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May 18, 2020 

 

Edward Rose & Sons     

Attn: Mark Perkoski      
38525 Woodward Avenue     
Bloomfield Hills, MI 48303-2011 
Email: Mark_Perkoski@edwardrose.com  

 

Subject:  Oslo Bay Apartments Technically Incomplete; Request for Revisions; P-12-05-19-01 

 

Dear Mark, 

 

This letter is to notify you that the Poulsbo Planning & Economic Development Department (PED) has completed its 

2nd Technical Staff review of the above referenced application for the Oslo Bay Apartments, located north of SR 305 

and the Bond Road intersection.  The application was determined Counter Complete on December 5, 2019, 

determined Technically Incomplete on December 31, 2019 with peer review comments provided on January 31, 

2020.  The resubmittal was received at the end of the 90-day timeline provided per PMC 19.30.030 on April 30, 

2020.  The City continues to find the application to be Technically Incomplete as of the date of this letter, May 18, 

2020. 

 

I understand this determination will be disappointing as it is obvious that there has been significant effort to respond 

to the City’s comments.  However, the City continues to see significant gaps in the application materials even while 

seeing improvement in the overall content.  Further, there remains significant issues in dispute that affect site 

design of the project, that while they remain unresolved, the project cannot move forward. 

 

In reaching the technically incomplete determination, the City references Poulsbo Municipal Code 19.30.030.A.1 

which states:  

  

“A preliminary substantive review of the submitted application materials will be made by the City at this 

time to determine whether an application is technically complete.  The preliminary substantive review will 

include, at a minimum, a review of the submitted application, drawing(s), studies and other materials, to 

the requirements and comments identified in the preapplication conference summary letter and applicable 

provisions of the PMC.”     

 

Therefore, in Poulsbo, a technical complete review is not simply a review or a checklist of what is submitted to make 

sure all the pieces are there.  A technical complete review in Poulsbo is a preliminary substantive review of the 

submitted materials to the applicable provisions of the PMC and the preapplication conference letter.   

 

I’d like to share a couple of reasons why this is relevant to the Oslo Bay Apartment project: 

 

• Once an application is technically complete, the City is required to issue a Notice of Application (NOA) within 

14 days.  The NOA will be mailed to property owners within 300’ of the subject site, published in City’s 

newspaper of record, and emailed to interested parties, including the press.  The NOA triggers a 14 day 

comment period for the public to review and provide their comments on the project.   It is always the City’s 

position that when a project is technically completed and the public notice is to be issued, that all major 

issues have been resolved and there is reasonable assurance that the project publicly released represents 

the project as it is likely to be developed, subject to conditions of approval.  The City believes this is in the 

best interests of the citizens of Poulsbo – where the project that is subject to public comment is very close 

to the project that meets all City standards. 
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o This is meaningful to Olso Bay, because as we have discussed in the past, this is a high-profile 

project for Poulsbo and there will be citizen and press interest.  There remain issues that may 

impact the site design of the project. If the public notice was to be issued now based on this 

submittal, the City would be compelled to provide a statement in the NOA that the design of the 

project may be subject to change.  This may be challenged by the public, as they only have 14 days 

to provide comment on a project – that at this point – may change.   

 

• The technically complete standard is of benefit to the applicant as well.  We have had high-profile projects 

stay in an incomplete status – with the applicant’s support – in order to work through all the issues, so that 

when the project is released to the public through the Notice of Application, the City and the applicant 

stands together in agreement that the project meets the City’s standards.  If the Oslo Bay Apartments NOA 

was issued now, the City would not be able to make a statement of support. 

 

• Front loading the review at the beginning to work out the issues and get as close to an approvable project 

as possible, can make the project issues go quickly once technically completed and the project goes public.  

This is because most if not all of the project’s issues have been identified and addressed – so when 

questions from the public, resource agencies, the Tribe or others arise – there are answers in the record 

and the City can be the ‘public face’ of the record and address those questions.   

The City staff has extensively reviewed the resubmitted application and have highlighted the items that remain 

missing, incomplete, inconsistent or in dispute, and collectively contribute to the technically incomplete status.  The 

memos attached to this letter delineate the issues under the ‘technically incomplete’ and the revision comments 

on the project. 

 

The following issues remain missing, incomplete, inconsistent or in dispute: 

 

1) There is no agreement on the location of the unnamed stream.  Based upon recent mapping and the City’s 

biologist, the stream extends approximately 600’ northward from the application’s depiction.  If this is 

confirmed, this will have direct impacts on buffer location, require a stream crossing, and will likely require 

redesign or relocation of some stormwater pond facilities. 

2) The proposed buffer averaging approach for the unnamed stream is not codified in the City’s Critical Areas 

Ordinance and therefore is not allowed.  However, PMC 16.20.315.B allows for buffer reduction up to 25% 

through a Habitat Management Plan with consultation with Washington State Department of Fish and 

Wildlife and the Suquamish Tribe.  This consultation has not been initiated. 

3) The wetland category for Wetland A and B is in dispute.  This is a priority to address.  The change in wetland 

category will have impacts for increased buffers, stormwater hydroperiod analysis, and likely result in 

changes of some of the stormwater pond facilities location.   

4) Stormwater pond facilities are currently located up to the buffer edge of stream/wetlands.  There is a 

required 25’ buffer setback from these critical areas, and grading and stormwater pond facilities are not 

allowed to be located in the required 25’ buffer setback.  The stormwater pond facilities will need to be 

redesigned to stay out of the 25’ buffer setback.   

5) A Tree Retention Plan has not been submitted as previously requested.  PMC 18.180.060 states that a tree 

retention plan shall be prepared and submitted with the land use permit.  The trees designated for retention 

shall be shown on the project site plan, plat drawing and/or landscape plan; and a project specific tree 

retention written narrative shall be included. 

6) The Traffic Impact Analysis remains deficient in its documentation that the project impacts are properly 

mitigated.   See technical memo from Parametrix. 

7) The Stormwater Management Report remains deficient in content.  See technical memo from Parametrix. 

8) There remain instances of internal inconsistency within the application materials itself.  For example, the 

submitted Geotechnical Report states the site soils are very moisture sensitive and will not be appropriate 

for construction grading activities outside of the 4-month summer construction season, but the submitted 

construction plan and narrative suggests full-site grading with activity year-round.  Similarly, there is 



 

reference to substantial pedestrian focus with excellent connectivity, but the site plans depict one 

pedestrian connection off-site. 

I believe it is Edward Rose’s desire to submit an application and supporting documents that demonstrate thorough 

analysis and mitigation for all project impacts, consistent with the City’s SEPA requirements.  Indeed, we have been 

working towards this goal for the past couple of years.   

 

Much progress has been made, but as the list above indicates, issues remain unresolved – and some of these are 

significant.   Site design may require modification depending on resolution of the critical area issues; full disclosure 

of traffic impacts remain and there is disagreement in proper mitigation under SEPA (not just concurrency); and 

internal inconsistencies remain.  This is a large project and we certainly appreciate the challenge it presents in 

managing all the components. 

 

It is clear to me, however, that there needs to be more coordination between your consultant specialists and the 

City staff in order to resolve many of these issues.  The technical incomplete determination resets the review clock 

and allows for an additional 90 days to attempt to resolve these issues.  The 90 days ends on August 17, 2020.   

 

Of primary significance are the critical area issues that may result in site design modifications and require agreement 

by Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife and The Suquamish Tribe.  This is a large enough project with 

direct impacts to Dogfish Creek and Liberty Bay, that it is worth the time spent now reaching agreement with WDFW 

and The Suquamish Tribe.  Of similar significance, the applicant and the City, WSDOT and Kitsap County need to 

agree to an approach on traffic impacts and sufficient mitigation before the project is publicly released. 

 

I am hopeful the next 90 days can result in productive conversations, issues resolved, mitigation identified, and a 

project submittal that will be ready for public release with Edward Rose and the City standing in tandem in support 

of how it meets all of the City’s standards.  I look forward to hearing soon from your consultant team to initiate these 

conversations. 

 

Best Regards, 

 

 
 

Karla Boughton 

PED Director  

 

 
Attached:  Planning and Economic Development Revision Memo 

Engineering Revision Memo + attachments 

 

c:  Berni Kenworthy, Axis Land Consulting 

     Courtney Flora, McCullough Hill Leary 

     Jim Haney, City Attorney 

     Becky Erickson, Mayor 
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200 NE Moe Street | Poulsbo, Washington 98370 
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MEMO 
 

To: Edward Rose & Sons Attn: Mark Perkoski 

Axis Land Consulting: Berni Kenworthy 

From: Marla Powers, Associate Planner 

Subject: Oslo Bay Apartment Site Plan Review Planning File#: P-12-05-19-01  

Technically Incomplete-Revisions Requested-On Hold 

Date: May 18, 2020 
 

 

The Planning & Economic Development Department has completed a second review of the Site Plan materials 

submitted on April 30, 2020 for the Oslo Bay Apartment proposal and provides the following request for 

revisions.  Please note that the revisions requested have the potential to significantly alter the development 

of the site.  Due to this potential alteration know that additional required revisions may be requested as a 

result.   

Technically Incomplete Items: 

1) Stream:  There are a number of unresolved issues regarding the stream that need to be addressed as they 

will impact design components: 

 

• The location of the stream needs to be confirmed; there is a dispute between the applicant’s biologist 

and the City’s biologist.  Additionally, there are maps that support the City’s biologist’s position.  If the 

stream does extend approximately 600’ northward as the City’s biologist and maps indicate, it’s buffer 

would impact proposed storm pond location and the required a road crossing would trigger a Critical 

Area Permit. 

 

• The F type of the unnamed stream needs to be confirmed.  There are two F type streams – F1 and F2 

– the applicant has indicated it its response that it believes it is a F2 (nonsalmonids) stream with a 

150’ buffer.  Grette Associates has not reviewed this yet.  If it is not a F2 stream, the F1 stream requires 

a 200’ buffer.  The potential increase in buffer would have direct impacts to the location of a number 

of proposed storm pond locations. 

 

• All stream buffers have an additional 25’ building/impervious setback where only minor activity can 

occur.  The applicant has proposed significant grading for storm ponds in multiple locations within the 

25’ buffer setback area - this is not supported by the CAO.  Redesign of the storm ponds is necessary.   

 

• The applicant has proposed a buffer averaging approach to the stream buffer width in order to locate 

a significant storm pond.  PMC 16.20.315.B does not allow for buffer averaging.   
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• PMC 16.20.315.B allows for a buffer reduction up to 25% through an HMP and consultation with 

Washington State Department of Fish and Wildlife (WDFW) and the Suquamish Tribe.  The applicant 

must propose the buffer reduction and initiate consultation with the WDFW or the Tribe. 

 

2) Wetlands A and B: The proper category of Wetlands A and B are in dispute.  The applicant’s biologist 

maintains that Wetlands A and B are category IV wetlands and appears to have changed data points in 

their wetland report that support the category, but without explanation.  The City’s biologist Grette 

Associates continues to maintain that Wetlands A and B are category III wetlands.  This disagreement will 

have impacts on the site design.  If the wetlands are determined to be a category III (as previously 

categorized) rather than a category IV, there are significant impacts to the project, for example: 

 

• The buffer would increase from 50’ to a likely 150’ and would impact the location of a proposed storm 

pond (and an adjacent parcel). 

 

• The change in wetland category may have an impact to their proposed stormwater and the required 

wetland hydroperiod.  Which provisions of the stormwater manual regarding wetland hydroperiod is 

dependent on the wetland category and the habitat score.   

 

Generally, when there is disagreement, the applicant’s biologist, city planner, peer review biologists, 

WDFW, and the Tribe arrange a site visit to work through the issues in a way that meets all criteria and 

shared observations.  This has not been initiated by the applicant.  Please let the city know how they can 

help coordinate this meeting. 

 

3) Tree Retention Plan: This item continues to be absent in the application materials.  Sheet 73 provides a 

general tree retention location.  Some areas look to be 5’ to 10’ wide with significant grading on either 

side which seems a challenging way to retain trees, but look forward to reviewing the Tree Retention Plan 

details that will show how those trees will be preserved during significant grading.  PMC 18.180.060 states 

that a tree retention plan shall be prepared and submitted with the associated land use permit.  Please 

provide this required Tree Retention Plan.  The trees designated for retention shall be shown on the project 

site plan, plat drawing and/or landscape plan; a project-specific tree retention written narrative shall be 

included.  The tree retention plan and narrative shall detail how the proposal meets the requirement of 

this chapter.  Tree tract(s), open space tract(s) or other permanent protective mechanism shall be utilized 

to specifically identify the areas set aside for tree retention. 

 

4) Culminative Concerns: The City staff has identified the ‘big ticket’ items and has provided a preliminary 

list of comments that need to be addressed.  It is expected that the site development may change 

significantly and detailed comments may be void as a result.  

 

5) Stormwater Pond Facilities: These facilities are currently located up to the buffer edge of 

stream/wetlands.  There is a required 25’ buffer setback from these critical areas, and grading and 

stormwater pond facilities are not allowed to be located in the required 25’ buffer setback.  The 

stormwater pond facilities will need to be redesigned to stay out of the 25’ buffer setback.   

General Comments: 

6) The site area has been clarified.  Reviewing the proposal with the intent of the BLA complete aids in the 

understanding of the parcels and will efficiently provided clear land use review for each parcel.  

  

7) During discussions between the applicant and the city, the city proposed that a temporary stormwater 

pond would be a legitimate off-site use of the Senior Care Center (Parcel VII).  This approach has been 

used for a recent development in the city.  The applicant has included this as part of their proposal.   

 

8) The proposal for storage of site stripping in the form of stockpiling and associated grading and 

improvements of Parcel VII has been included as part of the off-site work for the development of the Oslo 
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Bay Apartment project.  Stockpiling has not been accepted as an off-site use for development.  Stockpiling 

of materials is not a permitted use in the RM Zone.  The city has requested that the applicant clarify by the 

landscape architect that the stripping material would be useful for landscaping purposes.  However, 

storage of outdoor materials is listed as a permitted use with an Administrative Conditional Use Permit in 

the LI Zone.  Criteria for screening, etc. is required.  See PMC 18.90.030 for criteria and conditions.   

 

9) Non-motorized circulation within the site and connections to the city must be improved.  

 

10) Note that the specific details of this submittal have not been reviewed at this time.  These include 

landscape, parking, photometric plan, CARA review, and design review comments. It is anticipated that 

these will be reviewed with the next resubmittal. 

Amenities: 

11) The Landscape Plans clearly identifies the location and type of residential amenity that will be provided 

and organizes them into groups/clusters, as requested.  This approach seems to work well for this 

development. 

 

12) There is an inconsistency between the Narrative and the Landscape Plan for describing the number of 

amenities and the type of amenity.  Twenty Five amenities are required and twenty four are provided on 

the Landscape Plan. 

 

13) Play lawns will not count toward recreational amenities. 

Building Stepback: 

14) The applicant describes a different approach to the building stepback where the wall is over 30’ in height.  

More review is required on the city’s part and will be provided with the next review cycle.  Items proposed 

that the city is considering:  

 

• Small trees with ground cover and plantings will be provided between each walkway and will help 

soften the building façade presence.   

 

• The sidewalk will be a minimum of 10’ from façade of the building and up to 25’ in some places.   

 

• The 10’ matches the required front, side, and rear yard setbacks.  

Tree Retention: 

15) Tree Retention Plan has not been provided.  PMC 18.180.060 states that a tree retention plan shall be 

prepared and submitted with the associated land use permit.  The trees designated for retention shall be 

shown on the project site plan, plat drawing and/or landscape plan; a project-specific tree retention written 

narrative shall be included.  The tree retention plan and narrative shall detail how the proposal meets the 

requirement of this chapter.  Tree tract(s), open space tract(s) or other permanent protective mechanism 

shall be utilized to specifically identify the areas set aside for tree retention. 

 

16) Temporary sediment pond is the only use permitted for Parcel VII and as such very limited clearing, grading, 

and improvements will be permitted for this off-site parcel.  Trees are to be left undisturbed until a land 

use permit for Parcel VII is approved. Revise to show less impact to this off-site parcel.  Show clearing and 

grading associated with the temporary pond and how and when the temporary pond will be returned to 

the off-site parcel when there is no longer a need for this facility.  

Construction Sequencing: 

17) The city does not accept performance bonding for landscaping.  We have worked with developers to 

establish a “phasing” of sections of landscaping to be completed with maintenance bond for each phase 
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prior to Certificate of Occupancy.  We can work with you to develop this idea further.  Please provide a set 

of plans that shows this intent. 

 

18) Please have the landscape architect confirm that the stripping will be feasible to use for landscaping.  If 

amendment is needed, how much is anticipated to be required before the soil is suitable? 

 

19) Grindings (wood chips) are mentioned as being stored at diverse locations for use as mulch and erosion 

control as part of the TESC plan.  It is important that any material intended to be stored for later use over 

one year is to be stored in the LI Zone parcels.  The storage should identify each material, amount, and 

drawdown timeline, and screening proposal in the Administrative Conditional Use permit. 

Wetland Hydroperiod Analysis:  

20) Guide Sheet 3A has seven specific measures: 

a. Measure #2: Maintain the wetland buffer required by local regulations. 

The buffer width is currently unresolved.  Buffers are proposed to be encroached. 

 

b. Measure #5: Take measures to avoid general urban impacts. 

Does development of a 10’ wall on the edge of a wetland buffer with fencing count toward urban 

impact?  Without elevations and final grading proposed for Wetland B, it is impossible to understand 

how this measure is implemented.  Provide grading with 2’ contours for this area. 

 

c. Measure #6: The use of fences should be very carefully evaluated on the basis of the relative 

importance of intrusive impacts and wildlife presence.  Provide fencing details and state how this 

measure is addressed. 

 

d. Measure #7: Use a diffuse flow method to discharge water into the wetland in order to prevent flow 

channelization. 

Discharge trenches are shown on Sheet 59 and 62.  There is no narrative or determination offered to 

show that this discharge method will properly feed the wetlands and result in no channelization. 

 

21) Guide Sheet 3B. Is used to protect wetlands from impacts of changes in water flows and to maintain 

existing wetland hydroperiod.  This is based on the wetland category that is not confirmed. 

Wetland Delineation Report: 

22) A table has been developed to view the respective changes in Wetland A and Wetland B based on the 

initial report, Revised August 21, 2019 (ELS ‘19), Grette Associates (GA) Peer Review Comments (January 

31, 2020), and the revised report, April 27, 2020 (ELS ’20). 

 
 Water Quality Hydrology Habitat Total Category Buffer 

 ELS 

‘19 

GA ELS 

‘20 

ELS 

‘19 

GA ELS 

‘20 

ELS 

‘19 

GA ELS 

‘20 

ELS 

‘19 

GA ELS 

‘20 

ELS 

‘19 

GA ELS 

‘20 

ELS 

‘19 

GA ELS 

‘20 

Wet A 5 5 5 4 5 5 6 7 5 15 17 15 IV III IV 50’ 150’ 50’ 

Wet B 5 5 5 4 5 5 5 6 4 14 16 14 IV III IV 50’ 150’ 50’ 

 

Grette Associates was unable to complete their second peer review response due to the disagreement 

with the unnamed stream.  Without having their first comment properly addressed, Grette Associates 

determine the project to be Technically Incomplete for their review and determined it to be a poor use of 

their time to continue reviewing something that required significant revisions.  The Grette Associates 

reviewer did reach out to the ELS to discuss the concern of the location of the unnamed stream on May 6, 
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2020.  He provided pictures to support his claim.  The ELS biologist stated that she needed to discuss this 

with her client and the city/Grette Associates have had no further word on this account.  

 

It is clear that the part of the Wetland Delineation Report that is in dispute is the habitat.  There are a 

number of points that need to be resolved.  

  

a. Question H2.3 for high intensity land use identified in Figure 9.  The Figure 9 was revised in such a 

way as to alter the response the peer review requested.  This seems questionable. 

 

b. Question H3.1 for priority habitat, here the definition of mature forest is key.  The following definition 

is from the Wetland Rating Forms for WDFW Priority Habitats: Mature forest-stands with average 

diameters exceeding 21 inches dbh; crown cover may be less than 100%; decay, decadence, numbers 

of snags, and quantity of large downed material is generally less than that found in old-growth; 80-200 

years old west of the Cascade crest.   

 

The Significant Tree Inventory provides a sample inventory of significant trees within the ownership 

and provides a report on the density and general condition of the subject trees found therein.  The 

Significant Tree Inventory estimates, based on the sampling conducted, that there is 7531 significant 

trees on site.  48 of the 59 plots identified at least one and up to 7 sample trees that had a diameter 

greater than 21” dbh.  This seems evidence enough to consider this a mature forest and resolve this 

question.   

 

c. The Wetland Rating Forms were not updated in the revised Wetland Delineation Report. 

 

d. It is highly recommended that the applicant’s biologist, Grette Associates, WDFW, Suquamish Tribe, 

and city planner meet on site to work through these issues prior to any resubmittal. 

Habitat Management Plan: 

23) Use of the Wetland Buffer Averaging criteria was adapted for the stream buffer averaging proposal.  While 

this would be a good approach, the only method to reduce the buffer for streams is under PMC 

16.20.315.B through a Habitat Management Plan with the consultation of the WDFW and Tribe.  

Discussions or acceptance by either agency has not been provided.   

 

24) Describe how existing vegetation, including significant trees, outside the project clearing limits and within 

critical areas/buffers will be retained.  Provide BMP for protection and retention for trees and existing 

vegetation retention. 

 



 

City of Poulsbo 
 Engineering Department 

  
 
May 18, 2020 
 
To:  Mark Perkoski, Edward Rose Development Company, LLC 
From:  Michael Bateman, PE, Development Review Engineer 
RE:   Oslo Bay Apartments, Comments on submittal #2, April 30, 2020; Planning 

File Number P-05-15-19-01 
 
The Engineering Department has completed an initial review of the Site Plan 
Revision 2 materials submitted 4-30-2020 for the project known as Oslo Bay 
Apartments.  A summary list of the documents submitted and reviewed is included 
at the end of this memo. 
 
The Engineering Department offers the following initial comments on the site plan 
submittal materials provided.  Additional comments are provided with the attached 
peer reviews of Stormwater Drainage Report and Traffic Impact Analysis.  More 
detailed technical review comments on materials submitted will be provided upon 
receipt of completed and/or revised submittal materials. 
 
Overall Comments: 
 

1. The project submittal materials are much improved in clarity and ability to 
provide a useful review – thank you. 

2. The overall project plan and supporting materials submitted are not 
consistent with each other.  Please ensure consistency prior to resubmission. 

3. The project design, construction plan and schedule are not consistent with 
the conclusions and recommendations of the geotechnical report.  The 
geotechnical recommendations must be reflected in the site design and 
construction methods. 

4. The project written materials and TIA submitted indicate a strong pedestrian 
focus with excellent connectivity.  The submitted project drawings do not 
reflect the commitment to pedestrian connection identified in the text. 

5. The TIA is not technically complete as submitted.  Please see peer review by 
Parametrix dated May 12, 2020, attached. 

6. The Stormwater design and plan is not technically complete as submitted.  
Please see peer review by Parametrix, dated May 13, 2020 attached. 

7. Please see additional comments from Kitsap County, Attached. 
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(360) 294-9744  ♦ fax (360) 697-8269 
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General comments: 
 

8. The geotechnical report indicates that the site soils are very moisture 
sensitive and will not be appropriate for construction grading activities 
outside of the 4-month summer construction season June through September.  
Accordingly - the project should be designed in phases, only exposing the 
amount of soil work that can reasonably be completed and stabilized in that 
4-month construction season.  It does not appear that the current grading 
plan, construction schedule nor TESC plan takes this restriction into 
consideration. 

9. The geotechnical report indicates that if any wet weather earthwork is 
contemplated the native soils will need to be exported and granular 
structural fill imported, and that the existing site soils will deteriorate 
rapidly and require over excavation even within the normally dry 4 month 
window.  The project materials do not take this into consideration. 

10. The geotechnical report indicates that the site soils are not suitable for 
retaining wall backfill nor utility trench backfill.  It also appears that the site 
soils will not meet the WSDOT standards used by the City for roadway 
embankment fill.  It appears that there will be significant native export and 
granular structural soil import required for this construction that is not 
currently accounted for in the design nor planning. 

11. The work plan and schedule in general do not appear to take into account the 
grading restrictions and work adjustments needed to account for normal 
summer/winter weather construction requirements, let alone the additional 
restrictions needed to accommodate the native soils according to the 
geotechnical report. 

12. The project materials indicate that construction deliveries will be restricted 
to 9am to 3pm, and worker trips will avoid the AM and PM peak for traffic in 
the area.  This appears to be unrealistic based on our experience with other 
construction projects in town.  Would the applicant be able to deal with 
conditions of approval related to the contractor controlling, tracking and 
reporting this restriction? 

13. Intersection proposed at new road L/Viking intersection is not acceptable.  
Turn restrictions proposed for existing business driveway are not acceptable.  
Stacking storage provided for SR305/Viking intersection is insufficient.   

14. Responses to comments indicate that improvements to SR305 are stand-alone 
WSDOT permits under WSDOT SEPA authority.  That is not the case.  City 
is SEPA lead agency for all work associated with this project.  The City and 
WSDOT share review authority for improvements.  

http://www.cityofpoulsbo.com/
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Drawings submitted: 
 

15. Sewer plan sheets do not include manhole IE and RIM elevations as 
requested previously – only shown on profiles.  Please provide these 
elevations on the plan sheets as requested. 

16. Retaining wall proposed construction methods are not shown on any drawing 
as previously requested.  Proposed retaining wall construction method is 
required to assess any potential conflicts with retaining wall stabilization 
materials (such as geogrid extending into right of way or neighboring 
properties).  Also note that Geotech report references WSDOT chapter 8-24 
for rockery design, which limits batter to 6:1 or flatter.  It is not shown on 
civil drawings where rockeries are planned, though no locations appear to 
account for that batter amount.  Geotech report references civil drawings 
showing wall types – were they reviewing a different set of drawings than 
those submitted to the City? 

17. Drawings do not provide sufficient details to determine, but it appears that 
the West Basin storm pond retaining wall on West side cannot be constructed 
without impacts to stream buffer and may have retaining wall reinforcing 
fabric in the stream buffer.  As proposed, the retaining wall itself is within 
the stream buffer setback.  Structures are not allowed in the stream buffer 
setback. 

18. Drawings do not provide sufficient details to determine, but it appears that 
the North retaining wall for the Road L stormwater pond is on the right of 
way edge and may have reinforcing geogrid interfering with the public 
roadway improvements. 

19. No safe logical termini on Viking nor North Vetter for pedestrian 
improvements are proposed.  No safe compliant connection to existing 
pedestrian network on Viking Ave nor Vetter proposed.  No safe compliant 
pedestrian connection to neighboring transit facility proposed.  Please 
provide safe compliant pedestrian connections to these existing facilities. 

20. Sidewalk is missing on the east side of Vetter at both North and South 
project limits.  Please provide these required sidewalks. 

21. The project narrative indicates strong pedestrian focus and accommodation, 
but there does not appear to be safe and logical direct pedestrian circulation 
within the project between buildings and community center, nor between 
project site and existing and future nearby pedestrian attractions.  Road C is 
missing sidewalks entirely. 

http://www.cityofpoulsbo.com/
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22. Sanitary Sewer is not provided in New Road L.  City construction standards 
require new roadways to include all utilities unless approved otherwise by 
City Engineer.  No request has been made to the City Engineer to consider 
this item.  Road L will require dry sewer to be installed with stub for future 
connection to gravity system unless otherwise approved by the City Engineer. 

23. Lane configuration and striping of intersection of SR305 mainline alignment 
with Viking Ave is not shown as previously requested – typical throughout 
drawing set.  Please show right of way, mainline alignment, intersection 
alignment, pavement edges and intersection configuration correctly.   
Existing and proposed lane configuration and striping shall be shown on 
Viking Ave from SR305 intersection to beyond new road L intersection at a 
minimum. 

24. Proposed intersection configuration and associated driveway turn restrictions 
for new road L connection to Viking are not acceptable.  Intersection distance 
from SR305 has not been demonstrated to be sufficient to accommodate both 
existing and future stacking. 

 
SR305 Drawing Submitted: 
 

25. Drawings submitted were associated with a previous project, not the current 
project under consideration.  Drawings do not show pedestrian nor utility 
improvements indicated in the project proposal.  None of the improvements 
indicated have been reviewed under current regulatory requirements nor 
current traffic conditions by City nor WSDOT.  Responsibility for 
maintenance of stormwater infrastructure associated with these 
improvements has not been discussed or agreed between WSDOT and City. 

 
TIA submitted: 

 
26. Proposal to offset new road L intersection and restrict existing Arco/Sonic 

driveway to right-in/right-out is not acceptable. 
27. Proposed intersection location within the existing stacking distance from 305 

intersection without adding additional storage is not acceptable. 
28. Mini roundabout discussion referenced in text for this location does not exist 

in document.  Please provide this material. 
29. Stacking/queuing distances and storage needs are not addressed properly nor 

mitigated.  
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30. Safe pedestrian connections not provided to existing pedestrian network on 
Viking nor on Vetter, nor to nearby pedestrian attractions such as Sonic and 
Arco. 

31. Roadway capacity listed in TIA does not appear to be entirely consistent with 
City Comprehensive Transportation Plan. 

32. Please see further peer review of TIA by Parametrix attached. 

 
Stormwater drainage report submitted: 
 

33. Wetponds are still proposed for private facilities.  This is not currently 
allowed by City Construction Standards Section 5(B)(11). This would require 
approval of City Engineer per this section.  This request has not been 
received nor approved.   
“11. Wetponds are no longer permitted in the City to handle stormwater treatment without 
approval of the City Engineer.” – from City construction standards 

34. Stream typing and location materials submitted dated 2011 with no field 
verified update.   

35. The Engineering Department has concerns about stormwater discharge 
points as designed.   

36. How will fecal coliform from dog park above storm pond be controlled and 
prevented from entering storm system? 

37. Please see additional peer review comments by Parametrix, attached. 

 
BLA Submitted 
 

38. BLA has not been reviewed as other issues potentially affecting BLA need to 
be resolved first. 

 
Documents submitted and reviewed: 
 
Submittal Documents (4)  

• Transmittal dated 4-30-2020 
• Submittal Letter dated 4-30-2020 
• Revision Submittal Form dated 4-30-2020 
• Response Matrix dated 4-30-2020 

SEPA Checklist (1) 
• SEPA Checklist dated 11-1-2019, revised 4-30-2020 
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Project Narrative (1) 
• Project Narrative document dated 4-2020 

Appendix A – Storm Drainage Report (24) 
• Storm Drainage Report (49pp) dated 4-30-2020 
• Storm Drainage Report Appendix A – Design Drawings (3) 

o Design Review Plans (20 dwg) dated 11-1-2019 
o Civil Plans (77 dwg) dated 11-4-2019 signed 4-30-2020 
o Landscape Plans (15 dwg) dated 11-1-2019 

• Storm Drainage Report Appendix B – Significant Tree Inventory (1) 
o Significant Tree Inventory Report – The Rose Property (36pp) dated 

3-18-2019 
• Storm Drainage Report Appendix C – Wetland Evaluations (3) 

o Wetland Delineation Report (134pp) dated 4-27-2020 
o Habitat Management Plan (43pp) dated 4-17-2017 updated 4-28-

2020 
o Non-Wetland Determination (43pp) dated 7-6-2016 updated 4-27-

2020 
• Storm Drainage Report Appendix D – Geotechnical Reports (2) 

o Geotechnical Engineering Report – Oslo Bay Apartments (120pp) 
dated 11-21-2019 

o Limited Geotechnical Engineering Report – Poulsbo Recycling 
Center (21pp) dated 6-21-2017 

• Storm Drainage Report Appendix E – Stream Typing Review (3) 
o Stream Report for Maddox Parcel (4pp) dated 4-18-2011 
o Regulatory Response to Rose Master Plan (2pp) dated 6-6-2011 
o Stream Review for Maddox Parcel (4pp) dated 3-13-2011 

• Storm Drainage Report Appendix G – WSDOT SR305 Drawings (1) 
o Rose Master Plan SR305 Improvements drawings (11dwg) dated 5-

1-2015 
• Storm Drainage Report Appendix H – WWHM12 Calculations (4) 

o WWHM2012 Project Report – East Basin Pond (34pp) dated 11-6-
2019 

o WWHM2012 Project Report – Road L ROW Sand Filter (27pp) 
dated 4-25-2020 

o WWHM2012 Project Report – Vetter ROW Sand Filter (28pp) dated 
4-25-2020 

o WWHM2012 Project Report – West Basin Pond (34pp) dated 11-19-
2019 
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• Storm Drainage Report Appendix I – Stormfilter Information (1) 
o Conditional Use Level Designation for Basic (TSS) and Dissolved 

Metals (Enhanced) Treatment for CONTECH Stormfilter with 
MetalRx Media (7pp) dated 10-2019  

• Storm Drainage Report Appendix K – SR305 RIRO Storm Drainage 
Report (1) 
o Technical Memorandum re: Rose Master Plan – SR305 Intersection 

Improvements Stormwater Improvements (36pp) dated 4-14-2015 
• Storm Drainage Report Appendix L – TESC Plan (2) 

o TESC Plan Review Checklist (6pp) dated 4-30-2020 
o TESC Plan Narrative (8pp) dated 4-30-2020 

• Storm Drainage Report Appendix M – NPDES Form (1) 
o WSDOE Appendix 7 Worksheet (4pp) No date – file modified 4-30-

2020 
• Storm Drainage Report Appendix N – Conveyance & Backwater 

Calculations (1) 
o No document title (49pp) – no date – file name 

“20.04_OsloBay_StormDrainage_AppendixN_ConvBackwater” file 
modified 4-30-2020 

Appendix B – Wetland Evaluations (4) 
• Habitat Management Plan (43pp) dated 4-17-2020 revised 4-28-2020 
• Stormwater Guidelines Assessment (5pp) dated 4-28-2020 
• Non-Wetland Determination (43pp) dated 7-6-2016 updated 4-27-2020 
• Wetland Delineation Report (134pp) dated 4-27-2020 

Appendix C – Stream Typing Review (3) 
• Stream Report for Maddox Parcel (4pp) dated 4-18-2011 
• Regulatory Response to Rose Master Plan (2pp) dated 6-6-2011 
• Stream Review for Maddox Parcel (4pp) dated 3-13-2011 

Appendix D – Geotechnical Reports (2) 
• Limited Geotechnical Engineering Report – Poulsbo Recycling Center 

(21pp) dated 6-21-2017 
• Geotechnical Engineering Report – Oslo Bay Apartments (120pp) 

dated 11-21-2019 

Appendix E – Significant Tree Inventory (1) 
• Significant Tree Inventory Report – The Rose Property (36pp) dated 3-

18-2019 
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Appendix F – Cultural Resources (3) 
• Cultural Resources Assessment for the Rose Master Plan Project 

(33pp) dated 10-4-2011 
• Cultural Resources Inadvertent Discovery Protocol, Rose Master Plan 

(5pp) dated 2-13-2019 
• Addendum to Cultural Resources Assessment for the Oslo Bay 

Apartments Project (18pp) dated 8-30-2019 

Appendix G – Phase I Environmental Assessments (3) 
• Recycling Center Parcel Phase I ESA (159pp) dated 6-23-2017 
• Phase I Environmental Site Assessment – Edward Rose Master Plan 

(23pp) dated 11-30-2010 

Appendix H – Traffic Impact Analysis (1) 
• Traffic Impact Analysis Final Report (365pp) dated 4-2-20 

Appendix I – Hydroperiod Analysis (1) 
• Oslo Bay Apartments, Poulsbo, Washington, Wetland Hydroperiod 

Analysis (7pp) dated 4-30-2020 

Appendix J – Existing Parcel Legal Descriptions (1) 
• Legal Descriptions (no title) (3pp) no date – file modified 4-30-2020 

Appendix K – Title Reports (11) 
• Title Insurance – escrow #3107750 (13pp) dated 10-27-2017 
• Supplemental Commitment Report 1 – Title Order #32162476 (2pp) 

dated 9-29-2017 
• Supplemental Commitment Report 2 – Title Order #32162476 (1pp) 

dated 9-29-2017 
• Supplemental Commitment Report 3 – Title Order #32162476 (1pp) 

dated 10-16-2017 
• Supplemental Commitment Report 4 – Title Order #32162476 (2pp) 

dated 10-26-2017  
• Supplemental Commitment Report 5 – Title Order #32162476 (1pp) 

dated 10-27-2017 
• ALTA Commitment – Title Order #32162476 (115pp) dated 9-14-2017 
• Subdivision Guarantee #72156-217273481 (30pp) dated 7-22-2019 
• Invoice – (1pp) dated 7-30-2019 
• Title Insurance Exhibit A – Legal Descriptions (3pp) no date – file 

modified 4-30-2020 
• “Underlying Docs” (50pp) no date – file modified 4-30-2020 
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Appendix L – Preapplication Meeting Summary (3) 
• Engineering Department Preapplication Meeting Comments (9pp) 

dated 7-11-2019 
• Public Works Department Preapplication meeting Comments (5pp) 

dated 7-11-2019 
• Preapplication Summary Letter (25pp) dated 7-2-2019 

Appendix M – Design Review Plans (1) 
• Design Review Plans (20 dwg) dated 11-1-2019 

Appendix N – Civil Plans (2) 
• Civil Plans (77 dwg) dated 11-4-2019 signed 4-30-2020 
• Tree Retention Plan (1 dwg) dated 11-4-2019 signed 4-30-2020 

Appendix O – Landscape Plans (1) 
• Landscape Plans (15 dwg) dated 11-1-2019 

Appendix P – Photometric Plans (15) 
• Lumark fixture type L1 cut sheet (5pp) dated 3-30-2020 
• Lumark fixture type L1 cut sheet (5pp) dated 3-30-2020 
• Lumark fixture type L2 cut sheet (5pp) dated 3-30-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L3 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L4 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L5 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L6 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L7 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L8 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L9 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L10 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• McGraw Edison fixture type L11 cut sheet (6pp) dated 3-9-2020 
• Invue fixture type L12 cut sheet (6pp) dated 10-22-2020 
• Halo Commercial fixture type L13 cut sheet (5pp) dated 6-25-2019 
• Photometric Plans (10pp) dated 4-9-2020 

Appendix Q – Vetter Road ROW Vacation (3) 
• PSE Draft Easement (3pp) – undated/unsigned – file modified 4-30-

2020 
• PSE Cover Letter re: easement (1pp) – dated 1-8-2018 
• Draft Warranty Deed (4pp) – undated/unsigned file modified 4-30-2020 

Appendix R – SR305 WSDOT Plans (2) 
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• Rose Master Plan – SR305 Intersection Improvements (1 dwg) dated 1-
29-2015 

• Rose Master Plan – SR305 Intersection Improvements (11 dwg) dated 
5-1-2015 

Appendix S – Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Evaluation (1) 
• Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Report for the Proposed Oslo Bay 

Apartment Project (27pp) dated 4-24-2020 

Boundary Line Adjustment (6) 
• Boundary Line Adjustment Application (4pp) - dated 9-23-2019 
• ALTA Commitment order #32162476 (115pp) dated 9-14-2017 
• Subdivision Guarantee #72156-217273481 (30pp) dated 7-22-2019 
• “Underlying Documents” (50pp) undated – file modified 4-30-2020 
• Draft BLA Plans (8 dwg) dated 12-05-2019 
• Draft BLA Plans (8 dwg) dated 12-05-2019 
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