
 

 

 
 
 
 

TOWN OF COUPEVILLE 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

AGENDA 
Island County Commissioners’ Hearing Room 

October 3, 2017 
6:00 pm 

 

CALL TO ORDER 

PLEDGE OF ALLEGIANCE 

CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA 

APPROVAL OF MINUTES  

Approve minutes from September 5, 2017, regular meeting  

DISCUSSION ITEM 

Comprehensive Plan Update 

NEW BUSINESS 

AUDIENCE INPUT - See NOTE     

ADJOURNMENT  

NOTE:  Audience Input - This is time set aside for members of the public to speak to the Commission about subjects of concern or 
interest, or items not already set aside for a public hearing.  Questions presented may not be answered immediately if all information is 
not available, but will be responded to as soon as possible.  To ensure your comments are recorded properly, you need to state your 
name and address clearly into the microphone. Please limit your comments to 5 minutes.  Input requiring more lengthy comment is best 
submitted in writing. 

 
 



Town of Coupeville 
DRAFT Planning Commission Meeting Minutes 

September 5, 2017 
6:00 pm 

 
PRESENT 
Chair Carol Moliter, Commissioners Michael Moore, Ricardo Reyes, and Julie Roth 
 
STAFF PRESENT 
Planning Director Owen Dennison and Recording Secretary Carol Browne  
 
CALL TO ORDER 
Chair Moliter called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m. 
 
PLEDGE OF ALLIGIANCE 
 
CHANGES AND APPROVAL OF AGENDA 
Commissioner Moore moved to approve the agenda.  Commissioner Reyes second. Motion 
passed unanimously.  
 
APPROVAL OF MINUTES  
Commissioner Reyes moved to approve the minutes from the July 27, regular meeting with one 
correction.  Commissioner Roth second.  Motion passed unanimously. 
 
INTRODUCTION OF NEW COMMISSIONER 
Chair Moliter welcomed Julie Roth to the Planning Commission. 
 
PUBLIC HEARING 
Conditional Use Permit CUP 084-17, Kellie Black and Carl Oliver, 24 NW Eight Street, 
Coupeville, WA 
 
Chair Moliter opened the public hearing and asked the Commissioners to declare any conflict 
based on personal interest or bias or to disclose any ex parte communication.  Each 
Commissioner declared he or she had no bias or conflict of interest.   
 
Chair Moliter asked if any member of the public wished to challenge the fairness or impartiality 
of any Commissioner to participate in either hearing.  No challenge was voiced.  
 
Chair Moliter described the purpose of the hearing and the Planning Commission’s role in the 
review process.  She stated that, prior to the meeting, staff had provided the Planning 
Commission and applicant with a staff report and nine exhibits describing the proposal and 
staff’s analysis of its consistency with the applicable approval criteria.  Staff recommended 
approval of the application subject to one condition.  Chair Moliter described the hearing 



process, noted that the Commission’s purview is limited to the scope of the project and the 
conditional use criteria, and asked that all be aware that, after the close of the hearing, no 
additional testimony or exhibits may be provided for the record.  Chair Moliter asked for 
presentation of the staff report. 
 
Planner Dennison noted that an additional correspondence regarding CUP 084-17 had been 
received and asked that it be entered into the record as Exhibit 10.  Commissioner Moore moved 
to enter Exhibit 10 into the official record. Commissioner Reyes second.  Motion passed 
unanimously.   
 
Planner Dennison described the purpose of the request, the land use context of the site, and 
issues raised in public comment on the proposal.  Mr. Dennison then presented staff’s analysis of 
the request’s compliance with each of the required findings in CTC 16.14.030 and the basis for 
staff’s recommendation to grant the conditional use permit with one condition.   
 
Chair Moliter opened the floor for questions to the staff.  
 
Commissioner Moore asked for confirmation that duplexes are expressly permitted as a 
conditional use in the Town Commercial.  He also inquired if this proposal required a variance. 
Planner Dennison responded that a duplex may be approved as a conditional use and that this 
proposal did not require a variance.  
 
Commissioner Moore asked in the perforated stub-out stormwater management technique would 
adequately address the stormwater concerns expressed in the correspondence received from the 
property owner who lives downhill from the site.  Planner Dennison explained staff’s 
understanding of downstream stormwater impacts related to the site in its undeveloped and the 
future developed conditions.  It was staff’s assessment that, with the proposed stormwater 
management system, development on the site would relieve rather than exacerbate downstream 
stormwater issues to the extent that the two sites are hydrologically connected.    
 
Chair Moliter sought clarification regarding the assignment of parking space to each unit in the 
duplex.  As proposed, it appeared that one unit would have one space and the other three.  
Planner Dennison explained that the project was originally proposed as a large single family 
home with an accessory dwelling unit.  The secondary unit is 600 square feet, on the lower floor, 
and accessible only by a door that faces NW Alexander Street. The primary unit is about 3,700 
square feet.  He acknowledged that even with the differential in unit size, it was possible that a 
tenant of the smaller unit may have two vehicles, in which case, one would need to be 
accommodated in the driveway.  The Town of Coupeville can only enforce compliance with the 
minimum number of parking spaces, not whether it is necessarily convenient for each resident.  
Planner Dennison clarified that the code required two parking spaces per duplex unit. 
 



Chair Moliter sought clarification on the location of the sparking space near the north site 
boundary and whether it would conflict with the proposed stormwater facilities.  Staff stated that 
no conflict had been identified.  
 
Chair Moliter asked how the setbacks of this project compare to the single family residence 
immediately east of the site.  Planner Dennison stated that the floor area of the adjacent lot is 
several hundred square feet less than the proposal and the as-built setbacks were similar to what 
was proposed but may be marginally larger.  The adjacent lot had the same 6,000 square foot 
area as the subject lot. 
 
Chair Moliter opened the floor to the applicant. 
 
Dan Miranda, 603 NE Lindsay Street, identified himself as the builder for the proposal as well as 
the builder for the house adjacent to the east. 

Mr. Miranda confirmed the setbacks of this project and of the adjacent house.  He noted 
that, due to modulations in the exterior surfaces, only portions of the house were 
proposed at the minimum setback lines.  He addressed the issue of the massing of the 
building; the roof height is lower than what is allowed in code allowing for views over 
the top of the duplex, and the garage was designed to mirror the adjacent home.  Both 
design features minimize the overall perception of mass.  Mr. Miranda agreed with and 
elaborated on Planner Dennison’s assessment that storm water drainage will improve 
once the project is completed.  

 
Commissioner Reyes asked whether the second unit had access to the garage through the 
building.  Mr. Miranda confirmed the second unit would have no direct access to the garage.  Mr. 
Miranda noted the wide shoulders within the right-of-way that will increase the appearance of 
setbacks from the street. 

 
Commissioner Moore asked whether another catch basin would be constructed in the right-of-
way.  Mr. Miranda stated the catch basin is existing.  Stormwater flows from the property to the 
east are currently conveyed to that catch basin.  The subject property will tie into the existing 
catch basin.   

 
Chair Moliter commented that the house to the east fit its site context well because of the low 
profile roof.  She stated that the proposed roofline should similarly minimize the appearance of 
massing on the subject site.   
 
Commissioner Reyes asked whether the property to the north contains historic structures.  
Planner Dennison reviewed the historic buildings in the vicinity.  Commissioner Reyes asked if 
any Town ordinance restricts development on properties adjacent to historic homes.  Planner 
Dennison explained that proximity to historic buildings determined the design review process 
and that certain Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve Design Guidelines related to 



maintaining views of historic structures.  No other Town regulations applied to development of 
adjacent properties.   
 
Chair Moliter closed the public comment portion of the hearing and noted that no new 
information could be added to the record as it moves on to the Town Council for review.  She 
asked for a motion on the proposal. 
 
Motion  
Commissioner Moore moved that the Planning Commission adopt as findings of fact the 
proposed findings set forth in paragraph H of page 9 of the staff report dated September 1, 2017, 
and that the Planning Commission make as conclusions of law the proposed conclusions set forth 
on pages 9 and 10 of the staff report.  Commissioner Roth second.  Motion was approved 
unanimously.  
 
Motion 
Commissioner Moore moved that, based on the findings and conclusions already made, that the 
Planning Commission recommend application CUP 084-17 be granted subject to the condition of 
approval set forth on page 10 of the staff report. [Note: the condition of approval reads 
“Applicant shall follow protocols in the Standard Inadvertent Archaeological and Historic 
Resources Discovery Plan for Island County.”]  Commissioner Roth second. Motion was 
approved, three votes in favor and one vote opposed.  Commissioner Reyes voted nay.   
 
NEW BUSINESS 
Chair Moliter asked if there was any new business to be brought before the Planning 
Commission.  Nothing was brought forward. 
 
AUDIENCE INPUT 
Chair Moliter asked if any member of the audience wished to address the Planning Commission 
prior to adjournment. No audience input was given.  
 
ADJOURNMENT 
Commissioner Moore moved to adjourn.  Second by Commissioner Reyes.  Motion passed 
unanimously.  The meeting adjourned at 7:00 p.m.  
 
 
Respectfully submitted, 
 
 
__________________________________ ________________________________ 
Carol Browne, Recording Secretary    Owen Dennison, Planning Director 
 
A complete audio recording of this meeting is available upon request for the Clerk-Treasurer 

 



 

 
STAFF REPORT 
______________________________________________________________________________ 

DATE:  October 3, 2017 

TO:   Coupeville Planning Commission 

FROM:  Owen Dennison, Town Planner 

RE:   2018 Comprehensive Plan Update 
 

 
This agenda item is intended to initiate the Planning Commission’s review and update of the 
Town’s adopted Comprehensive Plan.  According to state law, the Town is scheduled to be 
complete with this update by June 30, 2018.  Given the magnitude of the update, as envisioned 
by staff, it does not appear feasible to meet this deadline.  However, it is staff’s expectation that 
substantial progress will have been made by that date.  Proposing amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan is central to the Planning Commission’s charge. 
 
A comprehensive plan is a foundational policy document that guides land use and development 
and associated infrastructure and services necessary to serve planned growth.  Comprehensive 
Planning in Washington State must follow the requirements and structure set forth in the Growth 
Management Act or “GMA” (Chapter 36.70A RCW), enacted in 1990 and subsequently 
amended many times.  In passing GMA, the legislature made the following findings. 

 “The legislature finds that uncoordinated and unplanned growth, together with a lack of 
common goals expressing the public’s interest in the conservation and the wise use of our lands, 
pose a threat to the environment, sustainable economic development, and the health, safety, and 
high quality of life enjoyed by residents of this state.  It is the public interest that citizens, 
communities, local governments, and the private sector cooperate and coordinate with one 
another in comprehensive planning.  Further the legislature finds that it is in the public interest 
that economic development programs be shared with communities experiencing insufficient 
economic growth.” 
 
A fundamental principal of GMA is for counties required to plan under the act, such as Island 
County, to formally designate those lands intended for urban uses (“urban growth areas” or 
UGAs) and those intended for rural uses.  Cities and towns are intended to comprise the core of 
UGAs, although unincorporated UGAs may also be designated.  In Island County, Freeland is an 
example of the latter.  Typically, the UGA extends past the city limits to allow room for 
expansion through annexation.  Langley and Oak Harbor have extensive unincorporated UGAs.  
Coupeville’s unincorporated UGA is a portion of one parcel and encompasses less than 7,000 
square feet.  The sole reason for this UGA is to allow the entirety of the half-acre parcel to be 
annexed to the Town.  In all other areas, the Town’s UGA boundary follows the Town’s 
corporate boundary.  While modification of UGAs is intended to be collaborative between 
municipalities and counties, the legislative authority to effect such changes rests with counties. 
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Comprehensive plans are intended to be coordinated on a countywide basis.  This is achieved in 
two primary ways.  First, GMA counties are required to adopt and ratify “countywide planning 
policies” (CWPPs).  The CWPPs are policy documents prepared in coordination between all 
jurisdictions within the county that set forth common planning objectives.  At a minimum, the 
CWPPs are required to address the following. 

 Policies to implement UGAs; 
 Policies for promotion of contiguous and orderly development and provision of urban 

services to such development; 
 Policies for siting public capital facilities of a countywide or statewide nature; 
 Policies for countywide transportation facilities and strategies; 
 Policies that consider the need for affordable housing, such as housing for all economic 

segments of the population and parameters for its distribution; 
 Policies for joint county and city planning within urban growth areas; 
 Policies for countywide economic development and employment, which must include 

consideration of the future development of commercial and industrial facilities; and 
 An analysis of the fiscal impact. 

 
Comprehensive Plans of each jurisdiction are required to be consistent with the CWPPs.  In 
2017, amendments to the CWPPs were adopted by the Board of County Commissioners and 
ratified by the legislative bodies of Oak Harbor, Langley, and Coupeville.  These amendments 
addressed joint planning areas, of which Coupeville has none, and refinements to the capacity 
analysis methodologies.  The proposed changes were not brought to the Planning Commission, 
as the policy amendments were not of particular consequence to the Town’s future planning 
activities.  
 
The second process for comprehensive plan coordination is the allocation of countywide growth 
for the next 20-year planning cycle.  GMA requires that counties identify a 20-year growth target 
based on population forecasts by the Washington State Office of Financial Management.  In 
Island County, this forecast is allocated among the County’s four planning areas, North 
Whidbey, Central Whidbey, South Whidbey and Camano Island based on historic trends.  Within 
the planning areas, targets are then assigned to UGAs and the rural areas.  The comprehensive 
plans of each jurisdiction must then show sufficient zoned capacity to serve the UGA’s 20-year 
increment of growth based on a “buildable lands analysis” and demonstrate sufficient 
infrastructure and service capacity, current or planned, to serve the jurisdiction’s growth target.  
Policy “level of service” (LOS) standards are used as measures to determine the adequacy of and 
future needs for service provision.  As an example, on a scale from A to F, the Town has adopted 
an LOS C for roadways.  An LOS A is free-flowing traffic and an LOS F is essentially gridlock.  
Where the policy LOS falls on this spectrum will dictate the level of improvements necessary to 
maintain the LOS as traffic volumes increase.  LOS standards are often applied to transportation 
and parks facilities but may have other applications as well.  In staff’s view, LOS standards are 
not necessary for utility infrastructure, as such facilities are generally subject to non-policy 
standards. 
 
Demonstrating adequate land use capacity to accept growth can be challenging for cities and 
towns.  Frequently, “reasonable measures” must be applied before an expansion of the UGA can 
be justified.  Such reasonable measures may include increasing zoned densities, increasing 
allowances for accessory dwelling units, or similar actions that will increase residential capacity.  
However, Coupeville has a unique position within GMA.  RCW 36.70A.110(2) states: 
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“Based upon growth management population projection made for the county by the office of 
financial management, the county and each city within the county shall include areas and 
densities sufficient to permit the urban growth that is projected to occur in the county or city 
for the succeeding twenty-year period, except for those urban growth areas contained totally 
within a national historical reserve. As part of this planning process, each city within the 
county must include areas sufficient to accommodate the broad range of needs and uses that 
will accompany the projected urban growth including, as appropriate, medical, governmental, 
institutional, commercial, service, retail, and other nonresidential uses. 

 “Each urban growth area shall permit urban densities and shall include greenbelt and open 
space areas. In the case of urban growth areas contained totally within a national historical 
reserve, the city may restrict densities, intensities, and forms of urban growth as determined to 
be necessary and appropriate to protect the physical, cultural, or historic integrity of the 
reserve. An urban growth area determination may include a reasonable land market supply 
factor and shall permit a range of urban densities and uses. In determining this market factor, 
cities and counties may consider local circumstances. Cities and counties have discretion in 
their comprehensive plans to make many choices about accommodating growth.” (emphasis 
added) 

 
Based on the allowance above, the Town is not required to accept a portion of the projected 
countywide growth and may establish its own growth target.  However, staff believes the 
comprehensive plan must provide a justification for how the densities, intensities, and forms of 
urban growth are necessary to protect the physical, cultural, or historic integrity of the reserve.  
As an example, minimum lot size in the Town’s Residential Reserve land use designation/zoning 
district is two acres.  Minimum lot size is one-half acre in the Low Density Residential land use 
designation/zoning district.  Lot area minimums of half an acre and two acres are not typically 
considered urban densities and likely do not occur in other UGAs.  In staff’s view, the current 
Comprehensive Plan does not provide an adequate justification for these densities or for the 
limited allowances for multi-family development in the Town.  
 
Appendix B of the Island County Comprehensive Plan sets out the population and employment 
growth allocations for each UGA and a current capacity analysis to show the ability of each 
jurisdiction to absorb its growth allocation.  Based on an allocation for Central Whidbey and an 
assumption that at least 15 percent of this allocation will occur within the Coupeville UGA, a 20-
year (2036) target of 61 net new dwelling units is established.  This target can easily be 
accommodated within the Town’s estimated capacity for 298 dwelling units.  Additionally, based 
on historic statewide population to employment ratio data and a rural-urban allocation split, the 
Coupeville UGA has a 20-year employment allocation of 162 jobs.  According to the County’s 
estimates, the Town currently has a zoned employment capacity for 88 jobs, meaning that the 
Town, on paper, has a capacity shortfall of 74 jobs.  The County’s analysis notes: 

“The Town of Coupeville has a variety of options available to address this shortfall of 
commercial land.  Based on its status as a UGA within a National Historic Preserve, the Town 
is not required to expand to increase capacity.  One option might be to rezone excess 
residential parcels to commercial as the need arises.  Expansion of Island County employment 
(the main County campus is in Coupeville) will also address this need using existing facilities 
and planned facility capacity expansions.”   
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Irrespective of Coupeville’s allowances under GMA, growth targets for population and 
employment, whatever their origin, serve as the basis for comprehensive planning.  Within the 
capacity limitations established according to the community’s values and vision for itself and 
Ebey’s Landing National Historical Reserve, growth targets are necessary to understand and 
describe how growth will be directed and served.   
 
GMA is prescriptive in the topic areas that must be addressed in a comprehensive plan.  RCW 
36.70A.070 lists the mandatory elements, which include the following. 

 Land use element (including the Land Use Map); 
 Housing element; 
 Capital facilities element; 
 Utilities element; 
 Transportation element; 
 Economic development element; and 
 Park and recreation element 

 
The adopted Comprehensive Plan includes these required elements as well as the following. 

 Natural systems element; 
 Shoreline element; 
 Government economy and services element; and 
 Implementation element 

It is possible some of these additional elements may be determined to be unnecessary or may be 
consolidated with other elements. 
 
Comprehensive Plan elements include discussion portions addressing existing and future 
conditions to provide context for the goals and policies.  In many cases, the background 
information has not been revised since it was originally adopted over 20 years ago.  For instance, 
the Vision Statement remains unchanged from its adoption in 1994, including a reference to 
2010 as the future target year.  The goal and policy sections of the elements are also largely 
unchanged.  In staff’s view, each of these elements must be reviewed for consistency with 
current GMA requirements, with the CWPPs, and with the Town’s current vision for its future.   
 
It is important to understand the function of the goals and policies.  Goals and policies are not 
regulation but statements of the vision and values of the community.  In general, specific 
standards, such as density or setbacks, are regulatory and should not be included with the 
policies.  Regulations implement the policies.  For instance, a policy stating “sidewalks should 
be provided along each street” may be implemented with street standards identifying sidewalks 
as part of the required street section.  The policy establishes the vision and the code creates the 
requirement.  Commissioners will recall that certain land use reviews include a criterion that the 
proposal must be found consistent with the Comprehensive Plan.  In such cases, the goals and 
policies of the Comprehensive Plan clarify the intent of the regulations and provide a land use 
context, but do not substitute for the regulations. 
 
It is also important to understand the difference between a goal and policy, since the 
Comprehensive Plan contains both.  Goals are long-term outcomes the Town hopes to achieve 
by implementing the Comprehensive Plan.  They are aspirational, expressing the community’s 
collective vision and values, often in terms of a condition or circumstance to be achieved.  
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Policies set a preferred direction and describe what must be done to achieve these broad goals.  
They are sufficiently specific to help determine whether a proposed project, program, or 
regulation would advance the values expressed in the goals.  Policies are the first step in the 
development of a solution by forming the basis of development standards. 
 
In reviewing goals, please consider whether the outcome is clear, whether it is attainable, and 
whether it is consistent with the community’s vision and values.  When evaluating policies, the 
questions are whether the intent is clear, whether it will further a goal (i.e., does it have a 
purpose), and how it may be implemented.  To be useful and understandable to the broadest 
audience, goals and policies should be reasonably succinct and should avoid jargon. 
 
The goal of this update exercise is not merely to check the box and adopt a new plan for 
consistency with State requirements but to produce a document that provides useful guidance for 
the Town Council, the Planning Commission, staff, and the community at large.   
 
The first element for the Planning Commission’s review will be the Land Use Element.  RCW 
36.70A(1) describes the required constituents of a land use element as follows.  

“A land use element designating the proposed general distribution and general location and 
extent of the uses of land, where appropriate, for agriculture, timber production, housing, 
commerce, industry, recreation, open spaces, general aviation airports, public utilities, public 
facilities, and other land uses. The land use element shall include population densities, building 
intensities, and estimates of future population growth. The land use element shall provide for 
protection of the quality and quantity of groundwater used for public water supplies. Wherever 
possible, the land use element should consider utilizing urban planning approaches that 
promote physical activity. Where applicable, the land use element shall review drainage, 
flooding, and stormwater runoff in the area and nearby jurisdictions and provide guidance for 
corrective actions to mitigate or cleanse those discharges that pollute waters of the state, 
including Puget Sound or waters entering Puget Sound.” 

 
At the October meeting, staff will provide clarification of the update process, as necessary, and 
the Planning Commission will commence its review of the Land Use Element. 
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