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KITSAP COUNTY PLANNING COMMISSION 1 

Zoom Webinar  2 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81702622099 3 

OR  Dial In: (253) 215-8782   Webinar ID:  817 0262 2099  Password:  620604 4 

March 16, 2021 @ 5:30 pm 5 

These minutes are intended to provide a summary of meeting decisions and, except for 6 
motions made, should not be relied upon for specific statements from individuals at the 7 
meeting.  If the reader would like to hear specific discussion, they should visit Kitsap 8 
County’s Website at   http://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/pc/default.htm  and listen to the 9 
audio file (to assist in locating information, time-stamps are provided below). 10 

 11 

Members present: Amy Maule (Vice Chair), Aaron Murphy, Alan Beam,  Kari Kaltenborn-12 
Corey, Kim Allen, Mike Eliason, Stacey Smith 13 

Members not present: Joe Phillips (Chair) 14 

Staff present: Jeff Rimack, Angie Silva, Dave Ward, Liz Williams, Kirvie Mesebeluu-Yobech, 15 
Amanda Walston (Clerk),  16 

Dan Nickel, Watershed Company (Consultant) 17 

5:33 pm 18 

A. Introductions 19 

• As Chair, Joe Phillips, is unable to attend, bylaws state Vice Chair, Amy Maule, 20 
shall assume the duties of Chair. As Ms. Maule is also not present, nominations 21 
for acting Chair are heard. 22 

• MOTION: Alan Beam nominates Mike Eliason 23 

• SECOND: Kim Allen 24 

• Prior to the vote, Ms. Maule joins the meeting and assumes the role of Chair. 25 

B. Virtual Meeting Protocol 26 

C. Adoption of Agenda 27 

• MOTION: Stacey Smith moves to adopt the agenda as presented. 28 

• SECOND: Aaron Murphy  29 

• VOTE: 7 in Favor; 0 Opposed – Motion Carries 30 

D. Adoption of Minutes  31 

• Minutes of 2/16/21  32 

• MOTION: Mr. Murphy moves to adopt the minutes as presented. 33 

• SECOND: Ms. Smith  34 

https://us02web.zoom.us/j/81702622099
http://www.kitsapgov.com/dcd/pc/default.htm
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• VOTE: 7 in Favor; 0 Opposed – Motion Carries 1 

• Minutes of 3/2/21  2 

• MOTION: Kari Kaltenborn-Corey moves to adopt the agenda as presented. 3 

• SECOND: Mr. Eliason 4 

• VOTE: 7 in Favor; 0 Opposed – Motion Carries 5 

5:37 pm 6 

E. General Public Comment 7 

• Chair Maule opens the floor to speakers wishing to provide testimony on 8 
items not on the agenda; calls twice for speakers; hearing none, closes the 9 
floor. 10 

F. Status Update: Buildable Lands Program Update – Liz Williams, Department of 11 
Community Development (DCD) \Planning Supervisor (est. 10 min) 12 

• Ms. Williams presents a project overview to date, referencing the visual 13 
presentation, noting two main deliverables are Development Trend Review 14 
and Land Supply Analysis (LCA); the Buildable Land Program (BLP) deadline is 15 
June 30, 2021.  16 

• Ms. Williams notes one-on-on jurisdiction meetings continue as well as review 17 
of preliminary population and employment trend draft; also highlighting recent 18 
and upcoming outreach opportunities and next steps focus on the reminder of 19 
the LCA with the final all-City/County coordination meeting on April 27. 20 

• QUESTION: Mr. Beam asks when the lookback analysis will be released. 21 

• ANSWER: Ms. Williams notes jurisdiction comments are anticipated 22 
by 3/19; DCD will then determine whether to release it ahead of the 23 
BLR in March. 24 

• QUESTION: Mr. Eliason asks if Cities have any significant unresolved concerns.  25 

• ANSWER: Ms. Williams notes while no major disagreements, 26 
consensus has not been reached across all jurisdictions; there is 27 
general desire to complete and meet statute requirements. 28 

• Angie Silva, DCD Assistant Director, notes no specific opposition 29 
expressed to date, but apprehension on how to handle infrastructure 30 
gaps, Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements for Capital 31 
Facility provisions, Comprehensive Plan (Comp Plan) reasonable 32 
measures; all are juggling similar workload and program timelines like 33 
Shoreline Master Program (SMP), Kitsap Regional Coordinating 34 
Council (KRCC) revisions to Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs) and 35 
Comp Plan work.  36 
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• Mr. Beam notes the large amount of information; Ms. Williams 1 
acknowledges DCD will give as much time as possible for review. 2 

5:49 pm 3 

G. Deliberations (1 of 2): Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Draft Amendments – Kirvie 4 
Mesebeluu-Yobech, Planning & Environmental Programs (PEP) Planner (est. 1 hr) 5 

• Ms. Mesebeluu-Yobech notes Maria Sandercock, Department of Ecology (DOE) 6 
Shoreline Planner & Dan Nickel, The Watershed Company Consultant will be 7 
available; this is the first of two deliberation sessions planned for the project; 8 
presents a brief overview of the project to date, noting we are in Phase 3 of 9 
the project; public comment period began 2/2/21 ended 3/3/21; just 10 
completed the Joint DOE/DCD Public Hearing on 3/2/21. 11 

• Ms. Mesebeluu-Yobech notes due to short turnaround from last week’s public 12 
hearing, Part 1 of the Comment Matrix with staff response was distributed one 13 
week ago and Part 2 was sent just prior to tonight’s meeting.  14 

• Dave Ward, DCD PEP Manager, notes 20 comments received; many lengthy 15 
with multiple subjects and pages. DCD appreciates patience in phased 16 
responses; intent is to discuss comments and responses, questions, and issues 17 
with proposals today if possible and move forward with full set next meeting. 18 

• QUESTION: Mr. Eliason notes asks if focus could be on the Watershed report 19 
and recommendations; which would allow the PC time to review the new 20 
public comments just received in Part 2.  21 

• ANSWER: Mr. Ward acknowledges DCD tried to get comments to the 22 
PC as soon as available; happy to review comments now or later. 23 

• PC concurs to review the Watershed Company and project reports 24 
first with a review of comments next, and at next deliberation to 25 
allow more time to review. 26 

• Chair Maule calls for questions. 27 

• QUESTION/ANSWER: Mr. Eliason asks, and Mesebeluu-Yobech confirms, 28 
revisions include new legislation requiring permit retrofitting existing 29 
structures compliance with Americans with Disabilities Act have been  30 
incorporated into proposed Title 22 changes. 31 

• QUESTION: Mr. Eliason asks if DCD responded to Parks concern about access 32 
to public shoreline, application of impervious surface. 33 

• ANSWER: Mr. Ward confirms Part 2 of the public comment matrix 34 
addresses these comments. 35 

• QUESTION: Mr. Eliason asks if significance in cost to builder on 40 vs. 60 % 36 
decking for landings been addressed. 37 
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• ANSWER: Ms. Mesebeluu-Yobech confirms Part 2 of the public 1 
comment matrix addresses these comments. 2 

• Mr. Nickel notes the cost difference between 40 and 60% is not 3 
major; it is still a graded decking, but 40% will be friendlier to walk on.  4 

• Mr. Eliason asks if safety was concern for the platform stairs?  5 

• Nr. Nickel notes all will have railings per building requirements. 6 

• Mr. Beam asks, and Mr. Ward clarifies, the 40 – 60% allowance was 7 
not only over water, but for all landings; when staff reviewed, the 8 
provision for light penetration allowed for vegetation code 9 
maintenance under landings.  10 

• Ms. Silva notes part of the Washington State Department of Fish and 11 
Wildlife (WDFW) Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA) Process covers this 12 
with requirements for graded decking and specificity on open space. 13 

• Mr. Ward notes the Washington Administrative Code (WAC) sections 14 
are cited in Part 2 of the public comment matrix. 15 

• Mr. Eliason asks, and Ms. Mesebeluu-Yobech confirms, DCD 16 
recommendation is to follow WDFW, and WAC, references to follow 17 
the HPA process. 18 

• QUESTION: Mr. Eliason asks about the enhancement of shoreline buffer 19 
vegetation and restoration, in relation to beach trams, when the requirement 20 
has been no net loss. 21 

• ANSWER: Mr. Ward notes the restoration of vegetation is a 22 
requirement for no net loss; also notes it is in the context of 23 
mitigation. 24 

6:13 pm 25 

• QUESTION: Mr. Beam asks about the difference between a Shoreline 26 
Conditional Use Permit (SCUP), Shoreline Variance (SVAR) and Shoreline 27 
Substantial Development Permit (SSDP), and why all 3 are needed, instead of 28 
just the highest one. 29 

• ANSWER: Ms. Silva notes Shoreline permit guidelines are available, 30 
but processes are complex and not as streamlined as they could be. 31 
While an SSDP may be required, other Shoreline requirements are 32 
still in effect, meaning the additional SCUP or SVAR  may also be 33 
required.  34 

• Varying degrees are specified in the WAC, with different criteria 35 
levels; current process outlines two routes, either a Type 2 variance, 36 
with Administrative Review/Decision by DCD subject to appeal to the 37 
Hearing Examiner, or a Type Review/Decision before the Hearing 38 
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Examiner subject to appeal to the Shoreline Hearings Board; both 1 
decisions must be sent to DOE for review/approval. 2 

• Mr. Beam notes the difficult process, asks about flowchart/brochure.3 

• Ms. Silva acknowledges complexity; notes DCD encourages a staff4 
consultation at start of application process for guidance and5 
clarification; notes new Camino software is also being rolled out to6 
help make the customer process more friendly, will help guide7 
customers through the process in a ‘Turbo Tax’ style.8 

6:22p 9 

• QUESTION: Mr. Eliason asks if any examples prompted proposed change to10 
define ‘qualified professional’ in submittal of Shoreline Mitigation plans, such11 
as customers submitting their own plans.12 

• ANSWER: Mr. Ward confirms customers are currently allowed to13 
submit their own plans but are not necessarily qualified.14 

• COMMENT: Ms. Allen notes experience as a former Hearing Examiner for15 
Kitsap County; supports not including illustrations, charts in the code as it does16 
get very messy; agrees differences between shoreline permits are very17 
complex, with multiple local, state, federal layers; believes this is a good DCD18 
effort to try and simplify the process.19 

6:27 pm 20 

• COMMENT: Mr. Eliason appreciates Watershed’s impressive work, and staff’s21 
balanced approach at workable language pulling together comments in a very22 
short period.23 

• Mr. Ward notes the three categories of staff responses to public comments are24 
change recommended, change not recommended and change noted; with25 
change noted meaning middle ground, acknowledging strong points and26 
support in spirit but hand ties by code or other constraints.27 

• QUESTION: Ms. Smith notes on change noted was in Item 9 in the public28 
comment matrix, the request to add acknowledgment of Tribal Lands and29 
Treaty rights, was pleased to see participation from 3 tribes; asks if there is a30 
place in Title 22 to include this since staff comment is that Kitsap does fully31 
recognize and support this.32 

• ANSWER: Mr. Ward notes this is an example where whether we write33 
it in the code it does not make a difference, because the treaty34 
language supersedes all code.35 

• QUESTION: Mr. Beam asks if a response will be provided to each commenter36 
on what our response is and why beyond what is in the matrix.37 
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• ANSWER: Mr. Ward notes the published matrix is the primary 1 
response. There is no individualized response to every comment. 2 

• Mr. Beam asks if there can be a broad response for larger categories,3 
such as climate change, vegetation, participation, etc.4 

• Mr. Ward notes the matrix does currently tie common5 
comments/responses together.6 

• DISCUSSION: Regarding opportunities for public participation,7 
including outreach meetings, consultations, public comment period;8 
standard practice for acknowledgment and response to comment and9 
participation plan.10 

• QUESTION/ANSWER: Mr. Eliason asks, and Ms. Silva confirms, the public11 
participation plan is determined by the Board of County Commissioners (BoCC)12 
during the scoping process.13 

• QUESTION: Ms. Kaltenborn-Corey asks how often the Climate Resiliency Policy14 
Report of June 2020, referenced in the comment matrix, is updated, and could15 
we refer people to it.16 

• ANSWER: Mr. Ward notes this is the first release of the report, and17 
the link to the page is provided in the matrix; Mr. War provides18 
additional information about the report.19 

• QUESTION: Ms. Smith notes two items on Part 2 of the comment matrix are20 
still pending comment, asks about the time frame for completion.21 

• ANSWER: Ms. Mesebeluu-Yobech notes pending responses will be22 
complete and included in the final matrix by 3/30/21, along with the23 
updated Staff Report, Final Proposal, and draft Findings of Fact.24 

• QUESTION/ANSWER: Chair Maule asks, and Mr. Ward confirms, at the end of25 
the next deliberations, the PC will be voting on a recommendation.26 

• Chair Maule suggests, PC members review and bring any suggested changes or27 
other questions to the next meeting, in preparation for the vote.28 

• Mr. Eliason suggests continuing deliberations now, as there is still time this29 
evening, to hear staff’s comments on the newest comment matrix, though he30 
is not ready to vote tonight.31 

• Ms. Allen, Mr. Murphy, and Ms. Smith express concern and would like time to32 
review individually before reviewing newly received materials.33 

7:02 pm 34 

• Chair Maule calls for a brief 5-minute break.35 

BREAK 36 
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7:07 pm 1 

• Ms. Silva suggests a quick review of Part 2 of the comment matrix, to acquaint2 
everyone with what the most recent information looks like where to find it.3 

• Ms. Mesebeluu-Yobech opens the visual presentation of the public comment4 
matrix and begins to review changes.5 

• Mr. Murphy, and several other Planning Commissioners would prefer time to6 
review the newest comments on their own before discussion at the next7 
deliberations; Chair Maule concurs.8 

• Ms. Smith and Chair Maule thanks staff for their effort and time.9 

7:07 pm 10 

H. For the Good of the Order/Commissioner Comments 11 

12 
13 
14 
15 

16 
17 

18 
19 
20 
21 

22 
23 

24 

25 

• Mr. Murphy ask, and Mr. Ward confirms, the Site Specific Application period
is typically open during the Comp Plan Amendment, however, this year the
BoCC declined the option to consider amendments this year due to staff
workload, COVID-19 impact, etc.

• Mr. Murphy asks, and Mr. Ward confirms, the PC will be notified
when the next cycle for Site Specific Applications will open.

• Mr. Eliason notes Mr. Beam asked previously about adding discussion of the
Public Participation Workgroup recommendation to a future agenda; noting
Chair Phillips expressed discomfort without full consent. Asks PC for opinion.

• Mr. Murphy is agreeable to adding the topic to a future light agenda; Chair
Maule will forward the request.

• MOTION: Mr. Eliason moves to adjourn the meeting.

• SECOND: Mr. Murphy

• VOTE: 7 in Favor; 0 Opposed – Motion Carries
26 

Time of Adjournment: 7:30 pm 27 

Minutes approved this _______ day of ____________________2021. 28 

29 

  _______________________________________ 30 

Joe Phillips, Planning Commission Chair 31 

32 

 ________________________________________ 33 
Amanda Walston, Planning Commission Clerk 34 

20th April




