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The following changes are recommended as consistent with the SMA (RCW 90.58) and the SMP Guidelines (WAC 173-26, Part III) to clarify provisions for implementation: 
Color Key: Revisions suggested by Comment Response Summary (Attachment D);  
 

ITEM SMP 
PROVISION 

BILL FORMAT CHANGES 
[underline = additions; strikethrough = deletions] ECOLOGY DISCUSSION/RATIONALE 

1.  Global Issue - 
Formatting  

 
For precise citations to aid implementation, for internal consistency, and to 
aid reader navigation, Ecology recommends fixing the missing alpha-numeric 
formatting, especially in the following sub-section locations: 
• 3.4.6 Wetlands,  
• 3.4.7 CARAs,  
• 3.4.8 FWHCAs,  
• 3.4.9 Frequently Flooded Areas and Channel Migration Zone,  
• 3.4.10 Geologically Hazardous Areas, 
• 4.2.2 Aquatic Environment, through 4.2.6 High Intensity Environment, 
• 5.3.1 Agriculture, through 5.3.13 Utilities, 
• 6.1 General Provisions for Shoreline Modifications, 
• 6.3.1 Shoreline Stabilization, through 6.3.5 Shoreline Enhancement and 

Restoration. 
 
 
 

2.  
Global Issue – 

Shoreline 
Administrator 

...the County or its agent Shoreline Administrator… 

 
For internal consistency with SMP 2.2 Shoreline Administrator, and SMP 7 
Definitions, Ecology recommends replacing the phrase ‘County or its agent’ 
with ‘Shoreline Administrator’ throughout the document, including the 
following locations: 
• 3.4.3 General Critical Area Regulations (5), (6.f), (6.g), (6.h.i), (6.h.iv); 
• 3.4.4 General Mitigation Requirements for All Critical Areas (5.c)(ii), (iv), 

(v); and (7.a)(vii),  
• 3.4.5 General Critical Area Report Requirements (2), (4.a), (5.a); and  
• 3.4.6 General Performance Standards (1). 

This does not affect the County’s discretion to hire consultant assistance for 
staff review of project proposals, but rather ensures that decision authority is 
retained by the County, as established under SMA. 
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CHAPTER 1 

3.  
1.4 SMP 

Applicability to 
Development 

The SMP shall apply to all land and waters under the jurisdiction of Skamania County as identified in 
sections 1.4 3.1 and 1. 4 3.2 above. If the provisions of the SMP conflict with other applicable local 
ordinances, policies, and regulations, the requirement that most supports the provisions of the SMA as 
stated in RCW 90.58.020 and that provide the greatest protection of shoreline ecological resources shall 
apply, as determined by the Shoreline Administrator. 
 
This SMP shall apply to every person, individual, firm, partnership, association, organization, 
corporation, local or state governmental agency, public or municipal corporation, or other non-federal 
entity that develops, owns, leases, or administers lands, wetlands, or waters that fall under the 
jurisdiction of the SMA. This SMP applies within the external boundaries of federally-owned lands 
(including but not limited to, private inholdings in a national forest or national wildlife refuge). The SMP 
shall not apply to: 

1. Ffederal agency activities on federal lands; 
2. Lands held in trust by the United States for Indian Nations, tribes or individuals, nor affect any 

rights established by treaty to which the United States is a party, pursuant to RCW 90.58.350; 
3. Projects consistent with an Environmental Excellence Program agreement pursuant to RCW 

90.58.045; or 
4. Projects authorized through the Energy Facility Site Evaluation Council process, pursuant to RCW 

80.50.  
Please see section 2.5 below for more information on when a permit is required. Regardless of their 
exempt status, exempt uses or activities that do not require a shoreline substantial development permit 
must continue to demonstrate compliance with the policies and regulations contained in the SMP in 
accordance with WAC 173-27-040(1)(b) and be authorized by a letter of exemption, as applicable. The 
SMP applies to all shoreline uses, development, and activities proposed within shoreline jurisdiction. 

First Paragraph. The internal citations to SMP 1.4 are incorrect and appear to 
be intended to direct the reader to SMP 1.3 Shoreline Jurisdiction. 
 
Ecology recommends revision for accuracy. 
 
1 – 2. It’s important the SMP clearly describes jurisdictional extent and 
applicability based on the requirements and limitations of the SMA. While the 
clarification of applicability to development on federal lands provided here is 
useful, the section is silent on applicability to tribal lands and treaty rights. 
Better explanation of these tribal limitations here in the regulatory document 
is supported by discussions of same in the supporting background documents, 
including the Inventory & Characterization Report, Restoration Plan, and 
Cumulative Impacts Analysis.  
 
In consultation with the CTUIR-DNR and County staff, Ecology recommends 
revision for clarity and consistency with RCW 90.58.350. See also Item #4 
below for related changes to SMP 1.5. 
 
3 – 4. As written, noting the federal exception is helpful, but two similar 
exceptions are identified by WAC 173-27-045. These SMA exceptions are 
different and separate from the local review & permit exceptions of WAC 173-
27-044 and the substantial development permit (SDP) exemptions of WAC 
173-27-040. These SMA exceptions are effective regardless of inclusion in the 
SMP, but are helpful to include for implementation. See also Item #5 below for 
related changes to SMP 2.3. 
 
Ecology recommends revision to add text for clarity and proposes 
reformatting as a numbered list to aid the reader. 
 
As an alternative, sub-items 3 and 4 could be addressed during the County’s 
subsequent SMP Periodic Review as Checklist item #2017.c. 
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4.  
1.5 Relationship 
to Other Plans & 

Regulations 

In addition to obtaining authority to undertake use, development, or activities in accordance with the 
SMP, applicants must also comply with all applicable federal, state, or local statutes or regulations.  … … 
Along the Swift Reservoir, lands within the 10-foot contour above the OHWM are also subject to the 
provisions of the Lewis River Hydroelectric Projects Shoreline Management Plan. In addition, affected 
tribes within Skamania County have treaty rights. Evaluation of treaty rights is conducted by state and 
federal permitting agencies as part of obtaining other permits (e.g., USACE Section 404 permits) outside 
of the shoreline permitting process outlined in this SMP. 

The County’s response to Comment #15 in the Comment Response Summary 
(Attachment D) suggested these revisions to address the issue(s) raised by 
Umatilla Tribes DNR. Ecology finds the proposed revisions consistent with 
RCW 90.58.350 and WAC 173-26-176(3.j). 

CHAPTER 2 

5.  
2.3 Permit 

Application 
Requirements  

2.3 Exceptions to Local Review and Permitting Permit Application Requirements 
1. As consistent with WAC 173-27-044, requirements to obtain a substantial development permit, 
conditional use permit, variance, letter of exemption, or other review to implement the Shoreline 
Management Act do not apply to the following: 

a. Remedial actions. Pursuant to RCW 90.58.355, any person conducting a remedial action at a facility 
pursuant to a consent decree, order, or agreed order issued pursuant to RCW 70.105D, or to 
Ecology when it conducts a remedial action under RCW 70.105D. 

 b. Boatyard improvements to meet NPDES permit requirements. Pursuant to RCW 90.58.355, any 
person installing site improvements for storm water treatment in an existing boatyard facility to 
meet requirements of a national pollutant discharge elimination system storm water general 
permit. 

c. WSDOT facility maintenance and safety improvements. Pursuant to RCW 90.58.356, Washington 
State Department of Transportation projects and activities meeting the conditions of RCW 
90.58.356 are not required to obtain a substantial development permit, conditional use permit, 
variance, letter of exemption, or other local review. 

2.43 Permit Application Requirements … 

WAC 173-27-044 identifies certain activities that are not subject to local 
review and permit requirements; these are different and separate from the 
SMA exceptions identified by WAC 173-27-045, and the substantial 
development permit (SDP) exemptions identified by the SMA and WAC 173-
27-040. These exceptions are effective regardless of inclusion in the SMP, but 
are helpful to include for implementation.  
 
To differentiate from the SMP exceptions at SMP 1.4 (see item above), and the 
SDP exemptions at SMP 2.5, Ecology recommends revision to add text listing 
these specific exceptions as a new §2.3 to clarify those shoreline activities not 
subject to local review and that do not require a shoreline permit. Subsequent 
items 2.4 through 2.15 should be renumbered. 
 
As an alternative, this issue could be addressed during the County’s 
subsequent SMP Periodic Review as Checklist item #2017.c 

6.  2.4 Permit 
Process 

13. Special procedures for WSDOT projects. 
a. Permit review time for projects on a state highway. Pursuant to RCW 47.01.485, the Legislature 

established a target of 90 days review time for local governments. 
b. Optional process allowing construction to commence twenty-one days after date of filing. Pursuant 

to RCW 90.58.140, Washington State Department of Transportation projects that address significant 
public safety risks may begin twenty-one days after the date of filing if all components of the project 
will achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological functions. 

While both RCW 47.01.485 and RCW 90.58.140 are effective regardless of 
inclusion in the SMP, Ecology recommends adding new provision as a courtesy 
reference to aid both applicants and practitioners. 
 
As an alternative, this issue could be addressed during the County’s 
subsequent SMP Periodic Review as Checklist item #2015.a 
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7.  

2.8 
Nonconforming 

Use & 
Development 

 “Nonconforming use or development” means a shoreline use, or structure, which was lawfully 
constructed or established prior to the effective date of the SMA or this SMP, or amendments thereto, 
but which does not now conform to the use and development standards contained in Table 5-1 of this 
SMP. 
 
Nonconforming development in Skamania County’s shorelines shall meet the 
standards of SCC Chapter 21.20 Non-conformities with the following exceptions: 
 
1. A building or structure conforming as to use but nonconforming as to the shoreline setback, critical 
area buffer, and/or height provisions of the environment designation in which said building or structure 
is located may be altered, repaired, or extended; provided, that the alteration does not further exceed 
or violate the appropriate shoreline setback, critical area buffer, and height provisions. (For example, a 
building or structure encroaching in a shoreline setback area shall not further encroach into the 
shoreline setback area as a result of an alteration.) The “administrator” as referenced in SCC Chapter 
21.16.20 is the same as the Shoreline Administrator in this SMP. 
2. For the purposes of this SMP, SCC 21.20.070 (B) shall apply unless moving nonconforming uses would 
bring them into greater conformance with the provisions of this SMP, in which case they may be moved.  
3. With the exception of nonconforming dwelling units as specified below, a building or structure 
designed and built for, or devoted to, a nonconforming use at the time of adoption of this SMP may not 
be enlarged unless the use of such building or structure is changed to a conforming use. 
4. For the purposes of this SMP, SCC 21.20.080 (A) shall be interpreted to read that structural alterations 
of dwelling units necessary to comply with public health or safety regulations, or to conform with this 
SMP as determined by the Shoreline Administrator, are allowed provided they meet all applicable 
provisions of this SMP. 
5. For the purposes of this SMP, SCC 21.20.080 (B)(2) does not apply to existing nonconforming 
development within the shoreline. Within the shoreline, expansion or structural alteration of 
nonconforming dwelling units may be permitted provided that it does not bring such development 
further from compliance with this SMP. For example, a modification or addition to a nonconforming 
residential building or structure encroaching in a shoreline setback shall not increase the building 
footprint lying within the above-described setback. 
6. Proposed appurtenant, accessory uses, and structures to nonconforming dwelling units must conform 
to all applicable requirements of this SMP. 
7. A use which is listed as a conditional use but which existed prior to adoption of the master program or 
any relevant amendment and for which a conditional use permit has not been obtained shall be 
considered a nonconforming use. 

As proposed, the provisions of SMP 2.8(1) – (13) address structures, uses, and 
lots distinctly, and Chapter 7 Definitions establishes ‘nonconforming 
development’ as a collective term for both ‘nonconforming uses’ and 
‘nonconforming structures’; while nonconforming lots are not defined. Based 
on these terms, the phrasing of the first sentence regarding ‘nonconforming 
use and development’ is confusing and internally inconsistent. 

This clause also refers to uses and structures that don’t conform to Table 5-1, 
but those SED use allowances and shoreline setbacks are not the only 
development standards of the SMP, so this singular reference is limiting and 
confusing. 

The optional ‘default’ nonconforming provisions of WAC 173-27-080 provide 
greater flexibility for addressing a range of existing development situations. 
Based on conversation with County staff, there appears to be interest and 
greater benefit to more closely reflecting the WAC approach.  
 
Outstanding points of consideration include: 

• Lack of provisions for & definition of ‘nonconforming lots’; 
• A courtesy reference at 2.8.2(2) to the related provision 2.8.1(5); 
• Inclusion at 2.8.2(4) of water-dependent uses that go dormant or use 

phased/rotational operations; this WAC provision was created 
specifically for existing shellfish aquaculture operations. 

 
In consultation with County staff for a simple, effective approach, Ecology 
recommends full deletion and replacement of proposed text for accuracy, 
clarity, greater flexibility and internal consistency. This redline edit reflects the 
modified language provided by County staff during consultation. Ecology 
supports this language as consistent with WAC 173-27-080. 
 
As an alternative, this issue could be addressed during the County’s 
subsequent SMP Periodic Review as Checklist item #2017.g 
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8. A structure for which a variance has been issued shall be considered a legal nonconforming structure 
and the requirements of this section shall apply as they apply to preexisting nonconformities. 
9. A structure that is being or has been used for a nonconforming use may be used for a different 
nonconforming use only upon the approval of a conditional use permit. A conditional use permit may be 
approved only upon a finding that: 
a. No reasonable alternative conforming use is practical; and 
b. The proposed use will be at least as consistent with the policies and provisions of the SMA and this 
SMP and as compatible with the uses in the area as the preexisting use. In addition, conditions may be 
attached to the permit as are deemed necessary to assure compliance with the above findings, the 
requirements of this SMP and the SMA and to assure that the use will not become a nuisance or a 
hazard. 
10. A nonconforming structure which is moved any distance must be brought into conformance with the 
applicable master program and the SMA unless a shoreline variance is approved. 
11. If a nonconforming structure other than a single-family home is damaged to an extent not exceeding 
90 percent of its real valuation exclusive of foundations, it may be  reconstructed to those 
configurations existing immediately prior to the time the structure was damaged, provided that 
application is made for the permits necessary to restore the structure within one year of the date the 
damage occurred and all permits are obtained, and that the restoration is completed within two years of 
permit issuance. Single-family homes that are damaged may be reconstructed to those configurations, 
including height, setback, and footprint, existing immediately prior to the time the structure was 
damaged, regardless of the extent of damage, provided that application is made for the permits 
necessary to restore the structure within one year of the date the damage occurred and all permits are 
obtained, and the restoration is completed within two years of permit issuance. 
12. A nonconforming use that is discontinued for a period of 12 continuous months shall not be allowed 
to be reestablished as a nonconforming use. 
13. An undeveloped lot, tract, parcel, site, or division of land located landward of the OHWM which was 
established in accordance with local and state subdivision requirements prior to the effective date of the 
SMA or the applicable master program, but which does not conform to the present lot size standards in 
the SCC may be developed, only if: 
a. The proposed development is permitted by other County land use regulations; and 
b. The proposed development conforms to all other requirements of this SMP and the SMA. 
 
“Nonconforming development” means a shoreline use or structure that was lawfully constructed at the 
time it was built, but is no longer consistent with present regulations such as setbacks, buffers or yards; 
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area; bulk; height or density standards due to subsequent changes to the master program. In such cases, 
the following standards shall apply:  
 
2.8.1 Non-conforming Structures 
1. Structures that were legally established and are used for a conforming use, but which are 

nonconforming with regard to setbacks, buffers, area, bulk, height, or density may be maintained 
and repaired.  

2. Nonconforming structures may be altered, rebuilt, enlarged, or expanded provided the proposed 
alteration, enlargement, or expansion shall not intrude further into a restricted area such as a 
setback or critical area buffer, but may expand laterally or away from the restricted area. Structures 
shall be considered intruding further into a restricted area, if any portion of the altered, enlarged, or 
expanded structure is located closer to the restricted area than the existing structure. A shoreline 
variance permit is required for any alteration, enlargement, or expansion that increases the extent of 
nonconformity by intruding further into a restricted area. 

3. A structure for which a variance has been issued shall be considered a legal nonconforming structure 
and the requirements of this section shall apply as they apply to preexisting nonconformities. 

4. A nonconforming structure which is moved any distance must be brought as closely as practicable 
into conformance with the SMP and the SMA.  

5. A structure that is being or has been used for a nonconforming use may be used for a different 
nonconforming use only upon the approval of a conditional use permit. A conditional use permit may 
be approved only upon a finding that: 
a. No reasonable alternative conforming use is practical; and 
b. The proposed use will be at least as consistent with the policies and provisions of the SMA and 

this SMP and as compatible with the uses in the area as the preexisting use.  
c. In addition, conditions may be attached to the permit as are deemed necessary to assure 

compliance with the above findings, the requirements of this SMP and the SMA, and to assure 
that the use will not become a nuisance or a hazard. 

6. If a nonconforming structure is damaged up to 100 percent of its real valuation exclusive of 
foundations, it may be reconstructed to those configurations existing immediately prior to the time 
the structure was damaged, provided that application is made for the permits necessary to restore 
the structure within two years of the date the damage occurred.  

 
2.8.2 Non-conforming Uses 
1. Uses that were legally established and are nonconforming with regard to the use regulations of the 

master program may continue as legal nonconforming uses. 



 ATTACHMENT C: DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE SKAMANIA COUNTY 5/27/2017 SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE (ORD. NO. 2017-02) | PREPARED 10/7/2020 
 

 
Page 7 of 18 

 

ITEM SMP 
PROVISION 

BILL FORMAT CHANGES 
[underline = additions; strikethrough = deletions] ECOLOGY DISCUSSION/RATIONALE 

2. Non-conforming uses shall not be altered, enlarged, or expanded, except upon approval of a 
conditional use permit. 

3. A use which is listed as a conditional use but which existed prior to adoption of the master program 
or any relevant amendment and for which a conditional use permit has not been obtained shall be 
considered a nonconforming use.  

4. A nonconforming use that is discontinued for 12 consecutive months or for 12 months during any 2-
year period, the nonconforming rights shall expire and any subsequent use shall be conforming 
unless reestablishment of the use is authorized through a conditional use permit which must be 
applied for within the 2-year period. Water-dependent uses should not be considered discontinued 
when they are inactive due to dormancy, or where the use includes phased or rotational operations 
as part of typical operations. 

8.  2.10 Appeals 

Any person aggrieved by the granting or denying of a Substantial Development Permit, variance, or 
conditional use permit, the upholding of an exemption appeal, or by the rescinding of a permit pursuant 
to the provisions of this SMP, may seek review from the State of Washington Shorelines Hearings Board. 
Such an appeal must be filed as a request for the same within 21 days of the date of filing receipt of the 
final order and by concurrently filing copies of such request with Ecology and the Attorney General's 
office. The State Hearings Board regulations of RCW 90.58.180 and Chapter 461-08 WAC apply. A copy 
of such appeal notice shall also be filed promptly with Skamania County. 

RCW 90.58.140(6) and WAC 173-27-130 establish the date of filing, based on 
permit type, to replace the older term ‘date of receipt’. 

Ecology recommends revision to use the current term for accuracy and clarity. 

See also Attachment B. Required Change #1 for SMP 2.4 Permit Process. 
 
As an alternative, this issue could be addressed during the County’s 
subsequent SMP Periodic Review as Checklist item #2017.d 

9.  2.12 SMP 
Periodic Review  

2. As part of the required periodic review, an evaluation report assessing the effectiveness of the SMP in 
achieving no net loss shall be prepared and considered in determining whether policies and regulations 
are adequate in achieving this requirement. 

Revision requested by County staff to remove this provision; such a NNL 
evaluation is not part of the minimum scope of review required by WAC 173-
26-090(2)(d). Further, the County expressed concern about their capacity to 
complete such assessments that go beyond the minimum requirements. 
Ecology finds that removal of this provision does not create an inconsistency, 
and notes the requirements of WAC 173-26-191(2)(a)(iii)(D) are addressed by 
SMP 2.2(2)(s) for a mechanism to track project review actions for cumulative 
effects. 

CHAPTER 3 

10.  

3.3 
Archaeological, 

Cultural, and 
Historic 

Resources 

3. Regulations 
1. Areas of known archaeological, cultural, and historic resources; site inspections and evaluations; and 
surveys. 

a. When a shoreline use or development is within 500 feet of an area documented to contain, or likely 
to contain, archaeological, cultural, or historic resources based on information input from DAHP, 

The County’s response to Comment #1 and #23 & #24 in the Comment 
Response Summary (Attachment D) suggested these revisions to address the 
issue(s) raised by Futurewise et. al. and Yakama Nation DNR, respectively. 
Ecology finds the proposed revisions consistent with WAC 173-26-221(1). 
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affected tribes, or a prior archaeological report/survey, or based on a state or federal register , the 
applicant shall provide a site inspection and evaluation report prepared by a professional 
archaeologist prior to the County’s issuance of any shoreline permit or approval, including a shoreline 
letter of exemption as determined by the County. Work may not begin until the inspection and 
evaluation have been completed, and the County has issued its permit or approval. 

11.  

3.3 
Archaeological, 

Cultural, and 
Historic 

Resources 

3. Regulations 
1. b. When an application for a shoreline permit or letter of exemption is submitted to the County for 
review, the County shall provide a 14-day notice period to affected tribes and DAHP to allow them to 
provide documentation regarding the presence of any known archaeological, cultural, or historic 
resource on the subject site. If such a resource is within 500 feet of the subject site as shown in 
documentation provided by affected tribes or DAHP, a site inspection and evaluation report shall be 
completed by a professional archaeologist. 

The County’s response to Comment #1 and #23 & #24 in the Comment 
Response Summary (Attachment D) suggested these revisions to address the 
issue(s) raised by Futurewise et. al. and Yakama Nation DNR, respectively. 
Ecology finds the proposed revisions consistent with WAC 173-26-221(1). 

12.  
3.4.7 Critical 

Aquifer Recharge 
Areas 

Regulations - Designation and Classification 
1. CARAs are those areas with a critical recharging effect on aquifers used for potable water as defined 
by WAC 365-190-030(23). CARAs have prevailing… 

Text revision corrects a typographical error to provide accurate GMA citation, 
as was brought to light by the County’s response to Comment #3 in the 
Comment Response Summary (Attachment D). 

13.  3.4.8 FWHCAs 

Critical Area Reports for Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas 
2. In addition to the requirements of SMP section 3.4.5, critical area reports for FWHCAs shall provide an 
assessment of habitats, including the following information related to both site and proposal: 
a. Identification of any species of local importance; priority habitats and species; or endangered, 
threatened, sensitive or candidate species that have a primary association with habitat in or adjacent to 
the project area, and assessment of potential project impacts to the habitat and/or to the use of the site 
by the species; 
b. A discussion of any federal, state, or local species/habitat management recommendations, including 
the WDFW priority habitat or species management recommendations that have been developed for the 
identified habitat or species. 
c. Any buffers and other measures necessary for protection of the identified non-riparian habitat or 
species… 

The County’s response to Comment #5 in the Comment Response Summary 
(Attachment D) suggested these revisions to address the issue(s) raised by 
Futurewise et. al. Ecology finds the proposed revisions consistent with WAC 
173-26-020 and -221. See also Attachment B Required Change #7 for SMP 
3.4.8 FWHCAs. 

14.  3.4.8 FWHCAs 

Critical Area Reports for Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas 
2. In addition to the requirements of SMP section 3.4.5, critical area reports for FWHCAs shall provide an 
assessment of habitats, including the following information related to both site and proposal: … 
e. In the report: … 

vi. Development proposals or alterations adjacent to and within 300 feet of a fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation area shall prepare, and submit, as part of its critical areas report, a habitat study which 
identifies species of local importance, priority habitat and species, or endangered threatened, 

The County’s response to Comment #5 in the Comment Response Summary 
(Attachment D) suggested these revisions to address the issue(s) raised by 
Futurewise et. al. Ecology finds the suggested revisions consistent with WAC 
173-26-020 and -221. 
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sensitive, or candidate species that have a primary association with habitat on or adjacent to the 
project area. If one or more listed species uses the fish and wildlife habitat conservation area, the 
following additional requirements shall apply: 

(vii)(a) The applicant shall include a habitat management plan in the critical areas report that 
identifies the existing habitat; the qualities that are essential to maintain feeding, breeding, and 
nesting of listed species using the FWHCA; and measures to minimize the impact on these ecological 
structures, functions, and processes from proposed activities. The applicant shall be guided by: 
1. (a) Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Habitats and Species (1997), issued 

by WDFW, as amended; 
2. (b) Any recovery and management plans prepared or adopted by WDFW for the listed species 

pursuant to WAC 232-12-297, National Marine Fisheries Service, and U.S. Fish and Wildlife Service 
pursuant to the federal Endangered Species Act; 

3. (c) The Lower Columbia Fish Recovery and Fish and Wildlife BSubbasin Plan; and 
4. (d) The watershed management plans for WRIAs 26, 27, 28, and 29A and the associated detailed 

implementation plans. 

15.  

3.4.9 Frequently 
Flooded Areas 
and Channel 

Migration Zones 

Regulations 
3. Flood hazard areas located within Skamania County’s shoreline jurisdiction are regulated by the Flood 
Damage Prevention provisions Ordinance 1989-05 codified under Chapter 15.18 of the Skamania County 
Code., which is herein incorporated into this SMP, except as specifically modified or exempted as 
follows: 
 
4. a. New development or new uses in shoreline jurisdiction, including the subdivision of land, should 
not be established when it would be reasonably foreseeable that the development or use would require 
structural flood hazard reduction measures within the CMZ or floodway or interrupt the process of 
channel migration. The following uses may be appropriate and/or necessary within the CMZ or 
floodway, provided that they mitigate to address impacted functions and processes: 

i. Actions that protect or restore the ecosystem-wide processes or ecological functions. 
ii. Water-dependent uses 
iii. Forest practices in compliance with the Washington State Forest Practices Act and its 
implementing rules. … 

3 - Consistent with WAC 173-26-191(2.b), the County’s Flood Damage 
Prevention standards can be relied upon to meet SMA requirements, but do 
not need to be fully incorporated by reference (i.e. ‘hard reference’) with an 
ordinance number to be applicable in shoreline jurisdiction; rather they can be 
cited by ‘soft reference’ to ensure completeness and consistency, and as a 
courtesy to readers. 

 

4 - The activities that may be appropriate/necessary to locate in the channel 
migration zone or floodway identified at WAC 173-26-221(3.c.i) do not modify 
or exempt any part of the Flood Ordinance but rather specifically apply within 
shoreline jurisdiction.  Further, those activities are separate and different than 
the use preference for water-dependent activities established by WAC 173-26-
201(2.d). As presented, including item ‘3.a.ii. Water-dependent uses’ here 
confounds these separate issues.  

For clarity and internal consistency with other provisions of the SMP, Ecology 
recommends revisions to rephrase the Flood Ordinance reference, to 
renumber the list of activities as a separate provision, and to delete ‘water-
dependent uses’.  
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16.  

3.7.3 Shoreline 
Vegetation 

Conservation - 
Regulations 

8. View maintenance. Pruning of trees to maintain, create, or expand views is allowed only when the 
following requirements are met: 
a. Pruning shall not include removal of understory vegetation; 
b. Pruning shall not include the removal of more than one-third of the limbs of an individual tree; 
c. Pruning must not compromise the health of the tree(s); and 
d. Pruning shall comply with Tree Care Industry Association, ANSI A300 Standards, Part 1 - Pruning 

(2014), or as revised; and 
e. Vegetation retention, windowing, skirting, or other pruning techniques shall be preferred options; 

tree topping is prohibited. 

Shoreline aesthetic qualities and view protection are encouraged in balance 
with protection of ecological functions. Consistent with WAC 173-26 -221(5), 
vegetation management for views must avoid conflict with other vegetation 
conservation, setback, and buffer management provisions.  

Ecology recommends text revisions for clarity, internal consistency, to 
encourage best practices, and set reasonable expectations. 

CHAPTER 5 

17.  
5.3 Shoreline Use 

Policies & 
Provisions 

Table 5-1 indicates which shoreline activities, uses, and developments may be allowed or are prohibited 
in shoreline jurisdiction within each Shoreline Environment Designation. The table also lists the shoreline 
setbacks applicable to use, activity, or development categories within each environment designation. 
Height limits are provided above at 5.2(6) at the top of table. More specific information, further 
explanation, and exceptions are provided in the text of the following subsections footnotes to the table. 
Where there is a discrepancy between this table and the text of the SMP, the text shall take precedence. 

The height limits are not provided in Table 5-1, but are addressed at 5.2(4.b) 
that is proposed for renumbering as 5.2.6 to correct a formatting error. Also, 
the table has no footnotes. 

Ecology recommends text revisions for accuracy. 

See also Attachment B Required Change #12 for SMP 5.2 General Provisions. 

18.  
5.3 Shoreline Use 

Policies & 
Provisions 

Table 5-1. Shoreline Use & Standards 

Proposed 
Shoreline 
Uses 

Shoreline Environment Designations 

Aquatic Natural Rural 
Conservancy 

Shoreline 
Residential 
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Intensity 
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Revision recommended for column header text to fix typographical error to 
improve clarity and internal consistency. 
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19.  
5.3 Shoreline Use 

Policies & 
Provisions 

Table 5-1. Shoreline Use & Standards 
Aquaculture 

 Aquatic Natural Rural 
Conservancy 

Shoreline 
Residential 

High 
Intensity 

Water-oriented P N/A C 0 P 0 X N/A P 0 
Non-water- 
oriented 

X N/A P 150 P 50 
100 

P 50 P 50 

 

As presented, the setbacks for non-water oriented Aquaculture are the same 
at 50’ for all upland SEDs. SMP 5.2 Regulation #6 gives examples of such, 
including “parking lots, offices, storage, and dorm or sleeping quarters.” 
Ecology is not clear why these non-water oriented components of a facility 
would need to be so close to the water. For internal consistency with other 
non-water oriented use setbacks, the County may want to consider more 
comparable distances and/or a similar tiered approach to distances, for 
example:  

• Non-water oriented Commercial – 150’ to 100’; 
• Non-water oriented Industrial & Port – 100’ 
• Non-water oriented Institutional - 150’ to 100’; 
• Non-water oriented Recreational – 150’ to 100’ 

Ecology recommends revision to provide more protective setback distances in 
the more sensitive areas, similar to other non-water oriented uses in this 
Table, for improved internal consistency 

20.  5.3.2 
Aquaculture 

Applicability 
The following provisions apply to the culture or farming of fish or aquatic plants within shoreline 
waterbodies in Skamania County. Upland finfish rearing facilities as defined in Chapter 7 of this 
document meet the definition of “agricultural activities.” Nevertheless, these facilities are regulated by 
the provisions of this section and not section 5.3.21. 

This internal citation appears to be Incorrect as it intends to reference the 
Agriculture provisions at SMP 5.3.1 

Ecology recommends revision to correct the error. 

21.  

5.3.3 Boating 
Facilities & 
Overwater 
Structures  

Regulations -  
1.c.ii Water-related and water-enjoyment uses such as boat/kayak rentals, view restaurants, or 
maritime museums may be allowed as part of mixed-use developments on overwater moorage 
structures where they are clearly auxiliary to and in support of water-dependent uses. Examples include 
a bait shop or viewing decks/observation area. 

As written, some of the examples of water-related and water-enjoyment uses 
are inappropriate and misleading since they exceed what would qualify as 
auxiliary/accessory to a primary water-dependent use and would not be 
allowed. Some seem too large/extensive to accommodate on an overwater 
structure primarily designed/located to accommodate moorage.   Adding a 
mixed-use accessory may not justify a larger primary structure. The term 
‘view restaurant’ is not defined. If the County wants to provide examples for 
clarity, viewing decks/observation areas and ‘bait shop’ would be more 
appropriate for water-related or water-enjoyment uses. 

Ecology recommends text revisions for consistency with WAC 173-26-
201(2.d). 



 ATTACHMENT C: DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY RECOMMENDED CHANGES TO THE SKAMANIA COUNTY 5/27/2017 SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE (ORD. NO. 2017-02) | PREPARED 10/7/2020 
 

 
Page 12 of 18 

 

ITEM SMP 
PROVISION 

BILL FORMAT CHANGES 
[underline = additions; strikethrough = deletions] ECOLOGY DISCUSSION/RATIONALE 

22.  5.3.7 Institutional 
Uses 

Regulations 
1. Institutional uses shall be designed to prioritize uses such that water-dependent uses have preferred 
shoreline location, followed by water-related enjoyment and water enjoyment uses, with non-water-
oriented uses having least priority. Water-related uses should be located landward of water-dependent 
and water enjoyment uses, and non-water-oriented uses should be located landward of all water-
oriented uses, unless it is not feasible to locate water-oriented uses at a given site. 

As written, ‘water-enjoyment’ is a repeated/duplicate word.   

Ecology recommends text revisions to fix typographical error.  

23.  5.3.10 
Recreational Use 

 
Regulations 
8. Public recreational development shall assure that the facilities are located, designed and operated in a 
manner consistent with the purpose of the environment designation in which they are located and to 
ensure that no net loss of shoreline ecological functions or ecosystem-wide processes results. 
 
9. Public access viewing platforms and trails, including approach trails that are configured perpendicular 
to the shoreline, and viewing trails that are configured parallel to the shoreline shall be the minimum 
size necessary for the intended water-oriented use.  

The SMP Guidelines set standards for location, design, and operation 
consistent with the SED to ensure recreational use & development meet NNL. 
As written, the Recreational provisions do not address these standards. SMP 
5.3 Table 5-1 differentiates between types of trails: those that serve as access 
facilities and those that approach such access facilities.   

Also, as written, trail standards are established only at SMP 3.4.3 General 
Critical Area Buffer Regulations (#6.e), and SMP 3.4.6 Wetlands – General 
Performance Standards (#1.c). It does not appear there are any trail standards 
that would apply in the rest of shoreline jurisdiction, outside of Critical Areas 
and Wetland buffers. SMP 5.3.10 Recreational Use – Policies #1 references 
the Skamania County Parks and Recreation Master Plan (2016). Ecology seeks 
to understand if County-wide trail standards are established by this Plan 
and/or by Skamania County Code. If not, the County may want to consider 
adding trail standards to address trails outside CA/wetland buffers 

Ecology recommended revisions for improved consistency with WAC 173-26-
241(3.i), and to better reflect Table 5-1 above.  

CHAPTER 7 

24.  7. Definitions 

Development – a use consisting of the construction or exterior alteration of structures; dredging; 
drilling; dumping; filling; removal of any sand, gravel, or minerals; 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 state of water 
level (RCW 90.58.030(3d3a)). Development does not include dismantling or removing structures if there 
is no other associated development or re-development. 

Consistent with WAC 173-27-030(6), Ecology recommends text revisions to fix 
the incorrect statutory citation, and provide clarity for both applicants and 
practitioners.  
 
As an alternative, this issue could be addressed during the County’s 
subsequent SMP Periodic Review as Checklist item #2017.b 
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25.  7. Definitions 

Functionally Isolated Buffer Areas - Areas that are functionally separated from a critical area and do not 
protect the critical area from adverse impacts due to preexisting roads, railroads, levees, structures, or 
vertical separation. shall be excluded from buffers otherwise required by this SMP, on a case-by-case 
basis subject to a critical area report and review as determined by the Administrator. 

This language reads as a regulation, not a definition. A period is needed after 
“vertical separation” and delete the rest and perhaps add it in another section 
of the code. 
Ecology recommends text revision to delete the part that reads as a regulatory 
provision and is better addressed at SMP 3.4.3 General Critical Area 
Regulations. 
See also Attachment B Required Change #3 for SMP 3.4.3(6.d) General Critical 
Area Regulations - Buffers. 

26.  7. Definitions 

Hazard tree - a tree that poses a risk to a primary structure or appurtenance, with a high probability of 
falling due to: a debilitating disease; a structural defect; a root ball more than fifty percent (50%) 
exposed; or having been exposed to wind throw within the past ten (10) years. Where not immediately 
apparent to the Shoreline Administrator, a hazard tree is determined by the report prepared by an 
arborist, forester or other qualified professional.  

Ecology recommends adding a definition for the term used at SMP 3.7 
Vegetation Conservation to improve clarity and aid implementation. 

27.  7. Definitions 

Landslide Hazard Areas – areas that are potentially subject to risk of mass movement due to landslides 
based on a combination of geologic, topographic, and hydrologic factors. They include any areas 
susceptible to landslide because of any combination of bedrock, soil, slope (gradient), slope aspect, 
structure, hydrology, or other factors, and include, at a minimum, the following: 
1. Areas of historic failure, such as: 

a. Those areas delineated by the United States Department of Agriculture Natural Resources 
Conservation Service as having a significant limitation for building site development; 

b. Those coastal areas mapped as class u (unstable), uos (unstable old slides), and urs (unstable recent 
slides) in the department of ecology Washington coastal atlas; or 

c. Areas designated as quaternary slumps, earthflows, mudflows, lahars, or landslides on maps 
published by the United States Geological Survey or Washington department of natural resources. 

2. Areas with all three of the following characteristics: 
a. Slopes steeper than fifteen percent; 
b. Hillsides intersecting geologic contacts with a relatively permeable sediment overlying a relatively 

impermeable sediment or bedrock; and 
c. Springs or groundwater seepage. 

3. Areas that have shown movement during the Holocene Epoch (from ten thousand years ago to the 
present) or which are underlain or covered by mass wastage debris of this epoch; 

4. Slopes that are parallel or subparallel to planes of weakness (such as bedding planes, joint systems, 
and fault planes) in subsurface materials; 

5. Slopes having gradients steeper than eighty percent subject to rockfall during seismic shaking; 

The County’s response to Comment #9 in the Comment Response Summary 
(Attachment D) suggested revisions to address the issue(s) raised by 
Futurewise et. al. Ecology finds the proposed revision consistent with WAC 
173-26-221(2.ii). 
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6. Areas potentially unstable as a result of rapid stream incision, stream bank erosion, and undercutting 
by wave action, including stream channel migration zones; 

7. Areas that show evidence of, or are at risk from snow avalanches; 
8. Areas located in a canyon or on an active alluvial fan, presently or potentially subject to inundation by 

debris flows or catastrophic flooding; and 
9. Any area with a slope of forty percent or steeper and with a vertical relief of ten or more feet except 

areas composed of bedrock. A slope is delineated by establishing its toe and top and measured by 
averaging the inclination over at least ten feet of vertical relief. 

28.  7. Definitions 

 
Nonconforming Use – shoreline use which was lawfully constructed or established prior to the effective 
date of the SMA or this SMP, or amendments thereto, but which is prohibited within the shoreline 
according to this SMP. A nonconforming use is also one which is listed as a conditional use in the SMP 
and which existed prior to the adoption of this SMP and any relevant amendments and for which a 
shoreline conditional use permit has not been obtained. 

SMP Chapter 2.8 Nonconforming Use and Development addresses structures, 
uses, and lots. Consistent with WAC 173-27-080, Ecology recommends text 
revisions to better clarify the separate, but related terms for improved 
consistency with the most current ECY guidance and for internal consistency. 

See also Item #7 above for SMP 2.8 Nonconforming Use & Development. 

As an alternative, this issue could be addressed during the County’s 
subsequent SMP Periodic Review as Checklist item #2017.g 

29.  7. Definitions 
Priority species - species requiring protective measures and/or management guidelines to ensure their 
persistence at genetically viable population levels. Priority species are those that meet any of the criteria 
listed at WAC 173-26-020(31). 

The SMP uses the term ‘priority species’ at 3.4.8 FWHCAs, 5.3.9 Mining, 6.3.5 
Shoreline Enhancement & Restoration, and in two 7. Definitions. 

Consistent with WAC 173-26-020(31), Ecology recommends adding a term that 
is used in the SMP for internal consistency, and to aid implementation.  

30.  7. Definitions 

Qualified Professional – a person with experience and training in the pertinent scientific discipline, and 
who is a qualified expert with expertise appropriate for the relevant critical area subject in accordance 
with WAC 365-195-905(4). A qualified professional must have obtained a BS or BA or equivalent degree 
in biology, engineering, environmental sciences, fisheries, geomorphology or related field, and two years 
of related work experience. (a) A qualified professional for habitats or wetlands must have a degree in 
biology or a related environmental science and professional experience related to the subject. (b) A 
qualified professional for a geological hazard must be a professional engineer or geologist, licensed in 
the state of Washington. (c) A qualified professional for critical aquifer recharge areas must be a 
hydrologist, geologist, engineer, or other scientist with experience in preparing hydrological 
assessments. (d) A qualified professional for wetlands should be a professional wetland scientist with at 
least two years of fulltime work experience as a wetlands professional, or an individual acting under the 
direction of a wetlands professional, including experience delineating wetlands using the federal manual 

Ecology guidance specifies that a “qualified professional” for wetlands should 
be a professional wetland scientist with at least two years of fulltime work 
experience as a wetlands professional, including delineating wetlands using 
the federal manual and supplements, preparing wetland reports, conducting 
function assessments, and developing and implementing mitigation plans.  

Upon discussion with County staff, and for consistency with the County’s 
updated Critical Areas Ordinance (2018), Ecology will allow the added option 
for someone working under the direction of a wetlands professional while 
recognizing that when another state or federal permit is required, the 
qualified wetlands professional will be needed to satisfy such requirements. 
This proposed redline reflects the modified language provided by the County.  
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and supplements, preparing wetland reports, conducting function assessments, and developing and 
implementing mitigation plans. 

Ecology has identified the following phrasing as an alternative that could also 
be approved: 

A qualified professional for wetlands should be a professional wetland 
scientist with at least two years of fulltime work experience as a wetlands 
professional, including delineating wetlands using the federal manual and 
supplements, preparing wetland reports, conducting function 
assessments, and developing and implementing mitigation plans, or an 
individual acting under the direction of such a wetlands professional. 

Ecology recommends text revisions to reflect the most current technical 
guidance. 

31.  7. Definitions Shorelines – all of the water areas of the state, including reservoirs and their associated shorelands, 
together with the lands underlying them, except those areas excluded under RCW 90.58.030(2)(e d). Text revision corrects a typographical error to provide accurate SMA citation. 

32.  7. Definitions Should – that the particular action is required unless there is a demonstrated, compelling reason, based 
on a policy of the SMAt and this SMP, against taking the action. Text revision to correct a minor typographical error. 

33.  7. Definitions 

Substantial Development - any development of which the total cost or fair market value exceeds $7,047 
$6,416, or any development which materially interferes with the normal public use of the water or 
shorelines of the state. The dollar threshold established here is adjusted for inflation by the WA Office of 
Financial Management every five years, beginning July 1, 2007, based upon changes in the consumer 
price index during that time period, as defined by RCW 90.58.030(3)(e). Some activities shall not be 
considered substantial developments for the purpose of this SMP; see also Chapter 2 of this SMP. 

 

 

 

 

Text revision for accuracy, consistent with the most current dollar value 
established by OFM, effective September 2, 2017. 

As an alternative, this issue could be addressed during the County’s 
subsequent SMP Periodic Review as Checklist item #2017.a 
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34.  Appendix A. SED 
Maps 

Maps 3 and 3.a. at the Swift Reservoir - Reach Lewis River*20  

Change Map 3 and 3.a proposed as this: 

 
 
To corrected mapping shown as this: 

 
 

Map Sheets 3 and 3.a - As proposed, there appear to be mapping errors 
where there are disconnected ‘blips’ of SED color along the Number 2 Forebay 
structure north of the main channel, downstream of the Swift Reservoir Dam. 
This artificial waterbody is a diversion structure not a natural stream and is not 
a shoreline of the state, therefore should not be depicted with the blue 
Aquatic SED. The mapping shows some red High Intensity along the forebay, 
but SEDs don’t apply to structures.  

Also, the green Rural Conservancy and red High Intensity are somewhat 
patchy along the river channel not immediately appearing as a consistent 200’, 
perhaps depicted as wider where associated wetlands are included. 

Upon discussion with County staff, it was determined that the forebay 
structure is erroneously included in the NWI wetland data layer, hence was 
assigned SEDs as an associated wetland. The County has proposed corrections 
to Map 3 and 3.a as shown at left. 

Ecology recommends correcting the mapping so that structures are distinct 
from shoreline waterbodies, and to clarify these site-specific aspects noted by 
County staff: 

• The northern forebay appears in NWI data as an adjacent connected 
wetland but the structure is man-made and not a shoreline of the 
state; 

• Some areas adjacent to the main channel of the Lewis River have 
existing manmade improvements (PacifiCorp) immediately 
downstream from the dam, including areas where the forebay bank is 
within 200 feet of the river channel; 

• Therefore, parallel designations depict areas with existing 
development designated as High Intensity, and areas outside of the 
existing development are designated Rural Conservancy. 
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INVENTORY & CHARACTERIZATION REPORT (ICR) 

35.  
ICR 1.3 

Regulatory 
Review 

…Additional state laws that address shoreline issues include the State Environmental Policy Act (SEPA) 
and acts concerning floodplain management, watershed planning, water resources, salmon recovery, 
and water quality protection. Tribal agreements and case law also address shoreline issues. Treaties 
entered into between tribes and the United States under the U. S. Constitution, including case law 
interpreting these treaties, will also have implications for shoreline management. 

County supported revision suggested by Umatilla Tribes’ comments in 
Comment Response Summary Item #16.  The revision is not necessary for 
consistency with SMA, but is acceptable. 

In consultation with CTUIR-DNR and County staff, Ecology supports the 
revision to this non-regulatory supporting document for improved clarity. 

36.  

ICR 2.2.8  
Federal Lands, 

Tribal Lands, and 
Columbia River 
Gorge National 

Scenic Area 

Under the terms of the Ecology grant contract no. G1500044, “the shoreline jurisdiction area will be 
refined during later tasks to identify and eliminate shorelines from the local SMP that are under sole 
jurisdiction of federal or tribal governments.” Non-federal shoreline use and development (e.g., 
private/commercial) on federal and/or tribal lands is subject to local SMP regulation (e.g., third party 
vendor/lease activities on private in-holder parcels) for project review and permitting. This SMP does 
not apply to federal activities on federal land or tribal activities on tribal trust land, but does apply to 
any shoreline use and/or development activities initiated by a non-federal agency/individual on federal 
lands or and may apply on non-tribal member-owned land within a tribal reservation, to be determined 
on a case-by-case basis. 

County supported revision suggested by Umatilla Tribes’ comments in 
Comment Response Summary Item #19.  The revision is not necessary for 
consistency with SMA, but is acceptable. 

In consultation with CTUIR-DNR and County staff, Ecology supports the 
revision to this non-regulatory supporting document for improved clarity. 

37.  

ICR 3.1 
Ecosystem 

Characterization 
& Ecosystem-

wide Processes - 
Introduction & 

Regional 
Overview 

Columbia River 

The Columbia River basin drains approximately 260,000 square miles and includes seven states 
(Washington, Oregon, Idaho, Nevada, Utah, Wyoming, and Montana), 13 federally recognized Indian 
reservations nations, and British Columbia in Canada (Washington State Department of Ecology 2015a). 

County supported revision suggested by Umatilla Tribes’ comments in 
Comment Response Summary Item #17.  The revision is not necessary for 
consistency with SMA, but is acceptable. 

In consultation with CTUIR-DNR and County staff, Ecology supports the 
revision to this non-regulatory supporting document for improved clarity. 

RESTORATION PLAN (RP) 

38.  
RP 4.0  

Restoration 
Partners 

Table 2 – Existing Programs and Potential Partners 
Partner/ 

Organization* 
Mission Restoration 

Activities 
Confederated 
Tribes of the 
Umatilla 
Reservation 

Department of Natural Resources Mission Statement:  To protect, restore and 
enhance the First Foods - water, salmon, deer, cous and huckleberry - for the 
perpetual cultural, economic and sovereign benefit of the CTUIR.  We will 
accomplish this using traditional ecological and cultural knowledge and 
science to inform: 1) population and habitat management goals and actions; 
and 2) natural resource policies and regulatory mechanisms. 

No known 
projects 
located in 
Skamania 
County at 
this time. 

 

County supported revision suggested by Umatilla Tribes’ comments in 
Comment Response Summary Item #18.  The revision is not necessary for 
consistency with SMA, but is acceptable. 

In consultation with CTUIR-DNR and County staff, Ecology supports the 
revision to this non-regulatory supporting document for improved clarity & 
partnerships. 
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CUMULATIVE IMPACTS ANALYSIS (CIA) 

39.  CIA 1.3  
Scope 

Non-federal and non-tribal shoreline use and development (e.g., private/commercial) on federal and/or 
tribal lands is subject to local SMP regulation (e.g., third-party vendor/lease activities on private in-
holder parcels) for project review and permitting. The SMP does not apply to federal activities on federal 
land or tribal activities on tribal trust land, but does apply to any shoreline use and/or development 
activities initiated by a non-federal agency/individual on federal lands or and may apply on non-tribal 
member-owned land within a tribal reservation, to be determined on a case-by-case basis. 

County supported revision suggested by Umatilla Tribes’ comments in 
Comment Response Summary Item #20.  The revision is not necessary for 
consistency with SMA, but is acceptable. 

In consultation with County staff, Ecology supports the revision to this non-
regulatory supporting document for better clarity. 

 


