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April 10, 2026 Job No. 2090-004-022

Ms. Nikole Coleman, AICP
Planning Manager

City of Poulsbo

200 NE Moe St

Poulsbo, WA 98370

RE: Pinnacle at Liberty Bay Technical Revision #2
P-06-20-25-03 - Response Letter #2

Dear Ms. Coleman:

ESM Consulting Engineers, LLC, is submitting the following responses to the Comment
Letter for Submittal #2, that was received from you December 31, 2025, revised January
9, 2026. In an effort to provide concise and direct responses, we have copied the review
comments below in /talics and our responses are in bold.

As an initial overview comment, the updated site plan provided here accepts the City’s
peer review determination that Barrantes Creek (Stream C) should be type F with a 150’
buffer, and Stream D should be Type NS1 with a 75" buffer. See Grette Associates
Technical Memorandum, Pinnacle at Liberty Bay, Table 2 (08/29/2025). Accordingly, this
resubmittal increases the Barrantes Creek (Stream C) buffer from 75 feet to 150 feet, and
the Stream D buffer from 50 feet to 75 feet, which has driven the following revisions in the
updated Pinnacle site plan:

o Lot count has been reduced from 148 to 138, to accommodate the expanded
buffers. The revised lot configuration is shown on sheets PP-01 for the lot count
and PP-06 for buffers;

o The storm pond has been reconfigured to stay out of the expanded stream buffer
for Barrantes Creek. The reconfigured storm pond is shown on sheet PP-06;

e The project road section crossing Barrantes Creek has been eliminated. The
revised access and circulation plan are shown on sheet PP-01. Site access from
Baywatch Court NE was included in the original project site design based upon
WDNR stream typing and the City’s 2024 Best Available Science analysis, which
showed Barrantes Creek as non-fish-bearing. This same mapping was in place
when the City adopted its 2025 Transportation Comprehensive Plan, which
included conceptual connectivity across Barrantes Creek in Figure TR-3 -2044
(New Roadway Segments) to implement Policy TR-6.2. The applicant has
undertaken in-depth engineering analysis to determine if a road crossing of
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Barrantes Creek could be designed that would (a) comply with state and local
standards for road crossings of fish-bearing streams, and (b) meet City road
standards. The engineering analysis of applicable design standards concludes that
the street connection to Baywatch Court NE meeting City standards is no longer
feasible with a fish-bearing classification for Barrantes Creek. See Transportation
Technical letter, ESM Consulting Engineers, April 6, 2026, attached. The project
traffic engineer, Heath and Associates, has reviewed the updated access and
circulation plan and determined that it meets transportation concurrency and also
provides functionally equivalent or safer circulation than the original connection to
Baywatch Court NE. The project TIA has also been updated to address the revised
access and circulation plan. See updated TIA, dated March 26, 2026, attached.

The elimination of the Baywatch Court NE connection is both necessary to ensure
compliance with City street standards and consistent with the City’s adopted
Comprehensive Plan. Policy TR-6.2 provides that “actual alignments and
construction of new roadways may vary based upon topography, natural and built
environment, [and] technical final engineering design” and that “reasonable
alternative alignments may be considered by the City Engineer consistent with the
intent of the conceptual alignment. ..”. Here, the change is being driven by newly
discovered, site specific analysis identifying Barrantes Creek as a Type F fish
bearing stream, and the alternative alignment both meets City standards and
provides functionally equivalent or safer circulation than the original connection.
Further, Policy TR-6.6 provides that transportation improvements should
“‘minimize[e] impacts to fish and wildlife habitat areas.” With the alternative
alignment, no crossing of Barrantes Creek is required.

Open Space and Amenities

7.

Based on the applicant's materials, approximately 31% of the site contains critical
areas or associated buffers. Per PMC 18.260.090(G)(2), no more than 50% of the
required open space may consist of critical areas and their buffers. However,
according to the applicant's open space calculations on Sheet PP-32,
approximately 54% of the total open space currently lies within critical areas.
Please revise the open space plan to meet the code limitation or provide corrected
and updated calculations demonstrating compliance with PMC 18.260.090(G)(2).

RESPONSE: Please see updated Sheet PP-31 for revised open space
calculations and confirmation of compliance with PMC 18.260.090(G)(2). The
open space plan and calculations have been updated for the revised site plan, and
demonstrate that no more than 50% of the required open space area consists of
critical areas or associated buffers
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Habitat Management Plan - Stream Typing

2.

The applicant has provided a response prepared by Sewall Wetland Consulting
(SWC) to the third-party peer review conducted by Farallon Consulting/Grette
Associates regarding stream classification and associated buffer requirements.
Staff has reviewed the applicant's response and does not concur with the
assertions made in the Peer Review Addendum related to stream tlyping and
reliance on mapped data alone.

Poulsbo Municipal Code is explicit that mapped critical area information is
approximate and does not supersede site-specific field determinations:

. PMC 16.20.115(F) states that the location and extent of mapped critical
areas are to be used only as a general guide, and that the type, extent, and
boundaries of critical areas shall be determined in the field by a qualified
specialist according to the requirements of Chapter 16.20.

. PMC 16.20.115(F)(4) further authorizes the PED Director to issue revised
critical area maps when new or revised information becomes avallable
regarding the presence, absence, or classification of critical areas.

In addition, PMC 16.20.750 requires that for all regulated activity proposed on a
site containing or located within 300 feet of a fish and wildlife habitat conservation
area, a habitat assessment must identify, at a minimum, the type of stream and its
prescribed buffer.

The peer review conducted by Farallon Consulting/Grette Associates included site
observations and analysis of physical stream characteristics and fish passage data
and concluded that Stream C meets the criteria for a higher stream classification
than identified in the applicant’s report. Staff find this site specific analysis to be
consistent with the requirements of Chapter 16.20 and applicable Best Available
Science.

One optional path forward to resolution of the disagreement among the technical
experts is to coordinate an on-site discussion involving the applicant's qualified
specialist, the City’s peer review consultant, the Washington Department of Fish
and Wildlife, and the Suquamish Tribe. This type of collaborative, field based
coordination has been successfully used in the past to resolve similar technical
disagreements regarding stream classification and habitat functions. Staffis willing
to assist with coordinating such a discussion should the applicant wish to pursue
this option, recognizing that any resulting determinations must remain consistent
with the requirements of the Poulsbo Municipal Code and applicable Best Available
Science. Upon resubmittal of revised documents, staff will continue reviewing the
application in a timely manner. However, absent resolution of the typing of Stream
C, staff anticipates a recommendation of denial of those specific lots impacted by
the typing of Stream C. This is due fo uncertainty regarding feasible development
without reliance on a Reasonable Use Exception.
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To remove the uncertainty of a need for an RUE, please provide a depiction of
buildable areas outside of critical areas and buffers for those lots adjacent to
stream C to better evaluate lot feasibility, particularly as it relates to the final stream
typing determination for Stream C and its associated buffers.

As noted in the overview comment above, the applicant has accepted the City’s
peer reviewer determination that Stream C is type F with a 150 foot stream buffer.
The updated site plan reconfigured lots accordingly, and it depicts buildable areas
outside of critical areas and buffers for those lots adjacent to Stream C.

The City updated its Critical Areas Ordinance (CAQO) in November 2025 (Ordinance

2025-19). Staff have reviewed the issue of CAO vesting with the City Attorney and
have determined that the applicant's submittal of plan sheets PP-07 through PP-
09 depicting the area of future homesite placement (in the July 2025 submittal
package) provides sufficient information to establish vesting of the proposed lots
(and subsequent building permits) under the regulations in effect at the time the
preliminary subdivision application was deemed complete.

Pursuant to RCW 58.17.033, the City’'s determination that the preliminary
subdivision application was complete established vesting fo the subdivision
regulations and critical areas regulations in effect on the date of complete
application for purposes of preliminary subdivision review, including lot
configuration, road alignments, utility layout, and subdivision design, as depicted
on sheets PP-07 through PP-09.

Please also see Comment #2 above regarding lots that may be impacted by the
stream typing determination of Stream C.

RESPONSE: Acknowledged.

The following will be a condition of approval for this preliminary subdivision:

“Prior to issuance of any building permit for Lots 52-56, the applicant shall
demonstrate compliance with Kitsap Public Health District (KPHD) Drinking Water
Supply Regulations (Ordinance 2018-01) for development within the 100-foot
sanitary control radius of an existing Group B public water system well.
Compliance shall include:

7. Recorded Plat Restriction.: The final plat shall clearly state that Lots 52-56
are ineligible for building permit issuance unless and until the water system
/s no longer classified by KPHD as a public water system, or the well is
formally decommissioned, as confirmed in writing by KPHD.

2. KPHD Approval: Any restrictive plat language, covenant, or notice
addressing the sanitary control area shall be reviewed and approved in
writing by KPHD and recorded prior to, or concurrently with, final plat
approval.
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No vertical construction shall occur on Lots 52-56 until the above requirements are
satisfied.”

RESPONSE: Acknowledged.
Peer Review

5. The SWC Peer Review Addendum was peer reviewed, their comments are
attached and must be addressed in the project resubmittal.

The City’s peer review comments for wetlands (appended to the City’s January 9
revised letter) have been accepted and the site plan has been revised accordingly,
as acknowledged in the SWC 2nd Addendum, dated April 6, 2026 (attached).

6. The response to Sound Urban Forestry was peer reviewed, their comments are
attached and must be addressed in the project resubmittal.

RESPONSE: Sound Urban Forestry has confirmed in a memo dated 12/19/25 to
the City of Poulsbo that all prior comments have been satisfactorily addressed or
are being addressed from their peer review dated 8/29/25 and that they have no
further comments at this time.

7. The Suquamish Tribe provided comment on December 19, 2025, their comments
are attached and must be addressed in the project resubmittal.

The Tribe’s comments were generally directed towards the applicant’s original
stream classifications, in particular for Barrantes Creek, and the associated
crossing. The applicant has since accepted the City’s peer review comments
regarding critical area classifications and associated buffers, and the site plan has
been revised accordingly. As revised, the project is avoiding impacts to streams
and wetlands and providing regulatory buffers in the manner prescribed by the
City’s adopted critical areas ordinance to which the project is vested.

Transportation

8. Updated site plan and TIA has been forwarded to WSDOT for their comment.
Comments will be forwarded to the applicant upon completion.

RESPONSE: Acknowledged
Stormwater

9. On sheet PP-18, it appears that the storm pond will require work in HWY 305 Right
of Way. Any alterations to State-owned right of way will likely require permission
from the State for the construction work and possibly a franchise agreement
depending on the work being performed. A ROW permit from WSDOT for the work
being proposed will be due prior to grading permit approval.
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70.

71.

RESPONSE: Acknowledged

As discussed in previous memo, the applicant will be required to provide
confirmation from WSDOE stating if a reservoir permit or dam permit is required
for the proposed storm pond. This is due prior to grading permit approval.

RESPONSE: The proposed pond volume in total (below natural ground level +
above natural ground level) is less than 10 ac-ft.

The threshold for a Dam Safety permit is 10 ac-ft of volume stored above natural
ground level, or which could be released by failure of the dam. This threshold is
documented on the DOE’s website. As a part of the resubmittal package, an email
from ecology stating this has also been included.

As for Reservoir permits, this is a permit/right to store water for beneficial use. In
other words, it's a water right. This is typically paired with a Secondary Permit for
the beneficial use of that water, such as irrigation, drinking water, stocking fish, etc.
Its trigger is an impoundment depth of 10 feet or a storage volume of 10-acre feet.

However, stormwater detention is not considered a “beneficial use” because the
pond is not keeping the water. The pond is managing the water for safety/drainage.
This confirms that a water right/reservoir permit under RCW 90.03.370 is not
applicable.

Further, in Section 6.1 of the Guidance to Applicant for a Surface Reservoir Permit
(Publication ECY 040-1-60A), it lists stormwater retention as an example of a
project that does not require a water right permit because there is no beneficial
use.

"A reservoir permit and/or water right permit is not required if the water is

not put to beneficial use. Examples of projects where water is stored but
not beneficially used include silt retention, single-purpose flood control
and stormwater retention. These would not require a water right permit,
but may require a dam permit..."

ESM Consulting Engineers has also spoken to the reservoir permit office and they
have additionally confirmed that stormwater ponds are exempt from reservoir
permits. This includes retention ponds, detention ponds, etc.

Please submit a preliminary TESC plan for review prior to land use approval. As
discussed in previous comment letter. TESC plan must include BMPs to manage
summer and winter construction. Typical issues are dust control and turbid runoff.
The current configuration of the site includes improvements up to the stream buffer,
this should be considered when putting together the preliminary TESC plan.
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RESPONSE: Acknowledged. A Preliminary TESC Plan is provided on Sheet PP-
11. Please note that at this preliminary stage, the plan is schematic in nature and
intended to demonstrate the overall strategy rather than provide final engineering
details. The narrative included on the sheet provides a high-level overview of our
approach to managing summer and winter conditions—specifically addressing dust
control, turbidity (via soil amendment and dewatering), and the protection of stream
buffers adjacent to improvements. Full technical details will be provided with the
final construction documents.

Water

2.

13.

The applicant shall indicate preliminary PRV locations per peer review
recommendations on site plan prior to land use approval to demonstrate feasibility.

RESPONSE: Preliminary PRV Locations have been added to the plat
infrastructure sheets. NOTE: It is anticipated that the water model will need to be
rerun by Gray and Osborne which may affect connection locations and number of
PRV valves necessary. This is due to eliminating the road/water connection at
Baywatch Court. In-lieu of the connection at Baywatch Court, an additional
placeholder connection was added to the end of the water main in Sunrise Ridge
Ave NE where previously it had been removed.

Water connections consistent with peer review recommendations shall be
indicated on site plan prior to land use approval, and demonstrate how phasing
plan is possible with recommended water layout.

RESPONSE: Preliminary PRV locations have been added to the water system
plan per the peer review. Additional the water connection locations have been
updated per the peer review. These changes can most clearly be seen on sheet
PP-15. The following pages PP-16 to PP-18 show infrastructure phasing.
Because of the new connection schedule (2 connects vs the previous 4) all water
will need to be installed in phase 1. This is reflected on the Phase 1 sheet, PP-16.

See NOTE above under comment 12 about the potential for revision due to plat
layout revisions

Sewer

4.

Sheet PP-25: The following manholes are greater than 10ft deep and shall be
upsized to 54” manholes (Construction Standards Section 3(e)(7)).

a. SSMH #7

b. SSMH #8

C. SSMH#9

d. SSMH #10

RESPONSE: This is an engineering comment, however, all manholes over 10 feet
deep currently profiled in the preliminary plat plan have been updated to 54”.
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15.

16.

17.

Additionally, all proposed manholes for this project that will be greater than 10 feet
deep will be at least 54”.

Please provide profile views of all sewer mains and manholes in revised plan set.

RESPONSE. The preliminary plan set has profiled key sewer mains to provide
additional information confirmation that the site can be serviced by gravity sewer.
This sewer profiles provided also indicate the instances where the sewer main may
require extra depth. Beyond these key areas, the rest of the site will include typical
sewer main construction (standard depths). A full set of plan and profile sheets will
be provided with the construction/engineering drawings.

Sheet PP-25 - Site plan indicates 285 LF 8” PVC for sewer between SSMH #9 and
SSMH #10. Please correct to HDPE to match profile view.

RESPONSE: Plan view updated to HDPE

Sheet PP-25 - Sewer pipe runs with >151t of coverage shall be ductile iron per
construction standards.

RESPONSE: Pipe material updated for sewer mains over 15 feet.

Site Plan

18.

79.

20.

Updated site plan does not appear to contain any road centerline curves or slopes
for updated road design. Please include road geometry and profiles in revisions.

RESPONSE: Horizontal centerline data added to sheets 8, 9, and 10.

Sheet PP-06 - 8’ wall on east side of Road B likely cannot be constructed without
trespass onto adjacent lots.

a. Expect additional requirements for this wall and others in the development
based on IBC regulations.

RESPONSE: Noted, thank you. Wall will be strategically designed and constructed
to avoid trespass onto adjacent lots.

Sheet PP-11 - Proposed road layout appears to show a road grade of 15.9%. The
maximum grade of all streets shall not exceed 12% (Construction Standards
Section 2 - C).

RESPONSE: Slope label was in the incorrect location. Label has been adjusted to
indicate the road centerline slope of no more than 12%.
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21. As discussed previously, the deviation request for a 451t ROW will require council
approval. These comments are based on the current layout utilizing 45ft ROW and
are subject to change if the deviation request is not approved.

RESPONSE: Acknowledged

22 Sheet PP-09 - Rock wall for Lot 71 appears to be within the 101t Utility Easement.
No rockeries/retaining walls may be constructed within the ten-foot (10’) wide utility
easement fronting all lots or within any other utility easement (Construction
Standards Section 1 - H).

RESPONSE: Wall location has been updated.

If there are any questions or a need for further clarification, please feel free to contact me
at (253) 838-6113 and we would be happy to discuss them with you.

Sincerely,

ESM CONSULTING ENGINEERS, LLC

ROBBY OVERFIELD
Project Manager

e

Attachment“1: Technical Justification Letter: Roadway Geometry Failures Stream C
Crossing

Attachment 2: Landscape and Open Space Plan

Attachment 3: Revised TIA dated March 26, 2026

Attachment 4: Critical Area Report Addendum #2 dated 4/6/26

Attachment 5: Dam Safety Permit, DOE Email dated 10/9/25
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April 6, 2026 Job No. 2090-004-022

Mr. Joshua M. Ranes

City of Poulsbo Engineering Department
200 NE Moe St

Poulsbo, WA 98370

RE: Technical Justification for Vertical Roadway Geometry Failures at Stream C
Crossing (Pinnacle at Liberty Bay Preliminary Plat and Planned Residential
Development) P-06-20-25-03

Purpose
The purpose of this letter is to provide the city staff a technical evaluation of the geometric
constraints for a new roadway crossing of Stream C from Baywatch Court NE. This letter
demonstrates why standard vertical roadway geometry (maximum grade and sag K-
values) cannot be achieved along with State required stream crossing clearances at this
location.

Explanation of Design Factors
The following criteria were used to evaluate the feasibility of a potential stream crossing
road profile:

e Crossing Standard: Per the City’s finding that Stream C is fish-bearing, the
crossing must comply with WAC 220-110-070 and WDFW 2013 Guidelines. This
requires a bottomless structure with a minimum 3.0-foot vertical freeboard above
the ordinary highwater mark/top of bank to allow for debris and sediment transport.

e Maximum Grade (12%): Per City of Poulsbo Construction Standards, the maximum
allowable grade for a road within the City is 12%.

e Minimum Sag Curve (K=6.0): The K-value defines the curvature of the roadway. A
design target of K=6.0 was established for this crossing based on three primary
safety factors:

1. Emergency Apparatus Clearance: A K-value of 6.0 is the recognized
minimum required to prevent standard fire department pumpers and ladder
trucks from hitting the front or rear bumpers on the pavement. This value
provides a gradual enough transition to maintain the 8-degree
approach/departure angle required for emergency vehicles.

2. Design Speed (15 mph): Given that a sag curve would be very close to the
T-intersection at Baywatch Court NE, a reduced design speed of 15 mph is
assumed vs a full design speed of 25 mph. At this speed, a K-value of 6.0
satisfies AASHTO passenger comfort criteria.

32001 32nd Ave S, Ste 200 Tel (253)838 6113 Lynnwood (425) 297 9900 Civil Engineering Land Planning

Federal Way, WA 98001 Fax (253)838 7104 www.esmcivil.com Land Surveying andscape Architecture
3D Laser Scanning SIS

Attachment 1
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3. lllumination: To additionally help with reducing the K-value, it is assumed
the sag curve will be fully illuminated. This removes Headlight Sight
Distance as the controlling factor, allowing for shorter curve.

The Hydraulic "Floor”

The stream classification and crossing guidance provides a minimum elevation of the
crossing road. Accounting for the 3.0-foot freeboard, the slab of the box culvert, the 12-
inch road base estimated for HL-93 loading, and 4 inches of asphalt, the finished road
surface must be at elevation 119.08’ (113.75+3+1+1+.33).

Analysis of Geometric Impossibility

The horizontal distance between the existing T-intersection and the Stream C center point
is approximately 95 feet. This short distance minimizes the available space to achieve
necessary road geometry. The attached exhibits demonstrate the two main areas of
failure.

Scenario 1: Fixed Grade and Curvature (Figure 1). In this scenario, a profile attempting
to hold the City’s 12.00% maximum grade and a standard K-value of 6.0 is shown.

Result: The road profile is physically unable to reach the required elevation to clear the
stream. As shown in Figure 1, the road passes through the required box culvert and
therefore not in compliance with WDFW freeboard requirements.

Scenario 2: Fixed Grade and Hydraulic Clearance (Figure 2). In this scenario, the road
was forced to reach the required 113.75’ elevation while attempting to stay near the
12% grade limit.

Result: To gain the necessary height in such a short distance, the vertical curve is
reduced to 25 feet. This results in a K-value of 0.93. This curve is many times sharper
than the minimum needed for emergency vehicle clearance. A standard fire pumper
would hit its front bumper due to the rate of vertical rise of the road.

Note: The attached exhibits assume several non-standard geometric optimizations to
attempt a viable crossing. These include eliminating the 20-foot intersection landing
and superelevating the existing Baywatch Court NE to +2% to raise the curve's starting
elevation. Despite these adjustments, the geometry remains out of compliance with
City standards. A standard design incorporating a 20-foot landing and maintaining
existing intersection cross slopes would result in even more geometric failure.

Conclusion and Mitigation

As demonstrated by the attached exhibits, there is no mathematical solution that satisfies
the mandatory WDFW 3.0-foot freeboard while also meeting City standards for road grade
and emergency vehicle access. It has been determined that a roadway crossing at this
location is technically infeasible and will not be proposed as part of the Pinnacle at Liberty
Bay development.
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Respectfully,
ESM CONSULTING ENGINEERS, LLC

BRANDON"LQUCKS, P.E.
Prej ager

Encl. Figure 1, Figure 2
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