
PLANNING COMMISSION AGENDA 
City Hall – Council Chambers 

865 SE Barrington Drive, Oak Harbor, WA  98277 

TUESDAY, FEBRUARY 10, 2026 6:00PM 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL:

Position Member Attendance 

Position 1 Jeffrey Ward _In person _Online _Absent 
Position 2 Kevin Wilson _In person _Online _Absent 
Position 3 Cody Bakken _In person _Online _Absent 
Position 4 Vacant _In person _Online _Absent 
Position 5 Chair _In person _Online _Absent 
Position 6 Ryan Bradley _In person _Online _Absent 
Position 7  Vice Chair _In person _Online _Absent 
Ex Officio Bryan Stucky Council Member _In person _Online _Absent 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES:
a) October 14, 2025 Regular Business Meeting

3. PUBLIC COMMENT
During this time, citizens may comment on subjects of interest not on the agenda or agenda items. To 
ensure comments are recorded properly, state your name clearly. Individual comments will be limited to 
three (3) minutes to ensure maximum participation during the 15-minute timeframe allotted for this item. 
Public Comment may also be submitted online at https://www.oakharbor.gov/publiccomment at least two
(2) business days in advance of an advisory board meeting.

4. DISCUSSION/ACTION/PRESENTATION/REPORT ITEMS
a) New Community Development Director Intro
b) Selection of Chair and Vice Chair
c) Countywide Planning Policy amendments
d) Comprehensive Plan Elements: proposed updates

5. MEMBER COMMENTS

6. NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: March 10, 2026

7. ADJOURNMENT
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DATE: 

TO: 

FROM: 

SUBJECT: 

February 10, 2026 

City of Oak Harbor Planning Commission and Council Member Stucky 

Stacie Pratschner, Community Development Director 

Introductions and 2026 Work Program 

SUMMARY: 

The purpose of this introductory memo is to familiarize the Planning Commission with new 
Community Development (“CD” or “Department”) staff, introduce this year’s Departmental Work 
Plan, and discuss the 2026 Planning Commission work program. The following outline describes 
these two topics in the context of the roles and responsibilities of the Commission. 

TOPICS: 

NNew Staff and hirings (5 minutes) 
o Director
o Associate Planner
o Administrative Assistant
o Code Enforcement

City Councils 2026 Work Program for the Department (Attachment A) (5 minutes) 
City Councils 2026 Work Program for the Planning Commission (10-15 minutes) 

o Periodic Update of the Comprehensive Plan
o Code Amendments

PPlanning Commission Roles and Responsibilitiess (5 minutes) 
o RCW 35.63.080
o RCW 36.70.040
o Chapters 2.65 and 18.04 of the OHMC

Parliamentary Procedure: Roberts Rules (2-3 minutes) 
o Processing Motions (Attachment B)

Q&A

ATTACHMENT 1
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2026 CD Department Priorities 

Project/Task Dates Comments 

Hire open positions 
- Code Enforcement Officer
- Administrative Assistant

2026Q1-Q2 - Civil Code enforcement is
currently under the authority of
the PD pursuant to OHMC
6.25.060: switch authority to
CDS (ORD with Council).

- Update CE job description
accordingly.

- Update Admin Assistant job
description.

2025-2045 Comprehensive Plan 
Periodic Update 

2026Q1-Q4 Climate, Housing, Transportation, 
Infrastructure, Parks 

Windjammer Park Windmill 2026Q1-
2027Q1-Q2 

Entitlements (Shoreline, Flood, CUP 
and VAR, Site Plan) 

LAMA Permit Software 2026Q1-Q4 - Evaluate efficiency: user-
friendliness of online portal;
quality of vendor support; permit
report generation.

Waterfront District Master Plan 2026Q1-Q4 Work with Council to begin 
implementing desired tools in adopted 
Vision to Action Plan:  

- Policy
- Programming
- Capital Improvements

Standard Operating Procedures 
(SOPs) 

2026Q3-Q4 Map processes/procedures 

Long Range / Code Work 2026Q1-
Ongoing 

- Flood Updates (policy
discussions on CRS)

- Zoning code work to
accommodate infill/missing
middle to accompany periodic
update

- Building code updates to align
with current IRC and IBC

Attachment A
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Mastering meetings using Robert’s Rules

www.jurassicparliament.com

There are eight steps to processing ordinary motions in Robert’s Rules. At the right time in the 
agenda, after the member has been recognized by the chair:

1. A member makes a motion.

2. Another member seconds the motion.

3. The chair states the motion.

4. Members discuss and/or amend the motion.

5. The chair restates the motion and calls for the vote.

6. The members vote on the motion.

7. The chair states the results of the vote, whether the motion passes or fails, and what happens
as a result of the vote.

8. The chair states the next item of business.

KEY STEPS IN PROCESSING MOTIONS
When the chair states the motion in step #3, that is the official text of the motion. If a member 
believes that the chair didn’t state the motion as they proposed it, the member should speak up right 
away and say so.

Once step #3 has occurred, the motion belongs to the whole group. The person who made the motion 
has the same rights as anyone else in the group, no more and no less.

Be careful, if someone proposes a “friendly amendment,” not to turn to the maker and seconder and 
ask if they will accept it. See our article Friendly amendment in Robert’s Rules for more information 
on how to handle this.

Again, when the chair restates the motion in step #5, that is the actual text that is being 
voted on.

Processing motions 
in Robert’s Rules

Attachment B
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Call for the negative vote in processing motions
In calling for the vote, it is important that the chair call for the negative vote. This principle goes back 
to 1604. Don’t say, “All those in favor say ‘aye.’ Well, it’s unanimous!”

Instead, call the vote like this:

Chair:  All those in favor say “aye.”

Members in favor:  Aye.

Chair:  All those opposed say “no.”

Members opposed:  No.

Chair:  The ayes have it and the motion passes, OR the noes have it and the motion fails.

Announcing the result in processing motions
In announcing the result, note that there are three parts to the announcement:

■ State whether “ayes” or “noes” have prevailed.

■ State whether the motion passes or fails.

■ State what will happen as a result of the vote.

It’s important to include all these three steps so everyone is clear on what has been approved, and 
what will happen next.

Changing your vote while processing motions
A member may change their vote up until the moment when the chair announces the result. A 
member may also change their vote immediately after the announcement if the group agrees 
unanimously to allow this. Once the chair has gone on to the next item of business, the vote may not 
be changed.

Of course, a member may later propose other motions that could change the course of action, such as 
to Amend Something Previously Adopted, to Rescind, or to Reconsider.

Which motions are processed this way?
The eight steps are used for processing these motions:

■ Main Motion (rank of 1)

■ Primary Amendment (rank of 3)

■ Refer to Committee (rank of 4)

■ Postpone to a Certain Time (rank of 5)

Other motions vary in different ways: some cannot be amended, some cannot be debated, and so on. 
Download our Motions Chart for a listing of the motions and their ranks and chief characteristics.
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In this example the group processes a Main Motion with no amendments:

Member A:  I move that we hold a cruise on Dino Bay.

Member B:  I second the motion!

Chair:  It has been moved and seconded that we hold a cruise on Dino Bay. We will now debate the motion. 
[debate]

Chair:  Are you ready to vote?

The motion is that we hold a cruise on Dino Bay. All those in favor say “aye.” All those opposed say “no.” The 
“ayes” have it, the motion passes, and we will hold a cruise on Dino Bay. The Social Committee will make the 
plans for this event. Our next item of business is…

Read our article Precedence of motions in Robert’s Rules to learn about the overall structure of 
motions in Robert’s Rules.

Read our article Amendment in Robert’s Rules to learn more about the challenging motion “To 
Amend.”
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CITY OF OAK HARBOR 
PLANNING COMMISSION MEETING 

OCTOBER 14, 2025 – 6:00 P.M. 

This meeting was hosted from the City of Oak Harbor – City Hall Council Chambers at 865 SE Barrington 
Drive, Oak Harbor, WA., and was recorded. The video counter number is in parentheses ( ) for each 
agenda item. 

1. CALL TO ORDER/ROLL CALL: (:00) Chairman Engelbrecht called the meeting to order at 6:00 p.m.
Position Member Attendance 

Position 1 Jeffrey Ward In person     Online     Absent 
Position 2 Kevin Wilson In person     Online     Absent 
Position 3 Vacant In person     Online     Absent 
Position 4 Vacant In person     Online     Absent 
Position 5 Joshua Engelbrecht, Chair In person     Online     Absent 
Position 6 Ryan Bradley In person    Online     Absent 
Position 7 Eddie Fry, Vice Chair In person     Online     Absent 
Ex Officio Councilmember Jim Woessner In person     Online     Absent 

CITY STAFF PRESENT:  City Administrator Sabrina Combs, Principal Planner Cac Kamak, and Senior 
Administrative Assistant Sarah Heller. 
OTHERS PRESENT:  Videographer Tim Shelley, Jr., Kimley Horn Consultant Erin O’Kelley. 

2. APPROVAL OF MINUTES: (0:40)
a. September 9, 2025 Regular Business Meeting:  Commissioner Bradley MOVED to approve the

September 9, 2025 meeting minutes, SECONDED by Commissioner Fry. With four votes in favor
and one abstention, MOTION PASSED.

3. PUBLIC COMMENT: (1:25) There was one public comment received online and displayed.

4. DISCUSSION/ACTION/PRESENTATION/REPORT ITEMS:
a. 2025 Major Update to the Comprehensive Plan (3:00)

Principal Planner Cac Kamak presented the Planning Commission with updates on the
status of the work on the Comprehensive Plan.  The elements currently planned for
discussion are Parks and Recreation, Economic Development, Government Services, and
Climate Resiliency. At the next Commission meeting, the Comprehensive Plan elements
scheduled for discussion are Land Use, Housing, and Urban Growth Area. He also updated
the commission on the EIS process that the City will be working through as well.

Commissioners Engelbrecht, Bradley, Fry, and Ward, as well we Councilmember Woessner,
shared their respective questions and comments. Additional written feedback was
submitted by Commissioner Ward and can be found attached to this document.

ATTACHMENT 2
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5. MEMBER COMMENTS: (1:44:45)  Commissioner Engelbrecht asked about metrics that may be
available regarding the number of people that watch the planning commission meeting videos. He
also mentioned that there are two vacancies on the Commission.

6. NEXT SCHEDULED MEETING DATE: The Planning Commission’s next meeting is scheduled for
November 12, 2025. (Note: Post-meeting, the November 12th meeting was cancelled. The following
meeting is scheduled for December 9, 2025.)

7. ADJOURNMENT: (1:48:40) Commissioner Fry moved to adjourn the meeting, seconded by
Commissioner Ward. With all in favor, motion passed.

Minutes taken by Senior Administrative Assistant Sarah Heller.
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BEFORE THE BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
OF ISLAND COUNTY, WASHINGTON 

IN THE MATTER OF ADOPTING REVISED 
COUNTYWIDE PLANNING POLICIES AFTER 	ORDINANCE NO. C- 51 -25 
REASSESSMENT FOR THE 2025 	 PLG- 006 -25 
COMPREHENSIVE PLAN UPDATE 

WHEREAS, Island County conducts planning activities in accordance with Chapter 36.70 RCW, 
the Planning Enabling Act; and 

WHEREAS, the planning activities of Island County, and the planning activities of municipalities 
within Island County, are further regulated by the provisions of RCW 36.70A, the Growth 
Management Act (GMA); and 

WHEREAS, the GMA requires that counties subject to the GMA adopt Countywide Planning 
Policies (CPPs) and further requires that these policies be developed with the cooperation of the 
municipalities within the county (RCW 36.70A.210(2)) and tribes that have ceded lands within 
the county (RCW 36.70A.210(4)); and 

WHEREAS, CPPs are written policy statements used to establish a countywide framework from 
which county and municipal comprehensive plans are developed and adopted in order to ensure 
consistency between plans as required by RCW 36.70A.1 00 and RCW 36.70A.210(1); and 

WHEREAS, CPPs are intended to improve coordination between governmental agencies and 
prevent redundant or conflicting actions; and 

WHEREAS, in order to address the requirements of the GMA, Island County, and the 
jurisdictions within Island County, first adopted CPPs in 1992 which were subsequently revised 
in 1998, 1999, 2015 and 2017; and 

WHEREAS, in the seven years since the CPPs were last revised the GMA has evolved through 
legislative changes, judicial interpretations, and Growth Management Hearings Board decisions; 
and 

WHEREAS, the GMA does not specifically address amendments to the CPPs; however, Island 
County's CPPs include population projections and allocations to jurisdictions from the previous 
planning period. Island County's CPPs should be updated with each periodic update to properly 
plan for current population and housing allocations, to address countywide planning concerns, and 
to comply with current legal requirements; and 

WHEREAS, the CPPs state that the document may be amended through approval by the Island 
County Board of County Commissioners, and ratified once the CPPs are adopted by a majority of 
the cities and towns within Island County; and 

WHEREAS, the GMA requires that any jurisdiction contemplating changes to its comprehensive 
plan or development regulations notify the Washington State Department of Commerce at least 
sixty days prior to adopting the amendment (RCW 36.70A.106(1) & WAC 365-196-630(1)); and 

WHEREAS, on December 22, 2023, Island County Planning and Community Development 
Department transmitted the draft CPPs to the Washington State Department of Commerce for 
review by State agencies; and 

ATTACHMENT 3
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Ord. No. C-Si -25, PLG- 006 -25 
Countywide Planning Policies Page 2 of 56 

WHEREAS, after complying with procedures for amending the CPPs, the Board of Island 
County Commissioners adopted the amended CPPs on March 23, 2024, for the purposes of the 
2025 comprehensive plan update, in which the County and municipal jurisdictions agreed to plan 
based on the 20-year population projection of 102,639. The City of Langley, City of Oak Harbor, 
and Town of Coupeville ratified; and 

WHEREAS, accommodating the population growth projection requires accommodation of 8,717 new 
dwelling units. After analysis, 5,533 dwelling units were assigned to be accommodated in the City of 
Oak Harbor and its associated UGA. The City of Oak Harbor's Land Capacity Analysis demonstrated 
it could only accommodate 3,735 dwelling units in the city limits, leaving a deficit of 1,797 dwelling 
units. 

WHEREAS, the County considered Oak Harbor's proposal for a UGA expansion and determined that 
the proposed expanded UGA could not reasonably be served by the City within the 20-year planning 
period without an annexation plan and adequate Capital Facilities Plan. Additionally, the City's plan 
did not include provisions for serving the existing UGA to support additional capacity; and 

WHEREAS, the County and City agreed to pursue an Interlocal Agreement to annex 77.86 acres 
from the UGA into the City as part of the comprehensive plan updates. The lands identified for 
annexation represent a probable capacity of 257 units based on city zoning. Those units were added 
to the City's capacity (3,735) for a revised total of 3,992 dwelling units to represent the city limits. A 
deficit of 1,541 units remains. 

WHEREAS, WAC 365-196-415(2)(d)(iii)(G) allows reassessment of population projections within the 
allowable Office of Financial Management range; and 

WHEREAS, based on the results from the Land Capacity Analyses and absence of infrastructure and 
annexation plans to accommodate the remaining deficit, the County reassessed the population 
growth projections for the planning period, to achieve a reduction of 1,541 dwelling units in Oak 
Harbor's housing allocation; and 

WHEREAS, the housing allocations for unincorporated Island County, the Town of Coupeville and 
the City of Langley did not change during this reassessment; and 

WHEREAS, on December 3, 2025, the Planning Commission held a public hearing to consider public 
testimony on the reassessed population growth projection, housing allocations, and revised CPPs; 
and 

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission's signed Findings of Fact and Recommendation on the 
CPPs is attached to the this ordinance as Exhibit "B"; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Island County Commissioners has reviewed the presentations by the 
Planning and Community Development Department Staff, the revised CPPs, and the Planning 
Commission's Findings of Fact and Recommendation; and 

WHEREAS, the Board of Island County Commissioners concurs with the Planning Commission's 
Recommendation to adopt the revised and updated Countywide Planning policies following the 
reassessment of the population projection to 99,202; and 

NOW, THEREFORE, 

IT IS HEREBY ORDAINED that the revised Countywide Planning Policies as attached as Exhibit 
"A" are hereby adopted; and 
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Ord. No. C-51 -25, PLG- 006 -25 
Countywide Planning Policies Page 3 of 56 

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that the revised Countywide Planning Policies attached as Exhibit 
"A" shall replace and supersede all previous Countywide Planning Policies; and 

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that this ordinance amends the population growth projection in 
Ordinance C-85-23 from 102,639 to 99,202; and 

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that the attached Countywide Planning Policies shall have 
immediate effect after a majority of the jurisdictions in the Countywide Planning Group also ratify 
the Countywide Planning Policies; and 

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that the Department of Planning and Community Development shall 
transmit a copy of this ordinance, and the attached Countywide Planning Policies, to the 
Washington State Department of Commerce; and 

BE IT FURTHER ORDAINED that the Department of Planning and Community Development 
shall transmit a copy of this ordinance, and the attached Countywide Planning Policies to the 
legislative authorities representing Coupeville, Langley, and Oak Harbor, and their respective 
planning officials or authorities. 

ADOPTED this the 	day of T')m4-y"VXA' 	, 2025. 

BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS 
ISLAND qOUNTY, WASHINGTON 

WV e Bacon, Chair 

Janet t. air, ember 

\O - 

J(IIJhns61ember 

TTEST: 

Jennifer Rol 
Clerk of the Board 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: David Kuhl – Director of Development Services and Cac Kamak – Principal Planner 
City of Oak Harbor 

From: Joel Farias and Clay White 
Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 

Date: March 14th, 2025 

Subject: Land Use Changes Memorandum 

INTRODUCTION 
The City of Oak Harbor recently completed a Land Capacity Analysis (LCA), consistent with the Island 
County Countywide Planning Policies and Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements. The existing 
conditions LCA found that there is a population and housing capacity shortfall. Employment capacity 
allocations set by Island County indicate that there is sufficient commercial and industrial capacity to meet 
projection. 

The purpose of this memorandum is to outline possible code options and strategies that the City 
of Oak Harbor is considering to reduce the population and housing shortfall. Options are designed 
to increase capacity but also align with growth that may be market available during the planning period.  

The main goal of these code options is to meet the revised Oak Harbor housing unit allocation in the memo 
sent from Island County titled “11.4.2024 IC Letter to Oak Harbor on LCA” sent in November 2024. In the 
memo, Island County proposes to reallocate the City’s housing target as follows: 

Table 1. Revised Housing Allocation for City of Oak Harbor 

AMI Projected Housing Need 
0-30% 781 

>30-50% 761 
>50-80% 648 
>80-100% 307 
>100-120% 293 

>120% 945 
Total 3,735 

The City will use the strategies in this memo to increase the City’s land capacity for more affordable home 
types as outlined in the revised allocation table from Island County. 

CODE OPTIONS 
Several existing zoning regulations in the City of Oak Harbor code were analyzed as part of this preliminary 
study. The regulations which were identified to create the most capacity was building height, max lot 
coverage, and max density. These regulations were chosen in specific based on a code analysis of nearby 
cities experiencing similar levels of rapid growth (Mount Vernon, Marysville, and Arlington). Recently 
completed residential developments and developments currently under review were also examined as part 

ATTACHMENT 4
Page 68 of 128



of this analysis to determine if developers were building at maximum densities, lot coverage, and building 
height.  

Early code change options would need to happen together between building height, lot coverage, and 
density. Initial results show a substantial increase in capacity. As a reminder, code changes were 
prioritized by their potential to increase the capacity of housing units affordable to households 
making under 80% of the AMI. These housing units are typically mid-rise apartment developments 
(includes mid-rise mixed-use developments) and subsidized housing.  

The preferred code changes focus on increasing development standards like building height, lot coverage, 
required parking, and open space. Specific areas of the City were also analyzed which represent potential 
areas where rezones to a mixed-use residential, transit-oriented zone type could be considered. The 
potential code options in Table 2 were prepared in coordination with City of Oak Harbor staff. 

Table 2: Multifamily Zoning Code Change Consideration Summary 

Multifamily Zones (R-2, R-3, 
R-4) existing regulations Current Code Requirement Possible Code Change 

35 ft Building Height limit 

The existing 35-foot building height restriction 
spans every residential zone. This restriction 

typically limits developments to a maximum of 3 
livable stories. This prohibits mid-rise multifamily 
which mainly serves below 80% AMI households. 

Consider the following building height 
ranges: 

R-2: 40-45 ft 
R-3: 45-55 ft 
R-4: 55-65 ft 

Note: 60 ft building height allows for 5-
over-1 (5 floors wood over first floor 

concrete) construction.  

45% Max Lot Coverage On a 1-acre property, only 19,602 sf will be 
available for buildings.  

Scale max lot coverage from 60% in R-2 
up to 80% in R-4.  

Note: Assumption is that lot coverage and 
impervious surface limit will be combined, 
and a percentage range from 60% to 80% 

may be implemented depending on 
discussion with stormwater staff 

Max Densities 
R-2: 12 D/U per Ac 
R-3: 18 D/U per Ac 
R-4: 22 D/U per Ac 
RO: 22 D/U per Ac 

 

The max densities per acre in these zones doesn’t 
scale with any other regulation (all the residential 
zones have the same max building height, max lot 

coverage, and max impervious surface). By 
increasing those regulations, the max densities 

should also be increased. 

Max Density considerations: 
R-2: 18-22 D/U per Ac  
R-3: 34-40 D/U per Ac 
R-4: 46-52 D/U per Ac 

(minimum density should be about 50-
75% of the max density) 

 

Inclusionary zoning 
Incentivizing affordable housing through bonuses 
to density will increase the capacity for housing 
affordable to households making 0-30% AMI. 

Consider bonus density and building 
height in all zones with the inclusion of 

permanently affordable homes. 

1.5 off-street parking spaces 
per dwelling unit 

On a 1 acre property with 22 D/U (R-4 zone), a 
total of 33 parking spots would be required which 
is about 6,600 sf of the lot (assuming 200 sf per 

parking stall 10’x20’), about 15% of the lot. 

Scale required parking spaces from 1 for 
each studio/1 bd to 2 for 3+ bd units. 

 
For existing zones allowing mixed-use developments the following code options should be considered: 

- Inclusionary zoning regulations 
- Increase in maximum building height limit 
- Incentivize residential density in mixed-use zones 
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- Create a methodology for locating suitable areas for transit-oriented developments 
- Parking requirements 

Existing development options that will be analyzed for further capacity: 

- Incentives for Accessory Dwelling Units in single family zones 
- Property owner-initiated rezoning from R-1 to R-2 or R-3 as allowed by OHMC 19.12. The R-1, R-

2, and R-3 zones make up the “Low Density Residential” Comprehensive Land Use. Proposed 
revisions to the R-2 and R-3 zone will impact the likelihood that a property owner may rezone their 
R-1 or R-2 zoned property to a higher intensity zone. This would increase existing residential 
capacity in those zones. 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: David Kuhl – Director of Development Services and Cac Kamak – Principal Planner 

City of Oak Harbor 
 

From: Joel Farias and Clay White 

Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. 

Date: August 12th, 2024 

Subject: Land Use Options Memorandum  

 

INTRODUCTION  
The City of Oak Harbor recently completed a Land Capacity Analysis (LCA), consistent with the Island 

County Countywide Planning Policies and Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements. The existing 

conditions LCA found that there is a population and housing capacity shortfall of 3,059 dwelling units 

and 7,920 people. Early employment capacity allocations set by Island County indicate that there is 

sufficient commercial and industrial capacity to meet projections. A summary of the LCA findings is 

provided in Table 1 below. 

Table 1: Land Capacity Analysis Findings 

Subject Findings 

Housing Capacity  2,474 dwelling units 

Housing Surplus (Deficit) (3,059) dwelling units 

Employment Capacity 1,770 jobs 

Employment Surplus (Deficit) 551 jobs 

Population Capacity 5,747 people 

Population Surplus (Deficit) (7,920) people 

0-80% AMI Housing Surplus (Deficit) (2,654) dwelling units 

>80-120% AMI Housing Surplus (Deficit) (406) dwelling units 

 

The purpose of this memorandum is to outline possible code options the City of Oak Harbor can take 

to reduce the population and housing shortfall. Options are designed to increase capacity but also align 

with growth that may be market available during the planning period. The main goal of these code 

options is to start conversations with City staff, City council, and Island County to plan for the large 

shortfall in housing units affordable to households making between 0 and 80% of the Area Median 

Income. The code options described in this memo are not the only options, but just the beginning of a 

long conversation to bridge the projected housing gap in the City. New zones, zoning overlays, sub-

area planning, UGA expansions, annexations, or a possibly a mixture of all of these will most likely be 

required to meet the housing needs of future populations, especially for those making under 80% AMI. 
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BACKGROUND AND OPTIONS 
Several existing zoning regulations in the City of Oak Harbor code were analyzed as part of this 

preliminary study. The regulations which were identified to create the most capacity was building height, 

max lot coverage, and max density. These regulations were chosen in specific based on a code 

analysis of nearby cities experiencing similar levels of rapid growth (Mount Vernon, Marysville, and 

Arlington). Recently completed residential developments and developments currently under review 

were also examined as part of this analysis to determine if developers were building at maximum 

densities, lot coverage, and building height. Early code change options would need to happen together 

between building height, lot coverage, and density. Initial results show a substantial increase in 

capacity.  

Three Options were explored and are explained below. 

• Option 1 is “No Change”. The results for this Option are from the existing conditions LCA and

a summary of the results are shown in Table 1.

• Option 2 is “Form-Based Code Approach”. This Option focuses on increasing development

standards like building height, lot coverage, required parking, and open space. This is intended

to eventually turn into a form-based code, but currently will still have a max density.

• Option 3 is “Special Planning Districts”. This Option adds an analysis of opportunity sites called

potential “Special Planning Districts”. These are potential areas where rezones to a mixed-use,

residential focused zone could be considered. Six different areas were identified, and the

capacity results are shown in Table 5.

The code options in Table 2 were prepared in coordination with City of Oak Harbor staff. For the 

purposes of this analysis the following assumptions and changes were considered: 

• R-2 Zone will be the R-MD Zone (Residential Medium Density)

• The R-3 and R-4 Zone will combine to create the R-HD Zone (Residential High Density)

• The R-O, CBD-1, CBD-2, and C-1 zones will be referred to as the MU (Mixed-Use) Zone for

conciseness (will still be referred to separately in tables).

Option 2: Approaching Form-Based Code 

Table 2: Option 2 Summary 

Multifamily Zones 
(R-2, R-3, R-4, RO) 

existing regulations 
Current Code Requirement Possible Code Change 

35 ft Building 
Height limit 

The existing 35-foot building height restriction 
spans every residential zone. This restriction 

typically limits developments to a maximum of 
3 livable stories. 

R-MD: 40 ft
R-HD and MU: 60 ft
Note: 60 ft building

height allows for 5-over-
1 (5 floors wood over 
first floor concrete) 

construction.  
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45% Max Lot 
Coverage 

On a 1-acre property, only 19,602 sf will be 
available for buildings.  

Scale max lot coverage 
from 60% in R-MD up to 

80% in R-HD/MU.  
Note: Assumption is that 

lot coverage and 
impervious surface limit 
will be combined, and a 
percentage range from 

60% to 80% may be 
implemented depending 

on discussion with 
stormwater staff 

20% of lot Minimum 
open space 

On a 1-acre property this would be about 8,712 
sf of the lot. This regulation limits impervious 

surface coverage to a maximum of 80% of the 
lot area. 

None 

Max Densities 
R-2: 12 D/U per Ac 
R-3: 18 D/U per Ac 
R-4: 22 D/U per Ac 
RO: 22 D/U per Ac 

 

The max densities per acre in these zones 
doesn’t scale with any other regulation (all the 
residential zones have the same max building 
height, max lot coverage, and max impervious 
surface). By increasing those regulations, the 

max densities should also be increased. 

Max Densities 
R-MD: 18 D/U per Ac 
R-HD: 36 D/U per Ac 
MU: 36 D/U per Ac 

CBD: 28 D/U per Ac 
 

1.5 off-street parking 
spaces per dwelling 

unit 

On a 1 acre property with 22 D/U (R-4 zone), a 
total of 33 parking spots would be required 
which is about 6,600 sf of the lot (assuming 

200 sf per parking stall 10’x20’), about 15% of 
the lot. 

Scale required parking 
spaces from 1 for each 
studio/1 bd to 2 for 3+ 

bd units. 

1 off-street guest 
parking space per 8 

D/U 
 0 required guest spaces 

 
 

Option 3: Special Planning Districts 

Special Planning Districts (SPDs) are areas where rezones to a mixed-use, residential focused zone 

could be considered. For the purposes of this specific analysis, an altered CBD zone is assumed to be 

used (28 du/ac max density with some commercial). These locations were analyzed based on the 

results from Oak Harbor's Land Capacity Analysis (LCA), 2024. LCA results show that the R-1 zone 

has the most capacity for housing and that the City exceeds its employment allocation, suggesting that 

there is more than sufficient commercial capacity within the commercial-only zones (C-3, C-4, C-5). 

Based on these results, vacant and re-developable parcels in the R-1, C-3, and C-4 zones were 

identified. Since the goal of this analysis is to decrease the gap of the capacity for housing types 

affordable to 0-80% AMI, the next step is to identify areas near built out essential commercial and 

transportation services (grocery stores, dining, sidewalks, crosswalks, transit lines, department stores, 

pharmacies). Mixed-use, high-density apartments and condos near public transportation and walkable 
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to essential services are the most optimal developments serving households making between 0-80% 

of the AMI. These areas should also be largely outside of critical areas. 

Six different areas were identified with these qualities and are shown in Appendix B. The lots in these 

areas are comprised mostly of R-1, C-3 zoned lots that are either vacant or identified as re-developable. 

A full list of the affected parcel numbers is also attached in Appendix B. 

FINDINGS 
 
Table 3 shows that Option 2 would yield 650 additional units of capacity. The increase is two-fold since 

an increase in density, lot coverage, and building height would directly impact vacant parcels to develop 

at much higher densities, but these code changes would also increase the land value of any lot in these 

zones. The increase in land value affects the improvement-to-land-value ratio of the parcels and some 

crossed the 0.5 threshold to be able to be classified as “Re-developable”, therefore classifying them as 

a parcel that may redevelop in the next 20 years. Note that these land value increases are assumptions 

that were made without an official market analysis. The assumed land value increases are shown in 

Table 4. 

Most of the new capacity comes from directly increasing the max density of the zones, but this density 

is only possible by also increasing building height and max lot coverage. 

Table 3: Option 2 Capacity Increase 

 
 
Table 4: Assumed Land Value Increase 

Zones Existing Net capacity  New Net capacity Increase 

R-1 1,326 1,326 0 

R-2 150 222 72 

R-3 309 499 190 

R-4 498 722 224 

RO 39 84 45 

CBD 58 91 33 

CBD-1 34 57 23 

CBD-2 35 60 25 

C-1 25 41 16 

Totals 2,474 3,102 628 

Zone 
Assumed land 
value increase 

New Max 
Density (DU) 

New Max Lot 
Coverage 

New Max Building 
Height (Ft) 

R-2 10% 18 60% 40 

R-3 30% 36 80% 60 

R-4 20% 36 80% 60 

RO 30% 36 80% 60 
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Table 5 shows the capacity increase when implementing the identified Special Planning Districts. A 

total increase of 1,003 housing units was analyzed. Since the SPDs are being developed with mixed 

use buildings, they also create employment capacity.  

Table 5: Option 3 Capacity Increase 

 

HOUSING NEEDS GAPS 
Both Option 2 and 3 were created with the goal to shrink the housing needs gap for housing types 

affordable to households making 0-80% of the AMI. Table 6 shows the base housing capacity of the 

City’s zones under existing conditions (Option 1) compared to the increase in capacity using Option 2. 

The largest increase can be seen in the capacity for housing types that are generally affordable to 

households making 0-30% and >50-80% of the AMI.  

Table 6: Option 2 Assumed Housing Capacity by AMI 

Income 
Level 
(AMI1) 

Projected 
Housing 

Need 

Projected 
Capacity 

Surplus 
(Deficit) 

Option 2 
Projected 
Capacity 

Modified 
Surplus 
(Deficit) 

Net 
Change (+) 

0-30% 1,158 67 (1,091) 344 (814) 277 

>30-50% 1,127 187 (940) 343 (784) 156 

>50-80% 960 336 (624) 484 (476) 148 

>80-100% 455 399 (56) 372 (83) -27 

>100-120% 434 325 (109) 368 (66) 43 

>120% 1,400 1,159 (241) 1191 (209) 32 

Total 5,533 2,474 (3,060) 3,102 (2,432) 628 

 

In total the Option 2 projected capacity is 3,102 dwelling units. An increase of 628 dwelling units from 

capacity under Option 1.  

Zones Existing Net capacity  New Net capacity Increase 

R-1 1,326 1,324 (2) 

R-2 150 216 66 

R-3 309 499 190 

R-4 498 722 224 

RO 39 85 46 

CBD 58 473 415 

CBD-1 34 57 23 

CBD-2 35 60 25 

C-1 25 41 16 

Totals 2,474 3,477 1,003 
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With an increase of 628 housing unit capacity, there is still a large deficit of housing types affordable to 

households making between 0-80% AMI. A total deficit of 2,074 dwelling units can be seen for housing 

affordable to those income groups under Option 2. In Option 3, spot zoning options were explored to 

shorten this gap. 

Option 3 of the LCA is focused on increasing capacity of housing types affordable to households 

making 0-80% AMI by creating special planning districts. Table 7 shows the capacity increase under 

Option 3 broken down by AMI levels. The largest increases can be seen in the 0-80% AMI groups. 

With the spot rezones of six different special planning districts to a CBD-like zone, 1,003 units of 

housing capacity is created over Option 1 for a total of 3,477 housing units of capacity within the City 

limits but is still 2,057 units under the allocated housing capacity. Most noticeably a deficit in housing 

affordable to the 0-80% AMI households (deficit of 1,809). 

Table 7: Option 3 Assumed Housing Capacity by AMI 

Income 
Level 
(AMI1) 

Projected 
Housing 

Need 

Projected 
Capacity 

Surplus 
(Deficit) 

Option 3 
Projected 
Capacity 

Modified 
Surplus 
(Deficit) 

Net 
Change (+) 

0-30% 1,158 67 (1,091) 420 (738) 353 

>30-50% 1,127 187 (940) 438 (689) 251 

>50-80% 960 336 (624) 579 (381) 243 

>80-100% 455 399 (56) 447 (8) 48 

>100-120% 434 325 (109) 405 (29) 80 

>120% 1,400 1,159 (241) 1,188 (212) 29 

Total 5,533 2,474 (3,060) 3,477 (2,057) 1,003 

 

The housing allocation set by Island County of 5,533 housing units is allocated to both within the city 

limits and outside in the City’s Urban Growth Area. The City is only responsible for analyzing the zoned 

area within its city limits and therefore the remaining 2,057 units will fall under the County’s 

responsibility. 
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APPENDIX A 

CONSTRAINTS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Assumptions 

Assumed Housing Allocation Ratios (Option 2)  

Residential Zones 0-30% >30-50% >50-80% >80-100% >100-120% >120% 

R-1 0 0 0.05 0.05 0.1 0.8 

R-2 0.1 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.25 0.2 

R-3 0.15 0.1 0.25 0.25 0.15 0.1 

R-4 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.1 0.1 0.05 

R-O 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0 

CBD 0.2 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.1 0 

CBD-2 0.2 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.1 0 

C-1 0.2 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.1 0 

CBD-1 0.2 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.1 0 

Assumed Housing Allocation Ratios (Option 3) 

Residential Zones 0-30% >30-50% >50-80% >80-100% >100-120% >120% 

R-1 0 0 0.05 0.05 0.1 0.8 

R-2 0.1 0.15 0.15 0.15 0.25 0.2 

R-3 0.15 0.1 0.25 0.25 0.15 0.1 

R-4 0.25 0.25 0.25 0.1 0.1 0.05 

R-O 0.2 0.2 0.2 0.3 0.1 0 

CBD 0.2 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.1 0 

CBD-2 0.2 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.1 0 

C-1 0.2 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.1 0 

CBD-1 0.2 0.25 0.25 0.2 0.1 0 

Constraints 

Constraint or 

adjustment factor 
Definition from Island County CPPs Constraint 

Critical areas 

constraint  

A number representing the percentage of land 

(specific to each area analyzed) which is 

presumed to be constrained by critical areas, 

and therefore less likely to be available for 

development.   

21% 

Public purposes 

deduction  

In RAIDs and UGAs, 15% of available land will 

be needed for public purposes. 

15% 

Seasonal/ Some dwelling units will not be available for 

residential occupancy, as they are used for 

 0.9% 
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Constraint or 

adjustment factor 
Definition from Island County CPPs Constraint 

recreational 

adjustment factor 

short term rentals (e.g., VRBOs), second 

homes, etc. A seasonal/recreational factor will 

be based on the most current census data but 

may be refined using local data. 

Market adjustment 

factor  

none Included within other 

adjustments 

Vacancy rate 

adjustment 

A reasonable factor for vacant units will be 

based on the most current census data but 

may be refined using local data. 

5.89% 

 

The CPPs also required adjustments specific to each zone. 

Constraint/adjustment 

factor 
Applicable Zone 

Adjustment % from 

Island County CPPs 

Vacant parcels 

adjustment factor 

Residential Zones  
10% 

Partially Vacant Parcels 

adjustment factor 

Single Family Zones  Between 0-90% based 

on lot size. 

Re-Development Factor Multifamily, Mixed-Use Residential, Mixed-

Use Commercial, and Commercial Zones  
50% 
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APPENDIX B 

LCA MAPS 

  

Page 79 of 128



Page 80 of 128



Page 11 

kimley-horn.com 2828 Colby Avenue | Suite 200, Everett, WA 98201 425 708 8275 

 

APPENDIX C 

HOUSING PROJECTIONS AND PRELIMINARY EMPLOYMENT PROJECTIONS 
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MEMORANDUM 

To: Cac Kamak – Principal Planner 

City of Oak Harbor 
 

From: Joel Farias and Clay White, Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc 

Matt Covert and Alex Capron, Facet 
 

Date: September 17th, 2024 

Subject: Land Capacity Analysis Memorandum  

 

INTRODUCTION AND INITIAL FINDINGS 
The City of Oak Harbor (City) contracted Kimley-Horn and Associates, Inc. (Kimley-Horn) to prepare a 

Land Capacity Analysis (LCA) consistent with the Growth Management Act (GMA) requirements in 

RCW 36.70A.115 and WAC 365-196-325. The LCA was prepared based on the adopted methodology 

within the Island County Countywide Planning Policies.  The LCA reviews existing capacity for 

population, housing, and employment and options the City can consider to accommodate additional 

growth, consistent with its population and housing targets and employment projections.  

Table 1 summarizes the initial findings of the LCA under existing conditions. Overall, the City LCA 

shows insufficient total capacity for both housing and population allocations. Early 20-year 

employment allocations from Island County show that the projected employment capacity in the 

City is sufficient.   In addition, the LCA highlights a housing shortfall when comparing housing capacity 

and housing needs by income band. The largest deficits were found in the City’s capacity to provide 

housing for the 0-30% Area Median Income (AMI), >30-50% AMI, and >50-80% AMI brackets under 

existing zoning. Table 1 summarizes the findings. 

Table 1: Initial Findings Summary 

Subject Findings 

Housing Capacity  2,474 dwelling units 

Housing Surplus (Deficit) (3,059) dwelling units 

Employment Capacity 1,770 jobs 

Employment Surplus (Deficit) 551 jobs 

Population Capacity 5,747 people 

Population Surplus (Deficit) (7,920) people 

0-80% AMI Housing Surplus (Deficit) (2,654) dwelling units 

>80-120% AMI Housing Surplus (Deficit) (406) dwelling units 
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TERMINOLOGY AND ACRONYMS 
The following definitions are from the Department of Commerce housing resources and State code. 

Affordable 

Housing  

The United States Department of Housing and Urban Development (HUD) 

considers housing to be affordable if the household is spending no more than 

30 percent of its income on housing costs.  

American 

Community Survey 

(ACS)  

This is an ongoing nationwide survey conducted by the U.S. Census Bureau. It 

designed to provide communities with current data about how they are 

changing. The ACS collects information such as age, race, income, commute 

time to work, home value, veteran status, and other important data from U.S. 

households. ACS data is commonly used for the Community Profile section of 

a housing needs assessment.  

Area Median 

Income (AMI)  

This is a term that commonly refers to the area-wide median family income 

(MFI) calculation provided by the Department of Housing and Urban 

Development (HUD) for a county or metropolitan region.  

Accessory 

Dwelling Unit 

(ADU) 

A dwelling unit located on the same lot as a single-family housing unit, duplex, 

triplex, townhome, or other housing unit. 

Cost Burden  When a household pays more than 30 percent of their gross income on 

housing, including utilities, they are “cost-burdened.” When a household pays 

more than 50 percent of their gross income on housing, including utilities, they 

are “severely cost-burdened.” Or “extremely cost-burdened”.  

Dwelling unit (DU, 

D/U, du, d/u) 

A single unit providing complete independent living facilities for one or more 

persons, including permanent provisions for living, sleeping, eating, cooking 

and sanitation. 

Household  A household is a group of people living within the same housing unit.2 The 

people can be related, such as family. A person living alone in a housing unit, 

or a group of unrelated people sharing a housing unit, is also counted as a 

household.  

U.S. Department 

of Housing and 

Urban 

Development 

(HUD)  

HUD administers federal housing and urban development laws. It collects, 

analyzes, and distributes housing data beyond what is collected through the 

U.S. Census Bureau. Data produced by HUD is heavily used in the analysis in 

this report.   

Household 

Income  

The census defines household income as the sum of the income of all people 

15 years and older living together in a household.  
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Income-Restricted 

Housing  

This term refers to housing units that are only available to households with 

incomes at or below a set income limit and are offered for rent or sale at a 

below-market rates. Some income-restricted rental housing is owned by a city 

or housing authority, while others may be privately owned.  

Low-Income  Families that are designated as low-income may qualify for income-subsidized 

housing units. HUD categorizes families as low-income, very low-income, or 

extremely low-income relative to area median family incomes (MFI), with 

consideration for family size.  

North American 

Industry 

Classification 

System  

(NAICS)  

The North American Industry Classification System (NAICS) is the standard 

used by Federal statistical agencies in classifying business establishments for 

the purpose of collecting, analyzing, and publishing statistical data related to 

the U.S. business economy (Census.gov).  

Median Family 

Income (MFI)  

The median income of all family households in the metropolitan region or 

county. Analyses of housing affordability typically group all households by 

income level relative to area median family income. Median income of non-

family households is typically lower than for family households. In this report, 

both MFI and AMI refer to the U.S. Department of Housing and Urban 

Development Area Median Family Income (HAMFI).  

Permanent 

supportive housing 

(PSH) 

Subsidized, leased housing with no limit on length of stay that prioritizes people 

who need comprehensive support services to retain tenancy and utilizes 

admissions practices designed to use lower barriers to entry than would be 

typical for other subsidized or unsubsidized rental housing, especially related to 

rental history, criminal history, and personal behaviors. Permanent supportive 

housing is paired with on-site or off-site voluntary services designed to support 

a person living with a complex and disabling behavioral health or physical 

health condition who was experiencing homelessness or was at imminent risk 

of homelessness prior to moving into housing to retain their housing and be a 

successful tenant in a housing arrangement, improve the resident's health 

status, and connect the resident of the housing with community-based health 

care, treatment, or employment services. 
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METHODOLOGY AND TARGETS 
As part of the City of Oak Harbor’s 2025 Comprehensive Plan Periodic update, an analysis of housing, 

population, and employment land capacities is required. This analysis is conducted utilizing Island 

County’s LCA methodology as outlined in the Countywide Planning Policies (CPPs). The objective is 

to determine whether Oak Harbor possesses sufficient land densities and buildable lands to 

accommodate anticipated future growth.  

Island County, in compliance with the 2021 Washington House Bill 1220 amendments to the GMA, has 

allocated projected growth to the City of Oak Harbor by population and income band. The allocation to 

the City are presented in Table 2 and the resulting population targets are presented in Table 3. This 

new legislation requires jurisdictions to address the housing needs of extremely low-, very low-, low-, 

and moderate-income populations as part of their Comprehensive Plan updates. To satisfy this 

requirement, an analysis of the City’s existing and proposed zoning and development regulations is 

required to show that the housing types and quantities that meet the need of each income bracket is 

available. 

Table 2: City of Oak Harbor Permanent Housing Needs by Income Level (% of Area Median 
Income) 

2020-2045 Total 
0-30% 
Non-
PSH 

0-30% 
PSH * 

>30-
50% 

>50-
80% 

>80-
100% 

>100-
120% 

>120% 

Estimated Housing 
Supply (2020) 

10,057 465 0 1,110 3,916 2,000 721 1,845 

Oak Harbor Housing 
Targets (2020-2045) 
Allocation Method A 

5,533 626 532 1,127 960 455 434 1,400 

Source: Island County Housing for All Planning Tool (HAPT), 2023  

Table 3: Population Targets 

Source: Island County Housing for All Planning Tool (HAPT), 2023. Based on 2.47 persons per household, per 

ACS 5-Yr 2018-2022, Table S1101 

 

  

City 
2020 Total 
Population 

2045 Population 
Allocation 

20-Year 
Population 
Increase 

20-Year Growth 
Rate 

Oak Harbor 24,840 38,507 13,666 55% 
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CURRENT CONDITIONS 
A detailed analysis was conducted on the City’s existing conditions. The analysis included a review of 

the City’s recently approved building permits, existing housing units, assessor parcel data, and City 

code. The most recent US Census Bureau data (2020) shows that there are 10,057 housing units in 

the city. The table below shows the housing units which have been built since 2020, are under 

construction, or will be built in the next couple years. These units are considered pipeline units. 

Table 4: Pipeline Units (based off approved engineering permits, plat, and building permits) 

Zone* 
Number 
of Units 

R-1 99 

R-2 28 

R-3 119 

R-4 199 

R-O 6 

Total 451 

*More information about the City’s zoning districts can be found in the municipal code chapter 19.20. 

DEVELOPMENT CONSTRAINTS AND ADJUSTMENTS 
The Island County LCA Methodology found in the CPPs outlines which development constraints to 

apply for the LCA, a full list can be found in Table 5 and Table 6. The CPPs also specify that “low 

probability for development” parcels be removed from the analysis and how those parcels are identified. 

They are defined as parcels which are: 

⚫ Tax exempt (parks, schools, churches, and public facilities) 

⚫ Gas stations and condos 

⚫ Tracts and easements for access, landscaping, stormwater, or other utility 

⚫ Other parcels identified by staff as being low probability for development (infrastructure 

constraints) 

A total of 1,594 parcels, which met the above conditions, were removed from further analysis. The 

parcels consisted mostly of tax-exempt parcels. The other parcels which were removed were condos, 

tracts, easements, SNR/DSBL, U500, and “Reference Only” parcels. An additional 75 parcels were 

removed due to being pipeline parcels, church property that wasn’t classified as tax exempt, parcels 

soon to be rezoned to public use, utility parcels, and mislabeled senior facilities. 

The most significant constraint in Oak Harbor is the required Critical Area Constraint Factor, which 

represents the percentage of zoned land in the City which is constrained by critical areas and their 

buffers. Other constraints and adjustments are vacancy, seasonal/recreational use, public use, vacant 

parcel factor, re-development factor, and partially vacant factor.  

Detailed constraint and adjustment information can be found in Appendix A.  
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Table 5 shows the required constraints and adjustments under Island County CPPs. Table 6 shows 

the required zone-specific adjustments.  

Table 5: Required Constraints and Adjustments 

Constraint/ adjustment 

factor 
Constraint 

Critical areas constraint  20.7% 

Public purposes deduction  15% 

Seasonal/ 

recreational adjustment 

factor 

0.9% 

 

Market adjustment factor  Included within other adjustments 

Vacancy rate adjustment 5.89% (calculated from adding up vacant, for sale, and for rent units 

in Census Table H5) 

 

Table 6: Zone Specific Adjustments 

Adjustment factor Applicable Zone 
Adjustment % from 

Island County CPPs 

Vacant parcels 

adjustment factor 

All zones (This factor means that the 

County assumes 10% of all vacant parcels 

will not develop in the next 20 years) 

10% 

Partially Vacant Parcels 

adjustment factor 

Single Family Zones  Between 0-90% based 

on lot size. 

Re-Development Factor Multifamily, Mixed-Use Residential, Mixed-

Use Commercial, and Commercial Zones 
50% 

 

DEVELOPMENT POTENTIAL  
The Island County CPPs outline the methodology for how to calculate housing and employment 

development potential for each zone. For the residential zones each parcel is either occupied, vacant, 

or partially vacant. For mixed use, commercial, and industrial zones, each parcel is either built-out, 

vacant, or re-developable. Partially vacant is assigned to lots which already have a housing unit, but 

the lot size exceeds double the minimum lot size, therefore having potential to subdivide into two lots. 

As described in the constraints section, there is a sliding scale adjustment that takes into account the 

probability a lot would subdivide based on how many times larger the lot is than the minimum lot size. 

For example, a lot that is more than four times larger the minimum lot size would have a 0% adjustment, 

which implies that there is a 100% chance (before critical area and public use adjustments) the lot 

would subdivide in the 20-year panning period.   

To determine the total net potential units from all zones, all the constraints and adjustments were 

applied, and it was found that a there is capacity for a total of 2,023 dwelling units and 143 acres of 

employment capacity using the County CPP Methodology, which is based off minimum lot size for 

Page 88 of 128

https://data.census.gov/table/DECENNIALDHC2020.H5?g=160XX00US5338355


Page 7 

kimley-horn.com 2828 Colby Avenue | Suite 200, Everett, WA 98201 425 708 8275 

 

density. Table 7 shows the results of the housing capacity analysis per zone and Table 8 shows the 

results of the employment capacity analysis per zone. 

Table 7: Number of potential units, in dwelling units (using max density) 

Zone Vacant* 
Re-

developable* 
Vacant + Re-
developable 

Critical Areas 
Deduction 

(21%) 

Public Land 
Deduction 

(15%) and Total 

R-1 399 1,422 1,821 1,444 1,227 

R-2 150 31 181 144 122 

R-3 35 247 282 224 190 

R-4 155 290 445 353 299 

R-O 28 22 50 40 33 

C-1 18 20 37 30 25 

CBD 73 14 87 69 58 

CBD-1 28 23 51 40 34 

CBD-2 45 8 53 42 35 

Total 931 2,077 3,007 2,385 2,023 

*The Vacant parcels adjustment of 10%, Re-developable factor of 50%, and the scaling partially vacant factor 

(between 0-90%) have already been applied to the results in these columns.  

Table 8: Area with employment capacity potential, in acres  

Zone 
Vacant 
Acres 

Re-developable 
Acres  

Total 
Development 

Potential 
(Acres) 

Critical 
Areas 

Deduction 

Public Land 
Deduction 

C-1 0.80 0.90 1.70 1.35 1.14 

C-3 23.36 8.71 32.07 25.44 21.62 

C-4 40.47 5.33 45.79 36.31 30.87 

C-5 10.01 3.37 13.38 10.61 9.02 

CBD 4.55 0.82 5.37 4.26 3.62 

CBD-1 1.54 1.14 2.69 2.13 1.81 

CBD-2 2.45 0.38 2.83 2.25 1.91 

I 85.89 21.76 107.66 85.37 72.57 

Maritime 0.87 0.00 0.87 0.69 0.58 

All Zones 169.94 42.42 212.36 168.40 143.1 

FINAL CAPACITY RESULTS 
The total development potential per zone in Table 7 is then used to find the total housing capacity in 

the City by adding in the pipeline units from Table 4. The results are shown in Table 9. By adding on 

the pipeline units, the total housing unit capacity under existing conditions is 2,474. Island County 

allocated 5,533 housing units to the City and these results show a deficit of 3,059 units.  
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Table 9: Housing Capacity 

Zone Residential Unit Potential Pipeline Units Total Units 

R-1 1,227 99 1,326 

R-2 122 28 150 

R-3 190 119 309 

R-4 299 199 498 

R-O 33 6 39 

C-1 25 0 25 

CBD 58 0 58 

CBD-1 34 0 34 

CBD-2 35 0 35 

Total 2,023 451 2,474 

 

Using the total housing capacity of 2,474, census data was utilized to estimate the number of people 

that can be accommodated based on existing zoning in the city. Per census data the local average 

household size is 2.47. Occupancy rate was also considered and calculated using US census data, 

which shows that 5.89% of the housing units in Oak Harbor are unoccupied. Table 10 shows the 

estimated population growth capacity of each zone under existing conditions compared to the projected 

population growth. 

Table 10: Population Capacity 

Zone Total Units Occupancy Rate 
Total Occupied 

Units 
Population 
Capacity 

R-1 1,354 5.89% 1,248 3,082 

R-2 150 5.89% 141 348 

R-3 317 5.89% 291 718 

R-4 498 5.89% 469 1,157 

R-O 48 5.89% 37 90 

C-1 25 5.89% 24 58 

CBD 58 5.89% 55 134 

CBD-1 34 5.89% 32 79 

CBD-2 35 5.89% 33 81 

 

Total 5,747 

Target 13,667 

Projected 
Surplus (Deficit) 

(7,920) 

 

The results show in Table 10 shows that there is insufficient capacity in the city to accommodate for 

the total projected growth under existing conditions.  
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Island County CPPs indicate that employment capacity be designated based off net developable acres 

in the commercial and mixed-use commercial zones at a rate of 17 employees per acre and industrial 

zones at a rate of 8 employees per acre. The net development potential was shown in Table 8 and 

were used to calculate total employment capacity for the City. 

Table 11: Employment Capacity  

Zone Net Developable Acres Employment Density Employment Capacity 

C-1 1.14 17 per acre 19 

C-3 21.62 17 per acre 367 

C-4 30.87 17 per acre 524 

C-5 9.02 17 per acre 153 

CBD 3.62 17 per acre 61 

CBD-1 1.81 17 per acre 30 

CBD-2 1.91 17 per acre 32 

Commercial 
Subtotal 

69.99 17 per acre 1,186 

I 72.57 8 per acre 580 

Maritime 0.58 8 per acre 4 

Industrial 
Subtotal 

73.15 8 per acre 584 

All Zones 143.14 Total 1,770 Employees 

 

Table 11 shows that there is capacity for 1,770 jobs under existing conditions. Industrial zones make 

up 584 of this job capacity and commercial zones make up 1,186. Final job capacity allocations are still 

being computed by Island County, but initial projections result in a surplus of 551 jobs. 
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CAPACITY NEEDED BY INCOME BAND 
Commerce guidance instructs cities to compare land capacity with housing needs by income band. 
Therefore, the analysis outlines, based on existing housing diversity and local conditions, which types 
of housing each zone permits and what income brackets and AMI they align with. For example, the R-
2 zone in Oak Harbor allows detached single-family homes, duplexes, multifamily buildings, 
townhouses, supportive housing, and ADUs. Since these housing types have potential to serve different 
AMI brackets, there was a weight added to each of the housing types in the zones based on the 
probability of each housing type being built over the next 20 years. This breakdown for all the zones is 
shown in Table 12 and Table 13. This probability is an assumption based on city staff knowledge, 
historical building trends, existing zoning, and existing market factors. Based on the weight of each 
housing type, a total capacity for each AMI bracket was able to be calculated by multiplying the weight 
by the total capacity in each zone.  

The results are shown in Table 14. This weight is presented in the form of a ratio and the total ratio for 
each zone will ultimately add up to 1.0. The ratio is used due to zones allowing diverse housing types 
that serve multiple income brackets. The breakdown of the ratios used for each zone can be found in 
Appendix A. 

Table 12: Housing Types Commonly Affordable for each Income Level (AMI=$102,000 per HUD) 

Income Level AMI Ranges Housing Types 

0-30% $0 - $30,600 
Subsidized or rent/income-restricted housing units, 

supportive housing 

>30-50% $30,600 - $51,000 
High density, income restricted apartments or housing 

unit, supportive housing 

>50-80% $51,000 - $81,600 
Mobile homes parks, Mid-high density apartments (3-4 

floor apartment buildings, courtyard apartments, 
condos), ADU 

>80-100% $81,600 - $102,000 
Manufactured home, duplex, triplex, low-mid density 
apartments (walk up apartments, condos, courtyard 

apartments, cottages), ADU 

>100-120% $102,000 - $122,400 
Duplex, townhouse, manufactured home, triplex, 

quadplex,  

>120% $122,400+ Detached Single-family, duplex, townhouse 

 

Table 13: Housing types allowed in City Zones (OHMC 19.20.1050 Permitted uses) 

City Zones Housing Types permitted in each Zone 

R-1 
Single Family detached, duplex, Manufactured homes, ADU, 

supportive housing 

R-2 
Single Family detached, duplex, Mobile home/manufactured home 
parks, low-density multifamily, townhomes, cottage housing, ADU, 

supportive housing 

R-3 
Medium to high density multi-family (low-mid rise apartments, 

condos, townhomes), duplex, Manufactured homes, supportive 
housing 

R-4 
High density multi-family (apartments, condos), duplex, 

Manufactured homes, supportive housing 
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R-O 
High density multi-family (apartments, condos), duplex, 

Manufactured homes, supportive housing 

CBD High density multi-family (mixed use) 

CBD-1 High density multi-family (mixed use) 

CBD-2 
High density multi-family (mixed use) (45 ft height limit for 

residential uses) 

C-1 High density multi-family (Mixed use apartments, condos) 

 

Housing affordability capacity per zone can be calculated based on the above housing affordability 

assumptions and the total housing capacity shown in Table 9. The capacity was compared to the 

housing allocations set by Island County (shown in Table 2) to calculate the total surplus and deficit for 

each AMI bracket. The results can be found in Table 14.  

Table 14: Housing Needs Results using Standard Zoning Regulations 

Income Level 
(AMI1) 

Income 
Bracket 

Zones  
Projected 
Housing 

Need 

Projected 
Capacity 

Surplus 
(Deficit) 

0-30% $0 - $30,600 R-4, CBD 1,158 67 (1,091) 

>30-50% 
$30,600 - 
$51,000 

R-3, R-4, R-
O, CBD, C-1 

1,127 187 (940) 

>50-80% 
$51,000 - 
$81,600 

All 960 336 (624) 

>80-100% 
$81,600 - 
$102,000 

All 455 399 (56) 

>100-120% 
$102,000 - 
$122,400 

All 434 325 (109) 

>120% $122,400+ R-1, R-2, R-3 1,400 1,159 (241) 

Total     5,534 2,474 (3,060) 

1. AMI = Area median income 

Table 14 shows that there is insufficient capacity in the city limits to accommodate for the projected 

housing need in all the AMI levels. There is the most potential capacity in zones (R-1) where allowed 

housing types (single family detached, duplex) are affordable for households making more than 120% 

of the AMI. This is mostly due to how large the R-1 zone is and that most of the development potential 

capacity is within the R-1 zone. 

The largest deficiencies are seen in the 0-30%, >30-50%, and >50-80% income bands. The housing 

types that would need to be planned for to meet the allocation would need to be subsidized units, 

income/rent-restricted, supportive housing, high-density apartments, or affordable mobile home parks. 

Changes to existing regulations that subsidize, incentivize, and decrease barriers for the construction 

of housing types affordable to 0-80% AMI should be targeted. However, even with extreme changes to 

zoning regulations, availability of land area within City boundaries will ultimately limit capacity. 
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FINDINGS 
The City’s LCA found that there is insufficient capacity for the housing units allocated to the City by 

Island County. More importantly, there are large deficits when converting the total housing capacity to 

specific household income brackets. The following table shows the largest deficiencies that were found 

after comparing the net capacity per income bracket to the County allocations in the CPPs.  

Table 15: Housing Needs Results  

Income Level (AMI) Allocation per CPPs 
Projected Capacity under 

Existing Conditions 
Surplus 
(Deficit) 

0-30% 1,158 67 (1,091) 

>30-50% 1,127 187 (940) 

>50-80% 960 336 (624) 

The gap was found in the City’s capacity to serve extremely low-, very low-, and low-income households 

(0-30%, >30-50%, and >50-80%).  The housing types that typically serve these households are mid to 

high rise apartments, subsidized housing, supportive housing, and income restricted housing. 

Before the potentially developable area for each zone was calculated, 1,594 total parcels were removed 

from the analysis due to being identified as “low probability for development”. These are parcels that 

may interfere with the results of this analysis due to classifying as either vacant, re-developable, or 

partially vacant, but have close zero chance of developing. These parcels were access easements, tax 

exempt lots, public use lots, lots without access to essential infrastructure, and other special uses 

(condos, gas stations). 

Final employment projections for each city are still under development by the county. Initial projections 

show that the Oak Harbor will need to plan for a total of 1,219 jobs within city limits by 2045. This 

analysis shows that there is capacity for 1,770 jobs under existing zoning. This means the City has 

sufficient commercial capacity within the city limits for future employment needs. Early projections were 

released July 25th, 2024, and can be found in Appendix C. 

The next step after this LCA will be to develop zoning regulations and standards that will help bridge 

the gap between the current estimated housing capacity and the housing capacity allocated to the City 

by the County.  These solutions will be developed in conjunction with City staff, Planning Commission, 

City Council, Island County, local developers, local business owners, and the residents of Oak Harbor. 

Any additional capacity that can be added through zoning changes will decrease the housing burden 

on the County.
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APPENDIX A 

CONSTRAINTS AND ASSUMPTIONS 

Assumptions 

Assumed Housing Allocation Ratios 

Residential Zones 0-30% >30-50% >50-80%* >80-100% >100-120% >120%

R-1 0.05 0.05 0.1 0.8 

R-2 0.15 0.15 0.25 0.45 

R-3 0.1 0.25 0.3 0.25 0.1 

R-4 0.1 0.25 0.25 0.3 0.1 

R-O 0.1 0.1 0.2 0.5 0.1 

C-1 0.05 0.1 0.2 0.4 0.25 

CBD 0.1 0.25 0.25 0.3 0.1 

CBD-1 0.1 0.1 0.3 0.3 0.2 

CBD-2 0.1 0.25 0.25 0.3 0.1 

*NOTE: PRDs give the option to increase base density by 30% with the provision that for every 5 bonus D/U, 1

affordable unit shall be built (under 80% AMI). Only applies to R-1 through R-4 zones

Critical area buffers and methodology 

For each UGA, compile all available critical area mapping information and merge these layers into a 

single layer to determine the total quantity of constrained acreage in each zoning designation. Calculate 

the percentage of land area within each UGA that is constrained by critical areas by comparing the 

number of acres constrained by critical areas to the total number of acres in each UGA. This calculation 

will result in a critical area constraint factor for each UGA. 

• Downloaded Island County and NW wetland data and merged and dissolved into one wetland

shapefile. (This also covers the streams that cross portions of the City’s area.) This creates the file

for Oak Harbor’s wetlands.

• Downloaded Island County’s 5-foot contours. Clipped using a rectangle Converted these to a slope

raster and conducted a slope analysis. Converted to a polygon shapefile and deleted slopes under

15 percent. Dissolved all features for slopes >= 15 percent to get a steep slopes shapefile.

• Downloaded FEMA flood hazard areas GIS shapefile. This is the “frequently flooded areas”

shapefile.

• Exported the City’s Fish and Wildlife map to a JPEG. Loaded and georeferenced into a project in

ArcPro. Created new feature classes for Garry Oak and Bald Eagle habitat.

• Merged the four sets of data above using Model Builder. Dissolved the resulting shapefile to get a

critical areas mosaic shapefile.

• Performed a geometric union of this mosaic and the dissolved zoning shapefile (with definition

query to exclude parcels without zoning) from #2 above.
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• Selected features with a critical areas FID value of 1 and a zoning FID value of 1 to select all 

features that are within city zoning and are overlaid by the critical areas mosaic. Created a statistics 

table to calculate area. 

After following the steps above, we calculate the following areas: 

Area of city zoned land (excluding NAS-Whidbey Island): 2,931.2 acres 

Area of city zoned land covered by critical areas:  605.43 acres 

Percentage of city zoned land covered by critical areas: 605.43 / 2,931.2 = 20.7% 

Zone Categorization 

Based on available zoning or comprehensive plan information, sort all parcels into the following groups:  

Parcels zoned for single family home development (freestanding homes, townhomes, or other forms of 

individual lot development);  

In Oak Harbor, this is the R-1 zone. 

Parcels zoned for multi-family or mixed-use residential development (apartments, condominiums, 

mobile home parks, and other forms of multi-unit per parcel development);  

In Oak Harbor, this is the R-2, R-3, R-4, and R-O zones. 

Commercial and mixed-use commercial zones; and 

In Oak Harbor, this is the C-1, C-3, C-4, C-5, CBD, CBD-1, and CBD-2 zones. 

Industrial zones. 

In Oak Harbor, this is the I and Maritime zones. 

Constraints 

Constraint or 

adjustment factor 
Definition from Island County CPPs Constraint 

Critical areas 

constraint  

A number representing the percentage of land 

(specific to each area analyzed) which is 

presumed to be constrained by critical areas, 

and therefore less likely to be available for 

development.   

20.7% 

Public purposes 

deduction  

In RAIDs and UGAs, 15% of available land will 

be needed for public purposes. 

15% 

Seasonal/ Some dwelling units will not be available for 

residential occupancy, as they are used for 

0.9% 
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Constraint or 

adjustment factor 
Definition from Island County CPPs Constraint 

recreational 

adjustment factor 

short term rentals (e.g., VRBOs), second 

homes, etc. A seasonal/recreational factor will 

be based on the most current census data but 

may be refined using local data. 

Market adjustment 

factor  

none Included within other 

adjustments 

Vacancy rate 

adjustment 

A reasonable factor for vacant units will be 

based on the most current census data but 

may be refined using local data. 

5.89% (calculated from 

adding up vacant, for 

sale, and for rent units 

in Census Table H5) 

 

The CPPs also required adjustments specific to each zone. 

Constraint/adjustment 

factor 
Applicable Zone 

Adjustment % from 

Island County CPPs 

Vacant parcels 

adjustment factor 

All zones (This factor means that the 

County assumes 10% of all vacant parcels 

will not develop in the next 20 years) 

10% 

Partially Vacant Parcels 

adjustment factor 

Single Family Zones  Between 0-90% based 

on lot size. 

Re-Development Factor Multifamily, Mixed-Use Residential, Mixed-

Use Commercial, and Commercial Zones 
50% 
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APPENDIX B 

LCA MAPS 
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APPENDIX C 

HOUSING AND PRELIMINARY EMPLOYMENT ALLOCATIONS 

Page 101 of 128



Page 20 

kimley-horn.com 2828 Colby Avenue | Suite 200, Everett, WA 98201 425 708 8275 

Page 102 of 128



Land Use, Housing, Urban Growth Area

Goal, Policy, Page 
Number, Theme/Sub 
Heading Existing Policy (2016) Proposed Policy Revision Reasoning/Notes

1, 31, Healthy Mix of Uses Promote a healthy mix of uses No recommended change.

1, 1.a, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Encourage land use densities/intensities where services exist or 
are readily available.

No recommended change.

1, 1.b, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Consider land use changes that are compatible with the 
character of its neighborhood.

Consider land use changes that are compatible with the 
character of its neighborhood.

The use of "neighborhood character" as a general 
term is discouraged unless it is clearly defined for 
each neighborhood through objective 
chracteristices of size and scale. Otherwise, 
neighborhood character has the potential of 
disproportionately harming less affluent 
communities.

1, 1.c, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Promote neighborhood-scale satellite commercial centers to 
locate in areas away from SR 20.

No recommended change.

1, 1.d, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Promote areas for open space and recreational opportunities 
within residential development.

Promote areas for open space within residential 
development to provide recreational opportunities within 
residential development and relief from climate induced 
impacts.

The policy can be expanded to acknowledge the 
relief open spaces can provide from the effects of 
climate change such as stating.

1, 1.e, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Encourage location of new schools within or adjacent to 
residential developments and in close proximity to parks.

Review with City and school district to identify more 
direct actions to promote this.

1, 1.f, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Progress toward a form-based code to regulate the built 
environment and to foster predictable physical form rather than 
the separation of uses.

No recommended change.

1, 1.g, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Promote a mix of uses and densities in new developments 
through the Planned Residential Development process.

Review with City.

1, 1.h, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Encourage private and public preservation of undeveloped open 
space.

Encourage private and public preservation of undeveloped 
open space and support climate resilience.

The policy can be expanded to acknowledge the 
relief open spaces can provide from the effects of 
climate change.

New Policy Foster higher-intensity land uses in mixed-use urban villages 
with transit corridors.

Building dense, affordable communities around 
public transportation as an environmental justice 
priority.

LAND USE

Version 1.3 To learn more about the project or provide public comment go to: https://www.oakharbor.gov/808/Oak-Harbor-Comprehensive-Plan September 2025

Leave in place to  indicate working with school district

Promote a mix of uses and densities in new developments through
the use of various zoning tools including overlay zones, form-
based codes etc.

ATTACHMENT 5
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Land Use, Housing, Urban Growth Area PRELIMINARY DRAFT FOR REVIEW
Red Text = New Language Proposed, Strikethrough = Language to be removed

Goals in BOLD text with grey background

Goal, Policy, Page 
Number, Theme/Sub 
Heading Existing Policy (2016) Proposed Policy Revision Reasoning/Notes

New Policy Support the implementation of form-based codes where 
appropriate to better integrate higher-density development.

Form-based codes can and should be intentionally 
used to facilitate greater density in urban areas 
(including UGAs) and to allow a mix of uses. They 
could then act as enablers of reductions of VMT and 
subsequent GHG emissions. 

1, 1.i, 31, Healthy Mix of 
Uses

Designate areas newly incorporated into the UGA as special 
planning areas to:
1. Explore the best mix of land uses to serve the area and the
city’s needs;
2. Work with property owners in the area to determine land use
patterns and development scenarios;
3. Involve public participation.

No recommended change.

2, 32, Health and Safety Encourage land use patterns that promote health and safety. No recommended change.

2, 2.a, 32, Land Use 
Changes

Promote land use changes that provide services closer to where 
people live.

No recommended change.

2, 2.b, 32, Transportation Incorporate alternate modes of transportation with 
development.

Incorporate alternate modes of transportation Provide 
opportunities for walking and biking, with development, 
reducing the amount of trips by car.

Added specificity to this policy to support 
consistency with the Transportation Element and 
provide support for complete streets designs 
established in code. Acknlowedge that less 
vehicular trips contributes to larger environmental, 
climate, and equity-based goals. Transit was 
excluded but it is encoraged in the policy below on 
major corridors.

2, 2.c, 32, Density Encourage higher land use intensities and densities along major 
transit corridors.

No recommended change.

2, 2.d, 32, Roadways Discourage long stretches of intersection-less roadway within 
the city.

Discourage long stretches of intersection-less roadway 
within the city to promote connectivity.

Added specificity to acknowlege the intent of the 
policy and provide consistency with the 
Transportation element. Connectivity also 
alleviates traffic and congestion, a common impact 
from development.

2, 2.e, 32, Accessibility Locate neighborhood parks that are easily accessible to 
residents and community parks within the level of service 
distance established in the Parks Recreation and Open Space 
Plan.

No recommended change.

Version 1.3 To learn more about the project or provide public comment go to: https://www.oakharbor.gov/808/Oak-Harbor-Comprehensive-Plan September 2025

a mix of uses including
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Land Use, Housing, Urban Growth Area PRELIMINARY DRAFT FOR REVIEW
Red Text = New Language Proposed, Strikethrough = Language to be removed

Goals in BOLD text with grey background

Goal, Policy, Page 
Number, Theme/Sub 
Heading Existing Policy (2016) Proposed Policy Revision Reasoning/Notes
2, 2.g, 32, Interconnectivity Promote interconnectedness between streets, parks, schools, 

trails, open spaces, and natural preserves.
No recommended change.

2, 2.f, 32, Underserved 
Areas
Open Space

Seek opportunities to establish parks and recreation 
opportunities in underserved residential areas.

Seek opportunities to establish parks and recreation 
opportunities in underserved residential areas, like the City's 
rec n'roll program.

Add specificity about programs.

2, 2.h, 32, Interconnectivity Promote interconnectedness from residential areas to 
commercial areas, parks, and open spaces.

No recommended change.

2, 2.i, 32, Design Promote crime prevention through environmental and 
defensible space design.

No recommended change. Review with City

2, 2.j, 32, Noise Prohibit people-intensive and residential uses from locating in 
high noise and aircraft crash zones.

No recommended change.

2, 2.k, 32, Noise Require noise abatement construction standards based on 
noise level zones.

No recommended change.

2, 2.l, 32, Development Consider flexible standards to encourage redevelopment of 
underutilized lots.

No recommended change. Review with City, is this being done currently. 

2, 2.m, 32, Development Limit the development around existing public water supplies to 
low- intensity uses.

No recommended change. Review with city

2, 2.n, 32, Development Require developments to protect the aquifer recharge areas 
from contamination.

Require development to protect the aquifer recharge areas 
from contamination. promote groundwater recharge and 
prohibit development that may cause adverse impacts.

Update policy to include promoting groundwater 
recharge and prohibit development that may cause 
adverse impacts.

2, 2.o, 32, Multimodal Promote a pedestrian scale environment by requiring buildings 
to locate close to street frontages in commercial, office and 
residential areas.

No recommended change.

2, 2.p, 32, Development Promote pedestrian amenities, where feasible, with 
development and redevelopment of land.

No recommended change.

3, 33, Economy Support a vibrant economy No recommended change.
3, 3.a, 33, Development Facilitate mixed-use developments in all districts that allow 

commercial uses.
No recommended change.

3, 3.b, 33, Development Support efforts to encourage quality development and 
redevelopment in the Old Town area.

No recommended change.
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with the incorporation of overlay zones

Develop standards for crime prevention through environmental
and defensible space 

Remanance of an old policy.  since these refer to wells and all uses around it are on city services ther should be no groundwater impact.
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3, 3.c, 33, Development Support NAS Whidbey and its continued operation by 

discouraging:
1. Encroachment of incompatible uses;
2. Residential uses from locating north of NE 16th Avenue
alignment;
3. Structures that are a hazard to flight navigation;
4. People-intensive uses in high noise areas and potential crash
zones.

No recommended change.

3, 3.d, 33, Noise Require the disclosure of potential noise and accident-potential 
impacts to prospective buyers, renters, or lessees of property 
and structures in the city and UGA.

No recommended change. Review with city, is this being done.

3, 3.e, 33, Development Enhance and protect the waterfront as an asset and implement 
the Waterfront Redevelopment, Branding and Marketing 
Program.

Enhance and protect the waterfront while promoting higher-
densities and amenities through subarea or redevelopment 
planning efforts. as an asset and implement the Waterfront 
Redevelopment, Branding and Marketing Program.

3, 3.f, 33, Development Promote upland developments adjacent to the marina. No recommended change.
3, 3.g, 33, Development Consider flexible standards to encourage development and 

redevelopment along Midway Boulevard.
Consider Use overlay zoning to promote flexible standards 
along Midway Boulevard to encourage development and 
redevelopment. along Midway Boulevard.

Added specificity regarding how flexible zoning 
intends to be implemented.

3, 3.h, 33, Land Use 
Changes

Support the retention and expansion of industrial uses by utility 
services extensions and public infrastructure improvements.

No recommended change.

3, 3.i, 33, Development Support the development of business parks using, where 
appropriate, master planning processes to achieve campus type 
developments.

No recommended change.

3, 3.j, 33, Development Facilitate the growth of Skagit Valley College and its facilities. No recommended change.

3, 3.k, 33, Development Accommodate mobile commercial enterprises such as food 
vendors, coffee trucks, etc. in the Old Town area, near schools 
and colleges, and along the waterfront and marina.

Accommodate mobile commercial enterprises such as food 
vendors, coffee trucks, etc. in the Old Town area, near 
schools and colleges, and along the waterfront and marina.

3, 3.l, 33, Development Promote context-sensitive and proportionately scaled signage. No recommended change.

3, 3.m, 33, Landscape Consider landscape flexibility along commercial frontages for 
signs and storefront visibility.

No recommended change.
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3, 3.n, 33, Development Collaborate with the county to promote development practices 

that:
1. Encourage new development to occur within city limits;
2. Promote urban Oak Harbor development standards in the
UGA.

No recommended change.

3, 3.n, 33, Neighborhood Support home occupations that:
1. Can operate inconspicuously and do not infringe on
neighboring residents;
2. Do not infringe on or change the intent of the residential zone;
3. Have limited visitors and do not require additional parking.

No recommended change.

4, 34, Housing Promote a diverse and affordable housing stock No recommended change.
4, 4.a, 34, Development Maintain a healthy amount of developable and redevelop able 

land in all residential land use categories.
No recommended change.

4, 4.b, 34, Development Support land use changes that accommodate higher density 
residential uses where services and utilities are available.

No recommended change.

4, 4.c, 34, Development Support the development of new, and the conversion of existing, 
residential structures for accessory dwelling units.

No recommended change.

4, 4.d, 34, Development Consider a mix of land uses when expanding urban growth 
areas.

No recommended change.

4, 4.e, 34, Housing Support flexible standards for developments that provide 
affordable housing.

No recommended change.

4, 4.f, 34, Housing Consider development incentives to include affordable housing 
within new developments.

No recommended change.

4, 4.g, 34, Growth Coordinate housing growth strategies with changes in school 
enrollment projections and NAS Whidbey expansions.

No recommended change.

4, 4.h, 34, Housing Support efforts to increase affordable housing in the City. Support efforts to increase affordable housing in the City.

New Policy Allow housing types for extremely low, low, and moderate 
income households.

This is related to the new requirements for 
emergency and permanent supportive housing for 
all cities. Previous policy mention low income 
households which excludes 0-30% AMI.
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5, 34, Environment Respect the character of its natural and built environment Respect the character of its natural and built 

environment
The use of "character" as a general term is 
discouraged unless it is clearly defined for each 
neighborhood through objective chracteristices 
of size and scale. Otherwise, neighborhood 
character has the potential of disproportionately 
harming less affluent communities.

5, 5.a, 34, Environment Consider flexible standards to protect Garry Oak trees and their 
habitat.

If the policy updates have been considered, reword 
policy to reflect status of Garry Oak retention 
policies.

5, 5.b, 34, Environment Protect public view corridors :
1. When considering new developments;
2. From natural encroachments on public property.

Protect public view corridors :
1. When considering new developments;
2. From natural encroachments on public property.

The protection of views is difficult to measure and 
creates inconsistent application of developmen 
standards. 

5, 5.c, 34, Environment Consider flexible standards for building locations, heights, and 
landscaping plans to preserve views.

No recommended change.

5, 5.d, 34, Development Require, where appropriate, buffers and screening between new 
intensive uses and existing uses.

No recommended change.

5, 5.e, 34, Environment Promote the use of native vegetation, including Garry Oaks, for 
landscaping and buffers.

No recommended change.

5, 5.f, 34, Environment Promote parkways, street trees and landscaped boulevards with 
development proposals.

5, 5.g, 34, Development
Environment

Require design and construction standards for development to 
consider:
1. Protection of fish and wildlife habitat;
2. Geologically sensitive areas for construction;
3. Protecting critical aquifer recharge areas;
4. Protecting and enhancing the shoreline;
5. Frequently flooded areas.

Require design and construction standards for development 
to consider:
1. Protection of fish and wildlife habitat;
2. Geologically sensitive areas for construction;
3. Protecting critical aquifer recharge areas;
4. Protecting and enhancing the shoreline;
5. Frequently flooded areas.

This policy relates to other policies and city 
ordinances heavily covered in the Environment 
Element.

5, 5.h, 34-35, Environment Require development to adhere to design guidelines and 
regulations that promotes a pedestrian friendly environment by:
1. Locating buildings closer to street frontages;
2. Encouraging visually interesting facades and people spaces.

Review with City.

5, 5.i, 35, Historical Respect and acknowledge the role of historically and 
architecturally significant buildings in the community.

No recommended change.
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5, 5.j, 35, Environment Discourage premature land clearing ahead of development 

proposals.
Discourage premature land clearing ahead of development 
proposals to preserve existing native vegetation.

Revised the policy to explain the community 
resilience benefit.

5, 5.k, 35, Environment Promote revegetation when retaining existing trees is not 
practical.

Promote Require revegetation when retaining existing trees 
is not practical.

Revised language to emphasize the importance of 
native vegetation retention for resilience and hazard 
mitigation.

5, 5.l, 35, Environment Promote landscaping to achieve visual and noise buffers. No recommended change.
5, 5.m, 35, Development Require buffers where land use intensities vary. Require buffers where land use intensities vary. Buffers between uses can be very limiting on 

economic development and housing opportunities 
within a city. The City is considering form-based 
codes which will regulate use through size and 
scale over location.

5, 5.n, 35, Development
Environment

Require landscaping standards to efficiently screen for outdoor 
uses and storage areas.

No recommended change.

5, 5.o, 35, Environment Encourage industrial uses to incorporate landscaping, 
decorative fencing and native vegetation so that they are 
attractive and complementary to the community.

No recommended change.

5, 5.p, 35, Utilities Explore creative ways to blend in/camouflage utility towers and 
devices.

No recommended change.

5, 5.q, 35, Utilities Place utilities underground whenever feasible. No recommended change.
5, 5.r, 35, Open Space Require common/public open spaces within developments to be 

accessible and visible.
No recommended change.

1, 94, Affordability Ensure that adequate opportunities exist for low and 
moderate-income families to obtain affordable housing.

Ensure that adequate opportunities exist for extremely 
low, low and moderate-income families, and  to obtain 
affordable housing.

Adding details to help support changes to state law 
for allowing housing opportunities for extremely low-
income populations.

1, 1.a, 94, Housing Provide land use policies and development regulations that 
allow for a variety of housing types and residential life styles, to 
accommodate households in varying income ranges.

No recommended change.

1, 1.b, 94, Design Encourage alternative housing types from the standard single-
family residences by using contemporary building and planning 
concepts, including apartments, condominiums, small lot, zero 
lot line, attached patio, townhouse, and manufactured housing.

Encourage alternative housing types from the standard 
single-family residences by using contemporary building and 
planning concepts, including apartments, accessory 
dwelling units, condominiums, small lot, zero lot line, 
attached patio, townhouse, and manufactured housing.

Addressing new state requirements for accessory 
dwelling units and allowing increased housing 
options to improve affordability. 

HOUSING

Version 1.3 To learn more about the project or provide public comment go to: https://www.oakharbor.gov/808/Oak-Harbor-Comprehensive-Plan September 2025
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1, 1.c, 94, Affordability Promote the inclusion of affordable housing developments 

through incentives, density bonuses, and flexible development 
regulations.

No recommended change.

1, 1.d, 94, Affordability Promote the inclusion of subsidized units throughout the 
community to diversify neighborhoods.

No recommended change.

1, 1.e, 94, Affordability
Transportation

Promote the location of affordable housing in proximity to transit 
routes to ensure the most efficient and cost-effective use of 
public transportation.

No recommended change.

1, 1.f, 94, Housing Support efforts to develop self-help housing programs. No recommended change. Does the City have a department that can take on 
the administration of housing programs like this? If 
so, that should be identified in the Housing 
Element.

1, 1.g, 94, Affordability Allow provisions in development regulations for inclusionary 
affordable housing and density bonus performance standards.

No recommended change.

1, 1.h, 94, Development Allow for the development and preservation of manufactured 
homes.

No recommended change.

New Policy Allow housing opportunities for extremely low-income 
including shelters, emergency, transitional, and permanent 
supportive housing. 

Addressing new state requirements for providing 
housing of all incomes including those earning 0-
30% AMI, defined as extremly low-income 
populations. 

2, 95, Housing Promote housing opportunities for special needs population.

2, 2.a, 95, Accommodation Accommodate land uses and housing that provides for the 
needs of the elderly, disabled, and infirm.

No recommended change.

2, 2.b, 95, Development Support the Island County Housing Authority and Opportunity 
Council to address siting and development of housing for 
special needs populations.

No recommended change.

2, 2.c, 95, Affordable 
Housing
Development

Work cooperatively with social service providers, local 
churches, other organizations and individuals, to address the 
needs of homeless persons by establishing options for short-
term homeless shelters and encampments.

No recommended change.

2, 2.d, 95, Housing Allow for the development of assisted housing in appropriate 
locations.

No recommended change.

2, 2.e, 95, Housing Ensure compliance with State and National Standards for group 
homes and family day care facilities.

No recommended change.
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Page 110 of 128



Land Use, Housing, Urban Growth Area PRELIMINARY DRAFT FOR REVIEW
Red Text = New Language Proposed, Strikethrough = Language to be removed

Goals in BOLD text with grey background

Goal, Policy, Page 
Number, Theme/Sub 
Heading Existing Policy (2016) Proposed Policy Revision Reasoning/Notes
3, 95, Land Identify and provide sufficient and appropriate land for 

housing.
No recommended change.

3, 3.a, 95, Land
Development

Monitor inventory of developable land, to ensure adequate land 
is available for projected housing needs.

No recommended change.

3, 3.b, 95, Development Allow for a range of densities to ensure maximum choice in 
housing options.

Allow for a range of densities to ensure maximum choice in 
housing options.

3, 3.c, 95, Development Consider incentives and flexibility in development standards to 
promote mixed uses that include housing in commercial 
development.

No recommended change.

New Goal Use partnerships and programs to increase the 
opportunity for affordable housing and housing 
preservation.

This came from discussions from the first 
OakPAC Meeting about creative housing 
solutions.

New Policy Work with affordable housing providers to periodically 
assess existing, financial, permitting, and environmental 
barriers. 

Keeping an ongoing discussion with affordable 
housing providers will be important as the city plans 
for growth. 

New Policy Periodically assess current housing incentives and their 
success in producing or preserving housing stocks, 
especially incentives to address affordable housing gaps.

This came from discussions from the first OakPAC 
Meeting about creative housing solutions and also 
help address state requirements to plan for and 
accommodate housing for all income levels. 

New Policy Explore opportunities for managing rentals or short-term 
rentals to prevent loss of housing stock to all income levels. 

The City should continue to understand the 
changing market around housing properties that 
may be kept vacant for short-term rentals or may be 
mismanaged, preventing housing from providing 
long-term housing. 

New Goal Support new housing opportunities, through regulations, 
programs, and partnerships, that enhance housing equity 
and promote environmental justice. 

This both addresses state requirements for 
housing and requirements to address climate 
resiliency. It is required to reverse racially 
disparate impacts and address environmental 
justice, especially those that may be impacted 
by climate change. 

New Policy When planning for housing types affordable to extremely low 
or low-income populations analyzing future projected 
impacts from climate change. 

As this periodic update requires increased housing 
planning initiatives and increased climate 
initiatives, the City should take measures to ensure 
that housing types affordable to low-incomes are 
not sited in areas highly vulnerable to climate 
change. 
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New Policy Include measures in economic growth strategies and 
economic development and redevelopment plans that 
reduce probability of displacement of existing communities, 
especially those vulnerable to climate-exacerbated hazards. 

As the City plans for economic development and 
mitigating climate change, include analysis on the 
potential displacement of existing populations. 

4, 95, Neighborhood
Community

Preserve, maintain and improve the value of existing 
neighborhoods.

 Preserve, maintain and improve the value of existing 
neighborhoods.

4, 4.a, 95, Code Enforce existing housing codes and maintain code enforcement 
efforts in residential areas.

No recommended change.

4, 4.b, 95, Infrastructure Invest in existing infrastructure as a means to encourage private 
reinvestments.

No recommended change.

4, 4.c, 95, Development Encourage redevelopment and infill of underdeveloped 
residential properties.

No recommended change. Review this with the City, what ways is 
redevelopment or infill being encouraged?

1, 140, Growth Support and encourage urban uses and densities to occur 
within the UGA boundaries.

Support and encourage Plan for urban uses and densities 
to occur within the UGA boundaries.

This language is more consistent with the 
Countywide Planning Policies better identifies the 
City's role in assigning urban densities in the City 
boundary (wtihin the UGA).

1, 1.a, 140, Growth Include urban density growth, and municipal public facilities 
serving that growth, only within the UGA boundary, as mandated 
by the Washington State Growth Management Act.

No recommended change.

1, 1.b, 140, Development Ensure that sufficient land in the UGA is available to provide 
reasonable development opportunities to accommodate twenty 
years of population and employment growth.

No recommended change.

1, 1.c, 140, Development Progress toward eliminating unincorporated enclaves in order to 
provide for the most efficient provision of urban services within 
the UGA.

No recommended change.

2, 142, Growth Engage the County cooperatively in determining expansions 
to the UGA boundary in accordance with the County Wide 
Planning Policies.

No recommended change. Review with City

2, 2.a, 142, UGA Boundary The UGA boundary expansion may be activated by a proposal 
from either the City or County. Both governments must agree on 
the boundary as required by the Washington State Growth 
Management Act.

No recommended change. Review with City

URBAN GROWTH AREA
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Coordinate with the County to ensure ....

Coordinate with the County to progress ....
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The City and the County through an Interlocal Agreement shall study the UGA jointly and include proposals for expansion
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2, 2.b, 142, Development Base proposed expansion of the UGA on the percentage of 

developable land existing within the UGA as determined by the 
City Council as well as changes in the city or amendments to the 
Comprehensive Plan.

No recommended change. Review with City

3, 142, Land Use The City and County shall adopt inter-jurisdictional 
cooperation policies regarding land within and surrounding 
the UGA.

Review with City 

3, 3.a, 142, Boundary
Planning

Joint planning should identify, in advance, the priority areas of 
future boundary expansion.

Review with City 

3, 3.b, 142, Growth Ensure regional growth capacity issues are a part of the 
consideration of the boundary expansion by the City and County.

Review with City 

3, 3.c, 142, Planning Continue to use and amend as necessary the Interlocal 
Agreement between Oak Harbor and Island County as the 
primary means of implementing compatible land use policies, 
procedures, public facility planning and development standards 
and regulations within the UGA.

Review with City 

3, 3.d, 142, Planning Plan development within the UGA for future annexation to the 
City by ensuring uses are compatible with the adopted 
Comprehensive Plan.

Review with City 

3, 3.e, 142, Planning A portion of Ault Field should be included in the Oak Harbor UGA 
in the event the base is closed, lands are surpluses, or the 
base's mission is changed and joint use becomes possible. The 
City shall coordinate with the County, the Department of 
Defense and other agencies involved to develop a Master Plan 
for reuse of the air station should any of these events occur.

Review with City 

4, 4.a, 143, Development Land to be annexed should include only areas seen as logical 
extensions of the City, located adjacent to existing urban 
development.

Review with City 

4, 143, Development Annexations to the City will occur in compliance with the 
Washington State Growth Management Act and the following 
policies.

Review with City

4, 4.b, 143, Development The City should avoid annexations that would result in 
unincorporated enclaves within the UGA.

Review with City

Version 1.3 To learn more about the project or provide public comment go to: https://www.oakharbor.gov/808/Oak-Harbor-Comprehensive-Plan September 2025

Base proposed expansions based on the Lands Capacity 
Analysis and the Countywide Planning Policies

change inter-jurisdictional cooperation policy with 
Interlocal Agreement

Move to previous goal

Move to previous goal

No Change

Through Interlocal Agreements with the County plan for development in the 
UGA to be limited until annexation

No Changes

No Changes

The City should be open to have Ault Field included ...

No Changes
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4, 4.c, 143, Development Annexations to the City should be based on evidence that public 

facilities and service capacities already exist or are planned for 
and can be efficiently, economically, and practically provided by 
either public or private sources.

Review with City

4, 4.d, 143, Development Annexations should not diminish the present LOS or create an 
excessive financial burden to existing and prospective property 
owners in the City.

Review with City

4, 4.e, 144, Development Ensure property owners within an annexing area are aware of 
foreseeable obligations or requirements that may be imposed 
upon them by the City at the time of annexation.

Review with City

4, 4.f, 144, Development Require existing buildings, within annexed areas, to meet the 
City's fire and safety requirements.

Review with City

4, 4.g, 144, Fire
Development

Assure that the City's fire rating is not reduced because of 
annexation.

Review with City

4, 4.h, 144, Policing
Development

Maintain the existing level of police service when annexing new 
areas.

Review with City

4, 4.i, 144, Development Annexation proposals should describe the method and level of 
funding for capital facilities needed to serve the annexed area.

Review with City

4, 4.j, 144, Development Proponents of annexation in developed or partially developed 
areas should pay their fair share of the costs of urban services 
and public improvements required to meet the City's LOS 
standards.

No recommended change.

4, 4.k, 145, Economy The City may require the preparation of a fiscal impact study 
which addresses long and short-term economic impacts to the 
City.

No recommended change.

4, 4.l, 145, Development Annex, when possible, areas of sufficient size that square off 
City boundaries and enhance circulation.

Annex, when possible, areas of sufficient size that square off 
City boundaries and enhance circulation.

Review with City

4, 4.m, 145, Development Proposed annexations shall not result in the long-term reduction 
of the City's established LOS standards.

No recommended change.

5, 145, Neighborhoods
Development

New neighborhoods annexed into the City should contribute 
in a positive manner to sustain and enhance the quality of life 
for all Whidbey Island citizens while promoting a strong 
sense of place for Oak Harbor.

Review with City

Version 1.3 To learn more about the project or provide public comment go to: https://www.oakharbor.gov/808/Oak-Harbor-Comprehensive-Plan September 2025

No Changes

No Changes

No Changes

Prior to annexation

No Changes

No Changes

Annexations should be considered where infrastructure is already available or funding for capital facilities is programmed 

No Changes
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5, 5.a, 145, Annexation
Transportation

Annexation agreements should include a preliminary plan for a 
transportation network that emphasizes connections to existing 
neighborhoods, streets and pedestrian facilities.

Review with City

5, 5.b, 145, Annexation
Development

Where topography allows, new annexation areas should develop 
in the traditional lot and block grid pattern that typified early Oak 
Harbor development and enhances the provision of public 
facilities and services.

Review with City

5, 5.c, 145, Annexation
Green Space

The City should consider the desirability of acquiring potential 
new public facilities, such as trails, parks or open space lands, 
during the annexation review process with the cooperation of the 
petitioners.

Review with City

5, 5.d, 145, Annexation In annexation requests where the surrounding land uses could 
be significantly affected by the potential land uses in the 
annexing area, the City should require a greenbelt designation of 
an appropriate width to ameliorate the negative impacts.

Review with City

5, 5.e, 145, Annexation The City should adopt standards that support the 
Comprehensive Plan annexation policies.

Review with City

Version 1.3 To learn more about the project or provide public comment go to: https://www.oakharbor.gov/808/Oak-Harbor-Comprehensive-Plan September 2025

Remove - The City has no ability or authority to establish 
greenbelts
outside the City.

remove "the desirability of" 

No Changes

No Changes
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Report

From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: Magi Aguilar; Cac Kamak
Subject: Online Form Submission #81475 for Comprehensive plan comments, suggestions, and ideas
Date: Thursday, November 6, 2025 4:37:56 PM

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

Comprehensive plan comments, suggestions, and ideas

How do you envision the City of Oak Harbor? What's important for you to see in
Oak Harbor in the next 20 years? 

The City of Oak Harbor is undertaking a major update to its Comprehensive Plan.
The process will update the Plan to meet the applicable State regulations for
housing, infrastructure, and other requirements.  

Oak Harbor and its UGA have been allocated 60+% of Island County’s growth
over the next 20 years.  If you have thoughts and comments on how you would
like these factors to shape Oak Harbor’s future please fill out the form below.  

Your input and participation is an integral part of the update process. If you would
like to follow the update process, please follow discussions at Oak Harbor’s
Planning Commission and City Council Workshops.

First Name Michael

Last Name Szemplinski

Email Address michael.szemplinski@gmail.com

Do you reside within
city limits?

yes

Type your comments,
suggestions, and ideas
regarding the
Comprehensive Plan

Keep applying Strong Town housing ready policies: 

Policy #1: Allow Single-Family Home Conversion to Duplex or
Triplex, by Right
Policy #2: Permit Backyard Cottages in All Residential Zones
Policy #3: Legalize Starter Homes in All Residential Zones
Policy #4: Eliminate Minimum Lot Size Requirements in Existing
Neighborhoods
Policy #5: Repeal Parking Mandates for Housing
Policy #6: Streamline the approval process
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Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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12/09/2025

Planning Commission 
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Comprehensive Plan Policy Review
Preliminary Draft Review

 Seeking broad feedback and general directions
 Comments will help shape the “Draft” Comprehensive Plan

 Review Element schedule
 September - Urban Design, Transportation, Utilities,

Environment, Capital Facilities
 October - Parks and Recreation, Economic Development,

Government Services, Climate Resiliency
 December  - Land Use, Housing, Urban Growth Area

 Determination of Significance (DS)
 EIS
 Expanded version of the SEPA
 Scoping in Jan/Feb 2026
 Three Alt with a preferred alternative

12/09/2025

2025 
UPDATE
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Comprehensive Plan Policy Review
Policy Document
 Goal, Policy, Page Numbers, Theme/Sub-Heading
 Existing Policy
 Proposed Policy Revision
 Reasoning Notes

 Changes address
 Equity
 Climate Resilience
 Environmental Justice
 Compliance with state laws
 Promote sustainable development
 Improve community well-being

12/09/2025

2025 
UPDATE
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 Land Use Element 
 Neighborhood Character: Revised language to discourage the 

use of "neighborhood character" unless clearly defined to 
avoid potential harm to less affluent communities. 

 Open Space: Expanded policies to include climate resilience 
benefits of open spaces. 

 Zoning Tools: Broadened the scope of zoning tools to include 
overlay zones and form-based codes for promoting mixed-use 
developments. 

 Climate Resilience: Added support for climate resilience in 
policies related to open space preservation. 

 Alternate Modes: Added specificity to promote walking and 
biking to reduce car trips and align with complete streets 
designs. 

 Road Connectivity: Expanded policy to emphasize connectivity 
and alleviate traffic congestion. 

12/09/2025

2025 
UPDATE

Page 121 of 128



Land Use Element 
 Native Vegetation: Revised policies to emphasize the 

importance of retaining native vegetation and promoting 
revegetation for resilience and hazard mitigation. 

 Premature Land Clearing: Expanded policy to include 
preserving native vegetation during development. 

 Waterfront Development: Revised policy to promote higher 
densities and amenities through subarea or redevelopment 
planning efforts. 

 Flexible Zoning: Added specificity to encourage development 
and redevelopment along Midway Boulevard using overlay 
zoning. 

12/09/2025

2025 
UPDATE
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Housing
 Extremely Low-Income Housing: Added policies to allow

housing types for extremely low-income households,
including shelters, emergency, transitional, and permanent
supportive housing.

 Accessory Dwelling Units: Included accessory dwelling
units in alternative housing types to improve affordability.

 Affordable Housing: Introduced new policies to assess
barriers to affordable housing, evaluate housing
incentives, and manage short-term rentals to prevent loss
of housing stock.

 Climate Resilience: Added policies to ensure affordable
housing is not located in areas vulnerable to climate

change impacts.

12/09/2025

2025 
UPDATE
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Urban Growth Area (UGA)
 UGA Planning: Updated language to align with Countywide 

Planning Policies and emphasize the City's role in 
assigning urban densities within the UGA. 

 Annexation: Added language to ensure annexations are 
logical extensions of the city, avoid unincorporated 
enclaves, and maintain service levels.  

 Greenbelts: Removed the policy requiring greenbelt 
designations, citing lack of authority to establish them 
outside city limits. 

12/09/2025

2025 
UPDATE
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New Goals and Policies
 Affordable Housing: Introduced goals and policies to 

increase affordable housing opportunities, preserve 
housing stock, and address barriers to housing 
development. 

 Environmental Justice: Added goals to promote housing 
equity and environmental justice, particularly for 
vulnerable populations affected by climate change. 

 Displacement Prevention: Proposed measures in economic 
growth strategies to reduce displacement of existing 
communities. 

12/09/2025

2025 
UPDATE
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QUESTIONS/COMMENTS
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Report

From: noreply@civicplus.com
To: Magi Aguilar; Cac Kamak
Subject: Online Form Submission #79450 for Comprehensive plan comments, suggestions, and ideas
Date: Sunday, October 12, 2025 3:43:38 PM

Caution! This message was sent from outside your organization.

Comprehensive plan comments, suggestions, and ideas

How do you envision the City of Oak Harbor? What's important for you to see in
Oak Harbor in the next 20 years? 

The City of Oak Harbor is undertaking a major update to its Comprehensive Plan.
The process will update the Plan to meet the applicable State regulations for
housing, infrastructure, and other requirements.  

Oak Harbor and its UGA have been allocated 60+% of Island County’s growth
over the next 20 years.  If you have thoughts and comments on how you would
like these factors to shape Oak Harbor’s future please fill out the form below.  

Your input and participation is an integral part of the update process. If you would
like to follow the update process, please follow discussions at Oak Harbor’s
Planning Commission and City Council Workshops.

First Name Steven

Last Name Lange

Email Address 2013klr650dude@gmail.com

Do you reside within
city limits?

no

Type your comments,
suggestions, and ideas
regarding the
Comprehensive Plan

On behalf of Ron Woolworth of Vintage Investments, owner of
Parcel Numbers 491248 and 708853, we respectfully request
that these parcels are taken into consideration for future
annexation into the City of Oak Harbor. There are currently
letters of record with the Planning Director. The property is
already included in the water service area of Oak Harbor and has
participated in the pump station costs for Homestead
Development at 16 homes. Please include, both Ron Woolworth
and myself in any future stake holder meetings and or outreach.

Thank you for your time.
Steven Lange
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360.420.9921

Email not displaying correctly? View it in your browser.
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