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Public Comment Summary: Chelan County Locally Adopted SMP 
Ecology Public Comment Period, April 16, – May 16, 2018 

Summary prepared by WA Dept. of Ecology, May, 2018 
County responses received October 3, 2018 

 
 

Comment 
Number 

Commenter Comment Local Government Response 
and Rationale 

1.  Susan Ballinger Urges Chelan County to make revisions to two sections of the 
proposed SMP pertaining to shoreline designations and riparian buffer 
widths.   
 
The proposed draft SMP does not meet state law requirements nor take 
into consideration guidance offered by citizens, WDFW, and a county-
hired consultant report.  Chelan County commissioned a buffer and 
vegetation conservation proposal review with BERK Consulting, Inc. 
(11/8/17).  This report needs to be reconsidered by Chelan County as a 
guide to revise the riparian buffer width section of the SMP. 
 

Chelan County used WAC 173-26 guidelines for review of the 
shoreline conditions and corresponding buffer designations, 
defined in Chapters 3 and 4 of the Draft SMP.  
 
For designations, WAC 173-26-211(4)(c) authorizes 
jurisdictions to provide alternative systems for designation of 
shorelines. In comparing the WAC and the Draft SMP, the 
Draft SMP closely follows the designation criteria from the 
WAC for “natural” in defining a ‘natural’ designation; 
“shoreline residential” in defining a ‘rural’ designation with the 
inclusion of agriculture and forestry (Section 3.2.3.C.4); “high-
intensity” in defining a ‘urban’ designation; “aquatic” in 
defining an ‘aquatic’ designation. The “urban conservancy” 
from the WAC is most similar to the ‘conservancy’ designation 
with acknowledgement that this designation may support 
human uses subject to environmental limitations and with a 
conditional use permit may provide limited commercial and 
industrial uses. 
 
Buffer designations were determined by multiple factors 
including zoning, development, lot size, other critical areas, 
existing developments. 
 
The ‘urban’ designation for the Lake Wenatchee area correlates 
to an area of existing small lots which are served by public 
wastewater and water and located within a LAMIRD 
designation. Other areas of the lake are designated ‘rural’, 
‘conservancy’ and ‘natural’. 
 
The WDFW has not provided comment on the final Draft SMP 
to Department of Ecology; however, as stated above, the 
County did follow designation criteria within WAC 173-26-
211. 
 
The BERK analysis provided a variety of buffer information 
from other jurisdictions and an overview of the County buffer 
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sizes and modification tools. On page 10, BERK provided an 
Option 1 for buffer sizes which is identical to the Draft SMP. 
The Board reviewed and used the BERK review to determine 
appropriate buffer sizes.  
 
All development and use of the shoreline are intended to be 
review and consistent with the no-net-loss mandate, as stated in 
the Draft SMP Section 4.2. To ensure that all development be 
reviewed for a finding of no-net-loss, the applicability 
section may be modified to read: The provisions of this 
Section and Appendix B, Critical Areas Regulations, shall 
apply to any use, alteration or development within shoreline 
jurisdiction to document a finding of no-net-loss. Additional 
mitigation requirements may by be included within this SMP 
based on the proposed development or use to document a 
finding of no-net-loss.  
 

2.  Paul Zuleta We strongly support the proposed changes that allow lots narrower 
than 100' to use the common line setback. 
 

Common-line provisions are a recommended practice within 
the Department of Ecology Shoreline Handbook, Chapter 11 
page 30, to provide flexibility consistent with surrounding 
development.  

3.  Jane Zanol Concerned about a reduction of riparian buffers on the water.  BERK 
Consulting, who the County hired to advice on the project, suggested a 
different approach than the County is taking, with greater buffers. 
 
Also, the Department of Fish and Wildlife advised the county that 
reducing the riparian buffers would be contrary to Washington State 
law, which requires counties to incur “no net loss of ecological 
function” when they make shoreline designations 
 

See response to Comment #1 
 
 

4.  John Dantoni All the requirements across the board should be the same. There should 
not be less of a shoreline requirement for Lake Chelan than other lakes. 
 

Lake Chelan is a controlled reservoir a change in elevation of 
up to 21’ throughout the year affecting the shoreline ecology. 
While other areas of the County have reservoirs, the changes in 
elevation to Lake Chelan, and the function, as reviewed in the 
Final Inventory & Analysis Report, support the buffer sizes for 
Lake Chelan.  
See Inventory and Analysis report. Each independent shoreline 
was ranked on its overall function based on the inventory.  Four 
major function categories were identified and scored as part of 
assigning designations. 

5.  Julianne Martinez Concerned about the rezoning plan for my community.   Requests that 
the Department of Ecology direct Chelan County to follow the riparian 
buffer recommendations from Berk Consultants.  The county must 
follow recommendations from Washington Department of Fish and 
Wildlife about shoreline designations.  
 

See response to Comment #1 
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6.  Edward 
Martinez 

Request that Ecology direct Chelan County to follow the riparian 
buffer recommendations from Berk Consultants.  Shoreline must be 
saved from reduced ecological function. 
 

See response to Comment #1 

7.  Gro Buer Unhappy with the changes to the shoreline plan because it reduces 
riparian buffers on the water.  States that WDFW has pointed out that 
these changes are contrary to state law.   
Environment designation changes from to urban are significant and 
contradicts the advice of Berk Consultants.    
 

See response to Comment #1 

8.  Susan King Request that an area along Chiwaukum Creek be redesignated to Rural 
(See attached comment letter and maps.) 
 

The proposed area of change generally consists of undeveloped 
lots greater than 20 acres. The area is generally forested 
vegetation with areas of steep slope. Use of the area includes 
some residential development and a public and private road 
with trail head parking near Hwy 2 and trail access along the 
private road.  
The Draft SMP designation is ‘natural’. The request is for 
‘rural’ along the north shoreline. 
Based on the designation criteria of the Draft SMP Section 
3.2.2.B, the County would recommend a ‘conservancy’ 
designation along the partly developed north shoreline 
between Hwy 2 and the end of the private road (the west 
side of parcel 25-17-05-320-100), reflecting the existing uses 
and development, topography, recreational activities and 
the public access and recreation. 

9.  Anonymous Concerns with too many variances on Lake Chelan being 
approved which leads to water quality issues.  (see attached) 
 

See response to Comment #4; additionally, the variance process 
requires additional review of environmental and cumulative 
impacts, see Draft SMP Section 7.8.2(D)(3) which requires the 
applicant to demonstrate no net loss of ecological function. 

10.  David Simmer Underground electrical power extensions should be exempt from SMP 
requirements as long as the line is constructed in existing roadways 
even when the road is presently in areas considered floodway. 
 

State exemptions are provided at the State level in WAC 173-
27-040. The State exemption includes utilities and 
appurtenances for development of a single-family residence. 
  
Larger power and utility developments require a shoreline 
substantial development permit. 

11.  Rob Branson Chiwaukum Creek above US 2 should be designate Rural 
Conservation.  
  

 
Rural Conservation is not a designation within the Draft SMP. 
See related comment response to Susan King. 

12.  North Central 
Audubon 
Society 

The changes to the SMP proposed by Chelan County amount to a 
significant rollback of existing protections.  Many of the County’s 
proposed changes to its SMP represent attempts to accommodate 
development by relaxing current regulations at the expense of the 
future.  Strongly suggest the weakening provisions contained in the 
County’s proposed update to the existing SMP be rejected. 
 
The extent of proposed buffer width reductions contained in the current 

The County used the WAC provisions and Department of 
Ecology Handbook for review and analysis of the new Draft 
SMP. The Inventory and Analysis, Cumulative Impacts 
Analysis and Restoration Plan provide a strong base for 
determining shoreline designations, types of impacts and 
restoration options. Buffers were determined after a detailed 
review conducted by BERK. 
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draft is troubling. Reducing the current width of buffers, which are 
intended to prevent or substantially mitigate these impacts, seem 
unwise and unwarranted.   Negative impacts to our natural water 
systems and critical riparian habitats from reduced buffers would fall 
on the public and future generations.  The SMP should prioritize 
protection of the County’s natural water systems and riparian habitats 
over development and commercial interests.  The existing buffer 
widths should be retained.   If buffer reductions are approved, buffer 
widths should be at least 200 feet for “natural” and “conservancy” and 
150 feet for “high intensity rural”. 
 
Concerned that the numerous buffer width modification “tools” 
contained in the County’s proposed update document would permit 
property owners to encroach on buffers even further than allowed 
under the buffer widths that are eventually approved in the revised 
SMP.  The burden of justifying any modification of shoreline 
protection should fall squarely on the proponent, and to be successful, 
a modification must include a convincing demonstration that without it 
no reasonable use can be made of the proponent’s property.  Suggest 
the number of modification tools be kept to an absolute minimum. 
Allowing numerous loopholes (modification tools) would have the 
opposite effect. 
 
Under the Washington State Growth Management Act, Fish Lake and 
Lake Wenatchee are designated as priority habitats. The Fish Lake Bog 
is also designated a Resource Natural Area by the U.S. Forest Service 
due to its unique ecosystem qualities and functions. Given these 
values, shorelines on the south end of Lake Wenatchee and areas near 
the bog on Fish Lake currently are designated conservancy 
environments. All of this is in recognition of important values 
warranting protection. The Shoreline Management Plan Update, as 
submitted, suggests replacing these designations with less protective 
ones. If approved, the proposed changes would have negative long-
term impacts upon these critical areas. For this reason, we oppose these 
proposed changes, and suggest the current designations be retained.  
 
Given that the threats to the County’s natural water systems and 
riparian habitats will grow over time, assuring the final version of the 
SMP provides the level of protection required by the State Growth 
Management Act and Shoreline Management Act is critical. The 
responsibility for proving the proposed reductions in buffer widths, 
buffer width modification tools, and the assignment of reduced levels 
of protection being proposed for Shorelines of Statewide Significance 
entities such as Lake Wenatchee are sufficient and consistent with 
RCW 90.58.020 priorities must lie solely with the County and be based 
upon best available science. Unless the County has supplied 
convincing supportive scientific information regarding proposed buffer 
widths, the changes proposed should be rejected.   Shorelines that don’t 
qualify for Shorelines of Statewide Significance designation, also hold 
substantial values that directly or indirectly benefit the public and 

 
 
The Draft SMP requires that all development and use be 
reviewed for no-net-loss, see Section 4.2  Ecological Protection 
and Critical Area Regulations and the response to Susan 
Ballinger.  
 
 
Only one buffer modification tool can be used. 
The buffer width modifications are intended to take into 
consideration the diverse site conditions and uses. Each 
modification requires written approval of the shoreline 
Administrator to ensure consistency with the SMP, including 
but not limited to Section 4.2 Ecological Protection and Critical 
Area Regulations.  
 
 
 
Areas along the Fish Lake shoreline which are undeveloped are 
proposed with a ‘natural’ designation. 
 
Areas along the Fish Lake shoreline which are developed or 
platted with small residential lots or historically used for more 
intense development/recreation are recommended for a ‘rural’ 
designation consistent with the Draft SMP siting criteria 
Section 3.2.3. 
 
The existing environmental conditions were considered during 
the review and modification of environmental designations. 
 
The County completed an Inventory and Analysis and 
Cumulative Analysis to determine shoreline conditions and 
impacts to the designation and buffers. BERK completed a 
review of draft buffers, guidance on buffers and considerations 
and options. Option 1 simplified the buffer requirements in 
each designation. The Board of County Commissioners chose 
to use Option 1 buffer widths with some of the tool 
modifications. The modification tools are appropriate to 
address the diverse site specific conditions and require written 
approval of the Shoreline Administrator, Section 3.8.2. The 
written approval may include conditions necessary to assure 
consistency with the SMP. 
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wildlife. In fact, many of them feed Shorelines of Statewide 
Significance entities and are, therefore, functional parts of them. They 
are, therefore, worthy of the same level of protection and should be 
afforded such. 
 

13.  Will Henson See comment letter 
 

Comment received with no response. 

14.  Futurewise We recommend that Section 1.3A read as 
follows to incorporate the required language from WAC 173-26-
191(2)(a)(iii)(A): 
 
A. Except when specifically exempted by statute or this Section 

1.3, all proposed uses, activities, and development occurring 
within shoreline jurisdiction must conform to chapter 90.58 
RCW, the Shoreline Management Act, and this master program. 
This SMP applies to all development including, defined as: a use 
consisting of the construction or exterior alteration of structures; 
dredging; drilling; dumping; filling; removal of any sand, gravel, 
minerals or vegetation; bulkheading; driving of piling; placing 
of obstructions; or any project of a permanent or temporary 
nature which interferes with the normal public use of the surface 
of the waters of the state subject to Chapter 90.58 RCW at any 
stage of water level. Development does not include the 
following activities: 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Objective CONS-2.2 addresses invasive plant species which we 
support. Invasive animal species can also be a problem in shoreline 

The County recommends clarifying Section 1.3 and 1.3.A to 
read: 
All proposed uses and development occurring within 
shoreline jurisdiction must conform to the intent and 
requirements of the laws and rules cited in Section 1.2 and 
this SMP whether or not a permit or other form of 
authorization is required. 
Shoreline jurisdiction and buffers are defined in Chapter 3. 
General use regulations are in Chapter 4 and specific 
regulations in Chapter 5. All nonconforming uses and 
structures are governed in Chapter 6. Chapter 7 covers 
application processes, procedures and review criteria. 
Definitions, including uses, activities and development are 
in Chapter 8. All policies, within this SMP or the 
appendices, are to guide the interpretation and enforcement 
of the SMP regulations. The policies are not regulations in 
themselves and, therefore, do not impose requirements 
beyond those set forth in the regulations. 
A. This SMP applies to all development including, defined 
as: a use consisting of the construction or exterior alteration 
of structures; dredging; drilling; dumping; filling; removal 
of any sand, gravel, minerals or vegetation; bulkheading; 
driving of piling; placing of obstructions; or any project of 
a permanent or temporary nature which interferes with the 
normal public use of the surface of the waters of the state 
subject to Chapter 90.58 RCW at any stage of water level. 
Development does not include the following activities: 
1. Interior building improvements; 
2. Exterior structure maintenance activities, including 
painting and roofing, as long as it does not expand the 
existing footprint of the structure; 
3. Routine landscape maintenance of established, 
ornamental landscaping, such as lawn mowing, pruning 
and weeding; and 
4. Maintenance of the following existing facilities that does 
not expand the affected area: septic tanks (routine 
cleaning), wells, and individual utility service connections. 
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areas. We recommend that Objective CONS-2.2 address invasive 
animal species as well. We recommend modifying Objective CONS-
2.2 to read as follows with our additions underlined and our 
deletions struck through. 
 

Objective CONS-2.2. Prohibit the introduction of invasive 
plant and animal species along shorelines, and encourage 
the removal of noxious and invasive weeds, and trees, and 
noxious non-native animals. 

 
 

 
 
The County recommends clarifying Objective 2.2 to read: 
Prohibit the introduction of invasive plant and animal 
species along shorelines, and encourage the removal of 
noxious and invasive weeds, and trees, and noxious non-
native animals. 
 
 
 
 
 
The Draft SMP Appendix C Restoration Plan includes 
implementation objectives and timelines. The plan notes “As 
directed by the Guidelines, the following discussions provide a 
summary of baseline shoreline conditions, list restoration goals 
and objectives, and discuss existing or potential programs and 
projects that positively impact the shoreline environment. 
Finally, anticipated scheduling, funding, and monitoring of 
these various comprehensive restoration elements are 
provided.” The County is open to updating the dates for 
uncompleted projects. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
We support Goal CONS-2 which encourages the restoration of 
modified or damaged shoreline areas and the associated objective. 
However, there is no objective or policy calling for implementation 
of the restoration plan sufficient to achieve an overall improvement 
in shoreline ecological functions. WAC 173-26-201(2)(f) requires 
in relevant part that “[c]onsistent with principle WAC 173-26-
186(8)(c), master programs shall include goals, policies and actions 
for restoration of impaired shoreline ecological functions. These 
master program provisions should be designed to achieve overall 
improvements in shoreline ecological functions over time, when 
compared to the status upon adoption of the master program.” To 
comply with this requirement, we recommend that Ecology require 
adoption of an objective or policy calling for implementing the 
County shoreline restoration plan sufficient to achieve overall 
improvements in shoreline ecological functions over time. For 
example, the SMP could include the following objective on page 
14: 
 

Objective CONS-2.3. Carryout restoration and 
enhancement projects included in the Restoration Plan so 
that there are overall improvements in shoreline ecological 
functions over the next 20 years. 
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The Shoreline Master Program Guidelines, in WAC 173-26-
201(2)(e)(ii), provide in relevant part:  
 

Consistent with WAC 173-26-186(5) and (8), 
master programs shall also provide direction with 
regard to mitigation for the impact of the 
development so that: 

 
(A) Application of the mitigation sequence 
achieves no net loss of ecological functions for 
each new development and does not result in 
required mitigation in excess of that necessary to 
assure that development will result in no net loss 
of shoreline ecological functions and not have a 
significant adverse impact on other shoreline 
functions fostered by the policy of the act. 

 
On pages 13, 17, 40, 45, and 72 of the shoreline master program 
update various uses and activities are required not to cause 
“significant adverse impacts.” Limiting impacts to significant 
adverse impacts means that some adverse impacts are allowed which 
will, especially on a cumulative level, not achieve no net loss which 
is a requirement for the shoreline master program update. We 
recommend the substitution of “no net loss” for “significant adverse 
impacts” on pages 13, 17, 40, 45, and 72 of the shoreline master 
program update. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A review of the term ‘significant adverse impacts’ shows three 
occurrences. The term is used to state no significant adverse 
impact, specifically: 
Section 3.2.1 “without significant adverse impacts…” 
Section 4.5.A “will not result in a net loss of shoreline 
ecological functions or have significant adverse impacts…” 
Section 5.13.E.2 “will not have significant adverse impacts…”  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Cultural site evaluations are not required under State law; 
however, there is a specific process if there is discovery. The 
Draft SMP supports the current State law and discovery 
process. 
 
 
 
 
 

Many historical and cultural sites are located in shoreline jurisdiction 
due to the availability of water, food sources, and transportation 
routes. The Washington State Department of Archaeology and 
Historic Preservation has developed an archaeological predictive 
model that can predict where archaeological resources are likely to be 
located and where the department recommends archaeological 
surveys should be completed before earth disturbing activities and 
other uses and activities that can damage archaeological sites are 
undertaken.3 Many shoreline areas in Chelan County, and 
Washington State, are rated “survey recommended: moderate risk,” 
“survey highly advised: high risk,” and “survey highly advised: very 

high risk.”4 

 
Addressing archaeological resources upfront before projects begin can 
save money. For 
example, the Jefferson County Public Utility District’s (PUD) 
contractor building a 
community septic system at Becket Point in Jefferson County 
encountered human bones and 
 
Native American artifacts.5 The contractor had to stop construction. 
An archaeologist was called in and conducted an investigation that 
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allowed the project to be redesigned and to be completed. However, 
PUD staff “estimated the delays and additional engineering incurred 
because of the artifacts added about $90,000 to the project’s cost.”6 
That money could have been saved by an upfront archeological 
investigation. 
 
Therefore, we recommend that the SMP update require a site 
inspection or evaluation by a professional archaeologist in 
coordination with affected Indian tribes for areas identified by the 
Washington State Department of Archaeology and Historic 
Preservation predictive model as “survey recommended: moderate 
risk,” “survey highly advised: high risk,” “survey highly advised: 
very high risk,” or documented to contain cultural or archaeological 
resources. This upfront review may save an applicant a lot of time 
and money. 
 
 

Permits are conditioned to comply with the State law and 
discovery proves. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
WAC 173-26-231(3)(c) provides in relevant part that: 
 

Fills waterward of the ordinary high-water mark 
shall be allowed only when necessary to support: 
Water-dependent use, public access, cleanup and 
disposal of contaminated sediments as part of an 
interagency environmental clean-up plan, disposal 
of dredged material considered suitable under, 
and conducted in accordance with the dredged 
material management program of the department 
of natural resources, expansion or alteration of 
transportation facilities of statewide significance 
currently located on the shoreline and then only 
upon a demonstration that alternatives to fill are 
not feasible, mitigation action, environmental 
restoration, beach nourishment or enhancement 
project. Fills waterward of the ordinary high-
water mark for any use except ecological 
restoration should require a conditional use 
permit. 

 
Fills are strictly regulated by the Shoreline Master Program Guidelines 
because they are very destructive of shoreline ecological functions.7 
 
Proposed 5.9B6, on page 67, provides that “[a]ll fills and excavation 
waterward of the OHWM not associated with ecological restoration, 
flood control, archaeological resources or approved shoreline 
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stabilization shall require a Shoreline Conditional Use Permit.” WAC 
173-26-231(3)(c) does not allow fills waterward of the ordinary high-
water mark (OHWM) for flood control or approved shoreline 
stabilization except for shoreline stabilization associated with the uses 
listed in WAC 173-26-231(3)(c). 
 
Further, proposed 5.9B6 by being listed as a separate authorization 
seems to allow additional in water fills through a conditional use 
permit. The interpretation is even more compelling because Table 
3.6-a Shoreline Use Matrix, on page 29, allows fills “[i]n-water not 
related to restoration” and not limited to the uses listed in WAC 173-
26-231(3)(c).  
 
Table 3.6-a Shoreline Use Matrix, on page 31, allows dikes and 
levees in the aquatic environment, which is below the ordinary high-
water mark. These provisions violate WAC 173-26-231(3)(c) and if 
such fills, dikes, and levies are approved they will damage aquatic 
resources. We recommend that Proposed Table 3.6-a and 5.9B be 
rewritten to only allow in water fills for the purposes provided for in 
WAC 173-26-231(3)(c). 
 
 
 

WAC 173-26-211(5)(e) permits fill for flood control structures.  
WAC 173-26-231(3)(a) permits fill for stabilization.  
The Draft SMP flood control (Chapter 4.3) and the shoreline 
stabilization (Chapter 5.18) regulations are consistent with the 
WAC guidelines.  
 
 
 
Fill, in-water not related to restoration, would require 
compliance with the Draft SMP standards including the limited 
uses identified in 5.9. 
 
While dikes and levees are listed in the matrix under “shoreline 
stabilization” they are not defined as stabilization. Dikes and 
levees are provided for in WAC 173-26-221(3) flood hazard 
reduction. The Draft SMP flood control Chapter 4.3 regulates 
how and when such controls used.  
For clarification of the matrix, staff recommends a new 
section “Flood Control” with the use/development “dikes 
and levees” listed below. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Rural Conservancy designation identified in WAC 173-26-
211(5)(b) is not the same Draft SMP ‘conservancy’ designation 
proposed under WAC 173-26-211(4), alternative systems.  
The County has the ability to “establish a different designation 
system” which was done through the planning analysis and 
inventory process. 
The Draft SMP Section 3.2.2 Conservancy is most similar with 
“urban conservancy” in WAC 173-26-211(5)(e). 
 
Addressed above 
 
 
 
Addressed above 
 
Addressed above 
 
 

 
Proposed Table 3.6-a, Shoreline Use Matrix Table, allows uses in 
certain environments that are inconsistent with the Shoreline Master 
Program (SMP) Guidelines, uses that would result to additional 
ecological damage. Allowing commercial and industrial 
development is inconsistent with the SMP Guidelines for the 

“Conservancy” environment.8 The SMP Guidelines prohibit 
commercial and industrial development in the “Conservancy” 
environment unless they are low intensity, water-oriented uses 
allowed “in the limited instances where those uses have located in 
the past or at unique sites in rural communities that possess shoreline 
conditions and services to support the use.”9 If these uses are to 
allowed in the “Conservancy” environment, these qualifications 
must be added as footnotes or in the applicable regulations. 
 
Flood control structures, such as dikes and levees, are also 
inconsistent with the “Conservancy” environment.10 So we 
recommend flood control structures only be allowed as part of a 
restoration project or to maintain an existing structure.11 
 
Fills below the ordinary water mark are inconsistent with the SMP 
Guidelines for the “Natural” environment and should be prohibited 
in the Aquatic environment adjacent to Natural environments except 
for restoration.12 Structural shoreline stabilization is also 
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inconsistent with the “Natural” environment and should also be 
prohibited. 
8 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
The Draft SMP includes provisions for new land divisions 
(short and long plats) in Chapter 5.16 which require 
documenting “building sites behind the required shoreline 
buffer”, Section 5.16.A.5, and require the subdivision to be 
“designed, configured and developed in a manner that assures 
that no net loss of ecological functions results from the plat or 
subdivision at full build-out of all lots.” These requirements 
will require a site specific review of habitat, consistent with the 
SMP critical area regulations. The review and analysis provide 
adequate protections to the shoreline based on the site 
conditions. 
 
 
 
 
See Inventory and Analysis  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The County’s review and analysis process was completed 
through the planning process. The Draft SMP Chapter 4.5 
addresses Conservation. All development/use is required to 
compile with the SMP including Chapter 4.5 which states “ 
Conserve vegetation. Shoreline developments shall address 
conservation and maintenance of vegetation within the required 
buffer through compliance with this Section. Uses and 
modifications must be designed and located to ensure that the 
development will not result in a net loss of shoreline ecological 
functions or have significant adverse impacts to shoreline uses 
and vegetation, resources, and values provided for in RCW 
90.58.020.” 
 
 
The BERK review recommended Option 1 buffer widths 
The Draft SMP notes a 150 buffer for Natural and a 100 buffer 

 
Some wildlife need to travel to rivers, lakes, and streams as part of 
their daily or seasonal activities, such as to obtain water or to graze 
or hunt. When homes are built cheek-by-jowl along the water – 
which is the historic practice of cramming as many water-access lots 
in as possible along water bodies – wildlife in the uplands are cutoff 
from the water areas and vise- versa. While the SMP Update includes 
lot widths and side yard setbacks, they are too narrow to allow 
wildlife to pass through residential areas to use water bodies and to 
use upland areas. We recommend 300-foot lot widths and 50-foot-
wide side yard setbacks for Rural, Conservancy, and Natural 
environments. 

 

 
The buffer widths needed provide shoreline ecological functions on 
rivers, streams, and some parts of lakes are wider than the proposed 
buffers.14 Microclimate, the cooling effect of vegetation along 
rivers that fish and wildlife rely on the summer and the moderation 
of temperatures they need in the winter, requires a minimum of 200 
feet of vegetated buffer.  Wildlife habitat depends on the species, 
but required vegetated buffer widths of 250 to 300 feet and wider 
are common.   
 
Maintaining these functions are one of the reasons that the policy 
of the Shoreline Management Act, in RCW 90.58.020, 
“contemplates protecting against adverse effects to the public 
health, the land and its vegetation and wildlife, and the waters of 
the state and their aquatic life ….” Also recognizing these 
functions, the SMP Guidelines, in WAC 173-26-221(5)(b), require 
that “[m]aster programs shall include: Planning provisions that 
address vegetation conservation and restoration, and regulatory 
provisions that address conservation of vegetation; as necessary to 
assure no net loss of shoreline ecological functions and ecosystem-
wide processes, to avoid adverse impacts to soil hydrology, and to 
reduce the hazard of slope failures or accelerated erosion.” “Local 
governments may implement these objectives through a variety of 
measures, where consistent with Shoreline Management Act 
policy, including clearing and grading regulations, setback and 
buffer standards, critical area regulations, conditional use 
requirements for specific uses or areas, mitigation requirements, 
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incentives and nonregulatory programs.” 

 
None of the buffers in proposed 3.8 Shoreline Buffers are wide 
enough to maintain these shoreline functions. We recommend that 
the buffers for the “Natural” environment be 200 feet wide and the 
buffers for the “Conservancy” be 150 feet wide. These buffers are 
necessary to maintain shoreline functions in these water bodies. 
 
Further, proposed 4.5 Vegetation Conservation and Shoreline Buffer 
Regulations, on pages 45 through 48, only applies within the narrow 
proposed buffers. As proposed 4.5A states in part: “Shoreline 
developments shall address conservation and maintenance of 
vegetation within the required buffer through compliance with this 
Section.”18 Other provisions in proposed 4.5 also limit its application 
to “Shoreline Buffers.”19 Vegetation outside of buffers is not 
conserved contrary to WAC 173-26-221(5)(b). The Chelan County 
shoreline buffers must either be wide enough to protect shoreline 
function or must protect vegetation within shoreline jurisdiction in 
addition to the vegetation in the buffers. 
 
 

for Conservancy based on the BERK analysis of buffers. The 
BERK report outlines buffer widths from other similar 
jurisdictions with recently-approved SMPs, and the Chelan 
County buffers are similar to these buffers.  There are some 
limited exceptions to uses within the buffers that are consistent 
with other jurisdictions. 
 
 
 
 
The shoreline guidelines, WAC 173-26, acknowledge the use 
and development of lands within the shoreline jurisdiction 
when appropriate for the designation and with the appropriate 
buffer. The County has designated buffers and 
uses/development consistent with WAC 173-26. 
 
As stated above, all development/use must comply with the 
SMP, including Chapter 4.5 Vegetation Conservation which 
meets the intent of WAC 173-26-221(5). 
 
 
 
 
 
 
There was discussion about this at the BOCC. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Draft SMP provides for the use of the fire reduction 
methods “from Washington Department of Natural Resource, 
Cascadia Conservation District, or other similar group/agency. 
The Administrator shall review the proposal based on: 
a. The ability of the proposal to reduce fire risk and/or fire 

 
 
Proposed 4.2I, Ecological Protection and Critical Area Regulations 
on page 40, provides in part that “[u]nless otherwise stated, critical 
area buffers and shoreline buffers located within shoreline 
jurisdiction shall be protected and/or enhanced pursuant to Section 
4.5, Vegetation Conservation and all other applicable provisions of 
this SMP.” However, Section 4.5 only protects vegetation within 
narrow shoreline buffers.20 So Section 4.5 does not provide 
protection for upland wildlife buffers or buffers for channel 
migration zones which are different that shoreline buffers. 
Protections for those critical areas must be required as discussed in 
more detail below in the comments on Appendix B beginning on 
page 10. 
 

 
Wildfires are a very serious problem throughout Washington State 
including Chelan County. We support measures to protect people and 
property from wildfires. 
 
Proposed 4.5H allows vegetation removal in shoreline buffers to 
reduce fire risk.21 While such measures are needed, impacts to 
buffers should be reduced by requiring structures to be setback from 
shoreline and critical areas buffers. The proposed shoreline master 
program does not include any setbacks adjacent to buffers. Setbacks 
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from shoreline and critical areas buffers also provide an area in 
which buildings can be repaired and maintained without having to 
intrude into the buffer. 
 
Setbacks also allow for the creation of a Home Ignition Zone that 
can protect buildings from wildfires and allow firefighters to 
attempt to save the buildings during a wildfire. Since a 30- foot-
wide Home Ignition Zone is important to protect the home and 
outbuildings from wildfires, we recommend that a setback at least 
30 feet wide be required adjacent to all shoreline and critical areas 
buffers. The limits on vegetation within the Home Ignition Zone 
are incompatible with a buffer. So, it is important to have setbacks 
that allow the Home Ignition Zone outside the buffers. 

 

spread for the site and the surrounding properties; and, 
b. The impact to the vegetation and habitat function which may 
require mitigation to ensure no-net-loss.” 
 
 
May be appropriate for new developments. 
 
 
 
 
 
Correction would be appropriate 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
The Shorelines Hearings Board is the proper name of the state 
agency in proposed 7.13.2.  The title uses use the correct name, but 
the text uses the incorrect term “Shoreline Hearings Board.” Please 
correct the name of the board to the “Shorelines Hearings Board.” 
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The Shoreline Master Program Guidelines, in WAC 173-26-
201(2)(e)(ii), provides in relevant 
part: 

Consistent with WAC 173-26-186(5) and (8), 
master programs shall also provide direction with 
regard to mitigation for the impact of the 
development so that: 

 
(A) Application of the mitigation sequence 
achieves no net loss of ecological functions for 
each new development and does not result in 
required mitigation in excess of that necessary to 
assure that development will result in no net loss 
of shoreline ecological functions and not have a 
significant adverse impact on other shoreline 
functions fostered by the policy of the act. 

 
However, the definition of adverse impact on page 127, significant 
ecological impact on pages 157 – 58, significant vegetation 
removal on page 158 allow much greater impact to shoreline 
functions than no net loss, it allows harm up to “moderate or 
greater harm.” This will not achieve the Shoreline Master Program 
Guidelines’ no net loss requirement. We recommend that the 
definitions of adverse impact, significant ecological impact, and 
significant vegetation removal be modified to include the no let 
loss standard. Our recommended additions are underlined and our 
recommended deletions are struck through. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
ADVERSE IMPACT. An impact that can be measured or is 
tangible and has a reasonable likelihood of causing a net loss of 
moderate or greater harm to ecological functions or processes or 
other elements of the shoreline environment. See also 
SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL IMPACT 
 
SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL IMPACT. An effect or 
consequence of an action if any of the following apply: 
A. The action may result in a net loss of measurably or 

noticeably reduces or harms an ecological function or 
ecosystem-wide process. 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
These references do not appear to correlate to the Draft SMP. 
The term “significant ecological impact” is noted in the 
following manner: 
3.2.1.C.8 That is, each new parcel must be able to support its 
intended development without significant ecological impacts to 
the shoreline ecological functions.  
4.3.B.3 Modifications or additions to an existing 
nonagricultural legal use, provided that channel migration is 
not further limited and provided that such actions do not cause 
significant ecological impacts. 
4.3.B.11 Repair and maintenance of an existing legal use, 
provided that such actions do not cause significant ecological 
impacts or increase flood hazards to other uses. 
5.8.B.2 Where necessary for assuring safe and efficient 
accommodation of existing navigational uses and then only 
when significant ecological impacts are minimized and when 
mitigation is provided. 
Definitions: SIGNIFICANT ECOLOGICAL IMPACT. – 
addressed below 
 
 
The Draft SMP addresses no net loss, as review criteria. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Recommended correction to read: “‘4’ and ‘6’ above” 
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B. Scientific evidence or objective analysis indicates the action 
could cause reduction or harm to those ecological functions or 
ecosystem-wide processes under foreseeable conditions. 

C. Scientific evidence indicates the action could contribute to a 
net loss of measurable or noticeable reduction or harm to 
ecological functions or ecosystem-wide processes as part of 
cumulative impacts, due to similar actions that are occurring or 
are likely to occur. 

 
SIGNIFICANT VEGETATION REMOVAL. The removal or 
alteration of trees, shrubs, and/or groundcover by clearing, grading, 
cutting, burning, chemical means, or other activity that causes a net 
loss of significant ecological impacts to functions provided by such 
vegetation. The removal of invasive or noxious weeds does not 
constitute significant vegetation removal. Tree pruning, not 
including tree topping, where it does not affect ecological 
functions, does not constitute significant vegetation removal. 
 
These changes are consistent with the definition of “no net loss” on 
page 149 of the Shoreline Master Program Update which requires “no 
resulting adverse impacts on shoreline ecological functions or 
processes relative to the legal condition just prior to the proposed 
development and/or use.” 
 
 

 
 
The criteria are on the application submittal forms and may be 
added to this section. See attached. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
Appendix B proposed 6.2A 7, on page 9 of 11, refers to items “d” 
and “f” which do not exist in proposed 6.2. We recommend that 
they reference the correct subsections. 

 
In addition, Appendix B proposed 6.2A does not include any criteria 
for designating critical aquifer recharge areas. Sections 3.1 and 4.1 
refer to data maps that depict critical areas, but “[t]he data maps are 
to be used as a general guide to the location and extent of critical 
areas.”24 For critical aquifer recharge area there are no criteria for 
determining whether a property shown on the maps as being within a 
critical aquifer recharge area is actually within a critical aquifer 
recharge area. We recommend that criteria for critical aquifer 
recharge areas be so the County and property owners can determine 
if a property is within a critical aquifer recharge area when there is a 
question as to whether the maps correctly identify the location of 
these areas. 
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Appendix B proposed 6.4 does not include any criteria for 
designating geologically hazards areas. There is a wide variety of 
geologically hazardous areas and some of them are deadly. Since 
1942, 15 people have been killed in mud and rock slides in Chelan 
County.25 When “[w]hat may have been the largest earthquake in 
the history of the Pacific Northwest occurred on December 14, 1872 
in Chelan County,” “[e]xtensive landslides occurred in the slide-
prone shorelines of the Columbia River.”26 
 
Sections 3.1 and 4.1 refer to data maps that depict critical areas, but 
“[t]he data maps are to be used as a general guide to the location and 
extent of critical areas.”27 For geologically hazardous areas there 
are no criteria for determining whether a property shown on the 
maps as being within a geologically hazardous area is actually 
within a geologically hazardous area. We recommend that criteria 
for geologically hazardous areas be included in Appendix B so the 
County, Ecology, and property owners can determine if a property is 
within a geologically hazardous area when there is a question as to 
whether the maps correctly identify the location of these areas. 
Criteria should be included for all of the geologically hazardous 
areas identified in WAC 365-190-120 that occur in Chelan County’s 
shorelines. 
 
The standards for geologically hazardous areas in proposed 6.4 are 
not adequate to protect people and property. Enclosed with this letter 
is the Policy Brief Landslide Hazards which includes specific 
measures to protect people and property from landsides. We 
recommend these measures be incorporated into Appendix B. 
 
 

The hazards have been identified on County maps. It was the 
County’s intent to use the existing maps; however, the existing 
criteria used to create the maps in CCC 11.86.020 
Classification can be added to a new section 6.4.C 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The performance standards in CCC 11.86.060, Report 
preparer qualifications and criteria in CCC 11.86.065 and 
the Site assessment and report requirements in CCC 
11.86.070 should be added as new sections 6.4.D, E and F 
respectively.  
 
Recommend adding WAC reference to 6.5.A 
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The Washington State Supreme Court has recognized that critical 
areas regulations for fish and wildlife habitats must designate and 
protect the habitats listed in the state regulations re-codified as WAC 
365-190-130(2).28 The portions of this regulation applicable to 
Chelan County identify the following fish and wildlife habitats for 
designation and protection: 
 
(a) Areas where endangered, threatened, and sensitive species have a 
primary association; 
 
(b) Habitats and species of local importance, as determined locally; 
… 
(e) Naturally occurring ponds under twenty acres and their 
submerged aquatic beds that provide fish or wildlife habitat; 
 
(f) Waters of the state; 
 
(g) Lakes, ponds, streams, and rivers planted with game fish by a 
governmental or tribal entity; and 
 
(h) State natural area preserves, natural resource conservation areas, 
and state wildlife areas. 
 
Proposed 6.5A, Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas on 
page 10 of 11, only designates “known fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation containing federal-listed and state- listed endangered, 
threatened, and priority species …” omitting WAC 365-190-
130(2)(b), (e), (f), (g), and (h) above. Those habitats must also be 
protected. 
 
In addition, the site analysis/report required by proposed 6.5A, Fish  
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  and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas on pages 10 and 11 of 11, 
only require the identification and, apparently, protection of 
endangered, threatened, sensitive species and their habitats. There 
is no requirement to identify and protect priority species and their 
habitats. This is inconsistent with the earlier part of proposed 6.5A, 
Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas which designates 
which designates priority species. We recommend that the site 
analysis/report require the identification and protection of priority 
species and priority habitats and the fish and wildlife habitats 
identified in WAC 365-190-130(2) and quoted above. Further as 
will be explained under the next recommendation the protection 
measures for these species and habitats should be incorporate 
science-based standards. 

 

 
 
 
WAC 365-190-130(2) recommends Counties 
should consult current information on priority 
habitats and species. Staff supports using WDFW 
data to identify habitat conservation areas. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Section 6.5.B states that “no development 
approval shall be granted unless mitigation of 
adverse effects can be provided that will ensure 
continuation of base-line populations for all 
endangered, threatened and sensitive species.” 
While not using the term no-net-loss, in the same 
manner of the Draft SMP, the objective is the 
same. 
 
The County developed the SMP in compliance 
with WAC 173-26-221(5)(b) with consultation of 
WDFW, as noted throughout the Inventory and 
Analysis.  
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 
The critical areas regulations must “[p]rovide a level of protection to 
critical areas within the shoreline area that assures no net loss of 
shoreline ecological functions necessary to sustain shoreline natural 
resources.”29 WAC 173-26-221(5)(b) requires that “[a]t a minimum, 
local governments should consult shoreline management assistance 
materials provided by the department and Management 
Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats, prepared by 
the Washington state department of fish and wildlife where 
applicable.” 
 
As was discussed above, the vegetation retention regulations in the 
shoreline master program update only address riparian buffers, not 
fish and wildlife habitats. Proposed Appendix B Section 6.5, Fish and 
Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas, does not include any standards 
for the protection of instream and upland wildlife habitats, other than 
riparian habitats. As required by WAC 173-26-221(5)(b), these 
regulations should at least require compliance with the Management 
Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Habitats and Species 
including the Management Recommendations for Washington's 
Priority Species Volume I: Invertebrates,30 Washington Department 
of Fish and Wildlife Management Recommendations for 
Washington’s Priority Species Volume III: Amphibians and 
Reptiles,31 Management Recommendations for Washington’s 
Priority Species – Volume IV: Birds,32 Management 
Recommendations for Washington’s Priority Species – Volume V: 
Mammals,33 Management Recommendations for Washington’s 
Priority Habitats and Species Great Blue Heron,34 and Site-specific 
Management How to Avoid and Minimize Impacts of Development to 
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Shrub-steppe.35 Having specific guidance for protecting priority 
habitats and species in the regulations is necessary to assure no net 
loss of shoreline ecological functions necessary to sustain shoreline 
natural resources as the SMP Guidelines require.36 
 
 

15.  Bruce Williams The County's current proposed updates to its Shoreline Management 
Program do not sufficiently protect riparian areas and do not 
sufficiently protect flood absorption capacity. 
 
 I oppose the changes around Lake Wenatchee of the north shore 
from rural to urban and the south shore from conservancy to urban. 
 
I believe there should be more protection of the flood absorption 
capability of Icicle River north of where it crosses under East 
Leavenworth Road. For example, just north of East Leavenworth 
Road on the west side of the river is a large oxbow that becomes a 
small lake during high water. If this area is developed or otherwise 
limited in its flood absorption potential, it will increase flooding 
along the Icicle. Another example: a little way further down the Icicle 
is a small peninsula labeled as "rural." The only access to that 
peninsula is via a small isthmus that is currently under water (which 
happens regularly). That peninsula and isthmus should be labeled 
"natural". The entire stretch of Icicle River below East Leavenworth 
Road should be more carefully reviewed in light of high water 
conditions, the tendency of the Icicle to flood, and the possibility of a 
dam breach higher in the Icicle drainage. 
 

The Draft SMP includes no-net-loss review, as 
addressed in Comment #1 and 14. Section 4.3 
Flood Hazard Reduction Regulations are 
consistent with WAC guidelines, including WAC 
173-26-221(3) flood hazard reduction 
 
 
 
See response to Comment #1 
 
 
The County has met the State requirement to map 
the CMZ.  

16.  Edgar Meyer The proposed changes of shoreline designation from “Conservation” 
and “rural” to “urban’ would definitely cause down-grading of what 
is still natural in the shoreline area and still important habitat for 
wildlife and fish.  That some properties have water and sewer service 
does not simply warrant “urban” designation.   Many of those 
properties have shoreline conditions that are quite natural and the 
change to “urban” would ensure lower ecological function.    
 

See response to Comment #1 

17.  Carol Miller Request that the area at the end of Chiwaukum Creek Road be 
designate Rural Conservation and concur that this would be an 
appropriate designation.   The Rural designation is more consistent 
with the historical use of the properties on the road.   
 

Rural Conservation is not a designation in the 
Draft SMP. See response to Comment #8 

18.  Mary Gallagher My primary concern with the Plan, as approved by my three County 
Commissioners, is that it reduces riparian buffers on the water. I 
shared my concerns with them during the Public comment process 
they held. BERK Consulting, who the County hired to advise on the 
project, suggested a different approach than the County is taking, 
with greater buffers.  I assume you have seen their report. I am 
disappointed that the County did not listen to my comments. I am 
really disappointed they did not take the advice of their consultant in 

See response to Comment #1 
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this matter. 
 
From others involved with this Plan, I have been told that the 
Department of Fish and Wildlife advised the County that reducing the 
riparian buffers would be contrary to Washington State law, which 
requires counties to incur “no net loss of ecological function” when 
they make shoreline designations.  For example, at Lake Wenatchee, 
a Shoreline of Statewide Significance, the County has changed the 
North shore designation from “rural” to “urban,” and the South Shore 
designation from “conservation” to “urban.” I firmly believe these 
changes will result in greater environmental pressure on the lake and 
the fish and wildlife (especially birds) who live and migrate here. I 
don’t know what Ecology can do but I would ask that the 
“designations” on both Lake Wenatchee and Fish Lake not be 
changed, but kept as is. 
 
I am concerned that zoning can be changed as well in the future, and 
that it is better to keep the “conservation” or “rural” designations to 
protect the lake. Currently Lake Wenatchee is home to several 
Priority Habitats, including Freshwater Wetland and Fresh Deep 
Water.  These Priority Habitats support many Washington State 
Priority Species of birds and three Priority Species of Fish, Bull 
Trout, Sockeye Salmon, and Chinook Salmon. For these important 
habitats and priority species, the shoreline deserves greater protection 
than the new SMP affords. I hope you have talked with DFW and all 
the agencies involved with Salmon recovery and protection. 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
A change to zoning first requires a 
Comprehensive Plan amendment with appropriate 
noticing and meeting the criteria for a new 
designation. 

19.  Diane Patterson Please do not reduce the buffer areas (riparian zones) along the shore 
of Lake Wenatchee.  They are very important to the ecology of the 
lake and surrounding area.   
 

See response to Comment #1 

20.  Sharon Lunz I don’t think the proposed updates to the SMP adequately protect the 
riparian areas along our rivers, lakes and streams.  The buffer areas 
need to be larger in all designation except urban.   
 
I strongly object to the change at the lower end of Lake Wenatchee – 
the north shore should remain in Rural and the south shore should 
remain in conservancy.  Lake Wenatchee should not be further 
urbanized. 
 
There should be stronger protection of the floodplain, particularly 
along the Icicle River.  Additional development, fill, driveways, etc. 
will displace floodwater, making flooding worse along the river in a 
time when runoff is expected to get higher, with more flood events.  
  

See response to Comment #1  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
See response to Comment #15 

21.  DNR Regarding section 5.5 Boating Facilities Regulations (C) (6) 
Covered moorage is permitted.   Comment:  In Lake Chelan, the 
Washington Department of Natural Resources (WDNR) has authority 
over aquatic lands waterward of the 1079- foot elevation. The Lake’s 

The County recommends changing 5.5.C.6 to 
read: Covered moorage is permitted; however, 
on State-owned aquatic land for Lake Chelan 
an approved permit/agreement from DNR is 
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managed level fluctuations ranging between the 1091 and 1079- foot 
elevation, may be a factor influencing the absence in some areas of 
natural aquatic vegetation and nearshore habitat. Due to this unique 
situation, WDNR may allow covered moorage in highly developed 
areas and locations having a commercial environment on a case by 
case basis in Lake Chelan only.  Suggested language:  Covered 
moorage -in Lake Chelan only- may be allowed on state-own aquatic 
lands on a case by case basis. 
 
 
Regarding section 5.5 Boating Facilities Regulations (D) Site 
Operation (1) New and modified public marinas shall provide a 
pump-out facility or document alternative options.  Comment:  
Chelan County does not specify the total number of residential slips 
allocated to residential uses. Marinas located on state owned aquatic 
lands will only use ten percent of the total number of slips for 
residential uses (WAC 332-30-171).  Suggested language:  Marinas, 
pier, open water moorage and anchorage areas, or other moorage 
facilities located on state-owned aquatic lands, will only use ten 
percent (10%) of the total number of slips in a marina for residential 
uses, as required under WAC 332-30-171. 
 
 
Regarding section 5.15 Recreational Regulations. B. Houseboat. 
(1) Houseboats may be permitted, for noncommercial activities, when 
moored for a time period of not more than fourteen days during any 
sixty-day period at any one dock or facility with a pump station.  
Comment:   How will Chelan County implement the proposed time 
period? Who will be counting the days? This language may 
proliferate houseboats at every location with a pump station without 
taking in consideration existing habitat conditions, presence of 
critical wildlife habitat or the shoreline environmental designation of 
the area.  Suggested language:  Houseboats shall only be 
accommodated in marinas equipped with the necessary facilities, 
including disposal of sewage, oil, gray water and solid waste for 
designated areas. Houseboats moored on state-owned aquatic lands 
will comply with the provisions in WAC 332-30-171. 
 
 
Regarding section 5.15 Recreational Regulations. B. Houseboat. 
(2). Houseboats may be permitted. For commercial rentals, if the 
upland property is zoned commercial and when moored at a facility 
with a pump station.  Comment:   This language may spread 
houseboats at every location with a pump station even if the upland 
property is zoned commercial.  Suggested language:   Houseboats 
shall only be accommodated in marinas equipped with the necessary 
facilities, including disposal of sewage, oil, gray water and solid 
waste for designated areas. Houseboats moored on state-owned 
aquatic lands will comply with the provisions in WAC 332-30-171. 
 

required prior to placement.  
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The County recommends adding the DNR’s 
statement as a new criteria item, under number 2: 
2. Marinas, pier, open water moorage and 
anchorage areas, or other moorage facilities 
located on state-owned aquatic lands, will only 
use ten percent (10%) of the total number of 
slips in a marina for residential uses, as 
required under WAC 332-30-171. 
 
 
 
 
 
The County supports retaining the Draft SMP 
language with the following addition: Houseboats 
moored on state-owned aquatic lands will 
comply with the provisions in WAC 332-30-
171. 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The County supports retaining the Draft SMP 
language with the following addition: Houseboats 
moored on state-owned aquatic lands will 
comply with the provisions in WAC 332-30-
171. 
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22.  Joe McNutt Firstly, I found the SMP discussions at the meetings to be open, wide 
ranging, thorough, with frequent references to scientific defensibility 
of the plan’s various technical components. I was particularly 
impressed by the commissioner’s frequent references to the plan’s 
technical content submitted by the contracted environmental 
consultants, and their insistence that any proposed plan modification 
during the review process had to be consistent with the consultant’s 
data analysis and advice. In my view, the overall review process was 
thorough and well founded on a technical basis. 
 
Secondly, I believe that the SMP plan’s balance between shoreline 
environment protection, and property owners ability, and rights, to 
develop their properties is consistent with the environmental 
consultant’s recommendations and analysis of potential 
environmental impacts in these most important riparian zones. Much 
of the meeting discussions focused on these setbacks and their 
ramifications, as I’m certain was conveyed to the DEC by their 
representative at the meetings. 
 
And thirdly, in reviewing the SMPs from a collection of Washington 
counties, I found no significant variance between Chelan County’s 
proposed SMP content and content from those counties having 
similar environments to Chelan County. This is reassuring. 
 
I fully support the proposed Chelan County SMP, and hope that this 
brief note provides useful information to the DEC review and 
adjudication process. 
 

Comment received  
 
 

23.  Grette 
Associates 

Grette Associates represents Fish Lake Acres, Inc.; Dave Evans. We 
have previously provided written comments to Chelan County 
identifying errors in the proposed shoreline environment designation 
of “Natural” for the property on the northwest shore of Fish Lake 
owned by Dave Evans and the nearby plat of Carsten Summer 
Homes. An additional comment letter dated August 14, 2017 was 
submitted on the same topic. Those comments included site-specific 
information to explain why the properties should be designated as a 
“Rural” shoreline environment. The Chelan County Commissioners 
agreed and voted to make the recommended change to all the 
privately owned property located west of U.S. Forest Service 
ownership. In reviewing Appendix A Shoreline Map 46 available on 
Ecology’s website, the revisions voted on by the county 
commissioners are not consistent with what is shown on this map. An 
environment designation change from Rural to Natural is arbitrarily 
drawn through the subject property so that it has a split designation. 
As explained in previous comments, the Natural designation is 
incorrect based on existing development on the property. The Evans 
property is developed with a residence, maintenance building, 
multiple rental cabins, multiple docks, a campground, RV sites with 
utilities, restroom and boat launch. A road passes through the middle 
of the Carsten Plat and runs parallel to the lake through the Evans 

Comment received, the maps were modified by 
the County at the hearing as shown on Attachment 
B to Resolution 2017-120. This attachment shows 
the areas in question as consistent with the Board 
direction.  
 
It appears that an appendix version of the maps 
shows the pre-modified maps. 
  
The County requests that Attachment B to 
Resolution 2017-120 be adopted by the 
Department of Ecology. 
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property and then onto USFS land. The road continues along the 
entire north shore of the lake where it is only a few feet from the 
water in some locations. The environment designation change splits 
the improved areas of the property so that some are in one 
environment designation and some in the other. At the large scale the 
maps are produced, it is impossible to determine where this 
environment change is on the ground. When environment 
designations follow property lines, their location can easily be 
located. 

24. Edie & Simon 
Lie 

Chiwaukum Creek should be designated a natural environment.   
Believe that keeping the creek in its most natural state is important 
for the wildlife and beauty of the area.   

See response to Comment #8 

25. Native Plant 
Association 

The Wenatchee Valley Chapter of the Washington Native plant 
Society (WNPS) urges Ecology to reject the proposed new shoreline 
buffers zone standards in Chelan County’s updated Shoreline Master 
Program (SMP).   
 
Chelan County’s revised buffer zone standards that are significantly 
reduce from current levels fail to carry out the intent of riparian 
buffers under Chelan County Code Sec. 11.78.090 and the state SMP 
Guidelines under WAC 173-26-551(5) (b).   In addition, the County 
has failed to justify these drastic changes using available scientific 
and technical information set out in WAC 173-26-201.   Without 
adequate justification under the required legal standards, it appears 
that the standards are designed primarily to benefit the development 
and economic interests of land owners.   
 
Riparian buffers under the County Code are supposed “to maintain 
riparian habitat functions, structure and value.”  The principle 
underlying shoreline vegetation conservation under the Washington 
Code is “to protect and restore the ecological functions and 
ecosystem wide processes performed by vegetation along shoreline” 
as well as “to increase the stability of river banks and coastal bluffs, 
to reduce the need for structural shoreline stabilization measures…to 
protect plant and animal species and their habitats, and to enhance 
shoreline uses.”  Native plants represent critical riparian vegetation 
whose conservation are integral to ecological functions of shorelines.  
Reducing the buffer zones will result in the removal of native plants 
along the shoreline, thereby reducing the ecosystem value of riparian 
habitat.  Chelan County has offered no explanation for how the 
reduced buffers zones, which in the Natural, Conservancy, and Rural 
shoreline environments would be cut in half or more, carries out the 
goal of riparian buffers or furthers the underlying principles of 
shoreline vegetation conservation.  In fact, the do the opposite, i.e., 
encourage structural development in the sensitive riparian zone that 
contributes to the degradation of the ecological functions of riparian 
habitat.   
 
During the December 11 public hearing o the proposed changes, 

 
 
 
 
 
 
See response to Comment #1 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
The Draft SMP addresses protection and 
restoration of ecological functions in various 
review criteria, including but not limited to, Water 
Quality in Section 4.6, Vegetation Conservation in 
Section 4.5 and Ecological Protection in Section 
4.2 
 
 
See response to Comment #1 
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 there was no substantive discussion of the report and accompanying 
recommendations of the consulting company they hire to assist them 
in amending the SMP, Berk Consulting.  The County appears to have 
ignored or rejected without explanation the Berk Report’s two 
possible recommended alternative to the more drastic reduction in 
proposed riparian buffers the County wants to adopt.   
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 


