for independent review. 

AH: Mention our soils here are kind of iffy for infiltration. We have plats that are built on sand 
and some on hard pan. They may be looking at underlying soils and feasibility. Need to find out 
if what they are saying is accurate. 

KB: It will be interesting to see because they are going to want to say nothing infiltrates. 

RS: Realize this is being imposed on us. 

KB: Trying to take as much of a common sense approach to us as we can. Need to do to be in 
compliance. 

RS: Lets keep going. 
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KN: General question. On first page of package. Last couple sentences. What might the other LID 
suggestions that staff isn’t supporting be? 

DL: A couple examples. You will see in the construction standards we prefer modular wetland 
type facilities for treatment because we don’t like filterra and that is based on maintenance guys 
preferences. Pervious pavement doesn’t work well in areas with steep slopes. Anything that we 
say is not a good idea it is from our operations folks from a practicality standpoint. We have 
some big projects that are using LID on projects and TMDL study increased water quality in 
Liberty Bay. Construction inspectors don’t care if they work 10 or 20 years from now and we 
need to make them think ahead. It has put a lot of pressure on our division to make sure they 
are done correctly. Protect what we have to maintain for the long term.  

KN: When we talk about pervious roadways are we also talking about bike lanes and sidewalks. 
Big holes in sidewalks and not going to get fixed anytime soon. 

DL: Still accepting pervious for shared use path. Also how we get most of the money from 
Ecology, we know LID features haven’t perfected yet.  

GS: One little question, LID in the past is commonly used as local improvement district. I wonder 
if zoning code is different and just ignore.  

KB: Zoning does define as Low Impact Development. Are not hardly used as they were 20 years 
ago. If we say Local improvement district we say it out.  

RS: Let’s get started on the pages 1 nothing, 2 nothing, 3 nothing, 4 nothing, 5 does this change 
the meter rates if we are holding all of our stormwater on site? Our meter rates are determining 
sewer water? 

AH: If you are talking about stormwater fees, we are not set up for credits even for retrofits. 
Part of what’s happening permit requirements are extensive in O&M. Had to step up our 
maintenance, programs, equipment. New rate increase is helping us be compliant. Do not see it 
going down. Benefitting from the entire system city wide.  

RS: Assuming that was going to be the case but I guess what that does lead to as well when we 
see raingardens I think Morrow Manor. It was affected by this. Are these like the detention 
ponds going to be deeded to the city? 

AH: SF house with a raingarden, they maintain themselves. But bio retention cell city might own 
those. Depends on design properties that are not in the right of way. Street, stormwater will be 
ours to maintain but not individual raingardens on single family lot.  

DL: KTrans has substantial stormwater on site that is owned and maintained by them.  

RS: Discovering that there is quite a lot of maintenance that has to be done on these things. 
Keep serviceable by public utilities because owners won’t do it. 
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AH: Questions and comments are good but it has to do with maintenance of private facilities 
and we have an annual program. We are going to have to look at what it will mean for SF houses 
with raingardens. Have to have a maintenance covenant but on us to decide if they are honoring 
covenant or not. 

BN: Is it doable? 

KB: Yes, we have to. 

AH: Find a way to do it the best we can. Extra time and staff resources. 

KN: Are there inspections like there are for septic systems? 

AH: Different cities do in different ways. We do not have a staff person. So we have a program 
that they self inspect and report and we spot check. Under the manual, a permit requires that 
projects that were permitted since February 2010 have to have maintenance covenant and 
annual inspections. Everyone else before then, we have pulled them into the program, but they 
are not required. We do it under illicit discharge. Idea is we hope to rotate through and catch 
everybody. Eventually we will. We have a new person, casual person who is now full time and 
half time with me half time operations. Now we have help but not going out and inspecting all 
of these properties ourselves. Is our responsibility that quality of stormwater out of our MS 4 
going into state is clean as possible. Different ways we can get there. Will increase overtime.  

JC: I have one on page 5, Amendment 3 what constitutes redevelopment. 50%? what triggers 
this? 

AH: Manual has definitions for redevelopment and there are several factors and guidelines.  

JC: Are they spelled out in here 

AH: No in the manual which spells out all technical information.  

RS: And we don’t have a choice, we have to adopt manual. 

SS: Question about maintaining hydrology. If a slope was cut off and water was put somewhere 
else. Now water from slope is on a separate piece of property but now intercepted by property 
below. Isn’t there way that water could go the same way it used to go? How does that work? 

AH: Well the routing of water is reviewed at time of permit. Which basin etc. very individual 
depending on what they are going to do on site. It can be interrupted, where upstream water is 
routed around and discharged at natural location. 

DL: Where does it discharge and needs to go to same place. If going into creek or stream, then 
needs to send water back that direction. If it travels further distance test downstream.  All those 
things play into it. 

KB: All of thing things that are looked at with the permit and storm report.  



 

 PC 20160927 8 
 

SS: Just so I understand fully. We have direct discharge to the bay where I live and that is given 
by an easement. All that water is going out but offsite water coming onto our property. As soon 
as I develop property above it, can it continue to go the way it went predevelopment? 

DL: In general, the water should go the same direction as preexisting condition is. We can talk 
about it. 

KB: Want to note that Amendment 3 that is going to be at the end detailed in attachment A. 

RS: Page 6 on E.A cover with mulch…typically they use hog fuel or bark.  

KB: Over the critical root zone?  

RS: Yes, so does the city arborist get involved for this? 

KB: The city arborist gets involved in tree retention areas. In this case, the city arborists might be 
involved in permit that establishes fencing standards during clearing. Because we don’t have 
one on staff. We will see if we can go out and do inspections ourselves based on conditions of 
approval. If complicated he might go out and do it. We might go out and say protection area are 
installed correctly and doesn’t disappear when equipment shows up on site.  It is hard because 
developers don’t like tree retention. Requires to do full fencing and flag that it is good. Going to 
be a change. 

RS: 6 page 7? 

JC: On page 7. 1,2,3,4,5 end of the sentence ends with and? can we get rid of and? 

KB: That is fine. 

JC: Just confusing. 

KB: Will make complete sentences no problem.  

RS: Wouldn’t you need to add up above, all of the following? 

KB: Yes. 

RS: 7? 8 nothing, 9.  

GH: I have question page 9.c.a, I was confused by this residential cul‐de‐sac integrated storm 
drain systems. These set areas shall not be used for stormwater retention areas ponds. So you 
can’t use cul‐de‐sac for pond? 

AH: Reason that we have a cul‐de‐sac that has a planting area in it. Done partly because of 
obstructions and garbage truck access.  

DL: Similar to what we have in the code already. Changing out areas and replacing it with ponds. 
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DL: There are infiltration galleries that are happening in cul‐de‐sacs. PW has said major features 
impede garbage trucks.  

RS: Try to meet open space by putting grass in middle of cul‐de‐sac? 

DL: ISU we calculate as well as charge is directly related to how much impervious surface. 

RS: YOU do realize that this is significant cost to do this? 

DL: Yes, it is, the more clarity we can provide. We are putting together a template so it will be 
easier for us to review and modeling after city of Tacoma. It is going to cost more. 

RS: For infill, if there is any way you can come up with a prescriptive method so the regular 
people are aided. 

DL: We have been doing that. AH has been working with Kitsap Conservation District. They will 
do design for you and they are wonderful that way. 

AH: Just so you know bio retention cells are engineered but raingardens are cookie cutter. They 
fall under the categories of the thresholds that make it doable for them to do that.  

KN: Under driveway materials, what about dirt or gravel. I have a lot of neighbors who have 
those driveways, would they then also have to redo their driveways? 

AH: For SF house where they are doing a remodel. It doesn’t trigger like a stormwater site plan.  

KN: So even if they are building an ADU?  

DL: I have to look that up to make sure we are giving you the right answer. 

KN: Gravel should be added? 

DL: It is impervious. 

AH: Back in the old days we required paving for erosion and track out reasons. Safety and water 
quality why that was to begin with. With existing SF there is nothing we can require.   

DL: Look at adding gravel to the list. 

BN: Keeps the tax man off of you property taxes go hire with paved driveway. 

RS: Anything on page 10? Nothing. 11? This is where I noticed you would like modular type 
wither than filterra system. Example? 

DL: If you drive by front street and by American Legion Park. We have modular wetlands right 
outside the building here on 3rd Ave. 6th Ave is perfect example. bulb outs in street have them. 
The wetland is media, does a good job of cleaning the water. Easier to maintain whereas 
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filterras require 2 visits a year, change mulch, examine media. Modular lower cost, better water 
quality, less maintenance. 

RS: Secondary drain systems, when would someone be able to use?  

DL: Picks up all the water from houses and connects to storm drain. 

RS: When do these get utilized? 

DL: The stormwater system in the roadway picks up in right‐of‐way. If you can’t get gravity to go 
where you want it to go, the secondary is owned and maintained by property owner. Happens 
often, Crystal View which you all saw not too long ago has them.  

AH: Secondary systems tend to be behind the sidewalk rather than in the street.  

DL: One of the challenges that we have had with those is indication within the face of plat. We 
have had a couple situations where that is happening.  

RS: Anything else on 11? Nothing. 12? Nothing. 13? Nothing. 14? Nothing. 15, just one nitpicky 
thing. N.2 you have applicant struck out shall but I think you need to bold and underline may. Do 
we have a numbering issue?  

KB: No. Shows ones that have changed. 

RS: Ok anything else on page 15? 16? down under number 17 under you have 6 underlined but 4 
is not.  

KB: It is struck out, four Is picky that way. See in comp plan now know what to look for. 

RS: Anything on 16 or 17? Let’s get into the attachment stormwater managements. Anything? I 
am on 1 of 24. Everyone get this far in the reading? 2 nothing, 3 nothing, 4 nothing like the 
comments off to the side. 5 nothing, 6 nothing, 7 nothing, 8 nothing, 9 nothing, 10 nothing, 11 
nothing, 12. 

SS: Does the city have a monitoring program for outfalls that come out that they test 
periodically. 

AH: Yes, we do.  

SS: Is there an inventory. 

AH: Yes, we do have maps, inventory, and contract with the Health District. We used to do illicit 
discharge check in August. Going to see it more when things are dry. We got in our permit we 
got pulled into that piece. Ecology has changed and realized each community looks at illicit 
discharge program but do not dictate you have to do in August. TMDL we do three a year 
instead of one a year. For right now that is the screening that we do. We have also added 
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stations, so not only do we do outfalls around the bay, but dogfish creek. Right now we are not 
sampling Johnson we are focusing on Dogfish. 

RS: Where in creek are those stations? At city limits or shoreline? 

AH: Yes and yes, Dogfish Creek by the yacht club but a couple upstream. Bjorgen by school and 
Mesford road by church. Dogfish creek at 305 and Iverson.  

BN: So when you were doing Johnson you measured where? 

AH: Finn Hill to see Olhava and on a private property, the owner gave us permission. It is pricey 
to do sampling and we had to make a decision and TMDL looked at 40 stations. Cost reasons we 
had to take out. Had to look at which ones to continue. 

BN: Does it look like an improvement? 

AH: Yes, but after heavy rain it goes up. Stepping up our catch basin maintenance program. 
Have to do once every 2 years and get less growth. Does make a difference. There are many 
reasons how bacteria gets in there and can be different at different times of day. Have to take 
even a step further and make additional visits. Additional improvements and differences.  

RS: On page 14, page 15? 

JC: General question on 14 and 15 on the privately owned stormwater systems, are there any 
reporting requirements? 

AH: Yes.  

JC: I didn’t find reporting requirements. 

AH: In here on page 15 at the bottom 13.17.110. 

JC: Got it thank you. 

RS: Page 16 nothing, 17 nothing, 18 nothing, 19 nothing, 20 nothing, 21 nothing, 22 nothing, 23 
nothing, 24 nothing.  

K: You guys did it good job. 

RS: You guys going to meet next week? 

KB: Yes, but we will be doing comp plan review anyway. If you have something between then 
and now, let us know and we can do some research.  

DL: Charlie Roberts worked really hard on this.  

KB: Thank you Anya. 
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BN: Good to see you.  

RS: Next thing is the meeting on the comp plan release. 

7. 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan 
KB: With pleasure that I provide to you the long awaited comprehensive plan. We are far behind 
schedule, but we did everything we set out to do. What we are going to do tonight is an 
overview and how the plan is organized and the review schedule. Because we spent so much 
time and effort and resources, and you spent almost a year reviewing in 2009, we felt like we 
didn’t need to do a major overhaul. Picked strategic things we wanted to look at. Economic 
Development Chapter, four out of our six functional plans were updated and that was our most 
significant plan. Our capital facilities plan with budget and functional plan with comp plan. It is 
almost as if we meant to do all of this which we did. Proposed to be adopted with plan. 
Highlights are in capital facilities plan. The third thing is that we have some new data section 3. 
We underwent an extensive process with buildable lands and land capacity analysis that we did 
independent. Is programmed into our buildable lands every 7 years. Other thing that was helpful 
is that we received no population allocation. Our 2009 period was 2025 our new is 2036. One 
site specific application which was turned in November 2015 and docketed in January 2016. 
Property that is looking to be rezoned to developed in coordinated way next to Gravitec. 
To kick things off we did a public participation community survey and we and hosted an open 
house where we collected feedback. We provided it to you again in notebook.  

Theme is we are staying the course, it is relevant and appropriate. Not looking at a change in 
population allocation, want to remain consistent with shared identity. There is a very strong 
collective identity that you don’t experience elsewhere in Kitsap County. Want to remain 
Poulsbo but accommodate for growth, which can be a conflict for each other as things move 
forward. 

I will walk you through notebook. Beginning is a seven‐page summary of amendments. Walked 
through every chapter and what amendments are proposed. Please use in tandem as going 
through. Policy Section 1 little changes. Concentrated to land use chapter, urban forestry looked 
at by tree board. Goals and polices. Not much changes until economic development chapter. 
Every map has been updated with new parcel layer to incorporate new lots since 2009 maps. 
Substantial map changes noted. There have been some changes to the transportation figures 
which are noted specifically in there. We received new USGS scientific investigation reports. 
Streams we have agreed to change to alpha system. We were using numeric system F for fish. 
That is the DNR hydrology water typing that is defined in the WAC we have defined it to our 
streams. Parks and Recreation Open Space looks like a lot of changes, I had a magazine editor on 
board and she made everything beautiful. Same but more eloquently put. It will look like there is 
some changes, her editor hat was on. Also collapsed a number of policies. We took opportunity 
to consolidate ones. I have all the notes to tell you where it went to. EDC chapter we spent a 
year with City Council. In our community survey we did a business section that Chamber helped 
distribute. Able to use as a building block to start the rest of the chapter. People move to 
Poulsbo because they want to live here first. Shift for us because we realized our work of 



 

 PC 20160927 13 
 

enhancing quality of life directly relates to businesses. We have a lot of new policies that play to 
that. Second piece as emerging roll as a college town identity.  

Section 2 ‐ capital facility plan includes an updated of 2 of our 3 utilities, transportation, and 
parks. 

Finally, Section 3 is our land development review and data. Just to give you a reminder that 
buildable lands report is required under GMA and whether it is meeting our density 
requirements or subarea plan under UGA. We look at gross density which is based on gross 
acreage and net density. As we expected because we have been doing GMA planning since 1994 
plan, we are meeting expectations. We have a land capacity that examines land for available 
growth. One thing is that we seem to be growing faster than what our target estimates. We 
have 4,000 people to accommodate before 2036. Change from 2009 when we talked about 
shrinking our Urban Growth Areas. If you are curious. Appendix A does decade and year.  

The last thing is we are going to adopt the functional plan as part of comp plan. I have not given 
them to you because they would be another notebook. They have been reviewed by CC. If you 
desire, we can have engineering staff there that night. We can provide functional plans to you if 
you would like. Happy to provide. Website not quite live yet, will be tomorrow. 

If you go past the summary, there is a timeline. I apologize that it is delayed so we have a 
compact reviewed timeline. We are going to be meeting every Tuesday including the month of 
October. The amendments are as you come to expect bold underline for addition. October 11 
which was our 2nd LID we will go through cap facility plan and functional plan. There will be 
someone from Engineering here in case your questions are above my knowledge. October after 
those three meeting we can have an optional Saturday workshop if you wanted more time to 
review it. October 25 public hearing date and a wrap up if we need it on November 1st I will 
release Planning Commission Public Hearing document. Will be released for public and what the 
PC is proposing for changes and Public Hearing on November 8th. Then I take to City Council. 
Hoping for Public Hearing December 14th or on December 21st. I apologize for having this later 
than expected. Our functional plans took a little bit longer. I think when you go through the 
amendments it is staying the course. Not a lot of dramatic changes to it. After the timeline I 
have the required public participation plan and community results and feedback. Though it 
would be good to have in here to refresh your memory. If you would like full survey, please see 
our website or let Helen or myself know.  

BN: So the last time we were down there wasn’t that the last time we had the realtor guy. That 
was the 2000 zoning ordinance. But we went through this quite extensively so you are saying 
there isn’t many changes.  

KB: There are minor amendments like changing the year to 2036 or updating population. Just a 
reminder we are required to do the update every 8 years. Of course we have some annual 
amendments. There is some irony that we are advertising for amendments for 2017. 
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BN: This my last year to do this.  

RS: This is my 20th year. 

KB: You are a great year to work worth. So we are going to start our meetings at 6pm and we 
start winding down we plan on 8:30 Look forward to working with you guys. If you have any 
questions between now and next Tuesday. 

8. Comments from citizens – none 
 

9. Commission comments  
RS: How is it going? 

KB: Better now that this is out. Going good. Lots of support have a good staff.  

BN: Already made some legislation changes down in my neighborhood.  

KB: ADU permit. 

BN: I applaud her for being legal and I wouldn’t have.  

KN: I do have one question along that line, what is the City doing to regulate rentals? 

KB: City’s position on that is we are not regulating short term rentals. When we updated zoning 
ordinance we asked if we should do some regulation to short term rentals. We have never 
received a single complaint. And a lot of our new regulations come out of bad experiences or 
complaints. So BB and I talked with staff and the Mayor and determined at this point and time 
we will not do it. The Mayor did reiterate these are not becoming an issue in these 
neighborhood, so right now we are not requiring amendments. If short term rentals are 
managed to maintain quality, then city is not interested in maintaining them.  

KN: No business license? 

KB: Yes, they get one through the state and get a city business license. They get their building 
permit for upgrades.  

KN: Trying to figure out what is in my neighborhood.  

KB: Short term rentals Cannot be and ADU. Explicit no ADUs in code, guest houses are different. 
Only thing that prohibits short term rental. 

KN: You will see in housing rentals. Because people are renting out and not available for families 
to move into so decreasing housing stock.  

RS: There is people who that is how they make their living.  

KN: We have one house on our block. 
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RS: They don’t get rented out if they look bad. Well maintained for that reason.  

KN: Hearing how we have shortage of housing and promoting ADU in our neighborhood and just 
wanted to make sure. Couldn’t find anything just curious what City’s position on it is.  

KB: For now they are not regulated by the city, didn’t think about taking it out of the housing 
stock. Keep that in your mind as you are out as time goes by. It is not that we would not do it if 
the need arose. Will mention to her about the housing stock. 

RS: If it can self‐regulate itself then that is okay. 

KB: Did some research on it for the quilting retreat on Hostmark and would be dealt with 
differently today. Once I started doing research on short term rentals, you can fall down a black 
hole. Cannon Beach does a lottery. That is a community based on short term rentals. Doesn’t 
take much to make it a code enforcement issue. I am defiantly with self‐regulation as long as we 
are not experiencing complaints. 

BN: Good we to experience area. 

KB: Right now there is a shortage of rentals from market rate or below market rate. Definitely an 
issue county wide. Some of it pent up demand from recession. And part of it is we haven’t had a 
multifamily market.  

RS: Facility in pop estimate is because people are going to be pushed across from Seattle.  

KB: Eventually we will have to painfully update subarea plan. 

RS: They want it because they get tax base 

KB: Unpopular increasing density and building height. A case that we can make modest 
expansion and urban reserve. Given the fact that we are probably going to reach our 4,000 
before 2036 will be on work program. We have painted ourselves into a corner.  

BN all the backlash we got west another option.  

RS: Anything else? 

10. Meeting Adjourned 8:08 
 

________________________________ 

Ray Stevens 

Chairman, Poulsbo Planning Commission 
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City of Poulsbo 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Tuesday, October 4, 2016 

DRAFT MINUTES 

 

Members Present 

Gordon Hanson (GH), Shane Skelley (SS), Ray Stevens (RS), Kate Nunes (KN), Bob Nordnes (BN) 

 

Staff 

Karla Boughton (KB), Helen Wytko (HW) 

 
1. Call to Order 

 
2. Flag Salute 

 
 

3. Modifications to Agenda – NONE 
 

4. Comments from Citizens – regarding items not on the agenda – NONE 
 

5. KB we are starting our weekly review of the Comprehensive Plan. Today’s workshop is 
scheduled through Section 1 and I anticipating getting as far as we can. We can go through page 
by page. We can have a special meeting to wrap things up. Got through LID last week, but still 
invited them to attend to go over capital facility plan next week.  
RS: My thought is we can go through this quickly and pick up on the revisions. If there is 

something that particularly pops out.  

KB: Mr. Chair want to add for Kate and Shane who were not commissioners in 2009, if there is 

something you want to add, we can absolutely do that. I did the best attempt to amend but 

entire document is open. 

RS: Page 10 (nothing), 11 (nothing), 12 (nothing), 13 at the top the paragraph highlighted last 

page depending on the natural resource that needs to be protected. 

BN: It catches all the way I read it.  

KB: This statement I can confess I did write this one. Came from consultant who did stormwater 

plan. He suggested that, but I can see that it does not need to be there. 

RS: What is the rationale because it says that maybe you don't have do to this.  
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KB: I am reading to say which one protecting we will be okay with. 

RS: Okay, maybe make it clearer so nobody takes advantage. 

KN: Under capital facilities first bullet can we add sidewalks? 

KB: Add to read streets and sidewalks, parks. 

RS: 14 (nothing), 15 (nothing), 16 question I had was on the CPSGHB, isn't it a different 

acronym? 

KB: Double check. I think what they did is instead of having three members for eastern, western, 

and central, they have one board now. Any of the nine members can hear appeal, not just 

depending on their geographic area. 

RS: Double check to make sure we are consistent. It would be good to know what they are 

called. 

RS: Pages 17 – 36 (nothing), 37 Section 1 pg 36 general question. Right now the signs coming 

into Poulsbo say 10,000 people. Has anyone run current numbers? 

KB: The answer is no; I have not run the numbers for all the projects that have been approved. 

Anecdotally with all those approvals we will reach our allocation population sooner than later. 

RS: Anything else on page 37? 

GH: Population growth, bottom third of the page. I was confused that we were tracking 

information. I read through it a couple times, and I don't know if you can rearrange or better 

explain it. It was a little confusing  

KB: Table LU2? Happy to work on the paragraph before. First column is the 2036 total pop which 

comes from the county wide planning policies. Middle column is current pop. This was in the 

original comp plan. This does show we have experienced growth from 2009. Our minimum 

growth we have to plan for. 

GH: From now until? 

KB: 2036? 

GH: That doesn't seem like a whole lot. 

KB: As a comment on that it will be interesting to see what happens because we have had the 

14,808 growth rate from the 1980's. This year in 2016 our OFM was over a 2% growth rate and 

that is the first time we have seen it in many years. What are the projects that are approved 

going to carry? The way to answer that is this is the floor, this is the allocation population that 

KRCC decided to stick with this. But I bet in 2-3 years they will be redoing the allocation 

population. 
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GH 

KB: I will have to come back and amend the comp plan. The mayor is very concerned she 

believes we will reach our allocation in half of our planning period. Wants us to be proactive, 

and on a staff level having conversation with Kitsap County.  

R: To see what direction we can go? 

KB: Yes, think part of a package to accommodate the population. 

RS: Interesting part of table is 2036 in the City, but in the UGA there is more capacity and that is 

because it hasn't developed.  

KB: This isn't even totally accurate because that is not what we have to start with. Annex urban 

growth area.  Land has transitioned to City Limits. Going by this table they have had for a 

number of years. Land has moved, allocation has not. What I would like to do is have one 

number, because that is all we care about and what functional plans are based on. I plan for the 

whole thing, so do Engineers. Other jurisdictions have it different. Port Orchard and Bremerton 

the utilities meet and for them it is more important to have that identifications.  

BN: The only feasibility is to go from west and with PUD services. 

KB: For sure they will be providing needs. But they are not part of the allocation population. 

Even thought they are a service provider. 

BN: Confusing the way it is and I hope you win the request with them. Do the 14,808 population.  

KB: People get confused by the split. We provide utilities and don't provide until annexation. 

Those two preclude the need to distinguish between the City Limits and UGA. Poulsbo needs 

one number, confusing to break it up. 

KN: Just for clarification, does that include the UGA? 

KB: Yes, includes limits and guestimate. Reason it went down there were a couple demos from 

the last time. Had to go through and count manually. 

RS: Pages 38-41 (nothing). 

GH: Page 42, Policy LU2 1.5 what is that referring to, walking, biking, etc.? 

KB: And public transportation. Mobility is the new word. 

RS: Page 43 question, when did we change RM to 6 units an acre, thought it was 5? 

KB: When we updated the zoning ordinance. Organized so they build on each other. Stops then 

starts at next number. 
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RS: Page 44-48 (nothing) 

GH: 49 LU 5-1 Poulsbo Pump Track is that the bicycle track? 

KB: Yes? 

RS: Page 50-53 (nothing). On page 54 I had something in here. LU 9.2 does KRCC allow you to 

take businesses? 

KB: KRCC gives us two allocations that we have to provide sufficient land for. Population which is 

what we spend most our time one and then employment, so we have a jobs forecast. We have 

to do the same things as population. We are given a number of jobs with a long technical 

analysis. Run a land capacity analysis on our non residential zone of underutilized and available 

land. 

RS: How long have they been doing this? 

KB: Two cycles. In economic development chapter. Not as big of a deal as it is today, because 

now can be used to expand urban growth areas. Delicate balance between allocation and land 

availability.  This round was more politicized at the regional level. A year process at KRCC level. It 

will continue to be important as we move forward.  

RS: Not a bad idea at all. Make sure we have local jobs. 

KB: Mayor really did care about it and was concerned about how jobs are assigned and where 

we think jobs are going to land. She wanted to see jobs allocated throughout the county to 

reflect what is really happening. And we got some additional numbers. 

RS: Trying to force social change on us be regulation.  

BN: That is good news to hear because I don't think that SKIA place will ever take off. Not as 

active as we used to see it before. Port has done the best they can to keep them there.  

KN: On page 55 can we say protects the environment not call out healthy habitat for fish and 

wildlife.  

KB: Yes 

RS: On page 56 what does the acronym TMDL mean? 

KB Total Maximum Daily Load is basically the bad stuff in water quality like fecal coliform. 

Liberty Bay received a water quality rating that triggered requirement to do TMDL plan. Our 

piece is urban runoff. Combined we had a poor water quality. Sealaska in coordination with KC 

Health did a water quality report. Part of this is doing more extensive water quality testing than 

what was done in the past. I will add in acronym section. 

RS: Does that ever run out? 
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KB: Yes if we meet acceptable Dept. of Ecology levels. Our contribution is urban runoff and the 

others are outside of the City. Not solely our contributions.  

RS: I was in the water shed committee in early 90's and everyone was pointing at houses and 

developments that were being pointed at for pollution but it is the rural areas. 

KB: Big Valley drainage for dogfish creek. Failing septic systems large contributor from south end 

of Liberty Bay. If there is a big rain, leads to spike. We have worked very hard over the last 20 

years to improve treatment of stormwater runoff.  

RS: Do we look at this again? 

KB: Yes, we might get out of the corrective action. The standards that are being applied to 

Liberty Bay are unobtainable. County agrees that standard is not appropriate for our bay. I think 

we can wait for the next time to see. 

BN: Where do we stand on regulation for marinas.  

KB: Health District has adopted within last 10 years stringent restrictions for marinas. 

RS: I am on their monthly newsletter and they are really cracking down. 

BN: Meaning? 

RS: Need to have inspection valves etc and the marinas are getting the heat. 

KB: For private marinas as well. Not necessarily the boat owner.  

KN: Policy LU12.6 can we delete bike lane. Let’s not build anymore of those like that. Middle of 

bike lane on road is not a permeable road 

RS: 58 59-essentially tree cutting ordinance. I have a gripe about making people keep gigantic 

trees in their yard. Going to kill somebody or take out a house. CC not supportive. LU14.2 

anyway we can put in there if it is a public nascence? If it is a public resource, they should be 

paid for by the public.   

KB: Balancing act because there is a desire every time there is clearing people get upset. And yet 

you and I know what is going to happen to these tree retention areas in 20 years. We are 

requiring that they be in tree tracts and maintained by homeowners’ association.  

RS: If you can't take out a tree that is wider than 10" in diameter  

KB: Philosophically we are not going to come from a place where you can't cut a tree out of your 

own yard and you will have to replace tree. What we are looking at is reviewing tree retention 

section of the zoning code.  Would need to be done on tracts or easement not with individual 

property owners.  
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RS: Councilman Stern said now they used to have a view and now it is gone what are we going to 

do? It is a concern. See a lot of the same language. Ridiculous to ask people to prove that it is 

not going to adversely affect the earth's atmosphere. 

KB: We share your concern, would need a full time person to deal with trees. Appears like this is 

the direction our policy makers are leaning towards.  

RS: Mercer Island is a great example of how horrible and what a ridiculous mess it is. 

KB: Our goal is to not do on homeowner level, but with new developments.  

KN: One last thought on this page is to look for another pictures. Like sidewalk, street trees, 

then street. Better represents what we want in the community. 

KB: Like the one on the next page? 

KN: Yes.  

BN: Throw a picture of a cut stump. 

RS: Page 60, skip over economic development chapter so we can examine more closely. Jump to 

page 73 -transportation.  

KN: Question about complete streets. I think about open house for 6th avenue project. As we 

are redoing streets can we think about burying lines underground? 

KB: It is very expensive to bury them and the city doesn't have the resources to do it. Mayor 

reported at Dept Heads that it is a renewed concern and asked Andrzej to set up a meeting with 

PSE. 

KN: As we did up half mile of street you might as well do that. 

KB: We do look at doing it. Will pass on your comment don't know if it is appropriate to add 

here. 

BN: More than just power, but telephone too. 

RS: Page 76, I have a note to explain what a bypass reduction is. 

KB: So when there are bypass trips they take a reduction. Important in calculation of traffic 

impact fees per ITE manual. Did not put a description into methodology for bypass trips. For 

example if you are on your way home you stop at the store, bank, etc. Multiple stops on your 

way so not necessarily calculated by destination. We will be tweaking the impact fee ordinance 

in January to identify bypass trips. 

RS: Can put in definition section? 
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KB: Not a section, do you want me to explain that a little more in the policy? 

RS: I think that would be good so if someone was reading this they could understand. 

RS: Happens with all commercial? 

KB: Happens on a case by case basis. You can see it more if it is outside City, Twelve Trees 

business park example.  

RS: Page 77? 

GH: I had one thing for Transportation. Can we get rid of HOV lane restriction on Highway 305 

that have certain restrictions at certain times? 

KB: I will ask Andrzej about it. 

BN: My understanding was that there was a period of time they had to keep it going for federal 

funding. I drive it every day and it is an unused right hand section of road.  

GH: Common sense to close it. 

KN: It is ridiculous; you have to get in that lane at some point to turn. 

RS: Even if the outside lanes were the HOV lanes, people are turning through where traffic is 

supposed to be going faster.  

GH: Very frustrating and defeats purpose. 

RS: Page77 – 90 (nothing). 

KN: Question about the second map in this section. Harrison is a residential collector. Why does 

this residential street have a 6-ton limit sign? It is not listed.  

KB: I will talk to engineers to see if we can remove that.  

RS: Jump to page 95 – 107 (nothing) 

RS: On 108 we have stream designations and I have no idea what those letters mean.  

KB: F stands for fish, new system do not know off the top of my head.  

RS: Can it be put into this someplace? 

KB: I will look at WAC and see if it stands for something and add it.  

RS: Page 109-119 (nothing), then maps. 

KB: Maps are the most significantly updated out of this chapter. New updated parcel layers. 

Mapping wetland, hydric soils, NWI not as accurate as ecology wants so just mapping hydric 
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soils and wetlands that have been delineated. NE 2 new info through PUD aquifers and they 

worked in conjunction with USGS. Updated with much better information. The geo hazard map 

remains the same, NE4 same. These maps are in here but will be in critical areas ordinance next 

year. Our critical areas will have standards. NE5 this isn't that different received updated GIS 

layers for habitat. NE6 the shoreline is the same as was adopted.  

SS: What is a hard shell clam 

BN: Cockles, muscles, etc. 

RS: Page 126 – 144 (nothing).  

KN: Where is Winton woods apartments? 

KB: By the theater. 

BN: Downtown here? 

GH: where the brewery is going? 

KB: No BN is thinking of the Jewel box theater where the brewery is going, I am referring to the 

movie theater on other side of town. 

RS: 145 – 150 (nothing) 

BN: Page 151, what is the purpose of putting the logs in the creeks? You see the down at the 

end of Silverdale Hill. 

SS: Makes an area that is deeper for the fish to swim. 

BN: Use as a dam? 

SS: Yes  

RS: Woody debris shading etc. is good for the stream. 

RS: 152 – 163 (nothing) 

KN: Question about the listing of the colleges, are we deleting OC? 

KB: No what the parks director had listed was active partnerships and she has one with Western 

but not OC. WWU does coursework and restoration and some of the parks. 

BN: Plus the Marine Science Center 

KB: Yes, they are actually running MSC right now. 

RS: Page 163 then maps.  
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KB: Next time adding Vista Park and Morrow Manor. PRO-1 add Pump Track. won’t get to do it 

on this one but add on next year’s annual amendment. 

RS: Okay, page 167 - Economic Development. 

KN: Power point thing a little blurry.  

KB: Think it is a combination way it printed and graphic itself. 

RS: Page 169? 

KB: On page 170 where we talk employment allocation, table on 171 shows new jobs.  

KN: This might be a good place to stop. 

RS: I agree.  

KB: We can skip over economic development.  

RS: Significant changes and I haven't really gone through it. 

KB: We can skip over that chapter; the rest have minimal updates.   

RS: Chapter 9 next time jump passed this. Start at page 188-Utilities – 191 (nothing). Page 192 is 

there a reason this is updated? 

KB: Just an updated narrative. Gave to local agencies. PSE is the only one that came back and 

they gave a canned section for us to add that they give to all jurisdictions. Almost exactly what is 

already written. No policy changes.  

RS: Anything else on 192 – 197 (nothing) then maps.  

KB: No changes made other than base layer. 

KN: Are there no new cell towers?  

KB: Not in City Limits. 

KN: Oh, maybe they just added on to the height of one tower. 

KB: Yes, that is possible.  

RS: Page 200-206 (nothing). 

KB: Impressive, you guys got through all of Section 1.  

RS: Okay plan next time is to do all of Section 2? 
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KB: Yes, pages 206-300. This is the part that has a lot of amendments because of the functional 

plans that have been updated. They are all posted on website. They are big so we can send 

through WeTransfer. All posted as appendices. We will have the City Engineer here to answer 

technical questions. But we will start with economic development chapter. 

KN: Maybe we should do economic development chapter at the end so easier for the engineers. 

Be prepared for both.  

KB: Nice gesture we can do that. Is good for you to spend some time on ED chapter because it 

has most revisions, but think you will agree to the Council direction. They love this chapter.  

RS: We may have an idea that can help.  

KB: One of the main things when the mayor reorganized the department, there was a period of 

time where we spent talking, thinking, and researching economic development; about what it 

means to Poulsbo and to our department. Included in community questionnaire and we got 

great feedback. Found that people choose Poulsbo because they want to live here.  Really about 

quality of life and preserving and enhancing elements that draws people and wants to make 

people stay here. Including tree retention, community design. That is our frame of reference. 

Second piece is college town and nighttime economy that can be supported by younger people 

going to school here. Took the survey results and did an economic development summary, so I 

can email that to you because that is what the committee works with. Key ideas that I gleaned 

from that. Great place to start reviewing that document. Policies shifted and new college town 

and quality of life and how that translates to economic development. Helps us now as the 

administrators of economic development program. 

RS: They city is an ecosystem, and you have to look at it completely. Have to have ability with 

living wages, educational opportunities, and other components feed back into ecosystem. Needs 

to be self sustaining. Already a community by geography as well as feeding the feeling. Have to 

be able to develop that. Surprising to me that we don't have more larger companies like 

Microsoft over here.  

KB: One of the things that we started doing is maintaining our economic development website 

which you should check out. Helen maintains this. Poulsbo in the Press. We are learning about 

businesses that are in the Poulsbo area. Look at Poulsbo and area outside. Making a business 

out of it. You don't read about them but they are out there and you learn about them. Whole 

layer that contributes to our economic development. All interconnected. Natural beauty, 

environmental health, and jobs all contribute. We have such a shared identity that is not 

necessarily Norwegian. Service clubs part of community. Don't know if that is happening 

anywhere else in Kitsap County. Maybe you can see some of that in Kingston as well? But we are 

small so how do we keep this small part as we grow. 

RS: Planning is the hard part because you have to balance all these things. The rural stuff into 

the urban area. It takes away from urban area that we have to have and maintain. 
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BN: Keeps feeding the ecosystem. I go back 64 years and there wasn't much. You had to be a 

fisherman. What is up with downtown mentor building? 

6. Comments from citizens – none 
 

7. Commission comments  
 

KB: With the Mentor building Miles Yanic is moving into the 2nd floor. I also heard that Hair and 

Hounds is sold. I think it is to somebody out of state and they want to put a restaurant in the 

building. 

BN: Old bank building store moved out.  

RS: I think we moved into commissioner comments.  

KB: Olhava has also been sold.  

BN: Local or somebody new? 

KB: Met the new owners who bought Olhava recently. They purchased all the land and they 

basically bought it to do a hotel, and then they will sell off the rest. Worst case scenario for us 

because we have to deal with individual business folks who are not familiar with master plans. 

They plan to come in early next year for the pre-app for their hotel. They did a pre-app at forest 

rock hill. Going to assume that they are going to at least start with an 80 room hotel. They own 

the hotels downtown Bremerton. Patti Graf Hoke with Visit Kitsap talked about them at our EDC 

meeting. We were thinking it would be nice if they wanted to do a small conference center. She 

said if they are going to do like they did in Bremerton it is just going to be a hotel.  

BN: Does that already dash the city hall plans for a hotel? 

KB: They had already decided to do condominiums. The conditions of approval allow them to do 

either condominiums or a hotel. They are actively trying to sell it. Don't know who is going to 

buy it, but they could do either.  

BN: Guess there is money to be made? 

RS: If they got the approval, they could be all set to sell.  

KB: Strange because they came in three months later after a long approval process and they said 

they never wanted to do this. Don't know if they are going to redesign while the market it. They 

do have site plan approval for 58 units and underbuilding parking.  

RS: Modus operandi to start something and change as you go.  
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KN: Question back to Olhava who is responsible with common areas up there?  

KB: It is them the new owners. 

KN: When they come in to do their pre-app can you ask them to clean it up. 

KB: Yes, we can ask them to do that.   

BN: First western bought it from the Olhava's right? Was the Kent guy who bought it? 

KB: Mark Zinger was the First Western representative and Kent was lead consultant. We worked 

with Mark until maybe 3 months ago.  

BN: He performed well in front of us. 

KB: We heard that first western had a price point that was very high, too high only large 

companies like Walmart and Home Depot could afford. The hoteliers approached years ago and 

couldn't figure out sq ft with cost. It did not help that the recession hit right when they finished 

their infrastructure improvements. And then the price point was too high, challenging for many 

businesses. 

BN: And unwilling to waiver. 

KB: Also found out that Walmart has a lot of conditions and businesses that they won't allow to 

be located next to them. Heard some of them wanted to, but First Western couldn't say yes.  

Assume it is still in place and new owners peeling back layers. 

GH: Bank took a big hit too.  

KB: 8.3 million is what they got it for. 

GH: 20 million is what they were asking. 

KB: They might make money on it. It does have some business park zoning. 

BN: Fred Hill plant sold to Shake 

SS: One comment, I was down at Oyster Park, big pile of lines right below the pier when the 

ramp comes down.  

BN: PW is very familiar with the pile of rope. 

KB: One of the service clubs is was going to adopt.  

GH: For our homework for next week capital facility plan and economic development chapter.  

RS: In my mind we start with economic development and if we are going to spend a lot of time 

on it we will  



 

 PC 20161004 Page 13 
 

 

8. Meeting Adjourned at 8:11 
 

________________________________ 

Ray Stevens 

Chairman, Poulsbo Planning Commission 
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City of Poulsbo 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Tuesday, November 8, 2016 

DRAFT MINUTES 

 

Members Present 

Bob Nordnes (BN), James Thayer (JT), Ray Stevens (RS), Shane Skelley (SS), Gordon Hanson (GH) 

Staff 

Karla Boughton (KB), Edie Berghoff (EB), Marla Powers (MP), Helen Wytko (HW) 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Flag Salute 
 

3. Approval of Minutes – Approval of 10/11, 10/18 and 10/25 minutes. One note, on the 
2016/10/25 minutes, Page 16 any “abstentions”.  NORDNES/Hanson in favor of all 
minutes. Thayer abstains on 11th; yay on 18th and 25th. 

 

4. Modifications to Agenda – NONE 
 

5. Comments from Citizens – regarding items not on the agenda – NONE 
 

6. Public Hearing on the Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan 
 
RS: I now close Public meeting and open up public hearing for the draft, 2016 Comp 
Plan. 
 
KB: Introduction to the Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan.  

 

With the 2016 update, there are some strategic and limited amendments that we 

looked at. Determined the policy direction that we set in 2009 continued to be 

consistent with the community input and desires. We had a community questionnaire 

with over 300 responses and an open house at council chambers.  

 

Also, we updated functional plans, which involved parts of different departments. P&R 

PROs plan was scheduled to be updated in 2015. The water utility was updated in late 

2014. The rest were updated this year. Functional plans get incorporated into draft 

comprehensive plans, they are all appendices. Other priority that City Council looked at 
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was the Economic Development chapter. Created a stakeholders group to help with 

various folks from the Chamber of Commerce, Kitsap Economic Development Alliance, 

and the Port of Poulsbo as well as other folks that are interested in the economic 

development in Poulsbo. We worked together to establish priorities for economic 

development that then got incorporated into the amendments that you see in the 

Economic Development chapter. 

 

Finally, as we do every year, we solicit requests for site specific amendments. This is our 

term for a rezone or a land use re-designation from one zone to another. We did receive 

one site specific amendment was submitted to the City to be reviewed as part of the 

2016 update.  

 

When we released the comp plan in late September, we had a summary document that 

listed in detail all the proposed changes. We have a different planning period set forth 

by PSRC as well as the WA State Dept. of Commerce. Our planning period in the 2009 

plan was to 2025, it is now 2016 to 2036. Growth Management requires us to have 

consistency throughout our documents. Also, goes through some of the other things 

that were updated - updated all photos, updates to the urban forestry policies, updated 

groundwater protection goals and policies, updates to Natural Environment maps as 

appropriate based on new environmental information we have received. Updates to 

Economic Development chapter, updates to the capital facilities plan as a result of the 

functional plans update, mostly updating projects. Our 20-year list of Capital projects we 

need to do to our utilities. We have updated Section 3, the land development review, 

that incorporates the buildable lands reporting requirement that Kitsap county has all of 

the cities go through.  

 

Review process: Released draft plan on 09/28/16. Posted to website, notified state, 

regional, and local agencies, email to Comp Plan list, PC began holding workshops on the 

September draft. We went page by page proposed review. The City Council Econ Dev 

Committee also reviewed. We did that in tandem with PC review. Both groups through 

their review identified modifications to the September Draft.  

 

Process wise, we issued our NOA on 10/14/16 and issued our SEPA non-project 

threshold determination on 10/14/16 and our PC / Public Hearing Notice board on the 

21st. The proposed modifications to the Sept draft, were issued a revised November 

Draft 2016 plan. It is posted on our webpage.  
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Moving to the site-specific request that we received, called the Foraker/Lanzafame 

because it is two owners joined together in their request. They are asking that each of 

their individual properties be rezoned from RL to OCI. At this point, this is just a land use 

rezone request, there is no development proposal in association with this request nor is 

my understanding any plan for the near future. Again, it’s two parcels off of Finn Hill and 

Urdahl Road. Combined the two properties are 5.5 acres. The Poulsbo Municipal Code 

18.210 does require that certain findings be made in order to approve a re-designation 

and rezone request. Those are discussed on pgs. 6 and 7 of the PC staff report. After 

reviewing those findings, Staff is recommending approval of this request the primary 

reason is we are shy in our employment based land for job allocation and this would 

provide additional available land for employment type uses.  

  

Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan is a result of the City's periodic review and 

update as required by the GMA. The PC and EDC have reviewed the Draft September 

2016 Comprehensive Plan and have offered minor modifications, as reflected in the 

Draft November 2016 Comp Plan. 

 

The City received one site specific rezone request for two properties totaling 5.5 acres. 

Staff is recommending approval based on change in circumstances that we need 

additional land in Poulsbo for use that creates jobs. We have received one public 

comment letter from the Kitsap County Association of Realtors. They have suggested 

one change to a policy in the Land Use chapter. And then the Planning and Economic 

Development staff respectfully recommend Planning Commission offer a 

recommendation of approval to the City Council for the November 2016 draft and the 

one site specific request.  

 

That concludes my staff presentation. 

 

RS:  We can take public testimony at this time. 

 

Michael Klein: A lot of us have questions. I don't think that the people are being 

represented. I built a beautiful house, moved from the City to be in the trees. Tried to 

look at the site map but it is not very clear. What is the plan to put there? If we are 

having groundwater issues, then we put an industrial plant there that is putting 

chemicals, then that is putting our community at risk. What is going to go there is one 

question, where is it going, will I see it and what types of businesses are going there and 

has an EPA study been done? So, there is no plans to build a building and house a car 

facility or something like that? 
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KB: That is correct, the property owners are not proposing to develop, they are 

requesting a rezone. 

 

Michael Klein: Just rezoning. They are not bringing bulldozers in next week, I 

understand. And they are not going to cut the trees down next year. But, for some of us, 

that is a deal breaker, for property values. Even the proposal of rezoning is fine with me, 

but what is going to be there and what am I going to see from my back yard? I don't 

want to live in SoCal or NYC and to look outside my house and not see my trees. My 

concerns are the environmental impact to the land. There is so much land up and down 

Viking Way that is abandoned or uninhabitable, that is good land for these type of 

proposals because we are trying to bring jobs to Poulsbo. I know it’s a delicate balance 

because you don't want to bring 25,000 people in six months because our 

infrastructure. But there is a lot of land that looks terrible on Viking Way that could be 

turned into something very meaningful and it’s a little more centrally located. Thanks 

for listening. 

 

RS: Thank you. Just to make sure you understand what the process is, we’ll take input 

from the audience and they we’ll have our discussion after we get all of the input. We 

are going to try to not have one on one at this point. 

 

Aaron Myers: Thank you for the opportunity to speak. I live at 1752 Urdahl Rd, I recently 

purchased property in April. I was stationed here in 2002, met my wife, and got married. 

When we came back this was my final tour and I looked at Poulsbo to the place that I 

want to retired to. Poulsbo is an amazing place. The things that make Poulsbo great is 

the small community, the ability to stand here, one on one and speak to you. Chose the 

land on Finn Hill because it’s inside the community but outside a little bit. My concerns 

with the rezoning is what is going to go into that area. The infrastructure to support 

industrial areas, whatever this may be. Grew up in Jacksonville, FL and it was too much 

traffic. One of my concerns is what is going to be done with the infrastructure to 

support those businesses? Second question is I am concerned about erosion and how it 

will be contained in that industrial area. My third concern is what do I look at outside? 

Do I see trees or buildings? I don’t want to see buildings. I’ve lived in Tokyo where there 

was no grass, that’s not what you want to see. The reason why we chose Poulsbo is 

because of what Poulsbo is. I like the ability to see trees.  

 

David Foraker: My name is David Foraker and I am the one who is petitioning the City. 

We are talking about the same type of zoning as Gravitic and I have found them to be 
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very good neighbors. Any kind of development in the future will be well restricted and 

buffered. It’s a transition area from Office Commercial to Residential. The alternative 

would be to do the LR which would mean roughly twelve homes. Let’s face it, the zoning 

is already there in the City and you have the same zoning. Technically, you could build 

houses up there and how would that affect us? That’s all I have to say. 

 

Kathy Coucus:  I live outside Poulsbo near Keyport but I represent the Kitsap Economic 

Development Alliance. Thank you for inviting us for input. I have one thing that I would 

tweak and that is where living wage and family wage jobs were used interchangeably 

and they do have different amounts that designate those. Otherwise we are very 

supportive.  

 

Phillip Swenson:   My name is Philip J Swenson. I have lived on Finn Hill for over 50 years 

and I have seen a lot of progress. Fortunately for those two gentlemen, progress has not 

hit their adjacent properties, although it is zoned for Low Density Residential, which is 

four to five dwelling units an acre. They are lucky they still have trees. However, I look 

back at those properties which were up zoned at the time of GMA. It went from R5, 

which was Rural 1 dwelling unit per 5 acres to RL which is 5 dwelling units an acre. They 

have been taxed accordingly by the City of Poulsbo ever since that time. I think it is time 

for them to be able to recoup a small portion of the taxes they have paid to the City of 

Poulsbo and Kitsap County for the rezoning of the property by GMA and the rezoning. I 

am favor of the project.  

 

RS: Thank you. I think we have heard from everyone. Close public hearing at this point 

and open the public meeting. We will talk about the points that were brought up and 

the letter. 

 

SS: Karla, I know in residential we have 25% tree retention; how does that differ from 

Commercial Industrial? 

 

KB: We apply the new in OCI to have tree retention requirement as well.  

 

BN: Can we bring up the site, I am curious to see what properties these gentlemen have 

in proximity of the request.  

 

KB: (Showing on the map the properties that Mr. Kline and Mr. Myers). 

 

BN: How many lots? 
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KB: He can be subdivided for 2 lots. 

 

JT: A question was asked about tree retention in OCI vs RL, what about the edge 

buffering / landscape requirements. 

 

KB: If this property is to be redeveloped, whether under the Residential District or the 

proposed OCI, the full requirements of our zoning and construction standards are 

applied. PD looks at setbacks, buffering, tree retention requirements, special treatment 

between property lines. Gravitec had to do berms, special landscaping treatment 

because RL next to them. Also, questions about utilities, stormwater and erosion. All of 

those things are addressed at time that a development application is submitted to the 

City. There is also a list of business types that are permitted with in the OCI. They can 

continue to live on those properties too.  The utilities at this point are up Finn Hill and 

Urdahl Road. Any development will have to hook into City utilities, city sewer, water as 

well as storm water would have to meet the current Department of Ecology stormwater 

manual at the time. All of those things have to be looked at when an application is 

submitted to the City. Planning, Engineering, Public Works, and the Fire Department all 

review a piece of the application. Whole menu of requirements that they have to go 

through with the City so that they are developed to the highest standard and to meet all 

City standards. 

 

GH: This memo from Mr. Eliason, I think is a good idea LU14.2 the way it is written now, 

having removed three trees I don't want to have to deal with city, it should be up to 

property owners. I recommend we insert the word “significant” in to policy LU14.2 

 

JT: Where is “significant” defined? 

 

KB: In our zoning ordinance. 10 inch at DBH and that is what we looked at what is 

needing to be retained. It’s not EVERY tree with the 10 inch DBH, it’s 25% of trees on the 

site that need to be retained. 

 

RS: And this if for developments? 

 

KB: This if for new developments. 

 

SS: Karla, they mention some concern about groundwater issues and living down slope, 

could you speak briefly about predevelopment vs post development surface run off? 
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KB: Surface run off and groundwater movement is something that has to be considered 

in every new project’s development proposal, it’s part of their stormwater plan. They 

have to do a downstream analysis and how much water is leaving site, where it is going. 

Infiltration, detention. Water that leaves the site has to be the same quantity as what is 

currently leaving the site now. That is all regulated under a brand new set of regulations 

that we are adopting and starting in January. It’s required by the department of Ecology 

as well as the EPA. It’s a robust set of regulations that the City has already required. 

Stormwater is actually rising to be one of the top issues that are reviewed on every 

development project now. All cities must follow, not just the City of Poulsbo, required 

by EPA and the Dept. of Ecology. They have to show they are not impacting. 

RS: Issue of the living wage vs family wage.  

 

KB:  I am happy to take a look at that to make sure that is consistent. If you give me 

direction to work with Kathy I can clean those references up.  

 

SS: Building height, how is that applied to industrial commercial zoning? 

 

KB: Our building height in the City of Poulsbo is 35 feet. Gravitec was about there, a little 

bit under. Also, it’s the height limit for residential zones which we have as well. That 

would be the building height of any new development, whether it is Residential or OCI. 

 

MOTION – HANSON/NORNDES: Move that we recommend approval with modifications 

to the Comprehensive Plan Amendment. Those modifications are:  clarification between 

living wages vs family wages, the word “significant” preceding tree removal in policy 

LU14.2. Again, I move to recommend approval with those two modifications to Poulsbo 

City Council for the draft November 2016 Comp Plan as amended in Exhibit A to the 

Planning Commission Public Hearing Staff Report and directing the Planning Director to 

prepare findings of fact. Also, recommend approval to the Poulsbo City Council, the 

Application CPA 2016-01, A Comp plan re-designation/ rezone request findings of for PC 

chair signature. Vote 5 in favor 

 

RS: Good job staff that was a lot of work. Moving on with the agenda. 

 

7. Comments from citizens? 
 

Foraker: I don't know if you are familiar with this but they are surveying along Finn Hill 

now for a sidewalk and bike path. That area in the next 18 months will change. 
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RS: Anyone else?  

 

8. Commissioner comments 
 
BN: Been here over 50 years and I want to tell you to believe in our system here. We 

have great departments, and we volunteer our time to make sure your concerns are 

addressed. We hear you. Our hands are somewhat tied with UGA. We have little space 

and a lot to do in it. I think we do a good job on creating a good mix for others to afford 

and enjoy what we all have here. 

 

RS: Any other commissioner comments? 

 

BN: Did you see what the EPA has supported now in regards to boats and discharges of 

boats? They are moving forward and have approved that there is no discharge in 

interlocal waterways. No raw sewage 3 miles out or in docks. That will all be eliminated 

if they continue the path they are going down right now. 

 

RS: Now we just need to get Victoria to do the same thing. 

 

KB: Mr. Chairman for the good of the group I would like to outline what happens next. 

Planning Commission has finished their review of the Comp Plan and now it will move to 

City Council next week. We’ll have a series of workshops in front of CC, a short 

workshop on the 16th. We’ll have a more extensive workshop on Nov 30th here at CC, 

the Comp Plan being the only item on the agenda. It’s not a public hearing, but a chance 

for CC to get better acquainted. PH scheduled December 14. You will get a notice in the 

mail like you did for this hearing and you’ll have an opportunity to address the full CC, 

who is the decision maker on the Comp Plan update as well as the site specific. In the 

meantime, you are welcome to come into the Planning Department to discuss any 

questions you may have and we will be happy to talk to you as time allows. 

 

9. Meeting adjourned 7:47. 
 

 

________________________________ 

Ray Stevens 

Chairman, Poulsbo Planning Commission 
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200 NE Moe Street ♦ Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347 

(360) 394-9748♦ fax (360) 697-8269 
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2016 Comprehensive Plan Update Amendments & 

Site Specific Land Use Re-designation Amendment CPA 2016-01 
 

PLANNING COMMISSION FINDINGS OF FACT  
and RECOMMENDATIONS 

_____________________________________________________________________________ 
 

FINDINGS OF FACT 
 
The City of Poulsbo has undertaken a periodic review and update of its comprehensive plan as 
required by the Washington State Growth Management Act (GMA), RCW 36.70A.130(5).  The 
GMA sets forth that Kitsap County and its cities should review and revise, if needed, their 
comprehensive plan to ensure the plan complies with GMA requirements.  The periodic review 
shall continue for every eight years thereafter. 
 
The September 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan included amendments that were a result of: 1) 
the City’s review process that were determined necessary or desirable to remain in compliance 
with GMA; 2) based upon new information or circumstances not available at the time of the 
initial plan adoption; 3) desirable due to updates to the City’s functional plans; and 4) identified 
as priorities by the City as subject to review and revision.  
 
The Poulsbo Planning Commission, in its role as advisory body on land use policy documents 
and regulations, conducted a series of meetings to methodically review the September 2016 
Draft Comprehensive Plan.  The Commission identified revisions and modifications to the Draft 
Plan. 
 
The City Council Economic Development Committee also conducted a series of meetings to 
review the September 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan.  The Committee identified revisions and 
modifications to the Draft Plan. 
 
On October 31, 2016, the Planning Department released a November 2016 Draft 
Comprehensive Plan, which incorporated the modifications identified by the Planning 
Commission and City Council Economic Development Committee.  The Planning Commission 
modifications were identified as red bold underline and the Economic Development 
Committee’s modifications were shown as blue bold underline in the November 2016 Draft 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

http://www.cityofpoulsbo.com/
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The Poulsbo Planning Commission held a properly noticed public hearing on November 8, 2016 
on the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan and the one site specific land use re-
designation/rezone application CPA 2016-01 Foraker/Lanzafame. 
 
After the close of the public hearing and Commission deliberations, the Planning Commission 
provided motions and recommendations on the November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan and 
Site Specific Re-designation/Rezone application CPA 2016-01. 
 
The following are the Planning Commission recommendations: 
 
November 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan 
The Poulsbo Planning Commission moved to recommend to the City Council approval of the 
November 2016 Comprehensive Plan with a vote of 5 for and 2 absent.   The Planning 
Commission also offered the following recommendations: 
 

1. Include suggestion offered by Mike Eliason of Kitsap County Association of Realtors 
as identified Exhibit #1, adding the word “significant” to Policy LU-14.2 to ensure 
consistency with other sections of the Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. Include suggestion offered by Kathy Cocus of Kitsap Economic Development Alliance 
during oral testimony at the public hearing, commenting that ‘living wage jobs’ and 
‘family wage jobs’ are used interchangeably throughout the document, they are not 
the same thing, and one term should be used.  Ms. Cocus would advised the 
Planning Director on which was the preferred term. 

 
Site Specific Re-designation/Rezone application CPA 2016-01 Foraker/Lanzafame 
The Poulsbo Planning Commission moved to recommend to the City Council approval of Site 
Specific Re-designation/Rezone application CPA 2016-01 with a vote of 5 for and 2 absent.   
 
This recommendation was based upon the following: 

 
CRITERIA FOR APPROVAL 
 
PMC 18.210.010.C  In order to grant a Zoning Map amendment, the following findings 
must be made: 
 
1. The amendment is consistent with the Comprehensive Plan Land Use Map. 

Finding:  The map request is for both a comprehensive plan land use map and zoning 
map amendment, therefore, if the request is approved, both maps will be amended 
and consistent with each other. 
 

2. The amendment is not detrimental to the public health, safety or welfare. 



3 | P a g e  
 

Finding:  The proposed map change has not been found to be detrimental to the 
public health, safety or welfare.  There is sufficient access, utilities and available land 
for development of the site in the future for allowed Office Commercial Industrial 
uses; further, the existing single-family residences may remain as a legal non-
conforming use until a redevelopment application is submitted and approved by the 
City. 
 

3. The amendment is warranted because of changed circumstances, a mistake, or 
because of a need for additional property in the proposed zoning district. 
Finding:  The recent land capacity analysis completed for the 2014 Buildable Lands 
Report indicated sufficient land capacity existing for the necessary future residential 
units, but that additional land capacity for employment uses is needed.  (See 
Economic Development Chapter and Table ED-3 of Draft 2016 November Poulsbo 
Comprehensive Plan).  The re-designation and rezone of 5.56 acres to Office 
Commercial Industrial will add available land to one of the City’s employment zoning 
district and increase availability of jobs. 
 

4. The subject property is suitable for development in general conformance with 
zoning standards under the proposed zoning district. 
Finding: Both parcels are suitable for development as they are currently underutilized 
and available for redevelopment.  They properties have access to City utilities and 
services, and have easy access to arterials and state highway.  Any future 
development would be reviewed under the development regulations adopted at the 
time of application submittal. 
 

Planning Commission Findings:  The proposed CPA 2016-01 site specific and rezone map 
change will be consistent with the Comprehensive Plan map; is not detrimental to the 
public health, safety or welfare; is warranted because of changed circumstances in the 
City’s employment forecast and available land capacity; and the properties are suitable 
for development under the Office Commercial Industrial designation and zone. 
 
PMC 18.210.020.B In order to grant a Comprehensive Plan map amendment, one of 
the following must apply: 

1. The amendment is warranted due to an error in the initial adoption of the City 
Comprehensive Plan. 
Finding:  The amendment is not due to an error in the initial adoption of the 
Comprehensive Plan. 
 

2. The amendment is based on a change of conditions or circumstances from the initial 
adoption of the City Comprehensive Plan. 
Finding:  The recent land capacity analysis completed for the 2014 Buildable Lands 
Report indicated sufficient land capacity existing for the necessary future residential 
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units, but that additional land capacity for employment uses is needed.  The re-
designation and rezone of 5.56 acres to Office Commercial Industrial will add 
available land to one of the City’s employment zoning district and increase 
availability of jobs. 
 

3. The amendment is based on new information that was not available at the time of 
the initial adoption of the City Comprehensive Plan. 
Finding: The amendment is supportive of results of the 2014 Buildable Lands Report, 
which indicate that Poulsbo has a slight deficient of 127 jobs based on the 
comparison between the City’s 2036 employment growth target and available 
employment land.  This information was not available at the time of the initial 
adoption of the City Comprehensive Plan. 
 

4. The amendment is based on a change in the population allocation assigned to the 
City by Kitsap County. 
Finding:  The amendment is not based on a change in Poulsbo’s population allocation 
assigned to the City. 
 

Planning Commission Findings:  The proposed CPA 2016-01 site specific and rezone map 
change is based upon a change of conditions or circumstances and new information that 
was not available at the time of the initial adoption of the City Comprehensive Plan.   

 
 

RECOMMENDATION 
 

The PLANNING COMISSION RECOMMENDS APPROVAL of the November 2016 Draft 
Comprehensive Plan as identified in Exhibit A to the Planning Commission Staff Report dated 
October 31, 2016 with two additional modifications identified in the Commission’s motion and 
as set forth in this document; and  
 
RECOMMENDS APPROVAL of the Site Specific Re-designation/Rezone Application CPA 2016-01 
Foraker/Lanzafame re-designating/rezoning two parcels totaling 5.56 acres located at 1700 NE 
Finn Hill Road and 21426 Urdahl Road from Residential Low to Office Commercial Industrial, 
basing this recommendation upon the finding that new information and change of conditions or 
circumstances that was not available at the time of the initial adoption of the City 
Comprehensive Plan now exists, as described and set forth in this document. 
 
 
 

____________________________________________ 
RAY STEVENS, CHAIR 

Poulsbo Planning Commission 
November 8, 2016 
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EXHIBIT F 
CPA 2016-01 Site Specific Re-designation/Rezone Application – Foraker/Lanzafame 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



   2016 Comprehensive Plan Amendment – Site Specific Re-Designation and Zoning Application 

Site Specific Re-designation 
Application 
CPA 2016-01 

 
Foraker/Lanzafame 

Request to re-designation and rezone two properties 
totaling 5.56 acres from Residential Low (RL) to Office 

Commercial Industrial (OCI) at  
1700 NW Finn Hill Road and 21425 Urdahl Road NW. 
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EXHIBIT G.1 
Notice from Washington Department of Commerce 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Dear Ms. Boughton:

Senior Planner
City of Poulsbo
19050 Jensen Way Northeast
Post Office Box 98
Poulsbo, Washington  98370          

Thank you for sending the Washington State Department of Commerce (Commerce) the following materials as 
required under RCW 36.70A.106.  Please keep this letter as documentation that you have met this procedural 
requirement.

September 28, 2016

Karla Boughton

City of Poulsbo - Proposed amendments to the Comprehensive Plan to meet the requirements of the 
2016 periodic update. In general the amendments are 1) update the planning period to 2036; 2) update 
the Capital Facilities Plan due to update of the City’s functional plans; 3) Update the Economic 
Development Chapter; 4) Incorporate results of the 2014 Kitsap Buildable Lands Report; 5) incorporate 
new data from Census and American Community Survey; 6) update timing references changed by the 
State Legislature; 7) Review one submitted site specific re-designation/rezone request.  These 
materials were received on September 28, 2016 and processed with the Material ID # 22888.

We have forwarded a copy of this notice to other state agencies.

If this submitted material is an adopted amendment, then please keep this letter as documentation that you 
have met the procedural requirement under RCW 36.70A.106.

If you have submitted this material as a draft amendment, then final adoption may occur no earlier than 
November 27, 2016.  Please remember to submit the final adopted amendment to Commerce within ten 
(10) days of adoption.

If you have any questions, please contact Growth Management Services at 
reviewteam@commerce.wa.gov, or call Dave Andersen (509) 434-4491.

Sincerely,

Review Team

Growth Management Services
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EXHIBIT G.2   
Initial Release Public Notice 
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EXHIBIT G.3   
Notice of Application 
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EXHIBIT G.4   

SEPA Threshold Determination DNS  
with commented checklist 
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EXHIBIT G.5   
Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 











































21 
 

EXHIBIT G.6  
Notice of City Council Public Hearing 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
















































