
City of Poulsbo 
Planning & Economic Development 

2016 COMPREHENSIVE PLAN AMENDMENTS 
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION 

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

Planning Commission Public Hearing November 8, 2016 
Date: October 31, 2016 

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. 

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 recommend (approval) (approval with modifications) to the Poulsbo City Council the 
Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan as identified as Exhibit A to the Planning Commission 
Public Hearing Staff Report; and direct the Planning Director to prepare findings of fact in support 
of this decision for the Planning Commission Chair’s signature. 

MOVE to recommend (approval) (denial) to the Poulsbo City Council 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 Planning Director to prepare findings of fact in support of this decision 
for the Planning Commission Chair’s signature. 
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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 September 2016 Draft 
Comprehensive Plan Update embodies those amendments. 
 
2.0 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 
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 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 
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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’. 
 
No public comment has been received as of October 31, 2016 on the 2016 Draft Comprehensive 
Plan Update. 
  
3.0  Proposed Planning Commission Modifications 
The Planning Commission, in its role as the City’s primary land use advisory committee, reviewed 
the Draft September 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update.  The Planning Commission held four 
workshops on the Draft September Comprehensive Plan Update (9/27/16, 10/4/16, 10/11/16 and 
10/18/16) and have identified several minor modifications.  The Planning Commission 
modifications are shown in red. 
 
4.0 Proposed City Council Economic Development Committee Modifications 
The City Council Economic Development Committee reviewed the Draft September 2016 
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.  The Economic Development 
Committee has identified several minor modifications; the EDC’s modifications are shown in blue. 
 
5.0 Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan Modifications 
Exhibit A to this staff report is the Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan, which include the 
proposed modifications of the Planning Commission in red and the proposed modifications of the 
Economic Development Committee in blue.   
 
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. 
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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/Zoning Map 

 
 
CPA 2016-01 Proposed Land Use Designation/Zoning Map 
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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 
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. 
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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.   

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 
2014 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 Draft November 2016 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 
Draft September 2016 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 Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan is 
included as Exhibit A to this staff report. 
 
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 



8 
 

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 and Economic Development staff respectfully recommends the Planning 
Commission offer a recommendation of approval to the City Council of the Draft 2016 November 
Comprehensive Plan as modified, 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 Planning Commission Public Hearing November 8, 2016 

 
A public hearing has been scheduled for 7:00 on Tuesday, November 8, 2016 for the Planning 
Commission to receive public comments on the Draft 2016 Comprehensive Plan Update. 
 
PROPOSED MOTIONS:   
MOVE to recommend (approval) (approval with modifications) to the Poulsbo City Council the 
Draft November 2016 Comprehensive Plan as identified as Exhibit A to the Planning Commission 
Public Hearing Staff Report; and direct the Planning Director to prepare findings of fact in support 
of this decision for the Planning Commission Chair’s signature. 
 
MOVE to recommend (approval) (denial) to the Poulsbo City Council 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 Planning Director to prepare findings of fact in support of this decision 
for the Planning Commission Chair’s signature. 
 
10.0 Exhibits 
 

A. Draft November 2016 Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan (modified by PC and EDC) 
B. Planning Commission Minutes 9/26/16, 10/4/16, 10/11/16 and 10/18/16 
C. CPA 2016-01 Site Specific Re-designation/Rezone Application – Foraker/Lanzafame 
D. 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 
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EXHIBIT A  
Draft November 2016 Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan 

as modified by Planning Commission  
and City Council Economic Development Committee 
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EXHIBIT B 
Planning Commission Minutes  

9/26/16, 10/4/16, 10/11/16 and 10/18/16 
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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. 



 

 PC 20160927 4 
 

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.  
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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. 



 

 PC 20160927 12 
 

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 
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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  
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8. Meeting Adjourned at 8:11 
 

________________________________ 

Ray Stevens 

Chairman, Poulsbo Planning Commission 

 



 

 

City of Poulsbo 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Tuesday, October 11, 2016 

DRAFT MINUTES 

Members Present 

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

 

Staff 

Andrzej Kasiniak (AK), Michael Bateman (MB), 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. RS: Comprehensive Plan 
PG 167 

GH: Attract “appropriate” businesses. I think we should get rid of appropriate. It implies that the 

city can pick and choose winners and losers, so delete the word appropriate. 

RS: Next page last bold paragraph, “of” should be “or” 

KB: Okay and note that graphic is blurry. 

RS: 169 

KN: What was meant by economic implantation midway through bulleted list, (technology was 

crossed out)? 

KB: The policies under economic technology were stricken and new ones were added. Seemed 

more of how we are going to measure economic development. My attempt at finding a new title 

that was reflective of policies under that section. Such as page 184, goal 4, encourages 

supportive environment, accommodate a mix of jobs, tools of investment. How to further 

economic dev in City. There is a Better word for it? 

KN: maybe if we add Development. 



 

 

KB: Ok 

RS: Next page, I had on pg 170 in 2nd to last paragraph there is an acronym PSRC, is that the one 

we were looking for earlier? 

KB: No this is a different thing, the Puget Sound Regional Council, a different quasi-

governmental agency. 

RS: Anything on page 171 - (nothing); page 172?  I had this table that is crossed out and I am 

wondering if we should keep break out. 

KB: They didn’t break it out this way, it’s not broken down into Industrial or Commercial, 

otherwise I would have. 

RS: Okay, 

KB: Table that is crossed out is from previous buildable lands report from 2007 where they did 

do it industrial and commercial. Know they wouldn’t have broken it down by census categories, 

but will check again. 

RS: Page 173 I had a question “based on the capacity analysis and so on”, I’m wondering, it 

represents a small land capacity deficit. Does this mean we need to rezone? Is this something 

we should be considering? 

KB: Kind of, the last comp plan showed we had a little bit of a deficit. This shows a small deficit 

of .97 so 145 jobs. One of your site specific applications is proposing rezoning 5.5 acres to from 

RL to OCI which might close the gap a little bit.  

RS: But this is saying we should be watching this? 

KB: Yes, but it was so close that we didn’t feel like we needed to make map amendments. But if 

we get more jobs allocation we definitely need to look at areas where we should be rezoning 

out of Residential and to Commercial, Business Park or OCI. 

RS: 175, 176, 177, bottom of 178 policy ED1.6 is that redundant? Job creation and job growth? 

KB: Business development is the creation of new businesses as well as new jobs. In survey we 

found that a lot of small businesses and we want to see new businesses even if they are small as 

well as established businesses expanding.  

RS: Lets change “job creation” to “business creation” 

KB: Yes, that is what I was thinking 

RS: 179-181 



 

 

GH:  181, I have a question right in middle of page “planning and infrastructure”. How does PSE 

and Natural Gas fit in b/c they are not a city utility? 

KB: In my mind infrastructure encompasses public infrastructure and quasi private 

infrastructure, like gas and electric. so in my mind that word captures it.  Electrical, Natural gas, 

Telephone, cable, it all falls under infrastructure. 

GH: The reason ask is the city just did Hostmark road and utility improvement. Got the first layer 

of asphalt done, the gas company came in and punching gas lines under the sidewalk. in the 

process.  

KB: I think the gas company didn’t realize and decided after we started that they wanted to be 

part of it.  

AK: They came to us and wanted to extra connections and was a big battle between them and 

us. They said they couldn’t fit our schedule. Finally they make it happen, lots of excuses. We 

really tried to work with them. 

GH: What is happening now? 

AK: There are two connections, Starbucks connected a couple months ago, what is happening 

today right now is Brown Bear Carwash is connecting to storm water. We told couldn’t do during 

day time b/c traffic to heavy and we don’t want you blocking lane. Difficult to coordinate all 

these pieces. Don’t want people cutting into pavement for 10 years. Some companies are 

proactive like PSE who looks at our CIP, but some are not. 

RS: Pg 181-182 I have under ED 3.4, 3.5, and 3.7 aren’t all of these policies essentially the same? 

KB: 3.7 is a little bit different because it is relating to our LOS and tying it to our Capital Facilities 

Plan. 3.4 and 3.5 and pretty close and actually I can see 3.7 is. Would you like me to consolidate 

those three into one policy? 

RS: I think that would be clearer. 

RS: 183-185, nitpicky underline page “Marking” instead of “Marketing” 

KB: Thank you 

RS: 186-187. Now we are in capital facilities. 

KB: Just a couple comments on it, I met with EDC last Wednesday, they wanted to add more 

policies about vibrant nighttime economy and to have a policy around pg. 186 on 5.4 to tweak 

about Port of Poulsbo. Nothing substantialish but playing around a little bit more with the 

chapters. I have another meeting with them next week to discuss further. 

KN: What they thinking of in relation with Port? 



 

 

KB We want to tweak 5.4 to talk about what the Port contributes to the city, but need to talk to 

them more about what they meant by that. 

RS: Will we see these? 

KB: Potentially if I have enough time.  

RS: Page 207 any preamble to this section 

KB: We have Andrjez, Director of Engineering and Michael Bateman, Senior Engineering Tech. 

This chapter does show a number of amendments, because we updated four out of six 

functional plans were updated this year. LOS standards were not changed, tweaked LOS for 

transportation a little bit. Updating functional plans, taking off projects we finished in the last six 

years and added new ones. Biggest change is adding some projects that were not necessarily on 

our list, but were discussed in our last sewer comprehensive plan, not necessarily on our list for 

downstream capacity.  We have to worry about and are on the hook to pay for through our 

agreement with Kitsap County to get flow to the regional treatment center in Brownsville.  So 

we can be proactively planning and funding (setting aside money) to pay for that. AK has been 

working really hard with Finance department and Kitsap County. 

AK: Meeting with county about CIP Friday 

KB: Most significant change. Parks projects essentially the same, same with transportation with 

addition to Noll Rd, some projects have been consolidated, storm water new projects based on 

our need to incorporate the NPDES permit requirements. Looking at regional storm water as an 

option. Some things we would like to do as well as some we must do. Updated schools, library 

and fire. 

AK: The first one general facility is our future PW facility. That is about a 7 million investment 

funded through bonds. Working on design build approach, working with Mark Julian so we don’t 

spend so much on architect. We loved his buildings next to us on Viking Ave, and he is doing it 

for much less so we don’t have to send out. Streets the biggest project is Noll Rd which is 

absolutely crucial. Our Hearing Examiner is closely watching intersection at Noll Road and 305, 

telling us it is failing. Trying a new connection of Noll, called Johnson Way Parkway. Which will 

connect along Johnson Way and 305 with a round-a-bout. Biggest project in history of Poulsbo 

about $26M. Round-a-bout is approx. $5M. Money will come from grant and traffic impact fees. 

We are 30% finish design with design., we are buying right of way, in 2018 will start 

construction. Other projects, we have $150,000 street maintenance program working closely to 

Sealaska, analyzing condition of our streets. Doing maps to see condition of each street. Have 

discussion with City Council about funding. 

Liberty Bay Waterfront Trail, we finished design and now we will go apply for grants. Meeting 

with tribe, they have some concern about what they want. You know what happen with 

Bremerton where they spent millions of dollars and at the end the tribe said no. Next is 3rd Ave 



 

 

improvements between Hostmark and Moe. Last one is Finn Hill improvements. Michael applied 

for grants this year, asking for $800,0000. Anything you would like to ask about streets? Have a 

305-steering group includes elected officials SR 305 solution. Looked at many times but this is a 

little bit more real, connect WA, State Transportation Package, $36.8 million for 305 

improvements. We don’t know what the improvements are but the money is secured.  

BN: We talked about it last Tuesday in regards to that wonderful HOV land on 305. If I 

remember right, we had to keep signs up for so long to satisfy grant requirements.  

AK: It is in jurisdiction of WSDOT and not as easy as it sounds. Evaluate HOV whatever interest 

disappear, ask WSDOT what happens. I can’t go but maybe police can ask if this makes sense 

and if we can change to general purpose lanes. Even though the general lane is crowded, HOV 

works too. Make difficult during rush hour that not used. Uphill battle with transit that will be a 

big deal.  

BN: I have 25 mixer trucks and 2 dumps that run that road all day. And I hear all the issues when 

you are in the left hand lane and holding up traffic. I field all the calls from the pissed off people 

who can’t understand that the trucks are in the fast lane.  

AK: We can ask if truck can be added in HOV lane. Argument the create much more head waste, 

capacity of road is impacted by this. I can ask about trucks being added. 

BN: It would be nice because people get mad. 

AK: I can do that but difficult to switch to general purpose. 

GH: Please do, all of us agree that the HOV lane is a failure. There are very few who use it. 

AK: What it was a couple years ago they were looking at utilization of public lane. Whatever 

reason it stopped. Never continued study. 

BN: Another thing I give you kudos about is the blinking yellow light. It moves traffic 

unbelievably. 

AK: Two of those one at Safeway and one at Lindvig. They are quite expensive to retrofit, so 

when we are installing, we trying to do blinking. 

BN: You said at one time state doesn’t recognize the blinking light. 

AK: No, they don’t. It takes them a lot of time to adjust to anything. They were old systems 

when they were installed. 

AK: A little bit about sewer, Sewer CIP, Improvements to KC system. We pay 100% of 

improvements between Noll Rd to Keyport and 7 to 8% to Brownsville HWY, 24% to treatment 

plant where we pay 15.8% of all costs, whether they are operational or capital. This is bases on 

the reserve capacity, so we a certain reserve capacity that is .95 MGD and all of our capital costs 



 

 

are split based on our reserve capacity. have in KC treatment all capital costs are split in reserve 

capacity. 22 million dollars of 30 million are improvements from connection fees go to KC. Came 

to realization that we cannot put head into sand - we have to take a look at when our siphons 

will not have enough capacity. Some peak flows exceed capacities. That is why you see when 

there is saturated conditions and heavy rain we have small overflows from time to time. Projects 

immediate help and mitigation. Another project which you will see half a million dollars to take 

look at system downstream of city limits and ask what is right solution and if it is permittable. 

Thinking pump station not a siphon which is not scalable. To big can’t clean itself, force main 

much more scalable because you can increase pressures. Seems to us more obvious answer. We 

will be talking to tribe. Pump station was killed as project 15 years ago. Not talking about laying 

pipe in bay, drill 30ft below bottom of bay. Much more acceptable to everyone than a few years 

ago. Expensive - 9 million. So many unknowns, technology is changing dramatically especially 

with gas and oil that it becomes less expensive. We have solution. 

BN: Do I hear you right, that the technology is out there to use vaults so you are going to be 

taking sewer peak flow and storing it, so the pumps can catch up. 

AK: Yes, when pipe gets capacity go to detention. Our biggest flows are from the pumps. If I can 

store even one or two of cycles my peak will drop dramatically. In our case, we have to deal with 

is the surcharge of the pumps. The capacity of pump eventually it will be too much, fill out entire 

interceptor and overflow it.  

BN: Another question. We Poulsbo people pay our fair share towards the regional sewer system, 

does the tribe? 

AK: No, they have their own facility operated by KC on tribal land. Ours is much bigger and so is 

Brownsville. Tribe sewer doesn’t go there.  

BN: So, the Tribe pumps casino to downtown Suquamish. We are looking at better location to 

see if better place. Looking at Kingston, but way too far. Don’t want to build huge long lines. 

Looking for different solution, maybe small treatment plant to subsidize our plant. 

KB: The reason why Andrzej talks about is our capacity is our population allocation is perfect. 

The day we get a new population allocation is the day we have a problem. AK wanted to get 

ahead of the game. One thing - as you know - we can’t say no to GMA. A city’s inability to fund 

or provide sewer capacity has been rejected by growth hearing board, so we do need to plan 

and figure out how to provide urban services for growth. It’s not necessarily big ticket item 

today but we’ll talking about it in the next comp plan in the next 8 years.  

AK: When you think about our point of view what the growth means to us, KPUD has a plant of 

water that they will be happy to serve us. More resources in Seabeck to use or possibly lose. 

Traffic not a big deal, it’s a CC decision whatever they fill comfortable with. The big issues is 

sewer and it is very expensive and when you build a facility, do you do 50 or 20 years? I say 50 



 

 

but that is imposition on rate payers, it’s a huge impact, for many reasons. Pump station is 

better solution because more scalable than siphons.  

BN: Interesting thank you. 

AK: Water utility we are not expanding our service area. Whatever is new we give to KPUD no 

need to expand. We have enough. Two issues we have is water quality. We are building 

manganese treatment facilities. We get red water which is not unhealthy but doesn’t look good 

to customers and is a huge maintenance issue. Our investment about 1.2 mil. CIP other 

treatment facility for west side wells. It will take years don’t expect anything simple. Once we 

have the treatment facility, we will focus on cleaning tanks, pipes, with stain. It will be several 

years but are working on it to provide better water quality in the future.  Filter system. Not 

simple it is a complicated operation which is quite extensive. We are pumping around 3,000 

over $1M investment.  

Last one is storm water. What we did this year is TMDL study. It is about bacteria we are 

releasing to the bay. Study to see if our investment big Anderson Pkwy, etc. makes a difference? 

We do. Big improvement of water quality. Very ambitious program which we see for storm 

water, environment, flooding. Ideas to implement regional facilities. Mayor interested in 7th Ave. 

Piece has not died because of age, and hoping to get grant otherwise can’t do it. Dogfish creek 

go through PW facility. We have a couple ideas to create artificial wetlands and get rid of 

detention pond by Library. 

BN: What building required detention pond by the Library? 

AK: It was a road between 7th Ave and 305. Part of this project. 

BN: It would be a nice one to get rid of. 

AK: We have applied for a grant for $250M from the Department of Ecology to do the design 

and permitting for this project. So hopefully we receive money. 

BN: There’s a nice full time flock of ducks in there. 

AK: You can imagine what that does to Liberty Bay. We would like to do something different. 

The total of the Comprehensive Plan for six years is $40M which is ambitious for a city of our 

size. 

BN: How much will rates go up? 

AK: Funny you mention, we have our rates set up with CIP adjustment and I had questions from 

City Council, when we set the rates we don’t make money. CIP helps but as you know, about 

everything goes on different scales. Every couple of years we have to do catch up because 

enterprise funds increase much faster than the CPI. Looking today at storm water facility and we 

are under on operations. Something a lot of people don’t realize is that if we hire someone in 



 

 

finance or clerks, it has direct affect on overhead charge. Not just general fund. We are not 

making mistakes, which is why we make increases, it is catching up. Look at sewer comp plan 

and we are not increasing rates now, but increase in 2018 2% on top of CIP and in 2021. We are 

looking at these rates every ten years. Suggesting to the CC every two or three years because 

every ten years is not enough for adjustments. Much easier to do small increases.  

BN: Keep growing, spread the wealth out. 

AK: Growth of people is about 2%, we cannot do with growth, need to increase rates from time 

to time. 

RS: Okay, should we jump into the document now? 

KB: AK gave good context to what we are seeing in this document. 

RS: 207, 208, 209, 210, 211, 212, 213, 214, 215, 216 

KN: Page 216 shows sidewalk Lincoln Road from Hostmark to 305, I think we have sidewalks on 

both sides of the street along 305 between Lincoln and Hostmark. 

MB: It’s Lower Lincoln. 

RS: It is down by the five way?  

AK:  I think we can scratch it. 

KN: Double check, the other one is Little Valley to UGA, didn’t the county make it a one way so 

do we still need to have sidewalk? 

AK: The reason why we kept this open is idea of Puget Sound to Olympic trail. Good opportunity 

for non motorized improvements. 

KN: So maybe it’s a shared use path instead of sidewalk. 

AK: Exactly. 

MB: At some point we desire to have pedestrian connection from the Central Market area to 

Bond Rd and to be able to get people out of town toward Big Valley and the Edward Rose 

development and it would be nice if they could walk to Central Market. A decent safe pedestrian 

route is high on our list. 

KN: I was more questioning idea of sidewalks because car traffic decreased so much through 

there.  

MB: This portion is basically to from Forest Rock to UGA is basically to Bernt Rd, then in county 

not UGA.  

AK: MB has a dream of a pedestrian catapult from Bond to Bernt. 



 

 

KN: Last item, signal channelization Viking Way and Stendahl Court. Is that to the Stendahl 

ridge? 

MB: it is, but if and when warranted. Realizing that sometime in the future, not near, could need 

a light.  

AK: It’s not on our 6-year plan but look at in 20-year plan. 

MB: It’s a placeholder for future potential. 

RS: 217 – 228. I had one on the transportation benefit district. Are we already collecting on car 

tabs? 

AK: No, this is discussed as one of options. It may be a financing source for maintenance.  

RS: At this time we don’t but there is discussion that we may. 

AK: yes, what is happening is that there is more discussion from Olympia that if you are not 

using all of the options given to you, then you are not eligible for grants. Olympia says that first 

you have to use the tools we gave you, then if you demonstrate you have: used them, you can 

be eligible for additional grants.  

RS: 229 

SS: 230 on the West Side Well treatment,3rd paragraph down. The city plans “in” installing 

should be “to” installing. Further down Big Valley Well No. 3 has 500 “GMP” should be “GPM”. 

RS: 231  

SS: 232 “GMP” should be “GPM”  

RS: 233, 234, 235, 236 

SS: 237 treatment capacity there isn’t a “K” Central Kitsap Waste Water Treatment Plan.  Next 

line down “City” should be and “Cities”. Those inserts that we put in to keep storm water out. 

Talks about public right away what about private? 

AK: They are required for both; we use the same standards.  

KB: How do you want that first built, and just delete public ROW 

AK: yes.  

RS: 238 t 

SS: at the top, why doesn’t city mandate rather than just encourage 

AK: Referring to retrofits 



 

 

SS: I know if Mike Lund sees someone hooked into it, he’ll request them to unhook. 

MB: Want to encourage people to find them on their own and disconnect them without us 

having to look for them. But we can’t catch everyone on our own. 

SS: most of time people don’t know how they are hooked in anyways.  

RS: 239, 240, 241 “Purchase and demo of Lemolo house” Is this in UGA? 

AK: No it is not in UGA. The reason why we are interested is that it was originally bought by 

Kitsap County for pump station. Since we are looking again for option don’t want to lose 

opportunity.  

RS: SO the City can own properties outside of the UGA without being an issue? 

AK: Absolutely 

KB: We can and it is part of our facilities, we can’t annex off of it so it’s not a way to backdoor 

annexing Lemolo off of it, which is often a concern.   

BN: Isn’t there a benefit for annexing property in the county for zoning requirements? 

KB: Most of property we own outside of the City in UGA is for our facilities.  

AK: And we are under KC jurisdiction so their zoning applies to us not vice versa. We cannot 

create our own zoning within their jurisdiction. 

BN: So if that property is purchased down there, there will be no problem putting the facility on 

there. 

AK: We’ll just need the permit. 

BN: I see a can of worms because they have fought us hard about the UGA. They said don’t even 

come down to Lemolo.  

RS: I was worried about a little island of UGA but we just act as a property owner.  

RS: 242 

SS: 242, the 3rd paragraph says WSDOT is considering widening 305 through Poulsbo. Didn’t we 

already do that? 

AK: I believe that is regarding the last piece where the improvements end right now and the 

future round-about will be. It’s from Hostmark to the City Limits. 

KB: Should I put that in there do you think? 

AK: I think that the round about is the questionable piece. 



 

 

KB: we will leave it then. 

SS: 243 Regarding the Liberty Bay pump station improvements. Where is that at? 

AK: On Viking Ave, next to the old county road, we have a small pump station. About 100 gallons 

per minute. We are designing the pump station to increase it to 300 gallons per minute. Retrofit 

with generator. Have serious infiltration into the well. We are pumping groundwater close to 

liberty Bay. So the water is affected by tide.  Three things: Infiltration, generator and make sure 

that it has the capacity for the entire basin. 

SS: And that is not complete yet? 

AK: We didn’t study construction, we are done with design, Diane’s goal is to advertise this year 

and construct next year. We are doing two pump stations currently. 

KB: We will change to 2017. 

RS: 244-253, 263 the table that is there, that’s a very large jump. 

KB: Yes, it is. AK did you want to speak to revenue source projections? I will state that this is the 

first time in many years that the Engineering department has approached the City Council and 

received preliminary approval to issue general obligation bonds for traffic improvement and this 

would specifically be 4.1M that would go to the Noll Rd project with hope that additional grant 

funding could decrease as we are able to secure them. This would also incorporate the Liberty 

Bay waterfront trail project for $3M or so. The total number for the full package is $54M and 

includes ones like the trail that we hope to get funded through grants; hopefully about 29 

million in grants.  

AK: Not unreasonable but is optimistic. 

RS: Related to Poulsbo’s biggest project. 

KB: Looking at the list, there are not many new projects on there. Looking at Noll Road TDM, 

transit, and trail projects. The new projects all add up. 

KN: One question on page 260, is there anything being thought about by Coffee Oasis? Any 

project in the works or possibilities, it’s such a strange and scary intersection. 

AK: Right now, we are excluding from LOS requirement, because very few solutions we can see. 

Can’t do signal, no roundabout, don’t see other solution we can do for safety.  

MB: We have had many discussion including pedestrian island. Options are very limited. Gets a 

lot of discussion, we don’t have any good solutions yet but we are not done thinking.  

RS: It’s a very long crosswalk 

MB: A pedestrian refuge would be good but it is problematic with snow plowing, etc. 



 

 

AK: We can look at this intersection again when look at the dogfish creek restoration. If you take 

a look, our new property with a single family house, with the PW facility, the retention pond by 

the library. If we look at this as one big project. 

KN: Between that and 305 people are flying through there. Coffee Oasis has been great because 

we are seeing more people crossing in that location. It seems to have increased the awareness 

to see more people crossing. 

AK: We are looking for long term solution, right now you have seen floods. 

RS: There are areas in Seattle that have a crosswalk light that flashes.  

AK: Montana highway has flashing lights also. These technologies are much, much more 

affordable especially with 305 lighting. 

BN: The shortcut off of 305, if we take the HOV lanes off of 305 the problem would be solved. 

KN: Should we include that in the list. I think that 8th Avenue should be on the list, even if we 

don’t know what we would do with it.  

AK: Only issue is that if it goes to CIP, it comes part of traffic impact fees then we have to 

estimate the cost and what it is which becomes difficult. Maybe the City of Poulsbo can look for 

the solution. 

KB: in Table CFP-8 transportation demand management. We put things in there don’t have a 

normal conventional solution to it. Every quirky intersection in town is in table. Takes creativity 

and creative solution, won’t be perfect. Dollar amount applied to TDM projects. Built in there. 

RS 264, 265 

KN 265 on first full paragraph we include boat ramp as part of parks facilities. Where do we have 

boat ramp in park. 

KB we have one boat ramp by the marine science center 

MB was city until 90s but now a Port of Poulsbo property. 

KB: trying to think why we put it in, kayak ramp by oyster plant park? Will look into that.  

RS: wasn’t there talk the last time we did this about adding a park with a ramp on the other side 

of the bay. 

KB: Yes, but this paragraph is not what we are referring to.  No this is just referring to what we 

already have. Four parcels by county rd we want regional storm water facility and shoreline 

park, last piece of unaltered shoreline property within the city limits. 

MB: Could be hand launch at high tide, but not a boat launch. 



 

 

AK create water park and features similar to Manchester but better looking. Creates window 

into bay to visually connect liberty bay and Viking Ave. Preservation of the shoreline. Treatment 

facility. 

KB: those four parcels if you flip to land use map on pg 63, it is four parcels yellow right on the 

shoreline just south of Liberty Bay condos. Number of years ago we had a rezone request to 

move to higher density, but stayed RL all these years. Number one acquisition project for parks 

commission. Great opportunity for two departments to come together to seek funding as a park 

need and a regional storm water. ML think a good idea to put water features. 

RS: 266, 267, 268, 269, 271. 272 - so doesn’t the Rose Master Plan have public park portions in 

it? The rose master plan? Is that included? 

KB: No, we really tried to draw a line at ‘this is what we own’.  At the time that the Rose Master 

Plan Park is close to be dedicated to the City, we will capture that as an annual amendment. 

RS: That’s fairly large. It’s a passive park in there, right? 

MB: It’s a conservation easement but not a park. Wetland buffer is larger than the stream 

buffer. 

AK: They can buy offsite land for a park or give us money for mitigation. 

MB: Have to develop too. Corner wetland at 305 and bond is not an option 

KB: They have a couple of options and have not indicated what they would like to do. That 

would be all.  

MB: not an option not enough grade change to do underground. 

KN: you mention the wetland can’t count as park but on page 271 we talk about how the 305-

wetland mitigation will count as open space. 

KB: We have assurance with and an agreement with WSDOT that will be conveyed to City 

ownership. We won’t own on Edward Rose; we just have to protect it. 

AK: Chat with WSDOT and they have to be in conservation district forever but might have 

passive trails. Mitigation for 305. But nothing active. 

KB: That is why we included in here as future inventory. Snapshot of what our actual needs are 

over the 20-year planning period. Agreement between City and WSDOT where most wetlands 

are private. This is a large enough parcel that city did agree to retain ownership. They are doing 

wetland monitoring. Once complete in another couple of years they will convey to city. 

KN: Hamitlon field having trouble imagining lights in that location going over at all. 

KB: I know if you can see it hasn’t changed.  



 

 

KN: Are there lights there now? 

KB: They play on Saturdays so probably not, 

AK: There is a lot of illegal parking, 

KN: There is no access from Poulsbo Place side.  

KB: And they won’t. I suggested we take it off the list. Until peewees find another place to move 

to. When Parks has money laying around, then they could acquire it for a soccer facility  

KN: Or dog park, that way you might get access from the Poulsbo place residents.  

RS: 274, 275, 276, 277, 278, 279, 280 

KN: On 280 have we gotten out of the business of vacation house checks? 

KB: will check in with them, if they are still doing them I should be able to get the number for 

2015. 

RS: 281, 282, 283, 284, 285, 286, 287.  288 I had question, the current equipment requires a 

rescue boat, is that the same as police boat? 

KB: no have their own 

RS: 289, 290, 291, 292, 293, 294 

KN: 294 does spectrum still exist.  

KB: They gave me numbers so I can double check on that 

RS: 295, 296, 297, 298, 299 

KB: We did it.  

RS: We are done 

6. Comments from citizens – none 
 

7. Commission comments  
 

KB: Next week we will do section 3 and the one site specific application. In the back of the 

binder, there is one site specific application for two parcels. It’s off of Finn Hill by Gravitec, 5.5 

acres from RL to OCI. Are we doing Section 3? Are we doing appendix A and C?  

RS: We should, not very big. 

BN: Where are we doing the PW Facility? 



 

 

AK: Four and half acres just passed by church. Across from Kitsap Trans facility. We use site right 

now with transfer station and decant facility for storm water. We do not haul our garbage trucks 

all the way to Bremerton. Dump garbage in container and BI Disposal hauls the container to 

Bremerton.  

BN: That has to be a big cost saver. 

AK: We were driving at least two trucks a day to dump it. So, that’s a huge savings. 

BN: Good thinking. 

RS: So does schedule take all the way to the end? 

KB: Let’s do section 3, site specific. Appendix A1, Appendix B is functional plans that we went 

through and Appendix C is just the spreadsheets for section 3; if you want to get into data. And 

then county wide planning policies are just put in there to demonstrate that we are bound by 

policies. Should be able to finish it up by next week. 

RS: And then we need to review the site specific too? 

KB: Yes. We’ll invite the property owners and let know you’ll be reviewing next week. Sure they 

will come to hearing in November. 

BN: One more question we have, I have always, as you come up lower Lincoln, the City has 

always maintained space as storage yard. I am hoping that goes away. Getting rid of derelict 

homes. 

AK: If you take a look at our Storm water CIP, Dogfish Creek we have biofiltration plans for that 

site. No reason to store especially because we are moving more and more to Viking Ave.  

KB: Dumpsters aren’t there anymore, that is an improvement. 

MB: Headed in the right direction.  

BN: Looks better than piles of rock. 

AK: Look at plans 1/3 of PW site for potential commercial requirements. Can connect to 

centennial park, nice rec facility in area of town.  

RS: Any other comments? 

SS: You guys are doing a great job keeping up with all of this! 

AK: Thank you, we have a great team, we have a lot PE engineers. We have complicated CIP. 

Thank you for all the compliments, we will pass them on to our team.  

 



 

 

8. Meeting Adjourned 7:58 
 

 

 

________________________________ 

Ray Stevens 

Chairman, Poulsbo Planning Commission 

 



 

 

City of Poulsbo 

PLANNING COMMISSION 
Tuesday, October 18, 2016 

DRAFT MINUTES 

 

Members Present 

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

Thayer (JT) 

 

Staff 

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

 

1. Call to Order 
 

2. Flag Salute 
 

3. Approval of Minutes - 9/27/16 and 10/4/16 NORDNES/NUNES 5 in favor, 1 abstention. 
 

4. Modifications to Agenda – NONE 
 

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

6. Public Meeting, 2016 Draft Comprehensive Plan 
 

KB: The packet in front of you, next week we have the public hearing for the NPDES Code 

Amendment, we are going to have a workshop at 6pm for an hour and the hearing open at 7pm. 

After workshop on Sept 27th Anya wanted to give you some more information about the NPDES 

permits. She will have a PowerPoint with the genesis of NPDES. Then she will do a quick 

refresher of the code packet and then Charlie will go over the memo and staff report. The 

engineers took one last kick at the can after the workshop and made a few minor tweaks. PC 

modification in blue, staff recommendations in red. Nothing changed in Attachment A. Most you 

have already seen and the exhibits are the noticing requirements with the SEPA checklist.  

I am pleased to introduce you to Marla Powers who came on board as an Associate Planner in 

February 2016.  

Any questions on NPDES LID?  



 

 

RS: Open up the public meeting on draft comp plan 

KB: Last week we were joined by our engineering staff. We are starting on page 301. This is the 

last section. I am sure as you read it there is a more formal way to record the permit data with 

the buildable lands reporting. We thought as we were updating this we would include what was 

done in the buildable lands report. However, BL stops at 2012 and we keep the data current so 

we’ve gone through current date of 2016. Mapping came out of comp plan in 2009. The last half 

of the chapter is the land capacity analysis that is done with the buildable lands report. Taken 

with current availability. Interesting when we do the next land capacity analysis. Snapshot of the 

chapter. 

RS: Take page by page 301-30 

JT: 302 - Typo half way down change provide to provides 

KB: It is struck out 

GH: 303 - What is a testamentary subdivision? 

RS: It is an interesting thing. Its land that is platted by somebody dying so through a will. There is 

a belief that you could circumvent all zoning. While they can split the land in a will, they cannot 

circumvent local zoning. 

GH: On Viking way? 

KB: It’s the Cleaver family, off of Laurie Vei Loop off of Lincoln. He willed it to family and we 

needed to address lot size and setbacks. Explicitly exempted out in state subdivision law. A way 

to subdivide the land as legal subdivision but you should continue to check in with local zoning 

office for code as well. 

RS: There is a belief that you can circumvent all government by subdividing your land in a will 

situation, that was tested and you can’t. 

KB: In this case, too they were thinking they did not have to do street improvements. A lot of 

wrangling with attorneys. Our City attorney said in 30 years this is the first one we had to deal 

with.  

JT: I don’t understand table 13-1, it seemed to be consistent except for res med and res high, 

the numbers that came up there are referring to lots not dwelling units. 

KB: Yes, it is lots 

JT: Well the second column is lots/ units approved. 

KB: In this table, we are just dealing with lots. I can rename this table to better address.  

JT: Take units out of column header. 



 

 

KB: I will 

JT: Note at the bottom of the table says 7/3 

KB: it was a correction for structures that were all on one common lot and they wanted to divide 

the four into their own lots. We were trying to report actual lots being created for future 

development and only three remain for future development.  

JT: Approval is for future construction. 

KB: Lots created between 2006-2012 that were created new. Good question, that was confusing 

figuring out how and trying to report correctly.  

RS: Table on one page, 304-305 I have here in paragraph 2 gross or net?  

KN: If you read table look at gross density. 

KB: Answer is both, when we set a target, it is at the high end of the zoning range. GMA net 

density is what we can calculate on. When we run zoning analysis that is what we run it on. 

Close to what you hope you can do. The closer they are on their gross, the higher their net is 

going to be. We had a lot of PUD which bumped up our net densities.  

JT: Going back to that table, how am I supposed to interpret it? 

KB: That is because we created 3 lots in 12 net acres. It is addressed on the next page on 305 

talks about how we are not meeting that target in the planning period. We may have created 

one lot but then that apartment can get put on. When that gets developed we report that which 

puts us back in alignment.  

JT: Why report lots and have the dwelling units as criteria? 

KB: Because that is our density range target. 

JT: If you are looking for the density range in dwelling units, what is the point in reporting lots? 

KB: In this case, the county wanted us to report it, in next buildable lands report we will include 

both. I know it’s confusing. 

JT: It is kind of misleading, you are striking out on top line. So you are saying the county changed 

their criteria for this table. Because what you did on RL was consistent with previous reporting 

but RM RH does a flip flop. 

KB: If we had units to report, we would have reported but during that planning period of 2006 

and 2012 there was not one single unit created in those two zoning districts, we only had those 

lots created. 

JT: OK, but you don’t say lots, you are implying dwelling units up above,  



 

 

KB: In RM, we had one small apartment building that did 10, RM just created 3 lots and no 

multifamily units created in that zone.  

KN: Are you thinking it would be better to add another paragraph that would help explain that? 

KB: Yes, I can totally do that, fine because in BLR we provide more information.  

JT: I think whoever reads it to will not drill down into the detail.  

KB: I will add notes to explain these are lots that will help support future multifamily 

development. 

SS: 305 the Second sentence is all scratched out. I’m wondering what that is? 

SS: 306 “increase” flexibility I think it should be “increased”. 

RS: 306-307 maps next page  

KB: These maps, they are self-evident, they are reporting the complete picture up until 

September of this year. 

RS: Next page these multi-colored maps are not going to work for readability. 309 

SS: 310 second line down, insert “of residential” 

GH: Discussion of CO issued since 2002, fine just leave it.  

KB: We probably won’t report that out again, stick what you see here about acreage units, gross 

density, net density. 

RS: 312 – 315 

SS: 315 Reporting a determination, need to insert “that” 

RS: 316 

KB: Making a comment to get rid of this shading.  

RS: Yes  

KB: Table shows the city limits has current capacity for 5300 additional people. 

KN: Which puts us close to the 14,808. 

KB: We actually have more capacity, but we have UGA on page 319 we have capacity for 6600 

people in city limits in UGA. When you take away pop target of 14,808, we still have capacity for  

additional people. Anyone who worries that we are going to run out of room should be 

assuaged by this. When we calculate the number of units an available acre can carry, we use the 

max number of units in that zoning district. For example, RM 6-10 units an acre, our zoning 



 

 

requirements requires a min of 6 unite so I can guarantee 6 units (unless encumbered by critical 

areas).  I don’t have a requirement for them to use 10 but growth hearings board directed us to 

report 10 even though zoning code only requires them do 6. Ran numbers on min density 

requirement and we are right on track for the 14,808. Bottom line is we are still sized perfectly 

for 14,808, and if developers who are able to maximize density, and get above the minimum 

density, so, say, 6,,.8, 9, 10 then we might see some efficiency in increased units. If we stay with 

conservative assumption, we are going to be right where we have been since 1998, which is 

sized perfectly for our population allocation. This does mean that we might have to address 

reasonable measures before adjustments to the UGA. 

JT: All depends on what developer wants to do. I can see where the board is coming from, but it 

is unlikely that you will always max out. 

KB: It is, when we saw the projects that got max density or over, is with PUDs so Caldart heights 

is the perfect example, and that was a very efficient use of that land. A lot of it is market, 

Quadrant Homes does minimum density. If you try to max in RM and RH, it is hard to do the 35’ 

height limit. One day we are going to have to talk about raising the height limit and I am not 

looking forward to that conversation. We’ve been 35’ for 100 years. Any time anything is 35’, 

residential and commercial, we get community pushbacks. 

KN: And everywhere is 35’ 

BN: This building is higher than 35’ 

KB: But they kept with average 35’ except for the atrium. Every new mixed use building is 

wanting to utilize it. Does seem, that at this snapshot in time, they are wanting to bump up 

density to the higher 45’ range.  

JT: I don’t like the high heights, but if you get more 35’ then easier to do 45’ 

RS: The argument I hear is that it is the character of the community.  

BN: For good conversation because sometimes character doesn’t pay bills. 

KB: For me, character is downtown where I think we should keep the cap at, and that 305 and 

Viking could be strip commercial anywhere. Let’s preserve the downtown old town. 

JT: I think that it has a good chance of flying. 

RS: 303 5-10 should be 6 

KB: Yes. 

KN: Tables on 316 and 317 is there a reason we have to have so many numbers after the 

decimal point? 

KB: I can change and round it up, but it might add a person or two.  



 

 

JT: Well when you do the calcs you have to do it to decimal places.  

KN: Someone will go through the table and count.  

KB: Happy to do that. 

RS: 317-319 First table, “New persons expected by”, isn’t that supposed to be 2036? 

KB: it is. 

RS: 320 –  

SS: 323 what is allow co-housing 

KB: Development type with no land subdivision and it’s under one common ownership. Best I 

can say non- traditional, different smaller units like one or two bedroom and then a communal 

kitchen.  

GH: Think there is one on Bainbridge. 

KB:  324- 

KN: 325 you mention College Market Place and Town Center. Where is Town Center? 

KB: We have two centers and KRCC calls downtown “Town Center”. Not Old Town Residential, 

Old Town Commercial, from Hostmark to Jensen. It’s not our terminology. Next KRCC 2017 

looking at town centers. Can make adjustments. 

RS: Okay so appendices move through this one all the way to appendix A. 

JT: Table of contents Capital Facilities Plan chapter 13 mistake. 

RS: Appendix A, so did anyone dig through these numbers? 

KN: It is interesting data. 

KB: one thing that has happened since last comp plan is that census bureau had 10 year chunks 

and now American Community Survey that gives annual data points. I tried to include when 

relevant with the most recent data they had provided. Not the same effort as the census but a 

sample that they model out so there is some error in this, but it gives you an indication of what 

is happening in town that is more recent than 2010. 

SS: I have something on 26, Housing Occupancy, fix “stocked” to “stock”. 

RS: 7-and map at end.  

KN: very colorful.  



 

 

KB: Helen did it! This is the most labor intensive map. It is a snapshot of what the uses are today, 

right now of every parcel of land in the city which we get of local knowledge and Assessor, Helen 

maps it and has to reconcile it because it is different  

SS: How do you differ between estate and suburban? 

KB: It is lot size.  

JT: There is a narrative somewhere on that.  

KB: This maps corresponds with the tables preceding it.  Parcels represented in the map. Not 

instrumental in the work you are doing today, but helpful when starting a comp plan because 

when you are looking at zoning you shouldn’t be thinking about what should be there, but what 

is there so you don’t make everything non conforming. At this point in GMA it is mostly 

informational.  

RS: The way that it worked here is that we had enough on our plate without figuring out what 

things should be. That’s why when people say it is stupid to be zoned that way, it is because it 

was there before it was created. 

KB: Done through master plans, concomitant agreements and a lot on Viking Ave. the county 

designated. Core of Poulsbo hasn’t changed.  

RS: Appendix C 

KB: First table reporting the project specifics on table on 309 this is the table that we now 

maintain in the Planning Department.  

RS: Okay, moving along, I don’t have a problem with these colors 

KB: Tables in the Buildable Lands for our Land Capacity Analysis.  

RS: Anything else? 

KB: Just county wide planning policies, which we had in 2009. If you had any edits, I cannot do 

anything about them.  

RS: Last section is the county wide planning policies and then the red page is the site-specific 

amendment. I thought the applicants might be here. 

SS: On page 26, I didn’t understand what congestion pricing is? 

KB: Congested pricing, I think it is what you are experiencing on 520 with the toll and HOV lane, 

that commuting during peak hours pays the top dollar.  

RS: Peak hours rich can commute because they can afford to go through there.  

SS: So, this is the county so does the City just pick and choose?’ 



 

 

KB: Bound by county wide planning policies. Main piece is for appendix B3 on page 43. What we 

all care about, our pop allocation. 14,808 is derived from this table. The hierarchy is GMA, CPPS 

administered through KRCC, every mayor, tribal president and then size of the city may allow 2nd 

member. This board then is tasked with maintaining and managing county wide planning 

policies. We spend a lot more time than you think we would talking about some of these 

regional issues. KRCC has established that 2017 is year of land use. Look at UGA and centers 

PSRC Kings Snohomish Pierce and Kitsap follow lead on what they do.  

SS: Why is it even in here? 

KB: I put it in last comprehensive plan because it was recommended by commerce as a way to 

show consistency with CPPs. Sitting in there to acknowledge that we are in compliance.  

BN: Putting it in as an appendix speaks for itself then, doesn’t it? 

KB: I can take it out if you want, it is just acknowledging that we are bound by these set of rules. 

If you read through it, none of it is really relevant right now but will come into play when we 

expand.  

JT: I’d leave it in 

BN: And it appeases someone and that is important too. 

KB: When we got appealed, one of their things was that we were not consistent with the county 

wide planning policies and our main argument was that we showed it was in our comp plan to 

show our consistency. 

KB: In our site specific amendment, we got one in. 

JT: Is this appropriate for this update? 

KB: Yes, we accept site specific amendments on an annual basis and applied last year and is a 

comp plan update. If you remember in 2009 we have 15. 

JT:  Is that when you rezone, when you do the comp plan? 

KB: We rezone and redesignate at the same time. We are a small enough city we can do that.  

BN: In 2009 we had a bunch? 

KB: Yes, that was the big showstopper with Torval Canyon wanting to rezone the park. We had 

15 site specific amendments and that’s normally what brings people out to the public hearings. 

Possible people will testify on site specific amendment off of Urdahl Road.  

BN: Has this been advertised yet? 



 

 

KB: Yes recently, PH not until Nov 8, so I will know in the next few weeks. Lanzafame was here in 

2009 and at that time we were recommending denial because we hadn’t created OCI. Staff is 

recommending approval of it. I think I eluded to it before, one of the reasons we are 

recommending approval for it is because we have sufficient residential capacity. We are a little 

shy on employment zone so I will have some numbers on that, and in our mind it makes sense.  

SS: So, we do this annual? 

KB: Yes, but it usually doesn’t take this long. Can apply for site specific apps now, have them in 

by November 15, docket it at CC in January, PC in March and CC in April. That will be the 

schedule every year until we hit our 8th year and have to look at the Comp Plan again. 

BN: It used to be random. 

KB: Yes, pre-GMA, then we had to do once a year. In our staff report we will walk through the 

criteria but we are recommending to support the request. On PH, you will make two motions, 

one on comp plan and one on site specific application, will have it written out for you all.  

BN: Next week? 

KB: November 8 

BN: But Comp Plan is November? 

KB: So, we finished comp plan today, won’t see until staff report issued with PC 

recommendations done throughout the document. I’ll follow Charlie’s idea and put in color. And 

staff report on site specific.  

KB: So, you have next week Tuesday out by 7:30 and then Nov 8 

JT: So, Oct 25th is PH on LID and then the next one will be the 8th  

KB: Yes, and then you will be done, assuming that we are not stormed by lots of people and 

have to continue the hearing.  

BN: We might 

KB: We might have a plat be ready in January. 

7. Comments from citizens – None 
 

8. Commissioner comments 
 
 
KB: AK asked if trucks could be in HOV lane and WSDOT said no. Asked if can transition out of 

HOV lane and said no as well.  

RS: or widen the whole thing. 



 

 

KB: AK said that they alluded to it, WSDOT treats us like Seattle, and they think we are awesome 

because they compare us. So, to them, they think that we do not need any improvements on 

305. It sparked a good conversation so that we build redundant streets systems to get around 

town if WSDOT not going to make any future improvements. 

KN: Anymore talk with WSDOT where we have the curb bulbouts that could go out in the bike 

lane? Something that was in the trails plan years ago. They freaked out and came with our 

engineers, so the trails plan got softened. Section by Safeway fixed that piece.  

MP: Aaron said it is on our 6 year CIP to fix. 

BN: During the big storm, I was going down 6th Street that have the opening where the water 

goes into rock things they had sandbags out in front of them. Shooting the water out. Only thing 

I can think of they were trying to deflect leaves and stuff. 

SS: Defeats the purpose that is what they are for. 

RS: Was this the city? 

KB: I don’t actually know the reason but I can give you my guestimate. Those features are 

designed for normal rainfall and not designed to carry storm event like they were anticipating. 

I’ll ask PW why they did that.  

BN: Trying to divert leaves but diverting the water too. 

JT: Got design that doesn’t work sending the first flush of the season. 

KB: Storm drain has oil water separators. The question is what was the reasoning behind 

diverting the water from the newly installed water collectors. 

KN: Time to remove sand bags. 

KB: Irony of course is LID next week.  

RS: They don’t like that model. 

KB: Proprietary  

BN: Leaves would have filled boxes up bigtime. How are you going to maintain that, it will cap it 

right off. Like drain rock but bigger.  

BN: Going to need maintenance eventually to get sediment.  

9. Meeting adjourned 7:27pm. 
 
 
 
 



 

 

________________________________ 

Ray Stevens 

Chairman, Poulsbo Planning Commission 
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EXHIBIT C 
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 D.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 D.2   
Initial Release Public Notice 
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EXHIBIT D.3   
Notice of Application 
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EXHIBIT D.4   
SEPA Threshold Determination DNS  

with commented checklist 
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EXHIBIT D.5   
Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing 

 
 
 












































