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Project Location and Legal Description 

The project is located in the City of Poulsbo, in what some residents and planning 
documents refer to as “Old Town Poulsbo”, south of NE Hostmark Street, west of 
Highway 305, on the south side of NE Haugen Street, between Torgeson Ave NE and 
8th Ave NE.  It is legally described as the following: 
 
LOT A CITY OF PBO SP P-88, REC UNDER AUD NOS. 200310160028/0029 VOL 17 
PG 235-8. PTN OF GL 2, IN THE NE QTR OF THE SW QTR SEC 23, T26N R1E, 
W.M., IN KITSAP CO, WA; TOG W EASEMENTS AS DEPICTED ON THE SP. 
 

Project Location Photograph 

 

 

Assessor’s Account Number 

232601-3-103-2008 
 
Comprehensive Plan Designation and Zone 

Residential Low  
 
Existing and Adjacent Land Use: 
 
Site:  1.3-acre parcel, currently occupied by one single-family detached home 
North: ROW of NE Haugen Street and four lots, three of which are occupied by 

single-family detached homes and one of which is vacant 
East:  Two lots with single-family detached home on each, and a vacant lot 
West:  Lot B of Short Plat P-88, vacant 
South: ROW of NE Sommerseth Street (dead end), across which are several lots, 

all occupied by single-family detached homes 
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Project Description and Articulation of Compliance with IRD Requirements: 

The site is located in the City of Poulsbo, in what is referred to as “Old Town Poulsbo” – 
a neighborhood perhaps characterized as “single-family traditional”, but in fact 
containing a variety of styles and vintages, the latter ranging from 1925 to 2007, and 
several of the older homes are remodeled post-2000.  The site is presently occupied by 
a single house that – because it is both much older and more historically preserved than 
all those surrounding it and is thus of a much older architectural style – further 
“diversifies” the “neighborhood character”.  The proposed project will divide the existing 
parcel into four parcels, preserving the existing home while reducing the size of its 
parcel, and creating three new parcels alongside NE Haugen Street.  The project is 
conceived of, and designed as, an Infill Residential Development (IRD), primarily 
because the location precisely matches the description found in the IRD portion of the 
City of Poulsbo Municipal Code – “in existing but underutilized lots located within 
established neighborhoods” and “[the purpose being that] [w]ithin the RL district, the 
opportunity to achieve maximum utilization exists on parcels one and one-half acres or 
less in size, that have been bypassed in past platting”.  (PMC 18.70.070.P.1)   
 
The portion of the code addressing lot size, setbacks and coverage that are relevant to 
this project is shown here, along with articulation of how the proposed project complies. 
   

 

Haugen Development Lots 

Lots are 2 @ 5100 SF (+/-) and 1 @ 5200 SF (+/-) 

Lots are 2 @ 5100 SF (+/-) and 1 @ 5200 SF (+/-) 

Lots are 2 @ 60’ wide (+/-) and 1 @ 65’ wide (+/-) 

Lots are all approx. 85 feet deep 

Setback to be stipulated on Short Plat drawing 

Setback to be stipulated on Short Plat drawing 

N/A 

Setback to be stipulated on Short Plat drawing 

 

PMC 18.70.070.2.d.viii states that this is 45% 

 
 
The proposed project will achieve (or exceed) full compliance with all other 
requirements of the IRD designation, as follows: 
 

1. The infill provisions are being undertaken through the short subdivision 
and administrative conditional use permit process. 

2. All public services and facilities are immediately available and adequate 
to the site, and such provision will be articulated in the Utilities Plan 
and/or on the face of the Short Plat. 
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3. Given that the proposed project will increase the local traffic by only 
approximately 30 ADT, the public roads and streets serving the site are 
adequate to carry the additional traffic generated by the development of 
the site. 

4. A Neighborhood Meeting was held, and comments were collected, 
synthesized and responded to, and provided – separately -- to the City of 
Poulsbo Department of Planning and Economic Development.  They are 
also included in this document as an Appendix, along with the sign-in 
sheet from that meeting, for the record.  Additionally, the City of Poulsbo 
Planning Department has archived the original responses received by 
them via email. 

5. Block face was determined with assistance from – and approval of – City 
of Poulsbo Planning staff; building heights were calculated for all 
structures in that block face, and the average was calculated for 
determination of the maximum height allowed for new construction on the 
proposed project’s lots. Those heights are shown in the following table: 

 

 

  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Per PMC, this average of building heights will be the maximum building 
height allowed on the proposed lots. 

6. New infill residences’ building orientation within the established 
neighborhood should match the predominant orientation of other buildings 
along the block face, which, in this case, is almost all directly facing 
Haugen Street (with the exception being the existing house on the “parent 
parcel”), with secondary orientation to the south/southwest to appreciate 
the territorial views in those directions.  However, it should be noted 
should be noted that no “residences” or any other construction of 
dwellings is part of this short plat, and that such issues should be 
addressed in the Building Permit process. 

Address Parcel # Height (ft)

647 Haugen 3-106 29.0

670 Haugen 2-012 15.7

671 Haugen 3-105 26.0

18423 Torgeson 2-011 21.1

701 Haugen 3-104 N/A (vacant)

18420 Torgeson 2-003 16.2

756 Haugen 2-254 17.2

789 Haugen 3-001 19.5

758 Haugen 2-255 23.7

Average 21.1
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7. All “setback” requirements in PMC 18.70.070.P.3.d i and ii and iii shall be 
complied with, and can be reviewed and enforced at the time that building 
permits are applied for. 

8. Similarly, all “architectural variety” requirements in the PMC shall be 
complied with, and can be reviewed and enforced at the time that building 
permits are applied for. 

9. Predominant character of the existing residences’ block face:  The 
“character” of the block face consists of a great variety of architectural 
styles, sizes, shapes and quality – certainly a great deal of “architectural 
variety”.  It ranges from what could be described as “classic early 20th 
century Craftsman-style farmhouse” to “multi-story, modern, McMansion” 
and from “single story 70’s rambler” to “shredded-tarp-roofed-dilapidated-
greenhouse-with-visible-flexible-pipe-downspouts” and more.  In other 
words, the only “character” of the block face is that there is no particular 
uniting character other than, perhaps, “post-World War I”. Below are 
photographs of the houses located within that block face. 
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Given the PMC requirement to develop a description of the “predominant” 
character despite this diverse mix, and given the concern about this facet of 
the development as expressed by attendees of the Neighborhood Meeting, it 
is concluded that the most code-compliant and neighborhood-acceptable 
solution is a mix of “Traditional Cottage or Bungalow (which includes 
Craftsman style)”.  Inspiration for an example of this is found in a nearby 
development known as the Antonson Lane Community; an architecture plan 
typical of the homes in that community is shown below.  Given that the 
proposed project will likely eventually consist of three homes, variety in these 
could be achieved – as it is in the Antonson Lane Community – by a 
combination of orientation of the building elements and variety of building 
materials, window types and locations, etc.  Again, it is important to note that 
the proposed project includes only the division of the existing parcel, and the 
provision of all required utilities, engineering, stormwater management and 
frontage improvements.  Further development of the lots – to the point at 
which they can be built upon, and compliance with the corresponding 
relevant sections of the PMC – shall be the responsibility of the eventual 
individual lot owner(s). 
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Water and Sanitary Sewer Utilities: 

The proposed lots will be served by the same public utilities as are the existing, 
surrounding lots, which are provided by the City of Poulsbo on NE Haugen Street.  
Connections to existing infrastructure are depicted on the Utilities Plan. 
 
Stormwater Management:  

The project will include design and construction of stormwater management for two 
sources of runoff: from the proposed three new lots, and the runoff from NE Haugen 
Street.  Those systems are depicted in detail in the Stormwater/Drainage Plan, and 
described as follows, in brief: 

• Drainage from the proposed lots (to be undertaken by future owners): roof runoff 
conveyed via downspouts and cleanout to piped system (6” PVC) along south 
boundary, to the 12” N-12 running to the existing stormwater system on NE 
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Sommerseth Street. Otherwise, potential runoff will be managed by the use of 
pervious pavement and amended soils in landscaped areas. 
 

• Runoff from NE Haugen Street (to be undertaken as part of this short 
subdivision): 

As depicted on the Grading and Paving Plan and the Storm/Drainage and 
Utilities Plan, the proposed rolled/raised curb along the south side of Haugen 
Street will convey the existing street runoff to a catch basin near the downhill 
(western) boundary of Lot B. That catch basin will then convey the runoff to the 
aforementioned 12” N-12 and existing stormwater system on Sommerseth Street.  
Among other benefits, this system will address the “sheeting” of strormwater on 
Haugen Street and the ponding on Parcel 104 (to the west of this project), issues 
both of which were chronicled during the IRD Neighborhood Meeting process. 

Otherwise, the existing swale will continue to channel runoff from the hill on Lot A into 
the same existing stormwater system on Sommerseth Street. 

 

Street/Road Connections: 

The site has direct access to NE Haugen Street. The frontage improvements are 
depicted on the Grading and Paving Plan and Storm/Drainage and Utilities Plan.  The 
street-side improvements include the following: 

• providing the required two on-street parking spaces 

• providing a paved driveway to each of the three new proposed lots, from the 
existing street to the property line of each lot 

• providing landscaping – (grass lawn and small foliage), to match existing and 
nearby frontages – between the aforementioned pavings  

• (the existing driveway to the existing home shall be retained as-is) 
 
Transit: 

The site is served by Kitsap Transit bus stops on NE Hostmark (2/5 mile) and on 
Highway 305 (1/4 mile). 
 
Non-Motorized Transportation: 

The site is located on a street with very low traffic volumes and thus comfortable and 
conducive to walking and bicycling.  It is also located close enough to downtown 
Poulsbo and other amenities to render the use of non-motorized transportation practical. 
 
 
Land Use Review Process: 

This project will be subject to Preliminary Short Plat review and Final Short Plat review, 
both under the Infill Residential Development standard. 
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Site Data:   

Existing lot = 56,607 SF 
Proposed lots: 
 Lot A = 40,859 SF, +/- 
 Lot B = 5,525 SF, +/- 
 Lot C = 5,100 SF, +/- 
 Lot D = 5,100 SF, +/- 
 
Parking: Each proposed new lot will have off-street parking.  Per PMC, 0.5 on-
street parking spaces are required per lot.  3 new lots = 1.5 new spaces required = 2 
new spaces required.  These will be located on the south side of NE Haugen Street 
fronting the new lots, as depicted in the Grading and Paving Plan. 

 
Building: 

Per IRD code, building height maximum shall be the average of the heights of the 
existing block face which, as detailed earlier, is 21.1 feet. 
 

 
Critical Areas (discussed also in the Critical Areas Report): 

1. Poulsbo Creek: The very western extreme of the project site falls within 300’ of 
the centerline of Poulsbo Creek.  Therefore, and per PMC, the eligibility for 
stream buffer was investigated and analyzed.  Those undertakings revealed that 
no part of the project site is within the 200’ buffer required along Poulsbo Creek. 
Therefore, no environmental report is required, no review of any report is 
required and therefore no fee for review is warranted. 

2. Site Slopes/Geologic Hazard:  

• Per the Kitsap County parcel GIS, the closest area of geological hazard or 
geological concern to the project site is 495 feet distant.   

• The Coastal Zone Atlas designates the project site – and everything within 
at least 1,050 feet – as “Stable”. 

• A small area of 15-18% slope exists on the project site, but no springs or 
groundwater seepage are present.  

• No areas on the project site were found by a qualified geologist to meet 
criteria for U, URS or UOS. 

• PMC 16.20.405 states that uses must be within 300 feet of a geologic 
hazard or area of concern to be regulated, and there are no such areas.  
Therefore, no environmental report is required, no review of any report is 
required and therefore no fee for such review is warranted. 

3. Aquifer Recharge: 

• According to the City of Poulsbo mapping available online 
(https://cityofpoulsbo.com/codes-amendments-maps), the site is within the 
following Critical Area: “Aquifer Recharge Area of Concern (Shallow 
Aquifer)”.  

https://cityofpoulsbo.com/codes-amendments-maps
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• Per "Soil Survey of Kitsap County Area, Washington", the soils on the site 
are “Soil Map Unit 39", which is termed "Poulsbo gravelly sandy loam, 0 to 
6 percent slopes" 

• Per “Table 16.20.510.A—Soil Types” in the PMC, Soil Map unit 39 is not a 
soil type among those that are “considered to have relatively high 
permeability and are aquifer recharge areas of concern”. 

• Additionally, there are not present on the site – nor will there be – any of 
the “Activities with Potential Threat to Groundwater”, as presented in 
Table 16.20.515 of the PMC. 

• Therefore, there is no threat to groundwater or any aquifer, no 
environmental report is required, no review of any report is required and 
therefore no fee for such review is warranted. 

 
Permits required for this Short Plat process: 
 

• Preliminary Short Plat approval, including Conditional Use Permit approval 

• Preliminary Storm Report approval 

• Conceptual Drainage Plan and Grading Plan Permit 

• Preliminary Utilities Plan approval 

• Final Plat approval by Poulsbo City Council 
 

Permit(s) Possibly Required by Others (not part of Short Plat process): 
 

• Building permit(s) 

• Grading permit(s) 
 
Utilities: 
 

• Water:   City of Poulsbo 

• Sewer:  City of Poulsbo 

• Refuse Collection: City of Poulsbo 

• Recycling:       City of Poulsbo 

• Telephone:  Century Link 

• Electrical Power: Puget Sound Energy 

• Cable:   Comcast 
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APPENDIX A 
Public Comments – Summaries and Responses  

 

1. Email from Ron Hirschi to Trust for Public Land, cc’d to Edie Berghoff at City of Poulsbo 

Summary:  Mr. Hirschi asks the TPL if they would be interested in “preserving” the Haugen 

Development land as protected open space and states the reasons that that land should be 

preserved.  The mechanism for “preserving” the land was not stated, but it is assumed that it 

would require purchasing the land. 

Response:  Both Mr. Hirschi and Mr. Sam Plotkin, Project Manager at TPL were contacted.  

Interest in discussing and receiving their proposal(s) for “preserving” the land was expressed.  

The idea of combining TPL financial resources with those of neighbors to execute the property 

purchase was included.  The TPL declined to invest in the property. 

2. Email from Ronald Whited 

Mr. Whited addresses two issues – stormwater management and building heights. 

a) Stormwater management:  

Summary:  Mr. Whited questions why the Haugen Development is not required to 

provide “Storm Water Management” and prerequisite topographic mapping. 

Response:  Stormwater management and topographic mapping is required of this 

project and will be undertaken by Team 4 engineering, as is required by PMC. 

b) Building Heights:   

Summary:  In regard to his “neighbors loosing (sic) their views”, Mr. Whited appears to 

be asking (language is not entirely clear) how building heights can be relevant when the 

surface of any lot can be raised such that the structure can be built to any elevation that 

engineering makes possible, thereby blocking views of others. 

Response:  This is a valid concern but one that results from the fact that the PMC uses 

the word “height” on the building limits, rather than “elevation”.  The developer has no 

input in, nor control over, the words contained in the PMC. 

 

3. Email from Jill Stenerson 

Summary:  Ms. Stenerson states that the size and scope of the project “seems outrageous” and 

characterizes a similarly-allowed home on the street (at 647 Haugen, owned by Mr. Whited, 

author of email #2 above) as “a monstrosity”.  By “size” of the project she means both small lot 

size and building height allowed; by “scope” she means the parking and traffic issues that she 

feels will result.  To address her concerns, she advocates the creation of two new lots rather 

than three, and the imposition of architectural imperatives that avoid the “eyesore” of a new 

development nearby on Fjord Drive. 

Response:  Ms. Stenerson was contacted directly by phone in order to better understand the 

nature of her concerns and her stated solution.  While the Infill Residential Development (IRD) 

section of the PMC does allow 3 lots, her concern about architectural style can certainly be 

addressed in the Building Permit process.  At this stage, it can be confirmed that the issuance of 
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Building Permits shall take into strict account these concerns.  The development will add only 

very few ADTs, and parking shall be supplied within each lot, per PMC. 

4. Email from Alan Orwiler 

Mr. Orwiler addresses three issues – zoning, traffic and stormwater 

a) Zoning: 

Summary:  Mr. Orwiler asserts that the zoning at the site of the proposed development 

is a 7500 sf minimum lot size. 

Response:  As was discussed at the Neighborhood Meeting, this development is codified 

under Infill Residential Development, which allows for a 5500 sf minimum lot size. 

b) Traffic: 

Summary:  Mr. Orwiler asserts that the development will increase traffic to an 

unacceptable level, but his main observation is that the source of the traffic issues 

already exists, is caused by traffic through the neighborhood, and is exacerbated by the 

poor condition of Haugen Street. 

Response:  Three lots will have a negligible effect on traffic.  The City should consider 

improving the street, which is in need of re-surfacing at a minimum.  Traffic-calming 

devices could surely be installed, but in Poulsbo are typically deemed unacceptable by 

emergency services personnel.  The authority of such opinions could be re-evaluated by 

the City. 

c) Stormwater: 

Summary:  Mr. Orwiler asserts that, at present, “…water comes down 8th Avenue onto 

Haugen in a heavy stream and much of it goes into the vacant lot that is to be 

developed”. 

Response:  It is evident from this email and from many others’ comments – both emails 

and verbal comments at the Neighborhood Meeting -- that significant stormwater issues 

currently exist on Haugen.  Numerous parties have asserted that they have requested 

the City’s attention to these issues, but the City (Edie Berghoff) contends that no such 

reports are known to exist.  While the overall neighborhood’s stormwater issues are 

clearly outside the responsibility of the owner of the Haugen Development, there are 

stormwater engineering measures that can be employed to address the issues on the 

Haugen Development property.  Among the possibilities are a bioswale on the south 

side of Haugen, and careful attention to the functionality of the existing drainage ditch 

located on what will become Lot B of the Haugen Development.  The Stormwater Report 

for this Short Plat will address the site-specific stormwater management.  The City can 

research the existence of the earlier complaints and consider addressing the upstream 

stormwater issues that are apparently of significant impact and severity. 

 

 

 

5. Letter from Rick & Lilly Ransdell 

Summary:  The Ransdells strongly express their dislike of the density of houses proposed, as well 

as the building heights and aesthetics that are allowed, and cite the same Fjord Drive 
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development as did Ms. Stenerson, describing the general reaction as “who approved this?  

Ugly, Ugly!”, and asserting that “these houses do not fit in the existing neighborhood and stick 

out like a sore thumb”.  The Ransdells also write that they paid a dear price for their (existing) 

views and that it is the City’s job to protect those views.  They defend this position in part by 

stating that the City should do so because when they lose their views, the value of their 

property – and thus the taxes – will go down, thus reducing the revenue to the City. 

Response:  While it is certainly unlikely that the City will take responsibility for “protecting” the 

Ransdell’s views, steps can and will be taken to assure compatibility as much as is practicable 

and within the PMC.  Neighbors will be made aware of their ability to comment during the 

Building Permit process. 

6. Letter from Marge Dyer 

Summary:  Ms. Dyer expresses regret that the site of the Haugen Development will no longer be 

a place from which neighbors can watch Fourth of July fireworks or sled in the winter.  Most 

relevantly, though, Ms. Dyer expresses great concern about stormwater and notes that her 

parcel (which is adjacent to the Haugen Development) sometimes contains enough standing 

water for ducks to swim in it, and she has 2 large tanks to contain rainwater. 

Response:  The landowners have assured that access to the sledding and fireworks viewing 

(which is completely voluntary on their part now) will continue.  The sledding slope will not be 

affected by the proposed development, and the fireworks can still be viewed from the 

landowners’ property.  Careful and thorough hydrologic engineering will be undertaken, per 

PMC, to address stormwater and rainwater runoff issues.  

7. Letter from Jessie Gordon 

Summary:  Ms./Mr. Gordon expresses dislike for the density of the proposed development, and 

objects to the “height” of houses allowed, citing the same example as other commenters – the 

property at 647 Haugen Street.  Again, the elevation of this house is the issue here as much as 

the height, but because the PMC regulates height and not elevation, this type of development – 

that no neighbor likes – is allowed. 

Response:  The density is allowed by the Infill Residential Development provision of the PMC.  

The heights of the houses within the Haugen Development will be built to PMC.  Because that 

code does not address elevation, the houses could obstruct others’ views.  If the City were to re-

write its code to fulfill the presumed intent of current code – to “fit in” – these concerns could 

be obviated, or at least greatly diminished. 

 

8. Letter from Helena Lavassar 

Summary:  Ms. Lavassar expresses much the same concern about raising the elevation of the 

property so that the permitted height of new houses is at a greater elevation than fits the 

neighborhood.  She, too, cites the property at 647 Haugen Street as an example of how this 

conflation of height and elevation in the PMC has resulted in a house that no one in the 

neighborhood likes. 
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Response:  Same as #7 above 

9. Letter from Julia LaVassar [identifies herself as daughter of #8, but spells last name differently] 

Ms. LaVassar divides her correspondence into three subjects, as follows: 

a) Terrain 

Summary:  Ms. LaVassar asks why “the engineering firm” has not submitted a 

topographical map of the site.  Her main concern is how the development will address 

the relatively steep slope off Haugen Street, especially on the westernmost lot, Lot B. 

Response:  First, in the PMC, there is no requirement for a “topographic map” at the 

time of the Pre-Application Conference and Neighborhood Meeting.  Topographic data 

will be obtained in order to undertake several aspects of the site engineering, including 

water, wastewater, stormwater and site plan.  Again, because the PMC addresses  only a 

building’s height rather than maximum elevation, there is nothing preventing a 

developer from filling the lots in Haugen Development as much as they want, and 

similarly to 647 Haugen Street. 

 

b) Traffic and stormwater: 

Summary:  Haugen Street is already “overburdened” by traffic and stormwater issues; 

adding more trips and more impervious surface will only make these things worse; 

desires speed humps. 

Response:  An LOS could be determined for Haugen Street, but professional observation 

is that it is far from “overburdened”.  As mentioned elsewhere, the stormwater issues 

on the Haugen Development property will be completely managed on-site.  

Neighborhood-wide stormwater issues should be taken up with the City. 

 

c) Neighborhood character: 

Summary:  No matter how much the new houses are designed to fit in architecturally, 

the density does not match the neighborhood. 

Response:  It is true that several of the existing lots on the “block face” are significantly 

larger than the proposed ones.  However, on the block face there are also lots of the 

following sizes, and which are depicted on the attached map: 

Lot 103: 3,485 sf 

Lot 011: 6,098 

Lots 012 and 013: 6,534 sf 

These lots are obviously either smaller than, or only just a little greater than, the 

proposed lots in size.  Therefore, parts of the block face are of a density similar to that 

of the proposed development.  One design feature that enhances the perception of 

density is trees.  Because trees can visually obscure at least a portion of the view of the 

houses from the street, they can make the block face appear less crowded (i.e., of 

“lower density”).  The planting of trees and/or other large foliage can be implemented 

along Haugen with the development of the lots to serve the purpose of enhancing 

neighborhood character. 

10. Email from Toni Lynn and Bill Seaman 
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The party lists three topics – building heights, lot size and “neighborhood infrastructure” 

a) Building heights 

Summary:  Commenters express interest in the average height being based on the 

average of all the neighbors who received the Notice of the Neighborhood Meeting, 

rather than only those of the block face.   The commenters also echo other commenters 

in expressing concern in regards to the issue of using height rather than elevation in 

mandating the maximum elevation of structures to be built.  

Response:  The  PMC bases height regulations on the new parcels’ block face, not on the 

entire neighborhood.  Commenters can work to change the PMC if they desire.  In 

regards to the height vs. elevation issue, this has been discussed repeatedly elsewhere. 

 

b) Lot size: 

Summary:  Commenters express similar interest in having the lot sizes based on an 

average of lot sizes in the entire nearby neighborhood. 

Response:  At this location, the PMC presently allows 5500 sf lots under the Infill 

Residential Development category of RL zoning.  Commenters can work to change the 

PMC if they desire. 

 

c) Neighborhood infrastructure: 

Summary:  Commenters express the desire that “the city does a thorough study of the 

affects of [the development on] water, sewer, electric, traffic, stormwater runoff, 

environmental issues…” 

Response: The PMC requires that the City do this very thing; these “studies” are 

undertaken at several stages in the approval process, including Pre-Application, Site Plan 

Review, Short Plat approval, SEPA review, Building Permit approval and Construction 

permitting. 

11. Email from Jan Seifert 

Ms. Seifert identifies three topics of concern – lot size, building heights and architectural style. 

a) Lot size: 

Summary:  The proposed lots are too small; the minimum size should be 7500 sf.  

Response:  At this location, the PMC presently allows 5500 sf lots under the Infill 

Residential Development category of RL zoning.  Commenters can work to change the 

PMC if they desire. 

 

 

b) Building heights:  

Summary:  The building heights allowed are too high. 

Response:  As has been articulated elsewhere and repeatedly, the PMC bases its 

limitation on height, not on elevation; Ms. Seifert and/or any other concerned citizens 

can work to change the PMC to reflect what is likely the intent of that part of the code. 
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c) Architectural style: 

Summary:  Ms. Seifert expresses concern that the homes to be built will be “all the 

same”, and that such consistency (or monotony or uniformity) does not “keep the 

beauty of the neighborhood”. 

Response:  The IRD portion of the PMC includes the following language 

(18.70.070.P.3.e): “Duplicative front facade elevations adjacent to each other are 

prohibited; simple reverse configurations of the same facade elevation on adjacent lots 

are not sufficient to meet this requirement. In order to ensure architectural variety, 

three or more design elements per infill residence shall be utilized…”.  In addition, all 

concerned neighbors have opportunity to review, and comment on, the conceptual 

building designs required of the short subdivision submittal.  Team 4 can work with the 

property owners’ architects to ensure compliance with this portion of the code to the 

greatest extent practicable. 

12. City of Poulsbo Comment Form, with attached letter, from David Blaskowsky 

Mr. Blaskowsky’s detailed letter covers many topics.  They could be categorized as follows: 

a) (Mis)application of the Infill Residential Development (IRD) status: 

Summary:  The IRD is applied successfully in Poulsbo Place, but because physical 

conditions are very different on Haugen Street (“Old Town”), the IRD is mis-applied 

here.  Mr. Blaskowsky specifies that the primary difference between the two 

neighborhoods is that in Poulsbo Place there were no views to be obscured by densely 

placed homes. 

Response:  Although Poulsbo Place was, in fact, not permitted under the IRD, one 

element of his comparison and observation seems reasonable and defensible: limiting 

the elevation of the houses to be built would mitigate at least some of the concerns 

about the blocking of existing views.  However, and in general, the remainder of Mr. 

Blaskowsky’s comments are based on his incorrect assertion that Poulsbo Place was 

developed under the IRD provision, which it was not. 

 

b) Ethics in Development 

Summary:  “The [IRD] process is aimed at maximizing profit at the expense of ethical 

concern for the existing community” 

Response:  All property owners have rights to develop their property, provided such 

development is in conformance with the PMC.  City codes cannot regulate profit beyond 

the confines of the law. 

 

c) Parking and Traffic 

Summary:  The addition of 3 new residences on the Haugen Development, plus the 

potential new residence at 701 NE Haugen Street, plus up to four more residences in 

future short-platting of the Ross property means that there could be parking and traffic 

impacts from a total of 8 new residences in the next 5 years.   The streets are not wide 

enough for on-street parking, and the streets’ “narrow, deteriorating, uneven, roley, 
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poley, patched surface” are not appropriate for, nor capable of, supporting such 

development. 

Response:  New residences’ off-street parking can be accommodated on the driveways, 

as it currently is with existing residences.  Haugen Street is perhaps in need of 

consideration by the City for resurfacing and/or drainage engineering.  However, PMC 

requires on-street parking at a ratio resulting in the fact that two on-street parking 

spaces must be provided.  These will be situated in the area to be graded to the south of 

the existing street, and will thus not impinge upon the existing street. 

 

d) Character of Housing 

Summary:  Because many of the houses in the neighborhood are “predominately 

smaller (by today’s standards) single story houses with low roof pitches that are 

uninterrupted by a partial second floor”, the City’s requirement -- of averaging the 

heights of the existing houses to arrive at a maximum height for new houses – fails to 

preserve the “charm and character” of the neighborhood.  The increase in density 

should include “standards that perpetuate Old Town ‘predominate’ characteristic (sic)”. 

Response:  The assertion about the calculation of allowable future building heights may 

or may not be true, but the PMC includes specific and precise means for ascertaining the 

height maximum for future houses.  The “standards” that Mr. Blaskowsky desires are 

indeed included in the IRD provisions of the PMC.  Additionally, comment periods exist 

at the time building permits are applied for. 

 

13. Letter from James Absher 

Mr. Absher’s comments focus on two issues: neighborhood character and 

preservation/destruction of existing streams/creeks. 

a) Neighborhood Character: 

Summary:  Neighborhoods and towns, the form of which are largely the result of the 

fact that landowners’ “short-term gain of money is more important that the long term 

character of [the] city, are what people live in, and move to, Poulsbo to avoid.  This 

development “runs against the sense of community” that still exists in Poulsbo and that 

is so lacking in much of the U.S.  Allowing the short-platting of this property shows no 

consideration of how it will affect dozens of neighbors. 

Response:  As has been mentioned in response to numerous similar comments, the PMC 

allows for, the development as it is currently proposed.  The PMC, which includes the 

IRD provisions, is adopted with opportunity for public input.  If citizens wish to try to 

change the POMC, there are established mechanisms for doing so.  The landowners of 

the proposed Haugen Development are opting for the IRD in part to give neighbors the 

opportunity to express their opinions about the character of the future housing.  While 

the IRD process allows for such solicitation of opinion, the Building Permit process 

provides for more detailed input by members of the public. 

b) Stream/creek preservation: 
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Summary:  The history of the development of Poulsbo is replete with the filling, 

diversion and covering of native running freshwater bodies, to the great detriment of 

environmental health.  The south fork of Poulsbo Creek runs next to the property, and 

the developer should not be allowed to continue this damaging treatment of existing 

creeks and streams. 

Response:  Per POMC, the presence of a critical area within 300 feet of the property 

triggers SEPA review.  Included in that review are State-mandated – and City of Poulsbo 

sanctioned – preservation of existing water bodies. 

14. Letter from Sylvia Schulte 

Ms. Schulte’s comments focus on three issues: drainage on Haugen Street, traffic and “total 

esthetics of Old Town Poulsbo”. 

a) Drainage on Haugen Street: 

Summary:  “Drainage on Haugen [Street] is a mess”, and will only get worse with more 

development. 

Response:  Based on both observation and the multitude of comments about the poor 

drainage of Haugen Street as it now exists, it seems the City needs to consider 

engineering and re-building of Haugen Street.  Drainage on the proposed development 

will be studied and engineered per PMC, but the overall street drainage engineering 

studies and solutions need to be taken up by the City. 

 

b) Traffic: 

Summary:  Ms. Schulte is concerned about the increase in traffic that the development 

will produce. 

Response:  The increase in traffic is below the threshold requiring mitigation.  Proximity 

to transit and a “friendly” environment for walking and bicycling will help diminish the 

perceived impact.    

c) “Total esthetics of Old Town Poulsbo”: 

Summary:  Old Town Poulsbo “is NOT a development with every allowable square inch 

used for a house”.  I.e., the density of the proposed development does not fit the 

existing neighborhood. “Each house is different and has a nice size lot…”. 

Response:  The density of the proposed development is allowable per the IRD provision 

of the PMC.   Per the PMC, and as mentioned earlier, the writing of the Short Plat 

stipulations will include the required directives that the homes to be constructed be of 

architectural variety. 
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