Responsiveness Summary to public comments received during Department of Ecology’s Comment Period: August 15 — September 30, 2024 on the combined comprehensive update and periodic review amendment to the Thurston County
Shoreline Master Program
October 31, 2024

Thurston County (County) adopted Resolution #16333 on December 12, 2023 authorizing submittal of the Shoreline Master Program (SMP) amendment to the Department of Ecology (Ecology) for review. The County formally submitted the
amendment to Ecology on March 29, 2024, with additional materials submitted April 18, 2024. Upon review of the submittal, Ecology notified the County of a complete submittal in a letter dated May 10, 2024, initiating state review of the

SMP amendment. Ecology accepted public comments on the SMP amendment between August 15 and September 30, 2024. Notice of the comment period was provided to over 9,200 individuals listed as state, regional, or local “interested

parties” and/or shoreline property owners. Ecology received written comments from 69 individuals or organizations as summarized in Table 1. Table 2 summarizes the topics and issues addressed in these comments.

Table 1. List of Commenters, and where their comments may be found in Table 2, Comment Summary

Comment # | Commenter Name and Organization, as applicable, Summary/Response (Table 2)
and date(s) received
1 | Adam Faussett —9/28 H1, H2, H3, H6, J11,J12, N1
2 | Anne Van Sweringen — Black Hills Audubon Society — A2,B2,G1, H8
9/30
3 | Attila Talaber —9/9 J16
4 | Bob Lanouette —9/19 F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, I1
5 | Carol Jo Hargreaves —9/28 F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, I1
6 | Carol Porter —9/25 F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, I1
7 | Carolyn Symons —9/27 F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, I1
8 | Charlotte Jean —9/27 F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, 11
9 | Dan Crowell - 9/19 K1
10 | Gary Kline — Clean Black Lake Alliance — 9/30 G2, G3, G5, G6, J2, M4
11 | Glenn Schorno —9/24 E2, H27
12 | Howard Glastetter —9/16, 9/19 Al, B4, 14
13 | Jeffrey Britt —9/30 117
14 | Jennifer Rosales —9/19 A3, C1, F1, H6, H7
15 | Jess and Sandra Drake —9/22 13
16 | Jesse DeNike — Taylor Shellfish Company, Inc. —9/30 G7,15,16, 14, 16,17
17 | Jessica Bryant — Washington Department of Fish and E4, E5, E6, E7, G4, H9, J14, )15
Wildlife (WDFW) —9/30
18 | Jim Gibbons —9/30 G7,15,17,14,15, 16,17
19 | Joan and Alyn Swedberg —9/30 B1
20 | John and Chris Kiley —9/29 F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, 11
21 | John Morgan —9/19 D1, D2
22 | John Mulhern —9/30 B1
23 | John Newman —9/19 118
24 | John Suessman —9/2 A5, C3, H11, J12
25 | John Woodford —9/18, 9/19, 9/29, 9/29 C1, C7,E1, E3, F3, F4, F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, H7, H22,
H23, H24, H26, 11, 12, J1, 19, J10, J12, J13
26 | Judith Greer —9/30 K3
27 | Judith Greer — The Woodland Company — 9/30 K3
28 | Karen Parker—9/14 M3
29 | Kyle Lentz — Chelsea Farms —9/30 G7,15,17, 14, 15, 16, 17
30 | Kyle Phillips — 8/19 H25
31 | Laurie Evans —9/28 B1
32 | Lawrence Siminksi— 8/26 C1, C5
33 | Linda Wolfe —9/30 H2, H3, H6
34 | Lisa Riner—9/19 H12, H13
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Comment # | Commenter Name and Organization, as applicable, Summary/Response (Table 2)
and date(s) received
35 | Margaret Pilaro — Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers 17, 14, 16
Association —9/30
36 | Maria Fulton —9/3 N2
37 | Mark Mininger —9/28 B1
38 | Mark Naubert—9/19 120
39 | Mark Severin —9/30 A4
40 | Meredith Rafferty —9/30 B1
41 | Nancy Marie Hendricks — 9/29 B1
42 | Nyla Wood —9/12 N3
43 | Paula Rudberg Lowe —9/28 B1
44 | Peter Pessiki—9/3 C4, H3
45 | Phyllis Farrell —9/13 C6, F2, G2, H9, H15, 13, 18, 19, L1, M1, M2, M4, M5, M6
46 | Rob and Valerie Hammett Kirkwood — 9/19, 9/30 H17
47 | Rob Kirkwood —9/19 C4, H16, H17
48 | Robert Whisler — 8/16, 8/27, 9/24 K2
49 | Sandra Braislin —9/27 C2
50 | Sarah Moorehead — 8/19 H18, H19, H20, H21
51 | Stephen Connor —9/19, 9/30 K3
52 | Stephen Connor — Bayfield Resources, Inc. —9/30 H17, K3
53 | Stephen Mauer —9/30 F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, 11
54 | Steve Marshall —9/19 B3
55 | Susan Draper — 8/28 F5, H1, H2, H4, H5, H6, I1
56 | Tom Clingman —9/28 B1
57 | Vickie and Ron Tuvey — 9/5 B1
58 | Virginia Gunderson —9/29 B1
59 | Will Callicoat —9/28 J19
60 | William Mitchell —9/29 B1
61 | Anonymous #1 —9/5 C8, H10
62 | Anonymous #2 —9/23 F6
63 | Anonymous #3 —9/23 H11
64 | Anonymous #4 —9/24 H11
65 | Anonymous #5—9/24 F6
66 | Anonymous #6 —9/25 Cc3
67 | Anonymous #7 — 9/26 F6
68 | Anonymous #8 — 9/29 F6
69 | Anonymous #9 — 9/29 F6
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Table 2. Comment Summary and County Response
Please note, the statements below are not the opinions or comments of Ecology, but rather a summary of comments received during the State public comment period.

Line Topic (location in SMP) Comment No. | Summary Thurston County Response
(Table 1)
A | Thurston County Process

Al | General comment 12 Commenter asks how SMP will affect the Nisqually Delta and asserts that County cooperation with other entities in
this area — JBLM, WSDOT, the Tacoma Public Utility (TPU), Pierce County, the Nisqually Tribe — could have been
improved.

Comment letter describes Nisqually Sub-Area Plan update, addressing several subarea-specific issues, including
flooding in the Nisqually Valley resulting from TPU’s management of Alder Lake Dam; proposed changes to farmland
preservation goals in the Comprehensive Plan; flood mitigation; Tribal fish enhancement goals; and the I-5 bridge
replacement.

Oral testimony from the same commenter expresses the value of the subarea planning process for the Nisqually
Valley and recommends incorporating a subarea plan process into the SMP.

A2 | Planning Commission 2 Commenter expresses support for the Planning Commission’s August 8, 2022 Minority Report.

A3 | Public participation 14 The SMP update process has been long and difficult. Long Lake residents have engaged repeatedly and have not
received feedback from the County. Please respond to common themes coming from comments. The process is
broken if there was full agreement going into the Commissioner process and then at the last minute, the
Commissioners changed the agreed-upon language. Please be responsive to the people who are trying to
participate in this planning process.

A4 | Public notification 39 Commenter requests that a summary of changes be provided to affected property owners following finalization of
the SMP.

A5 | General comment 24 The Inventory and Characterization report is well done and is a needed resource.

B | Ecology Review and
Approval Process
B1 | Support 19, 22, 31, 37, | Commenters express support of the draft and encourage Ecology to approve it as adopted by the County
40, 41, 43,56, | Commissioners.
57, 58, 60

B2 | Timing of ECY approval 2 Commenter requests that Ecology delay the final approval of the SMP until rule-making has been completed, so that
the SMP is subject to the updated SMA rules and guidelines rather than the 1971 guidelines.

B3 | ECY review 54 Commenter advises restraint and skepticism in reviewing the SMP. The SMP should not make the regulatory burden
higher and more onerous, but instead should do what makes sense. In the absence of science showing the positive
impact of something, we should be evaluating the negative impacts and cost.

B4 | General comment 12 Commenter expresses concern that the recent Supreme Court decision overturning Chevron deference means the
SMP planning process must be re-started.

C | Global

C1 | Document clarity 14, 25, 32 The SMP is difficult to understand, is too long, and is full of jargon. Please improve clarity and implementation
ability of requirements for residents. Existing permit timelines are long, and it is difficult to get feedback from the
County. Enforcement is lacking and codes are too difficult to understand or implement, so compliance is an issue.

C2 | Document clarity; 49 Please consider summarizing frequent questions and answers to make the SMP, and what is being changed, easier

implementation to understand. Commenter suggests holding a meeting of each type of shoreline property owner (marine, lake,
river, e.g.) and providing an overview/answering questions.

C3 | Consistency and fairness 24, 66 The SMP is inconsistent with SMPs of other counties and is prejudicious and unequal. It treats waterfront property

owners differently and is unconstitutional. It will punish shoreline property owners.
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Line Topic (location in SMP) Comment No. | Summary Thurston County Response
(Table 1)
C4 | Burden on undeveloped 44, 47 Through implementation of large buffers and barriers to development, the SMP places the burden to restore
properties shorelines on undeveloped properties, while developed properties may continue to do harm by maintaining existing
lawns, hard armoring, and other shoreline modifications. This affects property values accordingly.

C5 | Innovation 32 Commenter recommends building into the SMP a process for incentivizing technological innovation of solutions to
environmental problems (e.g. the problem of waste treatment capacity for growing shoreline populations),
implementing them on a pilot basis, and adaptively managing the entire system.

C6 | Implementation 45 Consider establishing a Marine Resource Committee, Shoreline Armoring Removal and Funding for Alternatives
Program, and a Septic Monitoring and Improvement Program.

C7 | General comment 25 Nothing in the Thurston County SMP should be more restrictive than state requirements.

C8 | General comment 61 The proposed SMP is an infringement on private property rights and will result in costly legal challenges. The state
already has robust environmental protection laws, such as the SMA and critical areas ordinances. We should focus
on strengthening those existing regulations to balance development and conservation.

D | Introduction (19.100)

D1 | Applicability (19.100.120) 21 Commenter is concerned that provision (A) in this section gives the County authority to make changes to the
regulations whenever it desires; this appears to be a violation of due process.

D2 | Governing Principles 21 Commenter supports limiting regulation of private property under the SMP to only that allowed by the Constitution,

(19.100.130) however the tax assessed value should not be used to determine just compensation in the case of a taking. Market
assessed value should be used instead.
E | Definitions (19.150)

E1l | General comment 25 Several changes should be made to definitions in this chapter. For example, add “conforming,” “eutrophic lakes,”
and “letter of exemption.” Delete “(legally) nonconforming.”

E2 | Abandonment 11 A period of two years, as included in this definition, is too restrictive for agriculture and will cause a loss of

(19.150.100) farmland. Agriculture should be exempt from this definition or mirror the 5-year abandonment rule for water rights
usage, with additional time in case of litigation, bankruptcy, death/illness, or financial hardship.

E3 | Buffer (19.150.195) 25 Commenter asks whether a waterfront yard that consists of lawn is considered a buffer or a setback and suggests
this be clarified in the definition.

E4 | Critical saltwater habitats 17 Commenter requests the addition of a reference to WAC 220-660-320 to cover WDFW’s description of saltwater

(19.150.265) habitats of special concern.

E5 | Docks (19.150.290) 17 Commenter suggests adding the descriptions of docks in WAC 220-660-140(1) and -380(1) in order to clearly define
docks.

E6 | Ecologically Intact 17 Commenter suggests updating this definition to recognize that some ecological functions may remain even in

(19.150.305) extremely degraded sites/systems.
E7 | Mining (19.150.555) 17 Commenter suggests adding “recreation” use to this definition of mining to reflect mining allowed under a Hydraulic
Project Approval.
F | Shoreline Jurisdiction
and Environment
Designation (19.200)

F1 | General comment 14 The County SMP should align with local city Urban Growth Areas where they overlap.

F2 | General comment 45 In assigning SEDs, prioritize environmental protection, not development pressure. Areas previously designated
Natural and Rural Conservancy should not necessarily be designated Shoreline Residential just because houses are
present, since that designation would allow for additional residential development, undermining no net loss
objectives.

F3 | Due process 25 In assigning SEDs, no property should be changed to a more restrictive classification or added into shoreline

jurisdiction without due process.
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Line Topic (location in SMP) Comment No. | Summary Thurston County Response
(Table 1)
F4 | Shoreline Waterbodies to 25 The SMP lists several “unnamed” lakes, ponds, and mines as lakes now subject to the County’s SMP. Without
be Regulated by this names, these water bodies should not be included in shoreline jurisdiction; property owners adjacent to such water
Program (19.200.107) bodies have no way of knowing they are subject to the SMP.
F5 | Shoreline Residential 4,5,6,7,8, The SMP should recognize and differentiate regulations within areas of high residential density. Shoreline
(19.200.115) 20, 25, 53,55 | Residential designated areas account for only approximately 3.5% of county shorelines.
F6 | Natural (19.200.130) 62, 65,67, 68, | The Natural SED is an overreach and does not adequately define what can be done on designated shoreline parcels.
69 Parcels are effectively undevelopable. Property owners have been denied due process. Property owners are being
penalized for keeping their shoreline area natural and should be taxed in accordance with the restrictions on the
use of their property.
G | General Goals and
Policies (19.300)
G1 | General topic — Sea level 2 Commenter lists numerous policy-level suggestions to address sea level rise, both within and outside of the scope of
rise the SMP, including:
e Track changes in the locations of suitable habitats, such as riparian corridors, and shoreline jurisdiction
e Work with the WA Wildlife Habitat Connectivity Working Group to ensure inland habitats are well connected,
and support the project leadership of that group in any way possible
e Support the WA Connectivity Habitat Action Plan and increase landscape connectivity while working with WSDOT
e Promote salt marsh migration through conservation easements, development transfers, or other programs
¢ Include enforcement provisions in the SMP
¢ Including networking opportunities including agencies, tribes, and NGOs as well as private properties
e Enforce the use of soft armoring over hard armoring, and use physical adaptation strategies for shorelines that
incorporate green shoreline alternatives
e Strive for net ecological gain, not just no net loss
e Uphold the current critical areas regulations
e Ensure tracking and monitoring impacts against baseline data
e Create a disaster relief plan for erosion and flooding events
¢ Increase education and enforcement of public access areas to maintain shoreline ecological functions
Comment also provides significant summary of anticipated impacts of sea level rise (SLR) on different types of
habitat, including freshwater, wetland, riparian, forest, marine, and nearshore; as well as urban impacts such as
inundation of the Budd Inlet Treatment Plant.
G2 | Critical Areas and 10, 45 Adopt a Net Ecological Gain policy and include metrics to measure against net loss. Establish a monitoring and
Ecological Protection enforcement program to evaluate permit compliance and no net loss.
(19.300.105)
G3 | Critical Areas and 10 Replace “should” with “shall” in all Critical Areas and Ecological Protection policies.
Ecological Protection
(19.300.105)
G4 | Critical Areas and 17 Correct the errant RCW reference in Policy SH-14 from RCW 36.70A.030(5) (affordable housing) to (11) (critical
Ecological Protection areas).
(19.300.105)
G5 | Water Quality and 10 Replace stormwater infrastructure in order to reroute runoff away from water bodies. Commenter proposes
Quantity (19.300.115) working with the County to implement the use of biochar to treat stormwater before it enters water bodies.
G6 | Water Quality and 10 Commenter applauds the County’s recent efforts to track faulty septic systems around Black Lake and recommends

Quantity (19.300.115)

extending these efforts countywide through establishment of a Septic Monitoring and Improvement Program.
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Line Topic (location in SMP) Comment No. | Summary Thurston County Response
(Table 1)
G7 | Shoreline Use and Site 16, 18, 29 Commenters request that the County delete policy SH-36, which states a preference for aquaculture planting and
Planning (19.300.130) harvesting by boat rather than low-tide harvest methods. This is not feasible for some species, is cost prohibitive for
many growers, and is not supported by scientific evidence.
H | General Regulations
(19.400)
H1 | Existing development 1,4,5,6,7,8, | Designate existing residential development as “legally conforming” rather than “nonconforming.”
(19.400.100) 20, 25, 53,55
H2 | Existing structures 1,4,5,6,7,8, | Expand the scope of repairs allowed without permits, to include existing docks and bulkheads. Since Long Lake was
(19.400.100.B) 20, 25, 33,53, | opened to year-round boating, increased wake erosion has led to an increase in repair costs for these structures.
55
H3 | Existing structures 1,33,44 For existing residential structures, allow repair and replacement within the existing footprint as well as reasonable
(19.400.100.B) expansion.
H4 | Mitigation (19.400.110) 4,5,6,7,8, Recognize voluntary restoration in the mitigation of development.
20, 25, 53,55
H5 | Mitigation (19.400.110 4,5,6,7,8, Provide a written list of native plants recommended for mitigation or restoration.
20, 25, 53,55
H6 | Vegetation Conservation 1,4,5,6,7,8, | Retain 50-foot buffers in the Shoreline Residential SED.
Buffers (19.400.120.B) 14, 20, 25, 33,
53, 55,
H7 | Vegetation Conservation 14, 25 Commenters living on Long Lake observe that the vast majority of parcels are developed, with residences built to
Buffers (19.400.120.B) the existing 50-foot setback. Increasing this setback to 85 feet or beyond would “wrap around” these structures and
be of questionable ecological value.
H8 | Vegetation Conservation 2 Ensure all buffers are adequate to prevent flooding and avoid saltwater intrusion in the case of sea level rise. Ensure
Buffers (19.400.120.B) buffers of at least 100 feet and use larger buffers than 50 feet in Shoreline Residential areas.
H9 | Vegetation Conservation 17,45 Consider WDFW’s Volume 2 Riparian Management Recommendations for protection of riparian function regardless
Buffers (19.400.120.B) of fish use, SED, or water body size. Riparian Management Zones (RMZs) based on Site Potential Tree Height at 200
years (SPTH200) range from 187-235 feet for marine shorelines and 102-235 feet for freshwater shorelines within
the county. Commenters encourage the use of these ranges for these buffers. Shoreline Residential buffers in the
proposed SMP for both marine shorelines and freshwater lakes fall short of the advised RMZs and the 100-foot
minimum for water quality protection.
H10 | Vegetation Conservation 61 Restricting development within 250 feet of shorelines will result in a substantial loss of tax revenue, impact housing
Buffers (19.400.120.B) supply and drive up housing prices, and hamper growth of tourism-related industries.
H11 | Vegetation Conservation 24,63, 64 Setbacks and buffers are arbitrary, represent a regulatory taking, and should require just compensation or be
Buffers (19.400.120.B) eliminated from the SMP. Proponents desire to eliminate private ownership of shoreline property.
H12 | Vegetation Conservation 34 Commenter is in support of the large setbacks proposed in the adopted draft, which are necessary to protect water
Buffers (19.400.120.B) quality and aquatic habitat. Many of the county’s water bodies are degraded because of climate change and
nitrogen input. Climate change will continue to affect our water resources, and the commenter supports the County
continuing to look at these changes and evaluate how they will impact our water bodies.
H13 | Vegetation Conservation 34 Commenter expresses concern that the County is not enforcing the existing setbacks, and that people regularly
Buffers (19.400.120.B) build within them.
H15 | Vegetation Conservation 45 Commenter advocates addressing sea level rise on vegetation conservation buffers for marine residential
Buffers (19.400.120.B) shorelines.
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Line Topic (location in SMP) Comment No. | Summary Thurston County Response
(Table 1)
H16 | Vegetation Conservation 47 Commenter lives on Henderson Inlet, where the setback is currently 50 feet and most homes are built to that line.
Buffers (19.400.120.B) The proposed 250-foot buffer encumbers approximately two-thirds of the commenter’s property, despite a tax
assessment that doubled in the past year.
H17 | Vegetation Conservation 46, 47,52 The Planning Commission’s buffer proposals of 125-175 feet for Rural Conservancy were consistent with other
Buffers (19.400.120.B) counties on Puget Sound and were supported by the completed public process. However, the County
Commissioners voted after the close of the comment period to adopt a 250-foot setback. This is excessive and is
effectively a regulatory taking. This change was also made without appropriate public outreach.
H18 | Vegetation Conservation 50 Buffer regulations are generally too prescriptive and should instead allow flexibility to accommodate various
Buffers (19.400.120.B) factors, including wildfire preparedness, food security, and climate resilience. Buffer regulations accounting for
climate resilience would include assisted species migration and fire-resistant species in addition to traditional
natives. Defensible space should be required around structures. Commenter recommends Home Risk Assessments
for developing site-specific plans for vegetation.
H19 | Vegetation Conservation 50 Buffer mitigation options should provide flexibility for smaller parcels, including use of a Farm Management Plan or
Buffers (19.400.120.B) Individual Stewardship Plan.
H20 | Vegetation Conservation 50 Smaller buffer options are needed for streams; 250 feet is not feasible and would be detrimental to small
Buffers (19.400.120.B) agricultural operations.
H21 | Vegetation Conservation 50 Consider endangered species habitat in determining buffer widths and ensure a holistic approach. Smaller buffers
Buffers (19.400.120.B) adjacent to endangered prairie lands, for example, would provide stream protection while allowing for maintenance
of prairie landscapes.
H22 | Other Uses and 25 Decks and viewing platforms constructed to be pervious should not be required to be adjacent to residential
Modifications in Buffers structures, and should not have limits on size or location, nor the requirement for a variance.
(19.400.120.D)
H23 | Other Uses and 25 Commenter supports limiting water-oriented accessory structures to residential uses only.
Modifications in Buffers
(19.400.120.D)
H24 | Water Quality and 25 SMP does not adequately address pollution. Pollution from faulty or inappropriately located septic systems, use of
Quantity (19.400.125) inappropriate lawn and/or garden fertilizers, and stormwater runoff directly in the County’s water bodies should
not be allowed.
H25 | Water Quality and 30 Commenter suggests several provisions to protect water quality: Septic and parking should be located as far from
Quantity (19.400.125) water bodies as possible, while structures may locate closer. Use of lawn fertilizer should be banned within 300 feet
of water bodies. Encourage deep root vegetation along banks to prevent erosion.
H26 | Public Access 25 Commenter asks why policies and standards concerning public access to publicly owned areas of the shoreline make
(19.400.145) no mention of ADA compliance.
H27 | Flood Hazard Reduction 11 Flood levels should be determined by past high water events, not by FEMA models. This approach infringes on
Measures (19.400.150) private property rights.
| | Permit Provisions,
Review and Enforcement
(19.500)
I1 | General comment 4,5,6,7,8, | Clearly define the permitting process in a pamphlet or other print format.
20, 25, 53,55
12 | Permit Application 25 Commenter supports processing SSDPs, CUPs, and variances administratively without the need for a public hearing

Review and Permits
(19.500.100)

before the Hearings Examiner.
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Shellfish beds are also designated as critical saltwater habitat. As such, the SMP Guidelines require local
governments to ensure proper management of upland uses to avoid degradation of water quality of existing
shellfish areas, and to include policies and regulations to protect and restore these areas. This treatment under the
SMA aligns with several other state and federal laws and policies that promote the preservation and expansion of
shellfish aquaculture, including the National Aquaculture Act of 1980, NOAA’s 2011 Marine Aquaculture Policy and
National Shellfish Initiative, the National Aquaculture Development Plan, the 2011 Washington Shellfish Initiative,
and the Puget Sound Partnership Shellfish Beds Implementation Strategy. Recent Shorelines Hearings Board cases
affirm the insignificant environmental impact associated with aquaculture activities, based largely on research
conducted by Washington Sea Grant on geoduck aquaculture and summarized in 2013. In general, the proposed
SMP respects the state’s designation of aquaculture as a preferred use.

Line Topic (location in SMP) Comment No. | Summary Thurston County Response
(Table 1)
I3 | Permit criteria 45 Commenter suggest strengthening criteria for exemptions and variances and including annual reporting of
(19.500.100.C and .E) authorizations.

14 | Appeals (19.500.105.1) 12 Routing of appeals under the SMP to the Shorelines Hearings Board is a violation of the 7™ amendment to the U.S.
Constitution, which guarantees a trial by jury.

I5 | Monitoring 16, 18, 29 In the description of SMP implementation and adaptive management procedures, remove the reference to

(19.500.105.1) aquaculture regarding intent to conduct research on best practices. Also add a requirement that the no net loss
report be prepared by a qualified professional.

16 | Monitoring 16 Add a requirement that no net loss reports be prepared by a qualified professional, with consideration to

(19.500.105.1) information provided by the advisory committee, and add a caveat that any changes to the SMP must be consistent
with the SMA and SMP Guidelines.

I7 | Monitoring 18, 29, 35 The addition of an advisory committee is unnecessary and does not direct what kind of expertise should be present

(19.500.105.1) on the committee. Please provide additional clarity, such as adding language requiring a diverse group of relevant
subject matter experts, including ecosystem experts, marine ecologists, shoreline planners, attorneys, and
representatives from the aquaculture community.

J | Shoreline Use and

Modification

Development Standards

(19.600)

J1 | General comment 25 The SMP should go farther to establish different shoreline modification standards for different types of water
bodies. The commenter suggests establishing freshwater lake requirements for decks, docks, piers, floats, and
bulkheads and addressing the unique habitat characteristics associated with shoreline residential use.

J2 | Agriculture — 10 Commenter supports the prohibition on aerial spraying of chemicals on upland and aquatic areas.

Development Standards

(19.600.110.B)

J3 | Aquaculture (19.600.115) 15 Intensive shellfish farming activities, including geoduck aquaculture, are detrimental to the marine environment of
Eld Inlet. The commenter has collected significant aquaculture-related trash and debris from the intertidal. The
commenter has rarely seen shellfish growers walk the beach to pick up their own debris and observes that they do
not appear to use portable toilets. The commenter cites several other environmental concerns from aquaculture,
including chemical pollution, noise pollution, odors, and nuisance to adjacent residential and recreational uses.
Commenter hopes Ecology will establish statewide standards for intensive shellfish activities. County should lower
taxes on residential properties within 1,000 feet of shellfish sites and should require setbacks and adequate waste
facilities.

J4 | Aquaculture (19.600.115) | 16, 18, 29, 35 | Aquaculture is a preferred, water-dependent use of statewide interest that must be fostered under the SMA.
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Line Topic (location in SMP) Comment No. | Summary Thurston County Response
(Table 1)

J5 | Aquaculture (19.600.115) 18, 29 Commenters applaud the proposed language that supports non-commercial and small-scale aquaculture and seeks
to provide a more streamlined permitting pathway for these. This is important for continued adaptations to farming
operations as technology advances.

J6 | Aquaculture — 16, 18, 29, 35 | Shellfish aquaculture is highly regulated, and the County SMP should streamline permitting requirements.
Application Commenters request that the County delete 19.600.115.B, Application Requirements, which contains a list of
Requirements materials required of aquaculture applications in addition to the minimum requirements for all applications. These
(19.600.115.B) are more extensive and burdensome than for any other shoreline use and will deter many growers from pursuing

projects in Thurston County, inconsistent with the SMA requirement to foster this preferred use. This approach is
not supported by scientific or technical information.

J7 | Aquaculture — 16, 18, 29 Remove provision that states devices such as rubber bands, small nets, and area netting are subject to the County’s
Development Standards Public Nuisance regulations. This is not clear enough to be implementable and is not supported by scientific or
(19.600.115.C) technical information. If retained, please clarify which part of the nuisance regulations would address this concern,

and check for redundancy with Army Corps of Engineers permitting requirements.

J8 | Aquaculture (19.600.115) 45 The State’s identification of aquaculture as a preferred use occurred before the inception of industrial geoduck
operations. The county’s extensive acres in industrial geoduck production adversely affect public access, ecological
functions, and salmon habitat. The County should consider a moratorium on new permits and allocate funding for
increased monitoring and enforcement of existing permits.

J9 | Aquaculture (19.600.115) 25, 45 Commenters suggest banning or phasing out the use of plastics by the shellfish industry and establishing new
operational guidelines.

J10 | Industrial Development 25 Commenter supports prohibiting industrial development in the Shoreline Residential SED.

(19.600.150)

J11 | Mooring Structures and 1 Allow the use of dimensional lumber for dock surfaces on freshwater lakes.
Activities — Development
Standards (19.600.160.C)

J12 | Mooring Structures and 1, 24,25 Dock standards on freshwater lakes, including grating requirements, should account for the fact that shading
Activities — Development provides an ecological benefit to fish. Some fish (e.g. large mouth bass in Pattison Lake) require warmer
Standards (19.600.160.C) temperatures for spawning and shading, such as that provided by docks. SMP regulations are in conflict with this.

For those lakes without salmon, remove grating requirements for dock surfaces.

J13 | Mooring Structures and 25 For residential docks on freshwater lakes, consider a smaller distance for required piling spacing, and expand the
Activities — Development maximum width of single-use and joint-use piers as needed.

Standards (19.600.160.C)

J14 | Mooring Structures and 17 Cite and rely on WAC 220-660-140(3) and -380(4) to address grating requirements for mooring structures on both
Activities — Development marine waters and freshwater lakes, as required for Hydraulic Project Approvals (HPAs). Exceptions and alternatives
Standards (19.600.160.C) to these WACs are assessed on a case-by-case basis and are best handled through communication with WDFW as

part of the HPA process.

J15 | Mooring Structures and 17 Add a reference to survey requirements in WAC 220-660-340 for required forage fish spawning surveys.

Activities — Development
Standards (19.600.160.C)

J16 | Shoreline Stabilization 3 Commenter expresses concern at regulatory restrictions that prevent her from obtaining a bulkhead on her
(19.600.175) property despite losing over 35 feet to erosion in the last 36 years, with bulkheads on neighboring properties to

either side.

J17 | Shoreline Stabilization 13 The SMP should allow repair of existing concrete bulkheads using the same material. There is no science showing

(19.600.175)

that something like epoxy resin is less toxic to salmon. Commercial facilities are allowed to use cement; private
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citizens should be as well for existing structures. If the structure fails, the shade being provided to the nearshore
from the vegetation supported by the bulkhead will be lost.

J18 | Shoreline Stabilization 23 Commenter is concerned about the county’s enforcement of restrictions on bulkheads. Hard shoreline stabilization

(19.600.175) reduces water quality and aquatic habitat, particularly along Budd Inlet in Olympia, where we have seen water
quality degradation, including low oxygen levels. New bulkheads should not be allowed, and existing bulkheads
should not be raised in height. As population increases in our region, this will become an even worse problem.

J19 | Replacement and Repair 59 Replacement of bulkheads in Shoreline Residential should not require a geotechnical report. The SMP should allow
of Existing Shoreline for different requirements by SED, consistent with the purpose of each SED. Property owners need to be able to
Stabilization and protect existing homes. The WAC does not indicate or require a geotechnical report for replacement; neither do the
Armoring SMPs of neighboring counties. The SMP should also take into account the presence of stabilization on neighboring
(19.600.175.D.3) properties (e.g. adjacent bulkheads) in considering repair and replacement projects, in case a soft stabilization

option would put adjacent hard armoring at risk.

J20 | Replacement and Repair 38 Commenter requests that the SMP not prohibit repair or replacement of existing bulkheads.
of Existing Shoreline
Stabilization and
Armoring
(19.600.175.D.3)

K | Shoreline Environment
Designation Map
(Appendix A)
K1 | Designation of specific 9 The proposed Rural Conservancy classification of Steamboat Island does not match the existing condition of fully
area developed with residences.
K2 | Designation of specific 48 Commenter owns property on McClane Creek and does not understand why most of it is designated wetlands and
property Natural SED when neighbor across the creek is not designated wetlands. Both properties are similar and at similar
elevation and previously used for farming. The proposed 250-foot buffer and 15-foot setback would largely
encompass the property.
K3 | Designation of specific 26,27,51,52 | Commenters live and manage property on and north of Gull Harbor along Budd Inlet. The properties are collectively
property owned by two family companies. In partnership with Capitol Land Trust, commenters have placed hundreds of acres
in conservation; these have appropriately been designated Natural SED. However, the remainder of the area is
zoned Rural/LAMIRD and consists of platted and developed residential development, including roadways, utilities,
hardened shorelines, and other shoreline modifications. The proposed Natural SED does not take this existing use
pattern into account, and the associated 250’ buffer would fully encumber most lots. A designation of Shoreline
Residential or Rural Conservancy would be more appropriate and would not lead to immediate conflicts.
Commenters did not receive any notification of the SMP update process or the proposed redesignation of their
property.
L | Mitigation Options
(Appendix B)
L1 | Mitigation type 45 Mitigation should be in-kind and use native vegetation.
M | Shoreline Restoration
Plan (Appendix C)

M1 | General comment 10, 45 Commenters support the County’s intention and approach to encourage restoration on public and private lands.

M2 | Monitoring 45 Protection and restoration strategies should also include metrics and monitoring reports.

M3 | Specific project 28 Consider dredging Scatter Creek near Tenino to clear debris and beaver dams and allow the creek to return to its

original course, enabling return of prairie habitat and salmon and alleviating flooding issues.
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M4 | Freshwater shoreline 10, 45 Commenters support the County’s prohibition of new development in the 100-year floodplain and associated flood
projects control structures.
M5 | Freshwater shoreline 45 Commenter suggests improving stormwater management practices by addressing outfalls, implementing treatment
projects projects, and increasing testing.
M6 | Freshwater shoreline 45 Commenter is in support of strategies to remove bulkheads and prevent new bulkheads; remove or modify piers
projects and docks; prohibit new over-water cover in forage fish areas; require the use of mooring buoys and shared
facilities instead of individual docks and piers; and require designs that minimize disturbance and shading.
N | Other
N1 | Taxation structure 1 Self-imposed property tax funds by Long Lake residents should be spent on Long Lake and controlled by residents,
rather than dispersed to other lakes or to the County’s general fund. The County should provide additional funds to
support the lake for the community who recreate on the lake.
N2 | Homeless encampment 36 Commenter notes homeless encampment across Deschutes River and associated alteration of the shoreline,
increase in erosion on her property, and fear of vandalism.
N3 | Aquatic vegetation 42 Commenter states that the spraying of Long Lake for aquatic vegetation this year was not as successful as in

management

2022/2023, and requests research into what was done that year in order to do it again.

11



