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Comment 
Number 

Comment 
Topic  

Commenter Comment Local Government Response 
and Rationale 

1  2.05 Public 
Access Goal 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

Addressing the need for compliance with the American with 
Disabilities Act (ADA) is important.  Restrictions of beach access 
paths to four feet may result in adjacent trampling or user trails. 

No change is proposed in response to this 
comment.  This section does not conflict 
with ADA standards.  Chapter 5.14.02 G 
does not limit all pathways in shoreline 
jurisdiction to four feet in width.  Rather, 
this section is an expansion of defined 
appurtenant activities common to single 
family residential development.  By adding 
a four foot wide ramp, path and stairs to 
the list of appurtenant structures, the 
permitting process is much reduced.  If a 
homeowner desires a wider ramp, path or 
stairs, the option of obtaining a substantial 
development permit is always available. 

2  4.05 Dune 
Management  Williams 

Supports plan to develop a dune management program outlined in 
Section 4.05.01 (I) which the city should begin soon. The dune 
management program should address the serious fire hazard in 
the area adjacent to the city’s hotels.  Support from Ecology in 
resolving this problem is requested.  

Thank you for support of the city's initiative 
to address dune management. 

3  4.08.02 H 
Public Access 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

This subsection potentially conflicts with State Park management 
of the Seashore Conservation Area (SCA).  State Parks would 
determine the appropriateness of any potential public access that 
crosses into or through the SCA. 

Reference to WA State Parks has been 
added on pages: 44, 71, 74, 80,100, 102,  & 
103. These inserts acknowledge State Parks' 
authority over lands subject to the SCA. A 
definition of the SCA has been added to the 
document. (Definitions, Page 149) 

4  4.09.01 B 
Restoration 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

Restoration projects within the SCA require review and approval 
by State Parks. 

The city recommends inserting new 
language on page 41. Section: F. "Applicants 
seeking to perform restoration projects are 
advised to work with Washington State 
Parks for those lands in the Seashore 
Conservation Area."   
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5  4.09.02 B 
Restoration 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

Long term maintenance and monitoring is always desirable but 
there should be flexibility for timing and implementation so non-
profit organizations and others with restricted funds are not 
discouraged from engaging in restoration projects. 

No change made in response to this 
comment.  The regulatory language allows 
the applicant to ask for a maintenance 
program specific to their needs.  

6  
4.10 

Vegetation 
Management 

Williams 

Supports the development and implementation of a 
comprehensive vegetation management program along the 
freshwater lakes and canals and hopes this will improve 
implementation and enforcement of lot clearing regulations. 

Thank you for support of the city's initiative 
to address vegetation management. 

7  
4.10.02 A.6 
Vegetation 

Conservation 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

This requirement contradicts existing state law (RCW 17.10) that 
requires the removal of Class A Noxious Weeds, regardless of 
replanting, and could deter individuals from removing noxious 
weeds in the future. Re-vegetating areas where noxious weeds are 
removed is not always appropriate. For instance, aquatic systems 
that had no emergent vegetation prior noxious weed infestation 
should not be re-vegetated. 

 

8  
4.10.02 B.1 
Vegetation 

Conservation 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

Up to 18 months should be allowed for replanting. Considerations 
should be included for storm events, droughts, or other 
unintended natural events. 

The city recommends changing the 
replanting period from 12 to 18 months. 
 

9  
4.10.02 B.2 
Vegetation 

Conservation 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

Within the SCA, the replacement of ornamental landscapes with 
ornamental plants is not consistent with State Park policy.  This 
section should be modified to prohibit revegetation with plants on 
the noxious weed list and other invasive ornamental species. 

The city recommends incorporating 
additional language to address invasive 
plants: "...but excluding invasive 
ornamentals or plants on the State or city 
noxious weed list..." (Page 43)  

10  
5.03 Allowed 

Uses 
Table 5-1 

Williams 

There are several clerical errors in Table 5-1 which should be 
corrected.  For example Single/Joint-Use Piers or Docks are 
prohibited in the Shoreline Residential designation. 

The city council recommended amending 
Table 5-1 to indicate that Private 
Single/joint use Piers or docks are 
Permitted in High Intensity, Residential and 
Urban Conservancy environments.  No 
change is recommended for the Natural or 
Aquatic environments.  These edits were 
accidentally omitted from the document 
forwarded to Ecology.  
 

11  5.04.02 A.2 Williams In A (2)(c), please clarify the term “buffer”.  Is this the Shoreline No change is proposed in response to this 



Attachment D - Public Comment Summary and Response – Ocean Shores SMP, Resolution No. 767 
 

3 
 

Comment 
Number 

Comment 
Topic  

Commenter Comment Local Government Response 
and Rationale 

Shoreline 
Vegetation 

Buffers  

Vegetation buffer?   comment.  "Buffer" is a defined term in the 
definition section. 
 
Buffer or Buffer Zone – The area 
contiguous with a shoreline of the state or 
a critical area that maintains the functions 
and/or structural stability of the shoreline 
of the state or critical area. 
 

12  

5.04.02 C.2 
Shoreline 

Vegetation 
Buffers 

 Table 5-3 

Williams 

Comment supports the proposed vegetation buffers and structural 
setbacks but notes there are errors in Table 5-3 which should be 
corrected. 

The city supports correction of the 
structural setback in Table 5-3, Natural 
Environment, from 215-feet to 200-feet. 
 

13  
 
 
 
 

5.04.02 D.5 
Common Line 

Buffers and 
Setbacks  

Freitag 

A clear hierarchical order for the provisions addressing common 
line buffers and setbacks should be provided.  As written, 
regulation 5.a. restricts reductions of the shoreline vegetation 
buffer to no more than 25% (48.75’ for a 65’ buffer) while 
regulation 5.b restricts the total reduction of buffer and setback to 
no less than 35’ and precludes the common line provisions from 
reducing the combined buffer/setback to less than 35’; and yet 
regulation 5.e allows for a common line determined by existing 
residences on both sides, even if neither residence is consistent 
with 5.a or 5.b.  If the common line criteria does not take 
precedence, would this mean a proposed residence, between two 
existing residences, will be required to pursue a variance permit? 

The Planning Commission reviewed section 
5.04.02 in response to this comment.  
Several changes are recommended to 
clarify the procedure for calculating a 
setback average. 

14  

5.04.02 
Common Line 

Buffers and 
Setbacks 

Freitag 

Establishing a common line, as shown in the illustration, results in 
a disadvantage for the proposed home and doesn’t account for 
variations in the structure of a home (not all box shaped), irregular 
lots, or irregular orientation of a home to the water.  The common 
line should use the two existing foundation points closest to the 
average OHWM. 

No change is proposed in response to this 
comment.  The common line setback 
provisions provide some flexibility in the 
layout of new development, but are not 
meant to replace the more extensive 
review provided through a shoreline 
variance. 

15  
5.04.02 

Common Line 
Buffers and 

Freitag 
The SMP should include a provision for lots with existing 
bulkheads, otherwise most lot owners will be forced to apply for 
variances.  The provision should allow for a reasonable setback 

No change is proposed in response to this 
comment.  Best available science finds that 
birds, fish, animals, and water quality 
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Setbacks established on a case-by-case basis. benefit from vegetation buffers along the 
shoreline and that bulkheads do not 
provide protection equal to that provided 
by a vegetation buffer.   

16  
5.07.02 G.4 

Docks, Piers, 
and Floats 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

Restricting an access path to 4’ or less may prevent compliance 
with ADA. 

No change is proposed in response to this 
comment.  See response to Comment #1. 

17  5.11 Mining  Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

“Mining and/or the sale of sand within the SCA is prohibited 
except, as clarified in RCW 79.05.630(4) “the sale of sand from 
accretions shall be made to supply the needs of cranberry growers 
for cranberry bogs in the vicinity”. These sales are regulated by 
State Parks who has already identified those areas appropriate for 
sand removal. While the Parks Commission may grant additional 
leases/permits to remove sand for construction purposes if such 
removal has been determined “appropriate”, no other removal 
has been permitted. All application for sand removal must first be 
approved by State Parks. Removal is also subject to review from 
other environmental regulatory agencies. “ 

If the mining chapter is retained, the city 
recommends the following addition to 5.11, 
"Mining in the Seashore Conservation Area 
is subject to WA State Parks review." (Page 
79) 
 

18  
6.1 Shoreline 
Modifications 

Table 6-1 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

Table 6-1 includes “Beach Restoration and Enhancement” which is 
not defined.  This requires a conditional use while Habitat 
Restoration does not which seems inconsistent.  Please clarify. 

No change is proposed in response to this 
comment.  While beach restoration is not 
defined in the SMP, it typically includes an 
analysis of the beach geologic process and 
the impact of human influence on these 
activities, followed by a proposal to impact 
the geologic processes.  As noted, habitat 
restoration is not listed in this table.  
Habitat restoration could include beach 
restoration and vegetation management.  If 
it includes a project includes both habitat 
and beach restoration, it would be subject 
to the beach restoration requirements.  

19  
7.02 

Permit 
Processing 

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

Please clarify that the SCA is managed by State Parks and 
applicants must obtain approval from Parks prior to pursuing 
permits from other agencies. 

No change made in response to this 
comment.  This section clearly states that 
state requirements must be met.  Because 
of the complexity of the permitting system 
and changing laws and regulations, any city 
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list of required state permits and reviews 
programs would soon be out of date. The 
addition of several references to the 
Seashore Conservation Area should be 
sufficient to notify applicants of its 
existence and the need to comply. 

20  
Seashore 

Conservation 
Area  

Yearout, WA 
State Parks 

The document, including all figures and maps, should clearly 
demarcate and accurately identify the SCA, as well as acknowledge 
State Parks underlying jurisdiction including the ocean beach 
approaches:  Oyehut, Chance a la Mer, Pacific, Ocean Lake Way, 
Taurus, North Jetty 

A definition of the SCA has been added to 
the document.  The city is willing to amend 
the notes on Figure 14 to state the the City 
will work with State Parks to make a field 
determination for projects located within 
the SCA. 

21  Numerous Williams 

Comments explicitly identify and support the following:   
 
5.04.01 - Shoreline Height Standards and view corridor review; 
5.04.02 B - Shoreline Vegetation Buffers and setbacks provisions; 
5.04.02 C.5 addressing decks, patios, retaining walls and access 
paths in the shoreline structural setback 
5.04.02 D.5 Common Line Buffers and Setbacks 

No change proposed in response to these 
comments.  Thank you for support of the 
proposal. 

 


