City of Poulsbo
Planning & Economic Development
C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Amendments - Flexible Use
STAFF REPORT AND RECOMMENDATION
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Mayor Erickson and City Council
Karla Boughton, Planning and Economic Development Director
C-1 Downtown Limited Zoning Amendments (Flexible Use) – City Council Staff Report
August 7, 2019

Planning Commission and Staff respectfully recommends approval of the C-1 Downtown Limited Zoning
Amendments (Flexible Use) as set forth in Exhibit A to this staff report.
PROPOSED MOTION:
MOVE to (approve) (approval with modifications) the C-1 Downtown Limited Zoning Amendments (Flexible Use)
as set forth in Exhibit A to this staff report; and direct the Planning and Economic Development Director to
prepare an adopting ordinance in support of this decision.
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1.0

INTRODUCTION
The City Council adopted amendments to the Poulsbo Municipal Code Chapter 18.80, Commercial
Zoning Districts, in 2018 (Ordinance 2018-20). Amendments were to all four of the Commercial
zones and addressed the permitted use table, landscaping, design standards, and the creation
of the downtown shopfront overlay.
In early 2019, Mayor Erickson requested the Economic Development Committee (EDC) review the
mixed use/residential component of the amendments for the C-1 (downtown) zoning district. The
EDC discussed options for residential uses in the C-1 district, as well as in the other commercial
districts, at multiple meetings throughout the spring (2/27/19, 3/27/19, 4/12/19, 4/24/19).
The EDC decided to focus on residential uses in the C-1 zone and at its 4/24/19 meeting
requested that the full City Council hold a workshop to continue the discussion. A full City Council
workshop was held on the topic on 6/19/19. Representatives from the private sector multi-family
development have attended meetings to answer questions.
Within the C-1 zoning district, but outside of the shopfront overlay, the proposed amendment
allows residential units on the first floor; provided that the first floor shall be constructed to
commercial building and fire code standards and parking required at the applicable commercial
ratio, to accommodate flexibility of use as both residential or commercial, as the market supports.

2.0

REVIEW PROCESS TO DATE
The Draft C-1 Downtown Limited Zoning Amendments (Flexible Use) was publicly released June
28, 2019. This release and all associated documents were posted on the City’s website,
distributed to Washington State Department of Commerce and local, regional and state agencies,
and emailed to the City’s Development Regulations Update interested parties e-notice list.
On June 28, 2019, the Notice of Application (NOA) with Optional DNS was published in the North
Kitsap Herald, emailed to the NOA, SEPA and Development Regulations e-notice list, and posted
at the Poulsbo Library, Poulsbo Post Office, City Hall and the City’s website (Exhibit D). On July
15, 2019 the SEPA Threshold Determination was issued (Exhibit E).
On July 23, 2019, the Planning Commission held a duly noticed public hearing and after
considering the testimony received at the public hearing, the Planning Commission voted to
recommend approval to the Poulsbo City Council and adopted findings of fact in support of their
decision (Exhibit H).
On July 26, 2019, a public hearing notice announcing the Poulsbo City Council Public Hearing was
published in the North Kitsap Herald and posted at the Poulsbo Library, Poulsbo Post Office, City
Hall and the City’s website; and emailed to the public hearing and development regulations enotice list (Exhibit I).

3.0

C-1 ZONING DISTRICT CONSIDERATIONS
3.1

Design Standards: In 2018, the City Council adopted new standards for the C-1 zoning
district. These standards are summarized as follows: 1) Stronger architectural and design
standards which reinforce Poulsbo’s Scandinavian heritage; 2) Established a Shopfront
Overlay, with specific design standards which apply only to the overlay; 3) Established the
height at 35’ with no underbuilding parking credit; 4) Lowered height to 25’ along 3rd
Avenue between Moe St and Hostmark St as measured from the highest sidewalk grade
of 3rd Avenue adjacent to the property line; and 5) Lowered height to 25’ along the west
side of Front Street within the Shopfront Overlay.

3.2

Mixed Use: Mixed use was discussed at length and detail during the 2018 Commercial
Code Update. Two types of mixed use were considered: 1) mixed use structure and 2)
mixed use site. The discussion around the mixed-use structure centered on what uses
were appropriate on the first floor of a multi-story building in the commercial zoning district
(residential was already allowed above the first floor). The discussion around the mixeduse site was whether ‘standalone’ residential units should be allowed in a specific
geographic area within the C-1 Zoning District.
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The table below summarizes the Planning Commission recommendation on mixed use
to the City Council, and what the City Council adopted:
Table 1: Mixed Use 2018

3.3

Planning Commission
Recommendation

City Council Adopted

Residential Units

Not permitted on the first floor.

Not permitted on the first floor.

Uses Accessory to
Residential Use
(lobby, fitness, etc.)

Permitted
behind
street
commercial on the first floor.

level

Permitted behind street level
commercial on the first floor.

First Floor
Commercial
Requirement

Must be commercial and/or accessory
uses to residential.

50% of street level ground floor
gross square footage shall be
occupied by uses allowed in
Table 18.80.030 Commercial
Uses (excluding residential
uses).

Mixed Use Site
(3rd Avenue)

Recommended,
and
included
conversion option for ‘book-end’ lots at
Moe and Hostmark. Required a market
study or similar type document be
submitted every four years to
demonstrate that commercial uses are
not viable in the first-floor space.

Eliminated Mixed Use Site.

Reconsideration Request: The Mayor has requested reconsideration of the mixed-use
component of the C-1 Zoning District. She made this request based upon input from the
development community regarding the financial feasibility for redevelopment, the existing
commercial market rent, and her concern that an opportunity for reinvestment is being
missed.
Any upgrades to the existing structures in the shopfront overlay portion of the C-1 district
will require life safety improvements – fire suppression/sprinklering. The property owner
of the majority of the downtown parcels on the east side of Front Street has withdrawn
building permits for improvements (which included fire suppression/sprinklering).
At the Economic Development Committee (EDC) meetings in early 2019, representatives
from the development community were available to answer questions regarding
commercial rents versus residential rent structures. The result of these conversations
was the understanding that today’s commercial rents cannot support development
improvements in the C-1 zoning district. Written material on the rent comparisons have
been submitted as public comment, and are included in Exhibit G.

3.4

Flexible Use Option: By allowing the space on the first floor of a commercial structure to
be flexible – either commercial or residential uses depending on market demand – could
address the current rent structure constraints. The flexible use was discussed at EDC as
an option that could be incorporated into PMC 18.80.080.J (Mixed Use Structures). The
new standard would not apply to properties within the Shopfront Overlay. See Exhibit F
for a land utilization map of C-1 zoning district.

3.5

Proposed Amendment: The amendment is drafted to allow for flexibility of uses on the
first floor of a structure in the C-1 zoning district but would require the first floor to be
constructed at commercial building and fire code standards and would require parking at
the commercial ratio requirements. This is because the commercial standards (both
building, fire and parking) are a higher requirement than residential.
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The following is the substantive portion proposed amendment to PMC 18.80.080.J Mixed
Use Structure; see Exhibit A for the full proposed amendment.
3.

4.0

New mixed-use structures shall have the following standards:
a.
Residential units must be located above allowed commercial uses
(residences may not be located at street/ground level or below). However,
uses accessory to the residential, such as lobby, fitness center, storage,
community room and other accepted uses, may be located on the first
floor (street level), and shall generally be located behind the street level
commercial uses. Number of residential units shall be limited by the
mixed-use structure’s required development standards (lot coverage,
height, parking and setbacks) for the underlying zoning district.
i.
Within the C-1 zoning district, but outside of the shopfront overlay,
residential units may be allowed on the first floor; provided that
the first floor shall be constructed to commercial building and fire
code standards and parking required at the applicable
commercial ratio, to accommodate flexibility of use as both
residential or commercial, as the market supports.

KEY CONCERNS
During the 2018 Commercial Code Update, two key concerns were raised during the public
workshops and hearings regarding residential uses in the commercial zoning district: traffic and
parking.

Traffic
The City of Poulsbo Engineering Department prepared a technical memorandum summarizing the
traffic conditions within the C-1 zoning district as it relates to Level of Service (LOS). This memo
is included as Exhibit B. The memo evaluates the current Level of Service standard for Downtown
Poulsbo intersections and roadway segments. The source documents reviewed are the 2016
Transportation Comprehensive Plan, the 2010 Traffic Count Report prepared by David Evans and
Associates, Vanaheimr Mixed Use Project Traffic Impact Analysis (12/17/18) and Old City Hall
Mixed Use Project Impact Analysis (5/23/17). (Both the project TIAs have been reviewed and
confirmed by the City’s Transportation Consultant Parametrix).
The City prepares a citywide Comprehensive Transportation Plan every six years, which includes
the city traffic model calibrated to traffic flows and forecasts future traffic to determine
deficiencies in the transportation system that will then be programmed into the City’s Capital
Improvement Plan. The City then requires development projects to prepare a Traffic Impact
Analysis (TIA) to confirm that the minimum level of service remains intact with the development.
This requirement is set forth in PMC 14.04, and allows the City to remain current in its Level of
Service in between updates to the Comprehensive Transportation Plan.
The Technical Memorandum evaluates the capacity of the roadway segments by Average Daily
Trips (ADT), and intersection delays in the downtown. A Level of Service (LOS) is assigned to each
roadway segment or intersection based upon a graduate scale (which is defined in the technical
memorandum) with LOS A the best and LOS F as the worst. All roadway segments in the downtown
(Hostmark, Fjord Drive, Front Street, Jensen Way, and 3rd Avenue) all operate within a LOS A or B
at this time.
Further, the two mixed use development project TIAs evaluated downtown intersections LOS,
compared the pre-project LOS for the intersections and the 5-year forecast LOS with project.
Again, all intersections remain at LOS A or B pre project and post project.
The City’s adopted LOS is E. Therefore, the roadway segments and intersections are currently
well above the City’s adopted LOS and remain well above as projected in the TIAs. Any future
development proposals within the C-1 zoning district are required to prepare a TIA to ensure LOS
meets or exceeds E. Further, the next Comprehensive Transportation Plan update is scheduled
for 2022-2023.
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Finally, the Technical Memorandum compares trips generated by commercial uses and residential
uses as defined by the 10th ITE Trip Generation Manual. By comparing the trip rate for multifamily
dwelling units and commercial spaces per 1000 square feet, based on the ITE Manual, it can be
determined that residential development will produce less traffic in the same footprint, than
commercial uses.
Based upon the City of Poulsbo Engineering Department’s Technical Memorandum, the current
Level of Service for roadway segments and intersections within Downtown Poulsbo is primarily at
A or B. Future traffic has been accounted for by two Traffic Impact Analyses completed for
proposed mixed use buildings in downtown. The results of the TIA analysis (both have been
reviewed and confirmed by City Transportation Consultant Parametrix), state that pre and post
project traffic volume and delay will not decrease the current LOS. The City’s adopted LOS is E,
thereby indicating there is sufficient capacity. Finally, according to the ITE Trip Generation
Manual, residential uses generate less trips than commercial uses.

Parking
On-site parking will be required for all new and redeveloped projects in the C-1 zoning district.
The commercial parking ratio for the C-1 zoning district is 1 space per 300 square feet. This is a
conservative parking requirement. Unlike other Western Washington jurisdictions, Poulsbo has
not decreased nor waived its parking requirements. The residential parking requirement (for
floors 2 and above) is 1 space per studio/1 bedroom, 2 spaces per two bedrooms or greater, and
guest parking is required for one space per four dwelling units (the code allows for the commercial
parking spaces may meet this requirement if the peak hours of operation do not overlap).
An example of how this would work with a flexible use option:
Three story (under 35’ height) mixed use building. Each floor is 3000 square feet and floors
2 and 3 each have four units each of two bedrooms. The parking requirement is as such:
•
•
•
•

Floor 1: 1 space per 300 gross square feet = 10 parking spaces
Floor 2: 4 units at 2 bedrooms = 8 parking spaces
Floor 3: 4 units at 2 bedrooms = 8 parking spaces
Guest parking = additional 2+ parking spaces

Therefore, any new or redeveloped structure in the C-1 zoning district, will be parked according to
the City’s adopted parking standards and will meet the needs of the structure without reliance on
the downtown Poulsbo public parking lots or on-street parking.
The City conducted a downtown parking study in 2008 and refreshed with updated data in 2012.
There are several strategies that were recommended but not yet implemented, including:
enforcement of the public parking lots time limits; permit parking program for employee/longterm parking; and paid parking and enforcement for public parking lots.
5.0

REVIEW CRITERIA | PMC CHAPTER 18.210
Amendments to the text of this title or zoning amendments to the city’s zoning map shall be
applied for and processed according to the provisions of Title 19.
In order to grant a zoning code text amendment, the following findings must be made:
1. The amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan; and
2. The amendment supports and/or enhances the public health, safety or welfare; and
3. The amendment is not contrary to the best interest of the citizens and property owners of the

city of Poulsbo.

Staff Conclusion: The proposed amendment is consistent with the comprehensive plan, as there

are many policies (LU-3.1, LU-3.3, LU-3.9, CC-5.9, HS-1.1, HS-3.6, ED-6.5) that support mixed use
within the City’s commercial zoning districts; the amendment will require compliance with adopted
International Building Code and Fire Code standards that ensure the public health, safety and
welfare; and the amendment is not contrary to best interest of citizen and property owners as the
5

City’s development standards ensure that adopted transportation Level of Service standards
remain intact and parking requirements will ensure all necessary parking is provided on-site and
will not have an impact on publicly owned parking areas.
6.0

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 proposed amendment and has consulted with the City Attorney regarding the
warning signals. Staff and the City Attorney are comfortable that the draft ordinance does not
result in any unconstitutional taking.

7.0

STAFF CONCLUSION AND RECOMMENDATION
Planning Commission and Staff respectfully recommends approval of the C-1 Downtown Limited
Zoning Amendments (Flexible Use) as set forth in Exhibit A to this staff report.

8.0

CITY COUNCIL PUBLIC HEARING, AUGUST 14, 2019
A City Council Public Hearing has been scheduled for 7:00 (or soon thereafter) on August 14,
2019 to receive public comments on the proposed C-1 Downtown Limited Zoning Amendments.
PROPOSED MOTION:
MOVE to (approve) (approval with modifications) the C-1 Downtown Limited Zoning Amendments
(Flexible Use) as set forth in Exhibit A to this staff report; and direct the Planning and Economic
Development Director to prepare an adopting ordinance in support of this decision.

9.0

EXHIBITS
A. Draft/Proposed C-1 Downtown Limited Zoning Amendments (Flexible Use)
B. Technical Memo on Downtown Traffic from City Engineering Department 7/16/19
C. Public Participation Plan
D. Notice of Application with Optional DNS, with Notice of Planning Commission Public
Hearing
E. SEPA Threshold Determination DNS with commented checklist
F. Map of C-1 Zoning District Land Utilization
G. Public Comment Received
1. Mike Brown, Sound West Group
2. Gary Lindsey
3. Berni Kenworthy
H. Planning Commission Findings of Fact and Recommendations
I. Notice of City Council Public Hearing
J. Planning Commission Public Hearing (7/23/19) Minutes
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EXHIBIT A
Initial Release Memo and Proposed Amendments

C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Amendments - Flexible Use

Initial Release
June 2019

INTRODUCTION
The City Council adopted amendments to the Poulsbo Municipal Code Chapter 18.80, Commercial Zoning
Districts, in 2018 (Ordinance 2018-20). Amendments were to all four of the Commercial zones and addressed
the permitted use table, landscaping, design standards, and the creation of the downtown shopfront overlay.
In early 2019, Mayor Erickson requested the Economic Development Committee (EDC) review the mixed
use/residential component of the amendments for the C-1 (downtown) zoning district. The EDC discussed
options for residential uses in the C-1 district, as well as in the other commercial districts, at multiple meetings
throughout the spring (2/27/19, 3/27/19, 4/12/19, 4/24/19). The EDC decided to focus on residential uses
in the C-1 zone and at its 4/24/19 meeting requested that the full City Council hold a workshop to continue the
discussion. A full City Council workshop was held on the topic on 6/19/19. Representatives from the private
sector multi-family development have attended meetings to answer questions.
Within the C-1 zoning district, but outside of the shopfront overlay, the proposed amendment allows residential
units on the first floor; provided that the first floor shall be constructed to commercial building and fire code
standards and parking required at the applicable commercial ratio, to accommodate flexibility of use as both
residential or commercial, as the market supports.

PROPOSED AMENDMENTS
Poulsbo Municipal Code Section 18.80.080.J. - Mixed-Use Structure.
1. Purpose. Mixed use structures allow for placement of a mix of commercial and residential uses in a
single building. Mixed use structures are intended to allow for efficient use of land and public services
in an urban setting; encourage convenient access between employment, services and residential
opportunities; and increase development alternatives.
2. A mixed-use structure shall contain at least two complementary, integrated, or mutually supporting uses
(such as offices, retail, professional services, food and beverage, entertainment, public service and
residential), except as allowed in 18.80.080.J.3.a.i.
3. New mixed-use structures shall have the following standards:
a. Residential units must be located above allowed commercial uses (residences may not be
located at street/ground level or below). However, uses accessory to the residential, such as
lobby, fitness center, storage, community room and other accepted uses, may be located on the
first floor (street level), and shall generally be located behind the street level commercial uses.
Number of residential units shall be limited by the mixed-use structure’s required development
standards (lot coverage, height, parking and setbacks) for the underlying zoning district.
i. Within the C-1 zoning district, but outside of the shopfront overlay, residential units may
be allowed on the first floor; provided that the first floor shall be constructed to
commercial building and fire code standards and parking required at the applicable
commercial ratio, to accommodate flexibility of use as both residential or commercial,
as the market supports.
b. A minimum of 50 percent of the street level ground floor gross square footage shall be occupied
by uses set forth in Table 18.80.030, Commercial Zoning Districts Use Table or as allowed by
this section, and oriented to the primary street. Any underbuilding parking located on the street
level floor shall be provided at the commercial parking standards and shall have an intervening
permitted use between the street and the parking.
200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347
(360) 394-9748| fax (360) 697-8269
www.cityofpoulsbo.com | plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

c. The mixed-use building shall be designed to look and function as an integrated development
and encourage pedestrian travel between uses and adjacent buildings.
d. Buildings should be located adjacent to the primary street or immediately behind a public or
semi-public space, such as a forecourt, plaza, or an outdoor seating area.
e. Commercial uses located on the ground floor shall have a prominent entrance facing the primary
street, provide use and activity presence along the street frontage, and be designed to clearly
define it as commercial space.
f. Compatible with the height, massing, setback and design character of surrounding uses shall
be considered in mixed use structure design.
g. At least one outdoor activity feature shall be provided for the mixed-use building, including but
not limited to courtyards, delineated gathering spaces, or seating areas. These areas must be
paved and landscaped.
h. Private or shared open space shall be provided for each of the residential units, such as a private
outdoor balcony or rooftop deck, and shall be provided at a minimum of thirty-eight square feet
per unit.
i. On-site pedestrian circulation that links the public street and the primary entrance to the
structure or residential units shall be provided. When the pedestrian circulation crosses
driveways, parking areas and loading areas, it must be clearly identifiable through use of
different paving materials.
j. Existing residential units in a mixed-use structure in the C zones may continue without meeting
the standards above.
Conceptual design of a mixed-use building with retail
commercial on the first floor, office on the second
floor, and residences on the third floor. Design
elements include façade modulation, rood line
cascade, rooftop deck, awnings, varies façade
materials, recessed and frame windows and
ornamental pilasters.

Example of mixed-use structures use configuration.

4.

It is recommended that acknowledgement be included in lease or purchase/sale agreements for
residential units in mixed use structures, and address that residents will reside within commercial
structures, where quiet enjoyment may not be guaranteed due to the nature of business,
dining/entertainment or special event activity within the commercial zoning districts.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW TIMELINE
A Public Participation Plan is required by the Growth Management Act to describe how the City will encourage
early and continuous public participation throughout the process of reviewing and updating Development
Regulations. The Public Participation Plan includes opportunities to comment, review timeline, and contact
information. Please see https://cityofpoulsbo.com/development-regulation-amendments/ to review the Public
Participation Plan.

June 28, 2019
Public Release of C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Amendments: 1) post on City’s website; 2)
distributed to local, regional and state agencies; 3) distributed to Planning Commission and City Council;
4) email announcing availability of material sent to email list.
June 28, 2019
Notice of Application w/Optional DNS and Notice of PC Public Hearing Issued
July 12, 2019
Notice of Application with Optional DNS comment period over
July 16, 2019
Planning Commission Staff Report Due
July 23, 2019
Planning Commission Public Hearing 7 p.m. | Council Chambers
August 14, 2019
City Council Public Hearing - 7 p.m. | Council Chambers

INFORMATION AVAILABILITY
The City’s Planning and Economic Development (PED) Department webpage will house the C-1 Downtown
Commercial Limited Zoning Amendments where interested citizens and community members may visit for
status updates, draft documents, official notices, minutes, and project information:
https://cityofpoulsbo.com/development-regulation-amendments/

200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347
(360) 394-9748| fax (360) 697-8269
www.cityofpoulsbo.com | plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

EXHIBIT B
Traffic Conditions Technical Memo
prepared by Poulsbo Engineering

ENGINEERING DEPARTMENT
200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370
(360) 394-9882 | fax (360) 697-8269

MEMO
To:
From:
Subject:
Date:

Karla Boughton, Planning Director
Michael Bateman, PE | Transportation Engineer
Anthony Burgess | Sr. Engineering Technician
C-1 Traffic Conditions Summary as it relates to Level of Service (LOS)
July 17, 2019

Purpose:
The purpose of the memo is to summarize available traffic data and intersection Level of Service (LOS)
information for the C-1 Downtown Commercial District. The engineering department utilizes standard
practices included in the 2011 AASHTO Design Policy on for Geometric Design for evaluation of traffic. A
city-wide Transportation Plan is utilized to plan for projects and model traffic forecasts. The Traffic Plan is
updated approximately every 6 years and the city traffic model is calibrated to existing traffic flows. The city
also requires proposed developments which generate more than 300 trips or have the potential to impact
local streets to prepare a Traffic Impact Analysis. The TIA is required to confirm that capital projects are
planned concurrent with development and to maintain the minimum level of service requirements. The full
requirement can be found in Poulsbo Municipal code Title 14.04.
The following documents were used to generate this memo:
• Vanaheimr Mixed Use Project Traffic Impact Analysis Dated 12/17/18
• Old City Hall (Jensen Way) Mixed Use Project Traffic Impact Analysis Dated 5/23/17
• 2010 Traffic Count Report prepared by David Evans and Associates
• 2016 Transportation Comprehensive Plan prepared by Parametrix
Findings:
The existing Level of Service at the downtown intersections is A or B. After the development of the two major
projects mentioned above, the intersection LOS remains level of service A or B. The city will also require
TIA’s for each significant new project in the city.
In accordance with the transportation plan, our downtown streets in the C-1 district are classified as follows:
• NE Hostmark St
- Minor Arterial
• Fjord Dr NE
- Minor Arterial
• Front St
- Minor Arterial
• Jensen Way NE
- Commercial Collector/Neighborhood Collector
• 3rd Ave NE
- Commercial Collector
The acceptable ADT for each classification is as follows in Table 1. 2015 volumes indicate our ADT for each
street is within the volume for each roadway classification. Level of Service (LOS) is later defined in the
Evaluation portion of this memo.
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Name

From

Hostmark
Fjord Dr
Front St
Jensen
3rd Ave

4th Ave
Hostmark
Jensen
Front St
Moe

To

Class

6th Ave
Minor Arterial
6th Ave
Minor Arterial
4th Ave
Minor Arterial
Iverson
Neighborhood Collector
Hostmark Commercial Collector

2015
Capacity

2015
ADT

LOS

12,350
11,700
13,000
9,000
3,600

7,896
1,135
7,583
3,094
448

B
A
A
A
A

Table 1 - Appendix B (Chart D), 2016 Transportation Comprehensive Plan

The City of Poulsbo uses the most current version of the ITE Trip Generation manual to determine average
ADT rates for a proposed Land use. Table 4 notes several types of land uses, both residential and
commercial, that are found in the C-1 Downtown Commercial District. Residential land uses assign a trip rate
based upon number of dwelling units while commercial uses are evaluated at rate per 1000 square feet
(SF). The United States Census Bureau recently published that the average Multifamily Dwelling unit is
approximately 1000 SF. By comparing the trip rate for multifamily dwelling units and commercial spaces, it
can be determined that residential development will produce less traffic than a commercial land use in the
same footprint.
Evaluation:
The supporting documentation for the above findings is summarized as follows.
Level of Service Definition
Level of service (LOS) is a quality measure describing operational conditions within a traffic stream, generally
in terms of such service measures as speed and travel time, freedom to maneuver, traffic interruptions, and
comfort and convenience. Six LOS are defined for each type of facility that has analysis procedures
available. Letters designate each level, from A to F, with LOS A representing the best operating conditions
and LOS F the worst. Each level of service represents a range of operating conditions and the driver’s
perception of those conditions including vehicle wait time at the intersection in seconds. The City of
Poulsbo’s Minimum Standard is LOS E per the 2016 Comprehensive Transportation Plan. Below is a list of
definitions of each LOS classification provided from the 2010 Highway Capacity Manual – Transportation
Research Board Special report 209 as well as a table showing LOS in reference to intersection delay time.

Table 2 - “Level of Service Thresholds”, 2016 Transportation Comprehensive Plan.

Level of service A represents primarily free-flow operations at average travel speeds, usually about 90
percent of the free-flow speed for the arterial classification. Vehicles are seldom
impeded in their ability to maneuver in the traffic stream. Delay at signalized
intersections is minimal.
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Level of service B represents reasonably unimpeded operations at average travel speeds, usually about
70 percent of the free-flow speed for the arterial classification. The ability to maneuver
in the traffic stream is only slightly restricted and delays are not bothersome.
Level of service C represents stable operations; however, ability to maneuver and change lanes in
midblock locations may be more restricted than in LOS B, and longer queues, adverse
signal coordination, or both may contribute to lower average travel speeds of about 50
percent of the average free-flow speed for the arterial classification.
Level of service D borders on a range in which small increases in flow may cause substantial increases in
approach delay and hence decreases in arterial speed. LOS D may be due to adverse
signal progression, inappropriate signal timing, high volumes, or some combination of
these. Average travel speeds are about 40 percent of free-flow speed.
Level of service E is characterized by significant delays and average travel speeds of one third the freeflow speed or less. Such operations are caused by some combination of adverse
progression, high signal density, high volumes, extensive delays at critical
intersections, and inappropriate signal timing.
Level of service F characterizes arterial flow at extremely low speeds, from less than one third to onequarter of the free-flow speed. Intersection congestion is likely at critical signalized
locations, with long delays and extensive queuing.
2015 Baseline Traffic
A Citywide intersection turning movement count was collected at 48 intersections in the PM peak hour in
2010. The Average Daily Traffic (ADT) and PM peak hour traffic counts within the City’s limits and the
adjacent area overall yielded approximately 1.6 percent and 1.7 percent growth, respectively, between 2010
and 2014, which can be translated into an annual growth rate of approximately 0.4 percent for both daily
traffic and PM peak hour traffic. An annual growth rate of 0.4 percent results in a total growth rate of 2
percent over the 5-year period. This rate was used to grow the 2010 traffic counts to derive the 2015
baseline traffic volumes as referenced in Table 1. Table 1 is a summary of the roadway networks within the
C-1 Commercial Zoning District and provides the resultant ADT, LOS, and designed roadway capacity.
Traffic Impact Analysis
The Engineering Department requires TIA’s to be submitted for projects in accordance with Poulsbo
Municipal Code (PMC) 14.04. The TIA’s purpose is to investigate impacts to streets and intersections at the
P.M. Peak and evaluate across total Average Daily Traffic (ADT). Two projects within the pipeline are
expected to be moving forward within the C-1 Downtown Commercial District and have each submitted a
Traffic Impact Analysis. These projects are commonly known as the OLD CITY HALL (JENSEN WAY) MIXED
USE BUILDING and the VANAHEIMR MIXED USE BUILDING. These projects used the 2015 Baseline model
and assumed a 2.5% growth rate to forecast future traffic conditions.
Project Generated Traffic
Both Projects will be creating new Average Daily Trips (ADTs). It should be noted that each of the proposed
projects will be demolishing existing structures as a result of redevelopment, which had an existing ADT
value associated with them. The VANAHEIMR MIXED USE project will be demolishing the Old Police Station
and the OLD CITY HALL (JENSEN WAY) MIXED USE project will be building upon the site of the recently
demolished City of Poulsbo City Hall. Below is a list of the projects’ expected trip generation.
VANAHEIMR MIXED USE

164 Net New Trips (Includes Trip Credit for Old Police Station)

OLD CITY HALL
(JENSEN WAY) MIXED USE

465 New Trips (Does not include Trip Credit for Demolished City Hall)

Project Intersections Evaluated
Level of Service (LOS) as described above, was analyzed for intersections impacted by the VANAHEIMR
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MIXED USE and OLD CITY HALL (JENSEN WAY) MIXED USE projects. It should be noted that the VANAHEIMR
MIXED USE traffic Impact Analysis assumed the OLD CITY HALL (JENSEN WAY) MIXED USE project was
already constructed. The OLD CITY HALL (JENSEN WAY) MIXED USE Traffic Impact Analysis did not include
the VANAHEIMR MIXED USE generated trips, these values are shown in GREY. The table below is a summary
of the intersections without the project, and a forecast of the intersection conditions with a projected 5-year
increase in traffic volumes. The project TIAs provide additional detail behind their analysis of these
intersections.
Pre-Project
5-yr 2022
Intersection Location(s)
LOS
Forecast LOS
3rd Ave NE and NE Hostmark St1

A

A

4th Ave NE, Fjord Dr NE and NE Hostmark St1

B

B

NE Lincoln Rd and NE Hostmark St1

B

B

Jensen Way NE and proposed site entrance for Old
City Hall Mixed Use Building2

A

A

A

B

A

B

Moe St NE and Jensen Way

NE2

Front St NE and Jensen Way NE2
1
2

See Vanaheimr TIA dated 12/17/18 pages 7 and 15
See Old City Hall (Jensen Mixed Use) TIA dated 5/23/17 page 15
Table 3 - Data collected from Project TIAs

Residential and Commercial Trip Generation
The City of Poulsbo uses the most recent ITE Trip Generation manual to determine average ADT rates for a
proposed Land Use. Table 4 notes several types of land uses, both residential and commercial, that are
found in the C-1 Downtown Commercial District. By comparing the trip rate for multifamily dwelling units and
commercial spaces per 1000 Square Feet, it can be determined that residential development will produce
less traffic in the same footprint. (See Footnotes).

LUC

Description

Average Daily Trips
*

220

Multifamily Housing (Low-Rise) (1-2 Levels)

221
710
712
876
930
931
936

Multifamily Housing (Mid-Rise)(3--10 Levels)*
General Office Building
Small Office Building
Apparel Store**
Fast Casual Resturant***
Quality Resturant***
Coffee/Donut Shop w/o Drive Through***

7.32
5.44
9.74
16.19
49.80
208.01
55.33
66.75

/ Dwelling
Unit
/ Dwelling
Unit
/ 1000 SF
/ 1000 SF
/ 1000 SF
/ 1000 SF
/ 1000 SF
/ 1000 SF

*The

median size of multifamily units built for rent was 1,081 square feet (Multifamily Units built in 2018;
United States Census Bureau)
**Mercantile Land Uses receive a Pass By reduction of 25% (Included)
***Food Services Land Uses receive a Pass By Reduction 44% (Included)

Conclusions and Recommendations:
Our analysis shows that typical Downtown Commercial Land Uses varies from 9-200 Average Daily Trips /
1000 SF as compared to Residential Land Uses which varies from 5-8 Average Daily trips / 1000 SF.
Therefore, planning for commercial land uses would be the most conservative approach.
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This Summary information is based upon previous studies and reports prepared by outside agencies. We
recommend continuing this level of evaluation for all future development.

EXHIBIT C
Public Participation Plan

C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Amendment - Flexible Use

Public Participation Plan
June 2019

INTRODUCTION
The City Council adopted amendments to the Poulsbo Municipal Code Chapter 18.80, Commercial Zoning
Districts, in 2018 (Ordinance 2018-20). Amendments were to all four of the Commercial zones and addressed
the permitted use table, landscaping, design standards, and the creation of the downtown shopfront overlay.
In early 2019, Mayor Erickson requested the Economic Development Committee (EDC) review the mixed
use/residential component of the amendments for the C-1 (downtown) zoning district. The EDC discussed
options for residential uses in the C-1 district, as well as in the other commercial districts, at multiple meetings
throughout the spring (2/27/19, 3/27/19, 4/12/19, 4/24/19). The EDC decided to focus on residential uses
in the C-1 zone and at its 4/24/19 meeting requested that the full City Council hold a workshop to continue the
discussion. A full City Council workshop was held on the topic on 6/19/19. Representatives from the private
sector multi-family development have attended meetings to answer questions.
Within the C-1 zoning district, but outside of the shopfront overlay, the proposed amendment allows residential
units on the first floor; provided that the first floor shall be constructed to commercial building and fire code
standards and parking required at the applicable commercial ratio, to accommodate flexibility of use as both
residential or commercial, as the market supports.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY GOALS
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

To provide the public with timely information, an understanding of the process, and opportunities to review
and comment on the critical areas ordinance amendments, and to have these comments forwarded to the
City’s decision makers.
Ensure that information about the process is provided to the public early in the process and at regular
intervals thereafter, to maximize public awareness and participation in the process.
Actively solicit information from citizens, property owners and stakeholders about their concerns, questions
and priorities for the amendment process and the future of Poulsbo land uses and the City’s Comprehensive
Plan.
Encourage the public to informally review and comment on the update throughout the process.
Incorporate public comment into the local government’s review process prior to significant milestones or
decision making.
Provide forums for formal public input at milestones prior to decision making by local officials.
Consult and consider recommendations from neighboring jurisdictions, federal and state agencies, and
Native American tribes.

PUBLIC ENGAGEMENT OPPORTUNITIES
The City is committed to providing multiple opportunities for the public to engage throughout the process. The
City will take advantage of various modes of communication to inform the public and encourage their
participation.
•

Website: The City’s Planning and Economic Development (PED) Department webpage will house the C-1
Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Amendments where interested citizens and community members
may visit for status updates, draft documents, official notices, minutes, and project information:
https://cityofpoulsbo.com/development-regulation-amendments/

200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347
(360) 394-9748| fax (360) 697-8269
www.cityofpoulsbo.com | plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

•

•

E-Notice Mailing List: An e-notice mailing list of interested persons and organizations has been established.
Those on the e-notice list will receive periodic notices regarding the C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited
Zoning Amendments progress. Individuals interested in being on the mailing list should contact the PED
Department at (360) 394-9748 or at plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com and request being placed on the
Development Regulations updates e-notice mailing list.
Comment: Interested citizens are encouraged to provide comments to the City by letter, email or fax. All
comments will be forwarded to the Poulsbo Planning Commission and City Council. Written comments can
be submitted by the following methods:
City of Poulsbo Planning and Economic Development Department
200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, WA 98370
Fax (360)697-8269 | Email plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

•

Attend: Interested citizens are encouraged to attend and provide verbal comments to the City at the
Planning Commission and/or City Council public hearings.

INFORMATION AVAILABILITY
The proposed ordinance is available for public review. The primary repository of all information related to the
update is the City’s website— www.cityofpoulsbo.com – at the Planning and Economic Development main page
– where draft documents, meeting dates, updates on process, and official notices (notice of application,
environmental review, public hearing notices, etc.), will be posted. An e-mail link for questions or comments
will also be provided at the website.
Documents are also available for review at Poulsbo City Hall 200 NE Moe Street, Poulsbo. Copies will be
provided at a reasonable cost. Official notices will be published in the North Kitsap Herald and posted in the
Poulsbo Post Office, Poulsbo Library, and Poulsbo City Hall notice boards. The local news media will be kept up
to date on the update process and receive copies of all official notices.

PUBLIC AND AGENCY REVIEW TIMELINE
A Public Participation Plan is required by the Growth Management Act to describe how the City will encourage
early and continuous public participation throughout the process of reviewing and updating Development
Regulations. The Public Participation Plan includes opportunities to comment, review timeline, and contact
information. Please see https://cityofpoulsbo.com/development-regulation-amendments/ to review the Public
Participation Plan.
June 28, 2019
Public Release of C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Amendments: 1) post on City’s website; 2)
distributed to local, regional and state agencies; 3) distributed to Planning Commission and City Council;
4) email announcing availability of material sent to email list.
June 28, 2019
Notice of Application w/Optional DNS and Notice of PC Public Hearing Issued
July 12, 2019
Notice of Application with Optional DNS comment period over
July 16, 2019
Planning Commission Staff Report Due
July 23, 2019
Planning Commission Public Hearing 7 p.m. | Council Chambers
August 14, 2019
City Council Public Hearing - 7 p.m. | Council Chambers

200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347
(360) 394-9748| fax (360) 697-8269
www.cityofpoulsbo.com | plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

PUBLIC HEARINGS
The Planning Commission and City Council will conduct at least one public hearing each to gather and consider
public testimony on the C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Amendments. The hearing(s) are anticipated
for July 23, 2019 (PC) and August 14, 2019 (CC). Public notice of all hearings will state explicitly the date/time,
review body and location of the public hearing. The public notices will be published in the North Kitsap Herald,
posted at the City’s public notice locations, sent to the E-notice mailing list and others who request such notice.

RECORDING OF MEETINGS
All public meetings and hearings will be audio recorded. Minutes and/or meeting summary for all public
meetings will be prepared, and hard copies made available upon request.

200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370-7347
(360) 394-9748| fax (360) 697-8269
www.cityofpoulsbo.com | plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

EXHIBIT D
Notice of Application with Optional DNS and
Notice of Planning Commission Public Hearing

NOTICE OF APPLICATION W/ OPTIONAL DNS and
NOTICE OF PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING
Planning and Economic Development Department
200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370
(360) 394-9748 | fax (360) 697-8269
www.cityofpoulsbo.com | plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

C-1 DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL LIMITED
ZONING CODE AMENDMENT – FLEXIBLE USE
The public has the right to review contents of the official file for the proposal, provide written comments, participate
in any public hearings, and request a copy of the final decision.
Planning File:

C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Code Amendment - Type IV Application

Notice of Application:

June 28, 2019

Summary of
Proposed Application:

The City Council adopted amendments to the Poulsbo Municipal Code Chapter 18.80,
Commercial Zoning Districts, in 2018 (Ordinance 2018-20). Amendments were to all
four of the Commercial zones and addressed the permitted use table, landscaping,
design standards, and the creation of the downtown shopfront overlay.
In early 2019, Mayor Erickson requested the Economic Development Committee (EDC)
review the mixed use/residential component of the amendments for the C-1 (downtown)
zoning district. The EDC discussed options for residential uses in the C-1 district, as well
as in the other commercial districts, at multiple meetings throughout the spring
(2/27/19, 3/27/19, 4/12/19, 4/24/19). The EDC decided to focus on residential uses
in the C-1 zone and at its 4/24/19 meeting requested that the full City Council hold a
workshop to continue the discussion. A full City Council workshop was held on the topic
on 6/19/19. Representatives from the private sector multi-family development have
attended meetings to answer questions.
Within the C-1 zoning district, but outside of the shopfront overlay, the proposed
amendment allows residential units on the first floor; provided that the first floor shall be
constructed to commercial building and fire code standards and parking required at the
applicable commercial ratio, to accommodate flexibility of use as both residential or
commercial, as the market supports.

Environmental
Review:

ENVIRONMENTAL (SEPA) REVIEW COMMENTS MUST BE SUBMITTED BY JULY 12, 2019.
The City of Poulsbo has reviewed the proposed project for probable adverse
environmental impacts and expects to issue a determination of nonsignificance (DNS) for
this project. The Optional DNS process in WAC 197-11-355 is being used. This may be

the only opportunity to comment on the environmental impacts of the proposed project.

The proposal may include mitigation measures under applicable codes, and the project
review process may incorporate or require mitigation measures regardless of whether an
EIS is prepared. A copy of the subsequent threshold determination for the proposal may
be obtained upon request. Agencies, tribes, and the public are encouraged to review and
comment on the proposed project and its probable environmental impacts.

Public Comment
Methods:

Written comments may be mailed, faxed, or e-mailed to the PED Department contact
information indicated above. To ensure consideration, all written comments must be
received prior to close of the public hearing. At the hearing, the public will have an
opportunity to provide written and verbal testimony regarding the proposed project.

Public Participation
Plan:

A public and agency participation plan has been developed for this review process, and
can be viewed at the City’s website. A copy is also available at the Planning and Economic
Development (PED) Department.

Draft Document:

The proposed amendments are represented as bold underline for proposed additions
and strikeouts for deletions. The proposed amendments can be found online:
https://cityofpoulsbo.com/development-regulation-amendments/

Planning Commission
Public Hearing:

THE PLANNING COMMISSION PUBLIC HEARING IS SCHEDULED FOR JULY 23, 2019.
The hearing is scheduled to begin at 7 pm at Poulsbo City Hall, Council Chambers, 200
NE Moe Street, Poulsbo, WA. All interested citizens and agencies are invited to provide
written and verbal testimony to the Planning Commission regarding the proposed
amendments. The Planning Commission will make recommendations to the City Council.
City Council is the review and decision-making authority. Hearing procedures are
available from the PED Department and City Clerk’s office and are conducted based on
Roberts Rules of Order.

Further Information:

Please contact the Poulsbo PED Department at (360) 394-9748, www.cityofpoulsbo.com
or plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com for further information.

Examination of File:

The complete document may be viewed at the PED Department, Poulsbo City Hall, 200
NE Moe Street, from 8:30 a.m. to 4:30 p.m. Monday through Friday. Project documents
are also available online here: https://cityofpoulsbo.com/development-regulationamendments/

All interested people are invited to attend the Planning Commission Public Hearing. If you are unable to attend, your
written comments, received no later than the date and time scheduled for the hearing, will be given careful
consideration by the Planning Commission and made a part of the record. Testimony will be allowed on the proposal.
The following procedural rules have been established for public hearings to allow a fair and orderly hearing:
1. The length of time given to individuals speaking for or against a proposal may be determined by the Planning
Commission prior to the application being considered;
2. A speaker representing each side of the issue is encouraged.
THE CITY OF POULSBO STRIVES TO PROVIDE ACCESSIBLE MEETINGS FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES. PLEASE
CONTACT THE POULSBO PED DEPARTMENT AT 360-394-9748 AT LEAST 48 HOURS PRIOR TO THE MEETING IF
ACCOMMODATIONS ARE NEEDED FOR THIS MEETING.

EXHIBIT E
SEPA Threshold Determination with commented checklist

EXHIBIT F
Map of C-1 Zoning District Land Utilization

C-1 Zoning District Land Utilization
City of Poulsbo, Washington
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This Map is intended for general purpose planning.Maps are
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and land ownership boundaries. The map information was derived
from available public records and existing sources, not from surveys.
Studies may be necessary with project refiew to verify information.

EXHIBIT G
Public Comment Received

Exhibit F.1
SoundWest Group
Public Comment

COMMERCIAL IN POULSBO, WA
ASSUMPTIONS
Gross Bldg Area
Net Leasable Area

10,000 sf
9,000 sf

$

Loan - 70% LTC
2,240,000.00
RESIDENTIAL COMPARISON

$/SF
BUILD COST

Land
Construction Costs
TOTAL

$
$
$

60
170
230

$
$
$

Total Cost
1,500,000
1,700,000 Shell & Core
3,200,000

$/SF
$
$
$

1,500,000
1,600,000
3,100,000

$/SF

INCOME

EXPENSES

RENT
Other Income
Vacancy Loss
Subtotal

60
160

$/SF
$16

10%

Tenant Improvement*

$
$

144,000 $16/sf/year
(14,400)
129,600

$
$
$
$

$

16

$
$

$

5

$

(45,000)

$

$

84,600
1,057,500
($177,396)

$

(92,796)

$

286,200
16,500
(14,310)
288,390

$2.65 *currently receiving $3.05/sf/mo in Bainbridge
*Parking, Pet Rent, Storage, Late Fees, NSF Fees, etc.

5%

-

* $25/SF allowance, amortized over 5 year lease term

Net Operating Income
VALUE @ 8 Cap
Yearly Debt Payment**

288,390
($140,219) * Assume 4.75% rate, 30 year Am

** Assume 5% rate, 20 Year Am, 10 Year Call

BEFORE TAX CASH FLOW
Debt Service Coverage Ratio

0.48

148,171
2.06

Exhibit F.2 Gary Lindsey Public Comment

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

City of Poulsbo Planning and Economic Development
Nikole CH. Coleman
FW: C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Code Amendment - Flexible Use
Tuesday, August 06, 2019 9:40:41 AM

Include as public comment received exhibit.
Karla Boughton
Planning and Economic Development Director
City of Poulsbo
200 NE Moe Street
Poulsbo WA 98370
(360) 394-9748
NOTICE OF PUBLIC DISCLOSURE: This e-mail account is public domain. Any correspondence from or to this e-mail
account may be a public record. Accordingly, this e-mail, in whole or in part, may be subject to disclosure pursuant to RCW
42.56, regardless of any claim of confidentiality or privilege asserted by an external party.

From: Berni Kenworthy <berni@team4eng.com>
Sent: Tuesday, August 06, 2019 7:20 AM
To: City of Poulsbo Planning and Economic Development <information@cityofpoulsbo.com>
Cc: Russ Shiplet <ExecOff@kitsapbuilds.com>; 'Rebekah Johnson' <KBAGovAffairs@kitsapbuilds.com>
Subject: C-1 Downtown Commercial Limited Zoning Code Amendment - Flexible Use

CAUTION: This email originated from outside your organization. Exercise caution when
opening attachments or clicking links, especially from unknown senders.
City of Poulsbo Council Members,
I am writing in support of the proposed limited amendment to the C-1 Downtown Commercial Zone
outside the shopfront overlay. The amendment allows residential units on the first floor; provided
that the first floor shall be constructed to commercial building and fire code standards and parking
required at the applicable commercial ratio, to accommodate flexibility of use as both residential or
commercial. This flexibility allows market conditions to inform development and is of particular
importance during a time when affordable housing is a major concern in our area. Removing barriers
to housing options is a good first step towards addressing affordable housing. I look forward to other
future discussions that evaluate market-driven development flexibilities.
Thank you.

BERNI KENWORTHY, PE
Civil Engineer & Principal
Voice (360) 297-5560
Fax (360) 297-7951
Email berni@team4eng.com
Notice: This message and/or any attachments are private or privileged. If you are not the person for whom this message is intended,
please delete it and notify the sender immediately. Please do not copy or send this message to anyone else. Prior to use of this email

EXHIBIT H

Planning Commission Findings of Fact

EXHIBIT I

Notice of City Council Public Hearing

NOTICE OF PUBLIC HEARING

Planning and Economic Development Department

200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370
(360) 394-9748 | fax (360) 697-8269
www.cityofpoulsbo.com | plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

C-1 DOWNTOWN COMMERCIAL LIMITED ZONING CODE AMENDMENT – FLEXIBLE USE
City Council Public Hearing: August 14, 2019
Hearing Date:

August 14, 2019

Hearing Time:

7 pm, or soon thereafter as the agenda determines

Hearing Location:

Poulsbo City Hall, Council Chambers, 200 NE Moe Street, Poulsbo, WA

Requested Action:

All interested citizens and agencies are invited to provide written and verbal testimony to
the City Council regarding the proposed project.
The City Council adopted amendments to the Poulsbo Municipal Code Chapter 18.80,
Commercial Zoning Districts, in 2018 (Ordinance 2018-20). Amendments were to all four
of the Commercial zones and addressed the permitted use table, landscaping, design
standards, and the creation of the downtown shopfront overlay.

Project Description:

In early 2019, Mayor Erickson requested the Economic Development Committee (EDC)
review the mixed use/residential component of the amendments for the C-1 (downtown)
zoning district. The EDC discussed options for residential uses in the C-1 district, as well
as in the other commercial districts, at multiple meetings throughout the spring (2/27/19,
3/27/19, 4/12/19, 4/24/19). The EDC decided to focus on residential uses in the C-1
zone and at its 4/24/19 meeting requested that the full City Council hold a workshop to
continue the discussion. A full City Council workshop was held on the topic on 6/19/19.
Representatives from the private sector multi-family development have attended meetings
to answer questions.
Within the C-1 zoning district, but outside of the shopfront overlay, the proposed
amendment allows residential units on the first floor; provided that the first floor shall be
constructed to commercial building and fire code standards and parking required at the
applicable commercial ratio, to accommodate flexibility of use as both residential or
commercial, as the market supports.

Public Comment
Methods:

Written comments may be mailed, faxed, or e-mailed to the Planning and Economic
Development (PED) Department contact indicated below. To ensure consideration, all
written comments must be received by the City prior to close of the public hearing. At the
hearing, the public will have an opportunity to provide written and verbal testimony to the
City Council regarding the proposed project.

Hearing Information:

The City Council public hearing is scheduled for August 14, 2019. City Council is the review
and decision-making authority. Hearing procedures are available from the PED Department
and City Clerk’s office and are conducted based on Roberts Rules of Order.

Contact:

City of Poulsbo Planning and Economic Development Department
200 NE Moe Street, Poulsbo, WA 98370
Phone: (360) 394-9748 | Fax: (360) 697-8269 | E-mail: plan&econ@cityofpoulsbo.com

Additional
Information:

Documents may be examined at the PED Department, Poulsbo City Hall from 8:30 am to
4:00 pm Monday through Friday. All pertinent documents will be posted here
https://cityofpoulsbo.com/development-regulation-amendments/

THE CITY OF POULSBO STRIVES TO PROVIDE ACCESSIBLE MEETINGS FOR PEOPLE WITH DISABILITIES. PLEASE CONTACT
THE POULSBO PED DEPARTMENT AT 360-394-9748 AT LEAST 48 HOURS PRIOR TO THE MEETING IF ACCOMMODATIONS
ARE NEEDED FOR THIS MEETING.

EXHIBIT J

Planning Commission Public Hearing Minutes

CITY OF POULSBO
Planning Commission Public Meeting
July 23, 2019

Commissioners Present: Gary McVey, Jim Coleman, Ray Stevens, Jerry Block,
Ray Taylor, Kate Nunes
Staff Present: Karla Boughton, Anthony Burgess (Engineering Dept), Edie Berghoff, Helen Wytko
1. Call to order
2. Pledge of Allegiance
3. Approval of minutes: 6-25-19: Nunes/Coleman Minutes aye, Block abstain
4. Modifications to the Agenda: None
5. Public Meeting: C-1 Downtown Limited Zoning Amendments - Flexible Use
6. Comments from citizens regarding items not on the agenda:
Rita Hagwell: Hi, my name is Rita, and I’ve lived in the City, well, not in the City; I’ve lived on my
property since 1971. I rezoned to the City in 2005 – before that I was in the County. I wanted
you to see my lovely sign (which really took a lot of convincing to the City) that was given to me
by Frank Raab, he was my neighbor. Some of you may remember Mr. Frank Raab and his
wonderful wife, and how they collected so much money at Christmas to get things for people.
They were just fabulous. And he was so happy, because he had to go back into the City to take
the place of Ms. June Apac. He said to me, “You’ve done so much for (correction) – your family
has done so much for that lane and that area, we want to name that lane for your daughter.” I
said, “That’s fine, it had no name but it was on my property.” And on that lane, we put our well,
our water rights from the State of Washington, we had asphalt, a power pole, and had really
made it much better. And he said, “We are so proud to go on that lane; it used to be a real mess
before.” So that became Marilyn Lane. We had a lot of disputes. Some drunk person called me
up and said “I am taking that down it is against the fire code.” And then I went in my woods and
I found it. I have another one, but it’s much stronger than that one. And Chief Olson, if you
remember him, a very nice fire chief, said, “That person could get in trouble. You don’t make
things like that and say something like that, that something is against fire rules. And you know
we would never turn signs down and tear them down.” And I said, “Yes, I know that.” So as a
result, I have my… and the City will not give me the correct address. But I will show you
something; you’ll see my address – there’s my address and you can see my address right there,
“Marilyn Lane,” (referring to sign) that’s the stronger one there. The City will not recognize it,
they will not tell the Fire Department there I am, that’s my little lane leading up there. They
PC 20190623 Minutes 1

have another map, which I can show you, and that goes north, and they call that Marilyn Lane.
They will not listen to me, and I’m concerned. I did talk to the fire person, but perhaps they
didn’t understand. I will talk to (them) again. Therefore, we’ve had a lot of problems. I have a
terrible lane. The bottom part is owned by West Poulsbo, LLC, and they have one big mess. Can
you show just a couple of those? (Referring to photographs) I have to paint—they’re not
potholes, they’re sinkholes. You’ll see it doesn’t look that good, but it’s fine. Is that good
enough? Good. Can you just show a quick… okay, there’s my construction lights, they’re red. I
have construction lights there, there’s the sinkhole again, there’s a sample of what they look
like, and are there any more construction lights? I have more construction lights. (KN says
something) Great, that’s another group of construction lights, and that’s because Mr. Hartman
will not collect any samples of how bad it looks and will not fix it. He owns the bottom of the
lane. I am disabled; I will be working with the Feds – the American With Disabilities Act. I
cannot get a new car, because I already got a flat tire in there, and I was stuck once, in there.
They can’t do that; they have to do something – it leads right up to Viking. It comes out to
Viking, and there are four households sharing that lane. (inaudible response) Yeah, great. So I
am bringing my survey, so you can look and see (referring to survey) it’s upside down. Okay,
and therefore you can see the bottom part, but after you come up towards that little thing, from
there on we did all of the asphalt. You can see my well. You can see it’s protected 100 feet
around. That’s my water rights with the State of Washington. So then what happened,
unfortunately, is that lovely group, Trails Committee, were convinced that they could have a trail
on my land. It was naivety, that was the reason. They didn’t understand, but speaking with
them – talking with them personally, they understood that it was the wrong things to do.
Because they know that it’s private property, and they know, and they did take it off. Thank you
again, I can’t ever tell you what a wonderful group they are. But then they said, well we can
have dogs there, right there in that part, we can have bicycles. That’s my lane, that’s Marilyn
Lane right there. But you can’t, because it’s protected 100 feet. You can’t bring up dogs; you
can’t bring up bicycles. So that was the end of that and I was very thankful about that. Then we
came (I want to see, if you’ll look) – the bottom part is where I showed you, that he has that
terrible, terrible bottom, and mine is very nice, if you can see part of my asphalt. And that’s why
Mr. Raab was so proud of what we did. And also, so I wrote to him (Mr. Hartman), and of
course if you could show this, he rejected it. I said very nice and polite, I said, “Can you do
something,” and you’ll see refused - how much I paid. He lives in California… Laguna, I don’t
know where that is. But he does spend some time here, and he refused. He would not do
anything. Okay, then with the City. I asked the City, “I don’t want you to do anything, City. I
want you to make a report of dangerous conditions.” Once again, I said, “I’m under the
American with Disabilities Act, and if a tree goes down, what am I going to do?” They said, “We
don’t get involved, that’s private property.” And look at all the people… the City said to ignore
it. Can you look at that? Not that these people are wrong, the City told them to ignore for
those people. That’s a nice engineer lady, then there’s Mike Lund, and Mike Lund said, “That’s
not sinkholes, that is potholes.” Maybe to you it’s a pothole, Mr. Lund, but you’re wrong. And
then I had (is that the only one? -referring to materials – is there anybody else’s name on
there?) (Inaudible response KB?) Well I know that the nice police officer couldn’t come up
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either. He said, “It’s private property.” And you’ll see that’s what Miss Lineas said, private
property. And all I wanted the City to do is write to this person, and say, “Why don’t you take
care of your property?” And then, the other part I had, I also (like I told you)- they had
MaryLynn Lane in the wrong place, so I had my doctor write a letter and say (if you can see, I
have copies), “I’ve cared for this patient for several years, she does suffer some significantly
medical problems. She possibly has to call 911.” I recently examined the papers I brought, and
it shows that to come to my house, that if you followed the map, you would go north, you would
not stop right up the lane where I live. And he’s asking the City to correct it, and of course, they
didn’t – they ignored it, if you can read that and see that – thank you very much. I want to come
to the main point. The main point is that you probably all know that the declaration of a well
proves that nobody can do anything in that area. (Can you see that? That’s with the
Department of Health, and the State of Washington.) You’re protected 100 feet around, and so
their idea of having people come up as a trail and walk on my land: gone. Bring their bicycles
and dogs: no, not good. Then I had my attorney write some letters. I spent a lot of money, but
I hope to recuperate it some time, trying to explain to the City what the problem is, and nobody
would listen. So then my attorney said – what did they do? Okay then the next thing they did
was take 400 feet from me, (can you move it back by Johnson Creek? – referring to map/picture
– that’s at the end of – right), now you’ll see, I don’t have 400 feet; I only have 200 feet on one
side (you see the creek?) and then you can see, I don’t know what it is… 76? But they took 400
feet from me. So I don’t own my property, they’ve taken it over for the salmon, okay.
Then, in the front, of course, with the stimulus money, they knocked down a bunch of trees and
put that wall up – I call it a “Berlin Wall.” It’s a soviet-style wall – very ugly, and it’s to keep
people in, like the Berlin Wall – that’s why I call it that. Okay, then Johnson Creek, and then my
sign, but now my new concern is grading and cutting. They’re going to have absolute power
over my land. I have never clear-cutted that land, it’s selective logging. They are going to be
able to tell me about my trees. Somebody that doesn’t even know anything about trees. I do
have a Bachelor of Science, and four years of graduate school. I’m not an expert, but when you
live on the land for almost 50 years, you understand things, and my trees are everything to me.
And they are – that’s what I’m asking you here. To make sure you put a kibosh on any of their
strange ways of dealing with people. I’m afraid they’ll start coming up to my land. I had threats;
I had people coming up, telling me I was going to lose my land, if I didn’t go in with the septic… I
had all kinds of things. My husband was dying in Arizona, and they said my septic was in the
wrong place, and that I had to get it fixed, or that I had to do something. And I had to get my
brother-in-law to do that. I had three inspections, and there was nothing wrong with it. It was
the absolute right place. Those are just the threats I had to put up with. I don’t think anybody
in this city has put up with more threats or more problems. I have all of these written down,
and I’m not going to bore you with that. But I want to say something, my next problem. Next to
me, is a wildfire waiting to happen. And what is that? That is, instead of worrying about some
trees cut down on my land, let’s look at Viking: you’ll see a beauty shop, and then you’ll come
up Viking like you’re going to Bremerton, or Silverdale, and you’ll see very bad, overgrown grass.
And I know that they used to take care of it when it was a cabal. There was a cabal – John
Johnson. I’m not sure about that other person, I’ll leave his name out for now. And then there
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was Hartman. When they took care of it, two of them or maybe three of them, they always cut
the grass. Now the grass is very high and they don’t have many trees in there. They already lost
one power pole; it fell down. The lights went off for maybe half a day. And so I’m concerned
about that wildfire. I’d like to talk to the fire department, but unfortunately, people have
written to the fire department in this city, and you know, said kind-of I’m a nut. And I am. I love
my property, and my property is like my children, although I do have a family, but it means
everything to me. And I do complain when things are wrong. And I’m a woman, and sometimes
I think maybe I’m being discriminated against. From other women – not men; the men are
great. So I’d like to see that that’s done… (interrupted)
GM: Excuse me, Chairman? I’m going to suggest we set a time limit here. We’ve got a full
agenda; we’ve got a crowd of people.
Rita Hagwell: Okay well, so I’d like you, if you’re going to be looking at planning grading, etcetera, will you look at my property, see how large it is, see what they’re up to next, because I
certainly don’t trust them. I did try with one person over there, to show her my survey and she
screamed and yelled at me. I thought she was going to knock me down, so I said, “I’m so glad so
many people are here today.” So anyway, I hope you take into account a wildfire possibly
happening, and the City will not give me any help. Who knows who to go call? Who knows.
Maybe you can, if they are doing grading, et-cetera, you’ll be careful, you’ll listen to me, and you
will not go with that group of people, because they are discriminating against me and I don’t
think there’s one other person in this city that’s gone through what I’ve gone through in
discrimination. Whether it’s my disability, whether it’s my ethnic heritage, whatever – whatever
the reason. Jealousy, because I’m originally from New York – who knows? We don’t know, but
there’s been a big problem and I’d like it - - it’s not going to be solved, but I’d like you to
consider that when you look at everything. Thank you!
RS: Thank you. Anybody else?
(Silence)
7. RS: Okay, then we will close the public meeting and open the Public Hearing for Limited Zoning.
KB: Good evening, Planning Commission and members of the public. My name is Karla
Boughton, and I’m the Planning and Economic Development Director here at the City of
Poulsbo. I do have a short presentation to introduce the Commission and the Public into
tonight’s Public Hearing. It is a Zoning Ordinance Amendment. So as we always do, we will start
off our presentations, giving you an overview of our review schedule. We released the Limited
Zoning Ordinance Amendment on June 28; that was a Public Release. We issued our Notice of
Application with our optional DNS. The Public Hearing Notice for tonight’s meeting was also
issued on June 28. Tonight is the Public Hearing for the Planning Commission. As you know,
Planning Commission is an advisory committee to the City Council, so they will be offering a
recommendation to the City Council. The Public Hearing in front of the City Council is on August
14.
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INTRO BACKGROUND SLIDE:

BACKGROUND SLIDE 2:

(Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 3:
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(Slide3) City Council did adopt amendments, that is Chapter 18.80 of the Poulsbo Municipal
Code in our Zoning Ordinance. The Mayor’s request was in February of 2019. (Next slide)
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BACKGROUND SLIDE 4:

(Slide 4) The Economic Development Committee (which is a sub-committee of the City Council)
did consider this and discuss it, among themselves and the Mayor, in the Spring of this year,
they met 4 times and discussed it as an agenda in their regular meetings (dates in slide). The
EDC decided to focus on C-1 only; they did consider and review all of the commercial zoning
districts. (Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 5:

(Slide 5) So just as a refresher to what was adopted last year as part of our Comprehensive
Commercial Code Update, we have stronger design standards. The Shopfront Overlay had very
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specific design standards to that overlay. The height limit was lowered in downtown in two
ways, one was it eliminated the credit for underbuilding parking, which was up to 45 feet, so all
buildings needed to stay at 35 feet period, in the C-1 zoning in the downtown district, and then
there was two additional height lowerings that the City Council adopted, (see slide). (Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 6:

(Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 7:

(Slide 7) This table sums up what the Planning Commission recommended to City Council, and
what City Council ended up adopting. You’ll see that down on the First Floor of Commercial is
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where the convergence first happened, so the Planning Commission recommended that it must
be commercial or accessory uses to residential, but not in a full residential. The City Council
adopted that 50% of street level must be commercial use (is basically what is referred to in
Table 18.80.030 – not be accessory uses to residential but be commercial use. (Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 8:

(Slide 8) The Mayor’s rationale for her request, and she made this request to the Economic
Development Committee; then the full Council requested an initiation of the process, and so
this is where the Planning Commission comes in – this is the Public Review process. Upgrades
pertain especially to the downtown core in the shopfront overlay or in the older structures of
downtown. The cost of those upgrades, given the current commercial rent of downtown made
those upgrades financially infeasible. So the Mayor and the Economic Development Committee
talked about whether there’s a missed opportunity. (Next slide)
BACKGROUND CONT SLIDE 9:
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(Slide 9) Sprinklering and fire suppression is required for any new upgrade. The “current
financial status” meaning the rent structures, cannot financially support those improvements, so
building permits that were issued for improvements, including fire suppression have been
withdrawn. (Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 10:

(Slide 10) The Economic Development Committee discussed whether or not there could be an
amendment to the mixed use structure component of the zoning chapter that could allow for a
flexible use of the first floor, meaning the market could dictate the use of that first floor. And if
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the residential market was strong at that time, they could have the option of finding a
residential renter, but if the market was for a commercial use, they would have the opportunity
to do that. The building, fire code, and parking standards would be at the highest level, giving
the option of flexibility, basically, for the use of that space, per the market. The amendment is
for the C-1 Zoning in full, with the exception of the shopfront overlay. There was a map on an
earlier slide that showed what the shopfront overlay is, but to remind everyone what that is:
the shopfront overlay is the existing core buildings on Front Street between Postmark and
Moore, and Moe Street.
So just to touch on two key concerns that were brought up last year as part of the mixed use
structure. One was traffic, and one was the concern that increased residential units in
downtown Poulsbo would increase traffic to a point that we would have some failures at a level
of service and just make it a very congested area to travel in. (Next slide)
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BACKGROUND SLIDE 11:

(Slide 11) The memorandum looked at our traffic model, our transportation plan, as well as two
Transportation Impact Analyses (TIAs) for developments in the downtown to evaluate the level
of service of our intersections, as well as Level of Service (LOS) of our roadway segments. The
City’s own Comprehensive Transportation Plan has all intersections and segments at a LOS A or
B. Those were verified with the TIA, with those projects programmed in. (Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 12:
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(Slide 12) The important thing is, that even with two mixed-use structures that are being
proposed (they have not been approved), and the current traffic, the LOS in Downtown Poulsbo
and the roadway segments and the intersections, as measured by the ITE manual (how we look
at how much is a delay at intersections), we are at a LOS A or B. Further, the technical
memorandum looked at what the comparison between trip generation commercial uses and
residential uses, and again, with the Institute of Transportation Engineers (ITE) Manual, it
showed that commercial uses are generally going to generate more traffic than a residential use
would. Again, having this flexible use option, if a residential use was to go in there, it would
have less impact on our streets than a commercial use would. Further, because it would be set
as a flexible use option, and as I discussed before, we would require it to be at the higher
standard, it would be parked at the commercial standard. So that would be the second piece
that we heard last year regarding the concern about downtown parking. (Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 13:

(Slide 13) Regarding the conservative parking requirement: in the Staff Report, we provide an
analysis of what a parking requirement would be using the residential standards and a parking
requirement using the commercial standards; it’s very clear that new commercial would
generate more parking requirements onsite than a residential use.
We just want to note, and I know we’ve talked about this a bit last year, is that we are the only
jurisdiction in Kitsap County that has not lowered or waived, in some extent, our parking
requirements. The other cities have, in order to incentivize, and to have urban living in their
downtown; we have not, in Poulsbo, done that at all – in fact, in this case we are requiring a
more restrictive standard be applied. So I just want to conclude on the parking that if there is a
parking issue in downtown Poulsbo, it’s not a zoning code issue. It may be an enforcement
issue, and we have done a downtown parking study: (Next slide)
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BACKGROUND SLIDE 14:

(Slide 14) There are implementation and enforcement measures that the City Council can
choose to do if they want to look at enforcement of downtown parking. (Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 15:

(Next slide)
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BACKGROUND SLIDE 16:

(Slide 16) We have a Motion here for your consideration, as well as in your packet. And that
concludes my Initial Staff Report. (Next slide)
BACKGROUND SLIDE 17:

Thank you very much for your attention. (Final slide)
RS: Okay. At this point we will take comments from citizens regarding this. Does anyone want
to come up and make comments.
Tom Curran: Hi, I’m Tom Curran. I live a few blocks away from here. Thanks for the good
information on sweating the details. I really want to thank you for maintaining restrictive
standards about parking. I think that’s a huge issue. I think we’re going in the right direction by
really maintaining those standards, and I think partly for, not just because of people who live
downtown, but also businesses, we really want to help small businesses in downtown Poulsbo,
in this area it’s tough to run a small business. When you think about people visiting here
whether they are coming by boat or they’re coming by auto or mass transit… you don’t want to
visit someone else’s neighborhood. If downtown is mostly residential, nobody’s going to want
to bring their boat up to somebody’s front yard and visit there. You know, they want to come
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up to a place with chocolate shops and book stores and viable restaurants and art galleries.
That’s what we need downtown, so please, it’s good about the parking, maintain commercial as
much as you can downtown. I absolutely understand we need affordable housing in this
community, it’s growing, absolutely, it’s growing huge, and the numbers are amazing. But you
have to have… I can’t think of a more expensive place to try and build housing than downtown
Poulsbo, over the waterfront view. That’s not going to get you your affordable housing. There
is wonderful places that have already been designed in the Comprehensive Plan, to get your
affordable housing. Another thing about downtown, please try and get these to be owner
places. A subtle change that you see happening in Poulsbo is a lack of community, and there’s a
couple of things adding to that. One is because people don’t work here, not that there’s not a
lot of businesses downtown. People live here and then they go to Seattle, or they go elsewhere
to work – this is going to be a bedroom. You have a community where they work other places.
You are also getting more and more rentals. People don’t own their homes. People are tenants
here and they’re not employed here, and we’re expecting to have a sense of community. That’s
a hard ask. We have to have… so if you’re going to develop residential downtown, please stress
if people could own those units, that would make a big difference, or they could have businesses
they work at downtown. That will help the central community here. I think it is slowly fading in
Poulsbo, and I don’t want to see it go. Thanks for all your good work and for listening to me.
07:34:04 RS: Thank you. Anyone else?
Lynn Myrvang: Good evening. My name is Lynn Myrvang, and I also live locally, just down the
street, downtown. She’s (Helen) putting up kind-of a rudimentary map that I made, and I’m
hoping it makes sense as I go on. What I did is I took the black-hatched properties will be,
according to the new Amendment, all residential. So I just want to give a glimpse of our
downtown area, and then – gosh, you can’t see it, but it was green - the commercial up on 3rd
Avenue, there are probably 6 or 7 different properties that are commercial there, and ones with
just little marks on them, up on 3rd, excuse me, above the shopfront overlay, are at this point,
what I’d heard, these are going to be residential units above the shops, on some of those,
converted. So I just wanted to give you that as I was sharing.
With this proposed Zoning Amendment, developers in Downtown Poulsbo will be able to build
all residential into their new construction, and if they choose, to also convert any current
buildings to the same, ·including Vanaheimr and the Old City Hall building. As the developer
holding 11 of the properties Downtown (that’s a considerable amount), it makes complete sense
financially, for this Amendment. The financial risk is less, as he will add greater cash flow with
residences and he’ll be able to make the upgrades to his current buildings without pulling from
any of his other assets. Residences will be easy to lease for a substantial rent with astounding
views of Liberty Bay and the mountains. Last year through many meetings that you (the
Planning Commission) were part of, the City Council was part of, even the Economic
Development Committee – discussions were had: what would be best to serve Downtown
Poulsbo with its quaint fishing village style, with character, and its Little Norway theme.
Allowing
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either mixed-use or residential along 3rd and in the C-1 Zone, and then whether the bookends
of 3rd would be best as convertible buildings, which is the same as what is being proposed for
this Amendment.
When the City Council vote was taken, there was a consensus by all but one, and the
Commercial Code was amended in 2018. Their reasoning, which is still well justified was that
these buildings most likely would never go commercial, as residential gives the highest rent.
Allowing all residential on 3rd could also easily create reverse blight, as was said and discussed
at some of the meetings. All residential around the five commercial buildings on 3rd would
make it much harder to draw visitors and shoppers to do the loop. To walk up Moe Street, to
walk up Hostmark; they would look at it and think it’s residential; why would they want to go up
there? To the brewery, to the guitar shop, to the other shops that are up there? Traffic flow
and parking (which has been discussed tonight, and I really appreciate that, Karla – thank you)
those were very strong factors. The number one complaint from community
members who want to visit and shop in downtown Poulsbo is very poor traffic access and
parking – that there is no parking. Poulsbo's Commercial Code expects new developments to be
able to park themselves. The reality is: does this even replace the parking we will lose by these
planned developments, let alone add enough new parking for them? Access for 3rd Avenue
townhouses will also be from the Downtown, going by Boehm’s there, which will add to the
bottleneck. Allowing all residential on 3rd, the bookends and the C-1 Zone creates an
amphitheater-styled small, commercial Downtown surrounded by residential. Is this what we
want for our beloved waterfront Little Norway? Will this truly serve the Downtown in the long
term? What has really changed? What new information is so compelling in less than six months
from last year's Commercial Code vote that caused this change? Conservatively, we are looking
at well over 160 new residences added to Downtown Poulsbo with this Amendment passed.
There are already many housing developments in Greater Poulsbo to provide new housing as
per the Growth Management Act. Do we need all these new residences right in Downtown? Is it
worth approving this Amendment for the sake of finances? Thank you very much for listening
and for letting me speak.
07:39:13 RS: Thank you.
Mike Myrvang: My name is Mike Myrvang. Just to kind of follow up, is that the way we want to
go to get the delayed maintenance of the building and building upgrades paid for? In this town,
that’s something that has been an issue with the property owners in downtown for quite some
time, I mean they were levied this additional task of sprinkler systems, you know, if they did any
remodeling or changing of the buildings and I’m just wondering – is there a way that the City
could come alongside these property owners and modulate some of the cost of the building
upgrades, maybe? Help or give them ideas? Is there another way to have this done and not
have to bring in people we are looking at in downtown area. It’s a simple, what we are dealing
with now is a basic simple amendment allowing residential units to be put on the first floor of
these buildings that will be built adjacent to the shopfront overlay on 3rd, and in other
buildings, on Vanaheimr, say, or in the other City Hall area. It is something that is starting the
ball rolling for a heavy populus in downtown, and we’re trying to make that fit in our quaint
little town here, and that’s what I want to bring up. Thank you.
7:41:37 RS: Okay, thank you.
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Gary Lindsey: My name’s Gary Lindsey, I’m a resident of Poulsbo and I also own a parcel of
property that is just below City Hall that is the vacant grassy area that fronts Jensen Street and
Bjermeland. This project on the screen is something I’ve proposed to the City. These properties
that are being proposed for what could be flexible space – residential or commercial are
primarily vacant sites. This site has been vacant for at least 20 years or 30 years; I believe there
was a house on it at one time. I think there’s been one commercial building built in Downtown
Poulsbo in the last 25 years, and there are certainly vacant parcels that have been zoned. That
building is vacant and has been for I think a year, for whatever reason. It’s a case of demand as
to why we could turn vacant land into residential – build them so they’re commercial and they
could be converted. And these could all could be easily converted. They are going to be built to
commercial codes; they are going to be parked to commercial standards, or what will actually be
an excess of parking until they’re repurposed as a commercial space. If the desire is to get more
commercial space available, I’m going to tell you that you’re going to have more opportunity to
convert an existing space in the commercial than you are to take a vacant piece of land and
expect someone who will build a brand new building when rents are about half of what it takes
to support a new construction. This building up on the screen, for example, very easily
convertible on the main floor to a commercial space. And if a tenant knows demand, and a
tenant came along and wanted to rent that for more as a residential, it could certainly be
converted very easily. If a tenant wanted to take a vacant piece of land, that would take 2 or 3
years and way more money than most of these tenants down in town are capable of. So I would
say this is not taking away from the City, but actually adding, eventually, some inventory.
Residential units, these are – that I’m proposing – going to be owner-occupied. Well, it could be
rented, but they’re townhouses and the main level could be an apartment for a mother-in-law,
or a child, and they could be converted at a later date, but these are going to be for sale owneroccupied units. Again, it’s the vacant land that gets redeveloped like this, if there hasn’t been a
building built, except one in the last 25 years, maybe it’s worth looking at another way to
accomplish some redevelopment of downtown. Thank you.
7:44:49 RS: Okay, thank you. Anyone else?
Angela Bennet: Hello, I’m going to have to have a different perspective. My name is Angela
Bennet and I also live on 3rd Avenue. We moved here about 11 years ago, right as the economy
was starting to come down. We saw the boarded up buildings and things like that downtown,
where we had vacant storefronts. One of the things that allowing residential to come into this
area does, is that it encourages more people all year long. Right? During the summer, we have
no problem with the number of people who come into downtown and patronize our commercial
areas, but during the winter it becomes less and if we want to maintain it, I do think we need to
bring it more residential downtown. I also don’t think that the way it is right now, at least on
Third avenue, is very attractive. We have dumpsters and blackberries; that’s not welcoming. If
we had something that was more welcoming along there too, I think you would have more
individuals coming along that way. And as a resident who lives on there, parking is an issue. It
will always be an issue, for us personally, to park right in front of our house, but not to park in
Poulsbo. We always see the Port of Poulsbo lot - it always has room in it. Yes, directly in front
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of our house, usually we cannot park. But we we can park near enough to walk. So I would give
you an alternate view, from someone who does live downtown, that I think having more people
living there, and not having to drive in, but living there and can walk downtown and can access
the things that we access right now, will encourage more growth throughout the years. Thank
you.
RS: Thank you.
4:47 Brian Smith: Hi, my name is Brian Smith and I live on 4th Avenue. I’m not really here to
debate that a conversion is good or bad idea for Poulsbo. I think as residents, our concerns
were adequately presented last year, before the commercial code update, and the City Council
voted 6 to 1, not to allow for residential on the first floor, as Planning Commission
recommended. But it appears after hearing about the EDC and watching City Council meetings
on the video, that we have new information and more relevant ideas that allow for that to be
back on the table. I would say okay, but please share that with us. More than just a graph that
shows red ink, if we have to go forward with the way we planned. I am not challenging any
developer or their character, but it just feels a little bit like capitulation when a business plan
doesn’t work out, and so now we are going to go back and adjust the code. So if it does perhaps that’s the best plan or perhaps that’s because no one else is interested in Poulsbo. And
at that point, we probably should pay attention. But there’s a way to change red ink, and you
use an eraser and you redo it, and find it until it’s not red, and if it stays red, you don’t buy the
property. Because certainly there was a commercial code in place at the time that had to be
complied with. And if you couldn’t make it work, you either had to live under the hope or the
promise that it was going to change for you, or why would you go forward? So I hope this all
works out because I really do think 3rd Avenue is something we’ve got to talk about. And we
are not talking about building heights anymore, so some of our concerns have been muted, but
we’re at a crossroads here, and our character is on display. We’ve got to decide whether we’ll
let things be dictated to us or whether we’ll work in conjunction and make something better out
of this, but I really feel like $100 of blue paint is not a good faith gesture. We should know that
whoever is here is here for the right reasons. And then we should support them. Thank you for
your time.
7:49:09 RS: Thank you. Anyone else?
Jean Charters: Hi, my name is Jean Charters, and I’m a resident of 4th Avenue, and also a
member of the Historical Society, and I participated in the commercial code conversation, so
yes, last year. So, coming back to this with some of the same information that we learned last
year, and then understanding that there’s new information like you just heard, and not knowing
all of that new information, it would be great if this was a participatory process, and we could
hear more of why this is a great thing for Poulsbo. Just living on 4th Avenue, we do have a
spectacular view. I’ll just put that out there – I know we do. And if you’re going to build a
townhome on 3rd Avenue, you are going to have a spectacular view. What is your incentive to
change that residential unit into a commercial unit? I personally think that there is 0% chance
that that residential is ever going to go to commercial. ZERO. That’s my personal feeling about
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that. And then, on top of that, if you have all of this residential in downtown, we have no
services to support those people downtown. Everybody has to go to Central Market, or
Safeway, or the pharmacy, or the hardware store… they’re going to be congesting the traffic
downtown, coming and going. And right now on 3rd Avenue, there are at least 40 parking spaces
that are used every day by whoever – commercial merchants, employees that are going to go
away, and none of that’s been addressed either. Where are those parking spaces going to go, if
you put residential on 3rd Avenue? Because there’s not a lot of room around town for the rest
of those people to park now. So, what’s happening, infrastructurally, before we do this? That’s
what I want to know. Have you had that conversation? Thanks for your time; I appreciate it.
7:51:21 RS: Thank you. Anyone else?
Mike Brown: Good evening, my name is Mike Brown, I’m with Sound West Group and I
represent Sound West Group, and it’s true that Sound West does have a number of properties in
downtown Poulsbo, all of which we feel need some level of upgrade. Some of that is just repairdeferred maintenance that’s been mentioned, and in other cases it’s creation of new buildings,
possibly along 3rd Avenue. I want to speak really to the concern about whether or not it’s
convertible and how flexible that really is. And the reality is in commercial buildings, during
their lives, many, many times their interiors are changed out for one tenant or another. I am
also a commercial builder and probably 70% of the business that I’ve done in my career here in
the last 35 or longer years has been tenant improvement. We’ve literally been in some
buildings dozens of times to swap out for the next tenant. It’s really about the business at hand.
But the important thing, and an interesting thing that we’ve seen happen where there’s a
residential component that starts first, is that small businesses often do move into those spaces
just as they’re built out. So there’s a flexibility of the residential verses commercial and/or
commercial. One of the expensive pieces, if you build just a commercial building off and we
build out what is called a “vanilla shell” – you don’t take it any further than the core and shell, so
the perimeter wall and the services that serve the building - and the reason that you do that is
because you really don’t know who your tenant is going to be, and then along comes the tenant.
An average tenant improvement for something like an office building is somewhere in the range
of $80 per square foot, up to medical office spaces that can go over 200. So let’s just take the
example of the lower end of that: if we build a commercial space and somebody’s facing rent it
takes to support that construction, then on top of that they have to support the tenant
improvement buildout, because not all of that is borne by the landlord, in fact, a share of it is
borne by the tenant. That’s not a problem for somebody like Albertson’s, or a large corporate
entity, but it is a problem for somebody that wants to be a small operation and start maybe a 1
or a 2-person shop. So that’s where these residential buildouts actually work pretty well. We’ve
built these in other places where people do move in and they make them work as a hair salon or
an accountant’s office or that kind of thing, and that barrier to the entry is not there because
the space is already built out and can be easily adapted to the business at hand, and that extra
burden of that expense doesn’t have to be borne by the tenant. So, just a piece of the flexibility
that I think is important, because we’ve heard a lot about, you know, it’s the small business guy
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who really has it tough here, and that tenant improvement cost really is a disadvantage. Thank
you.
7:54:50 RS: Okay, thank you. Anyone else?
(Silence)
7:55 RS: Okay, so we will end the Public Hearing portion of it and open up the Public Meeting,
and you can ask questions and do things like that, through our deliberation. Anybody?
JC: The C1 does not include just downtown Poulsbo, C1 includes all over Poulsbo. It’s not just
restricted to 3rd Avenue. So we could have these conditions outlaying over on Viking, we could
have it over here (pointing out on map), maybe, by where the old Albertsons used to be, back
along that hillside – it could be residential/commercial. So it’s just not restricted to downtown
Poulsbo itself; it covers more than one area. Now my question for Karla is, as you go through
your review process of the availability of commercial space and residential space, as we have to
design our future growth areas, how will this Amendment play out, if we do have some of these
structures built?
KB: So that’s an interesting and good question. Mixed use has been something that has come
along and become more interesting and popular in all of the urban areas in Washington, and
certainly in Central Puget Sound, and so what Commissioner Coleman is referring to is when we
update our Comprehensive Plan, which we are getting ready to do in 2024, we have to make
some assumptions on how land is going to be used, and whether it’s going to be used
residentially or commercially. Certainly, when something is zoned residential, we know it’s
residential, and until mixed use came along, tending to be more popular, commercial would be
for commercial. So there are assumptions that have been developed that jurisdictions will be
using to assume a percentage of commercially zoned property that would be used for
residential. So we can take that into account, again, it’s an assumption, but all of our land
capacity are based on assumptions. And so it is something we will be working with a land use
economist, actually, to help determine what that number is. So we will be able to incorporate
mixed use within our land capacity analysis for commercial zones.
JC: Okay.
GM: Karla, can you confirm Mr. Coleman’s question? As I read the materials, throughout it, it
talks about the C1 downtown limited zoning amendment, so does this indeed affect other parts
of the City? Can you clarify that for us?
KB: I can, yes, thank you for bringing that up. So there’s a map within your packet, it is Exhibit
E, and it shows a portion of the C1, or it shows most of the C1, so the C1 zoning district is
primarily downtown Poulsbo, and then there’s a few C1-zoned properties along Front Street,
kind-of across the street from the Poulsbo Park and Recreation Center, and so this amendment
is not proposed for all of our commercial zones, it is proposed just for the C1. The Economic
Development Committee did consider it for all of the C zones, but at this point wanted to move
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forward only with this amendment. They did task our department to looking at all the
commercial zones; at some point in the future for similar amendments as well. I will also note
that mixed use is already an allowed thing in the City and has been for over 20 years, for the
second floors and above, so this again, is speaking to a flexible use option for the first floor.
RT: My reading of this is that it only affects a few properties, which would mean that other
property owners, for example, and I’ll just name a couple, for example over at JJ’s, they would
be at a disadvantage because they could not take advantage of this, if this was passed. It
doesn’t seem a fair way to treat all the other property owners.
KB: Alright, so the shopfront overlay, which is where JJ’s is located, was discussed at length last
year as a place that we want to preserve and protect, and as the footprint currently is right now,
for our identity, for Poulsbo. So the properties that could take advantage of this proposed
amendment would be (most likely) vacant properties, as discussed at some of your public
testimony. There is obviously opportunity for redevelopment on some existing structures, but
that, again, would be determined by the property owner whether that was financially feasible
for them. So again, Exhibit E, which is map of downtown shows some potential parcels that
would be able to be utilized for this, but those properties within the shopfront overlay would
remain commercial use on the first floor, completely, and would be limited to the uses in the
adopted use table. Again, if they have a second floor, and they have parking for the second
floor, they could convert those into residential uses, but they would have to be if they have a
second floor and parking for they can convert those into residential uses, but they would have
to have on-site parking, or a way to provide off-street parking for any residential conversions to
the second floors.
RT: I had a concern about traffic survey that was done. If you add (and I’ve got a couple
drawings in the packet, where we have second floor residential), now we’re going to have first
floor residential. I believe that we are going to have more traffic from an increase due to
residential than we do from commercial. Because mainly the folks coming in for commercial will
come by boat transit or come to the parking lot, and walk around town. And they’ll come in,
and they’ll leave. Residential people come and go from their house two, three, four times a day,
and they have to use the streets. So I think if we increase the number of residential units in
downtown, we’re going to increase the traffic.
KB: So we can speak to Exhibit G, which is your Traffic Conditions Technical Memorandum, and
it was prepared by the Poulsbo Engineering Department. I don’t necessarily know if all of our
downtown tourists come by boat; I think that would be an interesting study, to determine our
tourist traffic via boat and by vehicle. I will say in general, and this is toward the end of your
Technical Memorandum, is on page 4, there is table in here that outlines the is the trips
generated by use by the Institute of Engineers Trip Generation Manual, and that’s the one that
we use, as well as most jurisdictions use for generating trips, and that if you see, multifamily
housing, 1 to 2 levels generates 2.32 trips per day, up 3 through 10 levels, which of course we
are not talking about at all, has a trip generation of 5.44. When you compare it to other
commercial buildings, the lowest would be a general office building of 9.74 (per thousand
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square feet). So, I definitely understand your concern and I think that is a concern that we’ve
heard before, but I do believe that if you look at the technical analysis provided by the
engineering department, you are going to see that the trips being generated by residential (and
this is new residential versus new commercial) would probably be less based on the ITE manual.
And again, this is what we use for all of our developments in all of our zoning districts. I will
introduce Anthony Burgess, who is the engineer who helps assist the research and the
development of the technical engineer technical memo, and he’s with our Engineering
Department.
AB: So I did want to note that we did check with the U.S. Census Bureau, what is the average
size of a residential apartment, and it is 1,181 square feet, and that was from data collected last
year. So when looking at this chart, a dwelling unit trip rate is same as commercial unit use. So
the multi-family housing midrise of 5.44 trips per dwelling unit is synonymous per 1,000 square
feet as you are looking though the chart, just to remember that.
8:05:08 RS: Any other questions?
KN: I had question as to why the proposed amendment drops the requirement that the
Planning Commission had previously recommended, about looking at an economic analysis
every four years, I think it was. I know at our previous Planning Commission Meeting, there was
a little preview of that, with we don’t know exactly what that would look like, but it seems to me
that Exhibit F2 that looks at the commercial rental market verses the residential market, plus
form information on commercial rental vacancies might serve that purpose. (?)
KB: Yes, so part of the reason that it did get dropped out was the discussion at the Economic
Development Committee Meeting at that time weren’t discussing requiring an economic
analysis, so that would be the main reason, is part of this proposed amendment. The Planning
Commission did offer that last year, as part of the recommendation package. One of our
comments was it’s difficult to know exactly what that is because when we did the research after
the Planning Commission it was hard to find an example of that, but I think your comments are
correctly on spot, that… The burden is on the property owner to develop it and to demonstrate
to the City. So certainly if the Planning Commission wanted to bring back that recommendation,
I certainly think we could figure out how to make it work.
8:07:03 RS: So are you are saying that there could be a requirement for the property owner to
give justification for renting something as or developing something as residential rather than
commercial?
KB: It would be similar to, if you look at your bottom one here (indicating page) I’m presuming
it’s something similar to what you approved last year, which is that you required a market study
or similar type document be submitted every 4 years to demonstrate that commercial space are
not viable on the first floor space. So I think it would be something similar if you wanted to do
that, to say… Because this is crafted a little bit differently in that it’s called “flexible use,” I’m
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presuming you would want to know if it’s being used as residential, why it’s not being flexed
back to commercial, or vice-versa.
RS: And I guess that’s where this is going right now. Bear with me; what we had talked about
was doing an every 4 years demonstrate what is happening and then you would be able to
develop in a certain way. I think that’s what we talked about. You have to give some
justification that says that commercial doesn’t work, we’ll do it in residential. I don’t think that
we flushed it out that it was commercial first and then you could go to residential if that didn’t
work. Is that?
KB: No, that was not language from last year. The language was you could have residential on
the first floor, but you would have to at least check in with the City every 4 years to explain why
it’s not converting to commercial.
RS: But that would be very difficult, because how would you? You would evict somebody and
say, “Ah, well, now it’s got to be commercial.” So you’ve got to evict somebody?
KB: I think the language today is proposing to be more simple in the sense that it’s really letting
the market dictate the use. It’s putting zoning aside and letting the market dictate the use, for
those properties in the C1 that can take advantage of this, and letting the market dictate it and I
think that the testimony you heard is that there’s a school of thought that the commercial,
small-scale, small business commercial uses on the first floor in combination of a second floor,
perhaps can’t finance new construction. So having that option can help finance it with the bank.
I don’t understand it, it’s not my thing, but the way the banks process loans and how they
invest, and that once it’s built, the opportunity to flex through tenant improvements is greater
than requiring it to be commercial, in the outset of new construction, if I’m summarizing what I
heard tonight.
RS: I think I heard that too. I guess the question is, I mean, do we see a way to do the study? I
don’t know how you would think – we’re still at the same spot – I don’t know how you would
enforce that, how you would do that unless we need-hired somebody.
RT: What would be used as the criteria as to whether they flex back or forth, from residential to
commercial? I looked in when we looked at packet, all of this sided with rentals for commercial
space, was up to Green Light Diner, in the Warrant G. Harding Building, and those were a buck
and a quarter a square foot. But then right away, they wanted the comparison that you throw
in the package, that the new apartments, with a lot of amenities over on Viking Way, is 23
dollars and something a square foot. Who would ever flex back to commercial if they are
getting 23 dollars a square foot, compared to even 5 or 10 dollars a square foot for commercial?
In other words we have to be prepared to accept the fact that once these structures are built,
they will always be residential.
GM: So Karla, if a market study isn’t a way to try to avoid this in perpetuity, are there other
options? Can you express a timeline for the building permits? I’m just throwing it out there… 5
years? I am certainly happy to consider flexibility, but I do hear some of the citizens expressing
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concerns that it may not ever revert back to commercial. Looking at the numbers that
development committee, at least, has given us so far, I’d be sure to share some skepticism of
whether that’s actually going to convert back. So if not a market study, (I understand there may
be some concerns about how you define that, what you use as the criteria), what other levers
do we have, if any?
KB: I think the way the amendment is set up is that if the use is to dictated by the market, then
there isn’t anything that I can think of, other than the market study as a check-in with the City. I
would say it would be challenging to define it, but not impossible. I think we could figure it out
if that was something that was important to the Planning Commission. Don’t make a challenge
be the reason you don’t do what you want to, what the right thing is to do. The staff can figure
it out. If the flexible use is going to be swayed by the market and market rents, then what you
do want to do as a check in, if you want a check in, if you don’t want the market to fully dictate
it, and you want to be able to have some input, or at least giving us input on what the current
market is in downtown, then having a study or some documentation would be the right way – or
would be a way to do it, as we discussed last year.
8:14:20 RS: I think what we are doing is missing the point. The point is that we do have
vacancy problems in Poulsbo, and it’s been an ongoing fact for as long as I’ve lived here – 30
some years. We do have buildings that are falling apart and that are not being maintained, for
one reason or another. So I think the intent of this is to try to help have the solution that makes
it feasible to do upgrades, try to keep our vacancy rates down, that type of thing. What we’re
looking at is trying to address history of what we are dealing with. What we have now doesn’t
seem to be working, though of course, markets could change. But we’re are isolated enough
here in Poulsbo from the big ticket money in the Seattle area, that I don’t see that we are going
to have (unless they put 10 new ferry boats in and we have a big influx of people that can get
high-level jobs or some high-level employer moves in town), I don’t see that we’re going to see a
whole big difference from here on. If there is a way for us to allow, reality is to want it to work.
It isn’t working; we have to do something else. What is that? Is it allowing a few areas to do
some residential to try to bring up the area? That might be the method. We should do
something different than what we’ve been doing. Or we just maintain a steady flow of people
that start a business, then go out of business, and they just sit. We need to do something, and I
think this is an attempt to do something, and I think that’s probably why the Mayor came back
with We’ve got to do something because we’re sitting here.
GM: I want to be clear. I am in favor of providing flexibility. It is: How do we do that? I wish
that every downtown commercial spot could be filled with a mom and pop small business, but
given the vacancy, given the empty lots downtown, and given the condition of 3rd Avenue,
given new reality of the Amazons, and other online shopping, things have changed, and I think
we do need to provide flexibility. I’m in favor of providing more residential downtown, or near
downtown, because I think that will help support small businesses. I think it will help even out
the ebbs and flows of seasonal tourist traffic and perhaps provide more customers year-round. I
am all in favor of providing flexibility; I’m just trying to figure out the best way to do that,
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because I recall when we discussed this previously, there were some Commissioners that
expressed some concern that we’ve only got a limited amount of commercial space, and do we
want to give all that away? I just want to make sure that we are doing it in the right way. So I’m
all about providing the flexibility necessary, but I want to make sure that we do it in the right
way. And I am struggling with it now, whether this proposed amendment is the right way, right
now. I’m not sure.
JB: I think I’d like to say, if you look at what the Planning Commission, a year ago – it was a year
ago that we started on this – the Planning Commission thought long and hard and we discussed
a lot of things and put a lot of effort into it and basically if you look at what’s coming back to us
from the Council now - the Council is basically agreeing with what the Planning Commission sent
to them many months ago. Other than perhaps the marketing analysis. My opinion on it is: I
think we should go back to where we as a Planning Commission – the decision or the
determination we came up with at that point in time, is what I’d like to go forward with,
including the market analysis. This is our recommendation that’s going to the Council. They’re
the ones who have to decide.
RS: The only down side to that is that they turned it down.
JB: But now they’re coming back on it. It’s their amendment, they are basically coming back
and saying what we sent to them in the first place.
JC: I don’t know where the City Council is coming from. We’re not participants in their
discussions on this, so we really don’t know where they’re coming from. We don’t have a lot of
personal input or feedback from them when it comes back to us, wanting us to look at things, so
we are getting back to the same thing we got- gave before, like I say, over a year ago. But again,
I don’t have any input from the City Council, other than through the Planning Director. I have
not sat face-to-face with a City Council member, wanting to know why they feel this didn’t work
the first time. Where do you want us to go with this? What do you want us to do? Do you want
us to have more Public Meetings? What do you want us to look at? I think direction is what we
need.
KB: I think that this is the public process and the direction that the City Council has given is for
you to do what you always do as a Planning Commission, which is to consider the amendment in
front of you and have a thoughtful conversation and to decide what you believe is best for the
City of Poulsbo. I don’t think they are asking you to do anything different than what you have
always done, based on the information what was presented in front of you as part of the Staff
Report and the presentation. They had some conversations, yes, they did have conversations,
and wanted then to kick it to the public process, for the broader community conversation, which
is exactly what you do as the Land Use Advisory Committee.
KN: I have gone back and forth on this, too, because after our last meeting we had a little
preview, and we talked about the economic analysis, and I went home and I said to myself that I
don’t think we need that. The market should be able to take care of that. But then, I think
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about it more, and if there’s no incentive to even think about changing use, you might not
change the use. And it’s easier to put a requirement in here, say, we’ll check in every 4 years,
and then the next time we update the Code, we could take out the requirement if it’s
cumbersome, or if it’s not doing what we wanted it to do. I lean towards putting a requirement
for some sort of analysis in.
RS: What would be the form of that? Would it be if they wanted to change the use? So let’s
say they go through and they set up the use; they have residential on the first floor, and they
want to change the use to maybe… a bigger residential? I don’t know. How would you do that?
Because typically we can only touch something when there’s a change in use. Right now what
we have here is an assessment that says right now it makes sense to do residential on that floor.
If in 4 years, or whatever we set it to, they give us a study that says actually it looks like
commercial is better, I think it would be hard for us to enforce them to switch it to commercial.
JC: Maybe this needs to be set at 5 years and then it reverts back to first floor is all commercial.
RS: I would hate to be an elected official and be trying to evict people from their homes, but I’m
not an elected official.
JC: Those are commercial grade, so…
GM: If we were to do this, I think it needs to be based on some sort of data. If that’s what we
want to do.
RS: I think a market study doesn’t prove anything, because I’m assuming that the developer will
be doing that anyway. Because if they can get more money for commercial on that space,
because let’s say we’ve got a lot more residences that are now living there, that are now moving
into these spaces, and suddenly we realize that not everybody wants to go to Central Market in
their car, they want a good store downtown, and they might get more rent for that, so there
may be a turn around.
KN: Without a market analysis.
RS: Or even with one, because I’m assuming they are going to maintaining a market analysis
because they want to make more money. Hopefully they are going to try to service their
residences.
JB: If it’s already mixed use, they’ll already be able to do that anyway. They can convert back.
RS: Right, and that’s what I’m saying. So the market study doesn’t do anything other than what
they should be doing anyway.
KN: We might just be adding a step.
RS: I just don’t know how we would enforce it. Because we can’t really enforce anything unless
there’s a change in use, and I guess if the tenant was out, then do we tie it to that? But there
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would be a tenant involved and if that tenant moves and they want to rent it to a new tenant,
they would have to prove that it makes sense not to convert. I don’t know how you would do
that, because you’d have to register the tenants.
KB: It would be a cumbersome administrative action.
RS: I think that there is a need for something to be done. We seem to be stuck. Every time I
come into town, it bothers me that we have run down buildings, and there is a reason for that.
It’s not because we don’t have people who like the area. It’s our area, and something’s driving
it.
KN: We hear from residents that they would like to see more of a night life, they’d like shops
open later, and they’d like more restaurants. That comes with more people downtown, year
round.
GM: Another thing we haven’t really talked about. I’m aware that we have ham-strung to some
point, new development or refurbished development, downtown with the change of height
requirement down to 25 feet. That gives people a lot less flexibility to try to make
improvements to buildings, construct of new buildings and slab. Part of me is saying, “Okay, the
City Council changed that, which would lead me a little bit more to offer the flexibility on the
first floor. So that’s part of my thinking here too. I think that needs to be remembered.
RS: Any other discussion that we want?
Silence
RS: Questions? What do we want to do?
JC: So, we’re not going to go with any kind of market analysis?
JC: Okay. Mr. Chairman, move to recommend approval to the Poulsbo City Council the C1
Downtown Limited Zoning Amendments Flexible Use, identified in Exhibit A, and direct the
Planning and Economic Development Director to prepare Findings of Fact in support of this
decision for Planning Commissioner Chair’s signature.
GM: Second.
RS: We have a motion and a second. All those in favor, signify by, “Aye.”
All: “Aye.”
RS: Any opposed? Any abstentions?
Silence
RS: Okay. It goes to City Council.
8. RS: We will do Liberty Landing Subdivision next.
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EB: Good Evening. For the record, I am Edie Berghoff, with the City of Poulsbo Planning
Department, and with me here tonight is Anthony Burgess with the Engineering Department for
the City. The applicant is also here this evening and may have a few comments.
The Liberty Landing Subdivision is a preliminary plat in the residential medium zoning district.
Preliminary plat is a type 3 zoning application under the Title 19, which is Permit Application
Procedures. It requires a public hearing before the Hearing Examiner, and the Planning
Commission is tasked with making a recommendation to the Hearing Examiner for the project.
There are Findings of Fact, Conclusion, and Recommendation, that’s signed by the Commission
Chair, that is forwarded to the Hearing Examiner. The criteria for the project are established
when the application is found technically complete, which in the particular case is November 30,
2018. The criteria are in the Zoning and Subdivision Ordinances. The Application for Preliminary
Plat by state statute is a 90-day process. The application includes an extension for that. The
application granted an additional 60 days. We are within that timeframe. Project notices have
been distributed. There is an exhibit in the packet of your Staff Report that includes all of that
information.
The site is located near Poulsbo Place, and it’s approximately 1 acre in size. Poulsbo Place is this
area here. It is zoned high density residential. The project itself is medium density residential
and is something of a buffer between low density residential and the Poulsbo Place high density
residential. All of the adjacent properties are developed. There are some small pieces that look
vacant, however they are either Open Space with an existing plat or there’s another reason
specific for use. The site itself is proposed to be subdivided into 8 lots. They will be single family
homes, and there will be an area of right-of-way dedicated to the City. Access is provided by
two driveways, each driveway serving 4 residences. Each single-family home is required to have
two parking spaces, so multiply that by 8 and you are required to have 16 parking spaces on site.
The applicant is providing 22 total parking spaces on site, so they have on-site parking for
guests. One of the things that the applicant has provided (to provide some certainty for the
neighbors in the area) is some home designs for the project. They are included in Exhibit A of
the Staff Report. All structures on site, including amenities – there is a possibility of a garden
shed being constructed as an amenity. They will all follow the general design including trims on
the buildings.
Preliminary Plats in residential medium designations are required to provide amenities. This is a
landscape plan that shows one of the amenity combinations. They are located on lots 7 and 8.
In the Final Plat they will be located in easements that will have some language in the project
CC&Rs that will have some language for the homeowners so that all of the residents will be able
to use those. The landscape plan itself includes setback yard landscaping, incorporates street
trees along Hamilton Court, and provides for the required tree retention. Six trees are required
to be retained. They are shown as stars, I’ll call them. Here is one of them. As this is designed
the tree retention requirements have been met. The preliminary plat has been reviewed against
the City’s Subdivision Zoning Environmental Regulations – I will say there are no critical
environmental areas on the site. All lots meet the City’s requirements as conditioned. The
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City’s Engineering Department has reviewed the plat for compliance with the City’s construction
standards and stormwater regulations and find that the project meets the requirements with
the conditions. The project as proposed, in conjunction with the SEPA mitigation and conditions
of approval is consistent with the Poulsbo Comprehensive Plan, the Zoning Ordinance, and all
other applicable City regulations. I will ask Anthony if he has any comments he wants to add.
AB: No.
KB: Staff respectfully recommends that the Planning Commission recommend approval of the
Liberty Landing Subdivision, as presented. We are happy to answer questions for you following
the applicants comments and any public comment that there may be.
HW: Mr. Chairman, we have a presentation from the applicant, and I will go ahead and turn
that on right now.
8:36:44: Bill Ortyn: My name is Bill Ortyn. As you requested onto something less “weighty,”
this is all kind of new to me so I am going through this really quickly, and if you have any
questions or you want me to go back to something, we can do that. So there’s just a brief
description of the project, which was pretty much already covered. Some of the architecture
and aesthetics, and then there are a number of improvements for the benefit of the neighbors
in the City that are part of the project. Then there are some elements and comments that were
brought up at the neighborhood meeting that if need be, we can talk about. So we already went
over where the project is located, and that’s just the aerial view of the current lot, as it is - a
house in the middle. This is the proposed development; as you saw, it is right in the corner of
Poulsbo place. Eight homes makes them single story and two-story, pretty small homes. The
single story is 850 square feet. The two stories are 1350. And then there is a number of
improvements that we can discuss quickly. This is just architectural renderings of what the
development would look like. (This street here is looking from right there, and if you happen to
be standing there on the sidewalk, that is kind-of what the homes would look like. The idea is
that these homes could be here for another 100 or 200 years. So if I’ve got to spend a little bit
more money to make it nice, with variations in trim, crown molding on windows and things like
that, that is something I think is in keeping with charm of Poulsbo. So the homes are nicely
trimmed out and you know, beauty is in the eye of the beholder but I think they look nice.
Again – floor plans – they are small, but they’re just very efficient. Open floor plans. They’re
kind of designed for young families or retirees. So even on the two-stories, there’s a master on
the first floor or the second floor, so it’s open to lots of potential uses. In terms of
improvements, there’s the road right there – Hamilton Court, if I go back here, this is actually the
property boundary. Hamilton Court runs right through it. So there are road improvements, and
those include standard 125 foot radius crowning in the flat areas and then a super elevation
along the bend. There’s a sidewalk being put in that is going to connect the circuit from Jensen
on up to First Street. What will happen eventually is that – this is the boundary of lot as it is
today, but when the project is done, the lot boundary will run along that sidewalk there and the
rest just gets dedicated to the City. Two private drives, as you saw – each one serving four
homes. Easement for utilities. There is over 400 feet of new 8-inch diameter freshwater pipe
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put in, and that’s not really necessarily to serve the development; that’s for the surrounding
homes. There is an old four-inch pipe that’s there now, and as a condition of approval, we are
going to put that in there to upgrade that. Fire hydrants added, again- there’s sort of an older
hydrant here, but with these two hydrants– should serve the whole area. Stormwater treatment
system with a modular wetlands unit, not just to treat the stormwater on side, but also to treat
Hamilton Court. One of the biggest things at the neighborhood meeting was parking. What
happens is there’s a peewee field right here, and on the weekends, or whenever there’s games,
cars park on both side of street here, and I talked to the Poulsbo Police Department, and the
reason they don’t ticket the cars is because they can’t tell where the property line is. So when
this is done, if that’s the sidewalk and cars park on that sidewalk or on that street, they’ll be
ticketed. They would actually have to park in the lawns, which they are not going to do, and if
they do park on the lawns, it gets rid of the parking area anyway. I think that just by virtue of
design and what’s going to happen here, that’s going to be addressed. The meeting went into
the landscape plan, we’re maintaining 27% of ten-inch trees. There are 32 deciduous trees of
various kinds being added. 21 non-deciduous trees. More than 60 shrubs, ground cover, and
then as Edie mentioned, there’s alternative amenities. A cutting garden and a picnic table or a
garden shed and a bocce ball court. So at the neighborhood meeting, there were lots of
comments. I think there were over 30 people there, and it kind of revolved around these things
– the aesthetics of the development, the peewee parking and safety, privacy concerns, tree
retention, and water problems. I think the aesthetics of the development, again, that’s up for
people to make their own decision whether they like the way it looks, but certainly there is care
being taken to make it look very nice. The peewee parking- we talked about… privacy concerns,
so really these two residents here are worried about homes being put in here. But you know it is
a residential high and residential medium area, and in the landscape plan there are screening
trees that will be put in here to try and deal with that. For this resident here they are mostly
looking right down that street. This home is kind-of off to the side. And then this resident, I
talked to both of them and there will be screening trees in here and potentially these windows
can be frosted up to a certain height, and they seem to be pretty good with that. In terms of
tree retention, we talked about that, lots of additional shrubs and trees being added, and then
the water problems – there’s a high point here. When this is all said and done, the water is
going to be directed to the center here and then out to the water treatment system. If anything,
I think it will reduce the water problems for that resident there. Improvements: the
infrastructure, roads, sidewalks, water treatment, parking enforcement, fresh water supply and
fire protection are going to benefit. The neighborhood, of course, with 8 homes, the tax base
for the parcel will increase by 8x, which will benefit the broader City of Poulsbo. Concerns from
the nearby residents have been heard and I think they have pretty much been addressed. The
applicant believes that Liberty Landing is in harmony with the master plan for the City of
Poulsbo, and I respectfully request that there is a recommendation made to approve the
project.
8:44: RS: We’ll take comments from citizens on this project.
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Rita Hagwell: My name is Rita Hagwell. I’m a retired teacher, wife, mother and have 4 years of
graduate school. I hope someday you get a chance to read Where Have You Gone, Bernadette?
It’s about a woman architect that moves to the northwest from California, and she doesn’t like
anything, especially craftsman houses, but I’m not going to say what happens. But your houses
are so nice, I think even Bernadette would like them! You should get a chance to read that book
if you can. Okay, and I did want to show one other thing, and that is… (can you show this too)
which is the urban tax to Poulsbo.
RS: Is this to address this project?
Rita Hagwell: No. I’m complimenting it, is that good enough? I know I wanted to make more
comments. Because if it’s the wrong time… please don’t forget the west side.
RS: Okay, we won’t.
Rita Hagwell: Thank you. And remember, all the oxygen you’re getting: look across Liberty Bay
and see all the trees. My 125-year old trees, and you’re getting such clean lungs. I realize it’s
the other side of the tracks, but don’t forget it. Thank you, that’s enough for me to say, today!
RS: Thank you. Anyone else? Okay, so we will do our discussion. Any question for staff?
JC: I’ve got one question. Surrounding the old farm house up there, which I assume is going to
be destroyed, or taken down, what type of utilities are attached to that house, if any, at this
point in time? And how far back is the contractor going to have to take them, to get them out of
his way? Back to the Mays, I mean, is there a well up there, at the farm house?
AB: With any new development, if there are pre-existing septic systems or wells, as per our
Engineering Conditions of Approval, those are required to be decommissioned per Ecology and
Department of Health standards. And if there are pre-existing utility connections, those are
either re-used or decommissioned at the main if they won’t be reused.
JC: I just didn’t see much address in here about dealing with conditions and how to take care of
if they do come up – that was the only thing.
AB: Those are our standard conditions with any proposal from the City of Poulsbo, and those
will be checked with the clearing and grading drawings, assuming you know that…

JC: On Page 15, Title 19 if you go down to Permit Procedures. If you go down below the chart
on the second paragraph, it starts with, “The application was approved on November 19, 2018,
and technically complete November 30, 2019.” I think we have a little error there.
EB: I think you found a typo for me. Thank you!
JC: So we haven’t quite reached November yet. That’s all I’ve got.
PC 20190623 Minutes 32

GM: I had a couple of questions. Just to clarify, is it all of Hamilton Court, essentially being
rebuilt as part of this, or just that north-south section of Hamilton Court?
AB: So the portion of Hamilton Court which is the curve, that will be rebuilt as per half-width
street improvements, due to the scope of work (thank you, Edie) the curb will be realigned to
our minimum standard, which is 125 foot radius. This is in compliance with our highway design
guidance manual. It’s also within our construction standards of 125 foot minimum for the
radius. So that whole curve will be rebuilt and actually graded to divert all stormwater into a
curb piped conveyance system, so part of what the applicant was discussing with improvements
to stormwater in the neighborhood is moving all the water that would have run off of the
existing drive into the properties is now going to be run into a piped conveyance system. The
extension, which is shaded in a slightly different pattern, south, that is trenching improvements
due to the water line looping, and that will be a little bit different – that’s not a road rebuild –
that’s a repair, which will be in compliance with our construction standards.
GM: Second question: the two options for the recreational amenities… was feedback gathered
on those at the neighborhood meetings, or not? Because they seem to be a pretty different
choice set.
EB: That was not a known at the time of the neighborhood meeting. That’s strictly working with
the City to figure out what will work at the site and what makes sense based on our codes.
GM: So City planning staff working with the developer would finalize that choice, is that right?
EB: Yes.
GM: Okay. And I’m assuming that if the choice is the ADA-compliant picnic table, that there will
be an ADA-compliant sidewalk leading to said ADA-compliant picnic table, correct?
EB: Yes
GM: Okay. Thank you.
RT: I think the Commissioner found a typo for you. At the top of page 23, “December 28, 2019,”
I don’t think you’ve received them yet if that’s the correct date. I did have a life safety issue
concern: the driveways going in, I understand they’re 20 foot-wide, including the 5-foot
sidewalk… are they going to be posted “NO PARKING”? The problem I have with them being not
posted is that if we travel around Poulsbo, I think lots of places where we have these little
streets, there are no “NO PARKING” signs up, and a fire truck would have a problem getting
through. And so, they would either have to run hose from the street, back to the back units, or
they can’t get in there. That would even be difficult for an ambulance. I saw on the TTRs that
are proposed that you’re not going to have on-site RV storage. But that doesn’t mean that Joe
Shmucatelli won’t have his cousin over, inside a trailer there, for the Fourth of July weekend.
And these are things I see as I ride my bike around Poulsbo, so we really need to think about the
signage for that, because the police won’t do anything if it’s not posted.
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AB: So these two driveways will actually be private driveways to serve only the four residences
on each. And the way they are designed is 20 feet – 5 feet of that being a designated sidewalk
for pedestrian access. Twenty feet is the minimum standard width for fire access road. So the
applicant has the understanding that that is the designation, and in response, they are providing
additional on-site parking for guests. Now when it comes to somebody parking their boat, you
know it’s difficult to enforce that. However, these will be designated as NO PARKING lanes.
JB: If they’re not posted, no one can do anything.
AB: Yes
GM: So they would be posted, “NO PARKING,” the private lane?
AB: Yes
EB: Yes
GM: I would like to talk about the northwest corner. I understand that you have this 120 or 125
foot radius. First of all, is there any wiggle room on that, because I saw in the comments, it
being questioned whether that could be made a smaller radius, and take up less room? That’s
the first question. The second question is: does the City really want to own that land? Maybe
that’s a Karla question?
AB: I can certainly (easily) address the first question. The radius, 125 foot is the minimum
radius. There is no wiggle room there. There was talk of a “T” intersection, and I do want to call
attention to an error in my staff memo. I say that the proposed realignment radius was
encouraged. It was not encouraged, so I will provide that correction. And that’s due to anytime
you have an interruption of traffic flow, you have increased noise, and it was not cohesive with
the design element, and the applicant had proposed these street improvements, which the staff
supported.
GM: Okay, and what’s going to happen with that triangle?
EB: That is a good question. Right now the residences in that area use a portion of it for their
guest parking, kind of their own personal overflow parking. I don’t know what will happen with
that in the future.
JB: Who is responsible to maintain it? Some of it is grass, for instance, so who would mow it?
EB: It would probably be the once a year when our City Public Works goes through and
maintains along the sides of roads and that type of thing.
JB: I drive by there all the time. Today as I drove by, there was a landscaper and his trailer
behind it parked, with a couple of lawn mowers sitting out on the street and I could barely drive
by it. I mean, he was right out in the street.
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EB: So the other thing is that if the neighbors want to maintain it they are certainly welcome to.
In a section of code, the City does have, like most jurisdictions do in Washington state, whatever
property owner is responsible for maintaining the right-of-way or the landscaping strip that is
immediately adjacent to road from their property. So there’s that as well.
KN: I had two things. One, on page 22 of the Staff Report and the Conditions For Approval, we
say that P2, homes in the proposed development shall substantially conform to the conceptual
architectural drawings and elevations… I would like to see that also say “size.” I know some of
us felt like the new development down off of Fjord – we had a nice presentation with all sorts of
pretty pictures that showed cottages, and then the houses that actually ended up being
approved were significantly bigger than we were expecting. So I guess I would like to see size
mentioned.
EB: I would say the motion would be for recommending whatever the recommendation is to
have the Chair sign the findings and add that as a modification.
KN: Secondly, (I think I know the answer to this), but was consideration given to having a
walking connection between Poulsbo Place and Ashcrest Loop, and the development?
EB: There was actually, over the years developments here – applicants with development
proposals have approached the Poulsbo Place homeowners, and there is a short narrow strip of
Poulsbo Place open space. The home owners would all have to get together and they would
have to agree – the homeowners’ association would for Poulsbo Place - before access could be
granted. The general consensus was that they did not want to go through that process.
KN: Dissapointing. I guess my last comment was, I thought that this was great. I thought it was
an excellent proposal, excellent staff work, excellent work by the developer. I thought this was
a really nice package.
(Agreement around.)
RT: I make a motion that Liberty Landing, the Planning Commission show hereby recommend
Approval with the Hearing Commander and Hearing Examiner of the Liberty Bay Subdivision,
subject to the SEPA A litigation and conditions of approval contained in the Staff Report,
Planning File P-11-19-18-01, and direct the Planning Commission Chairman sign the Finding of
Fact Conclusion and Recommendations.
KN: I’d like to propose that we approve it with the modifications as to the size requirement
being substantially the same as presented in the package.
RS: Which would be Item P2.
KN: Yes, P2 in the Staff Report as modified.
RS: Do you accept that modification to the Motion?
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RT: I accept it.
RS: We have a Motion, and a Second. All those in favor, signify by “Aye.”
(“Aye” all around.)
RS: Any opposed?
(Silence)
RS: Extensions?
(Silence)
RS: It is very nice.
Bill Ortyn: Thank you.
9. Comments from Citizens - None
10. Commissioner comments?
JC: I’ve got one for you folks up there at that table. This evening, coming down Lincoln and
watching traffic turning off 305 to go up Lincoln, and you’ve got two cars trying to turn into the
new Chinese Restaurant, and nowhere for the traffic to go that’s making left turns that are stuck
out there on Highway 305, because you’ve got one car that’s trying to come out and two cars
that are trying to go in. You’ve got an accident just waiting to happen there, so what are your
plans for that?
AB: That is a great question.
RS: It’s an old driveway that’s too close to the intersection.
JC: There’s no room there for traffic to go in and out and you’ve got turning traffic coming off
the highway.
AB: Unfortunately there, that was going to be the outcome with anything except for vacancy,
due to the existing drive, and even if the site was redeveloped and the drive was pushed as far
away as possible, it’s still very constrained.
KN: Is there enough parking there? Is that in accordance with Code?
KB: Yes.
KN: It seems like there are only 8 spots?
KB: They are very busy.
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KN: I was wondering where they are going to park for the other house that they are going to
rent out.
AB: This was a tenant improvement.
KB: As long as you have a change of use in our Code that’s a commercial to commercial, we
don’t require additional parking. There wasn’t any room. You guys probably know that right to
the south of the building is actually the south fork of Dogfish Creek, so there wasn’t room to
expand on this site.
RS: Any other comments?
(Silence)
11. Meeting adjourned 9:04
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