
Public comments received on the draft SMP Chapters between the October 31, 2018 Planning 
Commission meeting and December 12, 2018. 



















From: Brad Murphy
To: PlanningCommission; SMP
Subject: FW: Shoreline Regulations
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 11:28:16 AM

 
 
From: Madeline Bishop [mailto:mfbishop.bishop@gmail.com] 
Sent: Sunday, December 02, 2018 5:15 AM
To: Allison Osterberg <allison.osterberg@co.thurston.wa.us>; Brad Murphy
<brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Shoreline Regulations
 
Please do not remove current rules for geoduck aquaculture. The recent claims by the Shellfish
Industry are not true.
This is true: 
There has been no eelgrass study in a large tract of land.
There is a correlation between expansion of geoduck aquaculture and the decline of other species. 
The impact of disruptions from geoduck aquaculture have not been adequately assessed.  
 
Please use caution in making changes that could further destroy our environment.
 
Sincerely,
 
Madeline Bishop
9529 62nd Ave SE, Olympia, WA 98513

mailto:brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:PlanningCommission@co.thurston.wa.us
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From: Brad Murphy
To: PlanningCommission; SMP
Subject: FW: geoduck aquaculture
Date: Thursday, November 29, 2018 10:30:24 AM

 
 
From: hwbranch@aol.com [mailto:hwbranch@aol.com] 
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 10:03 AM
To: Brad Murphy <brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: geoduck aquaculture
 
So many unsupported claims...
 
1. Geoduck aquaculture doesn't damage eelgrass. This assertion is often supported by a study
in which a small patch of eelgrass in Padilla Bay was harrowed and readily recovered.
It was not a valid study because the tract was surrounded on all sides by eelgrass
that spread into the damaged area via rhizomes which wouldn't happen in a larger
tract.
 
2. We know that geoducks don't eat forage fish larvae because we don't find them in the gut of geoducks.
Geoducks don't eat fish larvae and we wouldn't find them in the gut. They'd be expelled dead and
unconsumed. Forage fish are a vital link in the food web. We have spacial and temporal correlations
between the rapid expansion of geoduck aquaculture and declines in other species, most recently SRKW
orcas.
 
3. Geoducks are filter feeders and they clean the water. If we're talking about nutrients (nitrogen and
phosphorus) geoducks don't consume nutrients they consume phytoplankton that consume nutrients.
Consuming the consumers won't logically increase consumption and the data is mixed and complicated.
If we're talking about chemical toxins, shellfish like any organism can absorb them. If they do they
shouldn't be eaten.
 
Geoduck aquaculture involves first the disruption of benthic biota when the geoducks are planted. There
is a second disruption when the tubes and netting are removed. And there is a third disruption when the
geoducks are hydraulically harvested. The immediate ecological and oceanographic impacts have not
been adequately assessed. The cumulative impacts of repeated disruptions more so and even at best
wouldn't be understood until after the fact. This is not a precautionary approach.
 
Harry Branch
360-943-8508
 

mailto:brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us
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From: Brad Murphy
To: SMP; PlanningCommission
Subject: FW: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update
Date: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 12:40:05 PM

 
 

From: James Coffee [mailto:jimcoffee@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Tuesday, November 27, 2018 12:37 PM
To: Brad Murphy <brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update
 
Mr. Brad Murphy 
County Planer
 
I am particularly interested in aquaculture and especially shellfish farming.  I hope the approach of the Planing
Commission will be to shore up any short comings in current laws and practices while encouraging development of
aquaculture and easing the permitting process.  From my brief review of the proposal, it seems to attempt to
reduce shellfish farming by making it prohibitively time consuming and expensive to start or expand and even
continue a farming operation.
 
Current aqua farming is carried out with great care and respect for the environment.  Indeed the shellfish farmer
has the greatest stake in maintaining clean and clear water for the growth and sale of their product.
 
I am wondering if there are specific problems that are being addressed in this extensive expansion of regulations or
if it is an exercise in making regulations which are largely redundant and only add costs and impediments to
expansion.  Such expansion (well regulated of course) would benefit all of the people of Washington, including
people working in the industry, consumers of our beautiful seafood and tax payers as well as the growers.
 
Please don't allow this process to add administration burdens unless specific problems which are not already being
adequately addressed are to be solved.
 
Thank you for your consideration,
 
James B. Coffee
2 Morning Beach Drive
Bellingham, Washington 98229
 

mailto:brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:SMP@co.thurston.wa.us
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From: Brad Murphy
To: Phyllis Farrell
Cc: SMP; PlanningCommission
Subject: FW: Shoreline Master Program review
Date: Tuesday, November 6, 2018 9:12:02 AM
Attachments: SMPltrbradmurphy11.3.18.docx

aquaculturepics.odt

Hi Phyllis,
 
I’m forwarding your information to the SMP e-mail and the Planning Commission e-mail for inclusion
in the record.  The Planning Commission have already received their packet of information for this
week’s meeting so you can make copies if you’d like them to receive it tomorrow or they will receive
this at the next Planning Commission meeting when their next packet of information is sent to them.
 
Thanks again for your interest in the SMP update.  Please let me know if you have any additional
questions.
 
Sincerely,
 
Brad Murphy
 
Senior Planner
Long Range Planning
Thurston County Community Planning
and Economic Development
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW
Olympia, WA 98502
360-754-4465
murphyb@co.thurston.wa.us
 
 
 

From: Phyllis Farrell [mailto:phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com] 
Sent: Monday, November 05, 2018 8:53 PM
To: Brad Murphy <brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us>
Cc: bruceeyork@gmail.com; loisward@comcast.net; avansw2@gmail.com; 'Sam Merrill'
<sammerrill3@comcast.net>
Subject: Shoreline Master Program review
 
Greetings Brad!
 
I have attached a letter and accompanying pictures for the SMP review.  I hope these will be
included in the public record.
I plan on presenting this information at the Nov. 7th Planning Commission meeting.   Will you
be forwarding the attachments to the County Commissioners and Planning Commission

mailto:brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:phyllisfarrell681@hotmail.com
mailto:SMP@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:PlanningCommission@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:murphyb@co.thurston.wa.us
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							7600 Redstart Dr. SE

							Olympia, WA 98513



							November 5, 2018







Mr. Brad Murphy

Senior Planner, Shoreline Master Program  (SMP)Review

Thurston County 

2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW

Olympia, WA 98502



			Re:  SMP Review



Dear Mr. Murphy,



The South Sound Sierra Club Group is concerned about the County's trend of converting shorelines to other uses.  The SMP guidelines (WAC 173-26-186(8) provide for development standards and use regulations designed to achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological functions.  The Thurston County SMP is an important tool for the County to protect our shorelines for fish and wildlife as well as public enjoyment.



The following areas need to be addressed:



Buffers:  Shoreline buffers are important management tools which protect and provide benefits to water quality and habitat.  Current standard SMP buffer widths or setbacks should not be modified or reduced.



Mitigation:  Encourage long-term net gains in both program planning and project specific designs when conducting mitigation sequencing (avoiding, then minimizing, finally compensating for impacts).    Require compensatory mitigation to occur in the same habitat area for gain in the same ecological functions.



Aquaculture:  Aquaculture's use of shorelines must be consistent with the regulations of the Shoreline Management Act (SMA) , the Shoreline Master Program and Best Available Science.  A water dependent use, aquaculture is polluting our shorelines with plastics and will increase with industry expansion.    Industrial aquaculture has taken over many of our coves and inlets, altering the habitat, reducing biodiversity, and posing threats to nearshore habitat for eelgrass and forage fish, threatening  salmon and Orca recovery.   Aquaculture operations have been allowed to destroy habitat when preparing shellfish beds,  endanger native species & wildlife (starfish, crabs, birds and sea mammals) with plastic netting, and disrupt the substrate with high pressured hoses when harvesting (without hydraulic permits!)  A 2017 Army Corp of Engineers draft Cumulative Impact Analysis concluded: “Given the magnitude of the impacts in acreage, the importance of eelgrass to the marine ecosystem, and the scale of the aquaculture impacts relative to other stressors, the impacts are considered significant.”

 http://users.neo.registeredsite.com/3/7/5/12218573/assets/2017_NWP48_Draft_Cumulative_Imapct_Analysis.pdf

 



Aquaculture operations and permits need to comply with the Endangered Species Act, the Shoreline Management Act and both the State and National Environmental Policy Act restrictions.  



Limit industrial aquaculture expansion to protect forage fish habitat and salmon/Orca recovery.

Ban hydraulic harvesting practices or require an HPA permit

Limit/phase out the use of marine plastics.



Climate Change:  Sea level rise associated with climate change may result in efforts to increase armoring (shoreline modifications and development) which often negatively affects spawning sites of forage fish and shortens buffers.  The Puget Sound Partnership has identified a goal to remove more shoreline armoring in Puget Sound than is constructed between 2011 and 2020.   Limit armoring projects.



On behalf of the South Sound Sierra Club Group, representing over 2400 members, I urge you

to incorporate these recommendations when finalizing the Thurston County Shoreline Master Plan.





Respectfully,









Phyllis Farrell, Chair,

South Sound Sierra Club Group



cc:  Thurston County Commissioners

       Thurston County Planning Commission
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members, or should I bring copies?
 
Thank you for your hard work and service to the County!
 
Regards,
 
Phyllis
 

Sent from Outlook

http://aka.ms/weboutlook


       
 
       7600 Redstart Dr. SE 
       Olympia, WA 98513 
 
       November 5, 2018 
 
 

 
Mr. Brad Murphy 
Senior Planner, Shoreline Master Program  (SMP)Review 
Thurston County  
2000 Lakeridge Dr. SW 
Olympia, WA 98502 
 
   Re:  SMP Review 
 
Dear Mr. Murphy, 
 
The South Sound Sierra Club Group is concerned about the County's trend of converting shorelines to 
other uses.  The SMP guidelines (WAC 173-26-186(8) provide for development standards and use 
regulations designed to achieve no net loss of shoreline ecological functions.  The Thurston County 
SMP is an important tool for the County to protect our shorelines for fish and wildlife as well as public 
enjoyment. 
 
The following areas need to be addressed: 
 
Buffers:  Shoreline buffers are important management tools which protect and provide benefits to 
water quality and habitat.  Current standard SMP buffer widths or setbacks should not be 
modified or reduced. 
 
Mitigation:  Encourage long-term net gains in both program planning and project specific designs 
when conducting mitigation sequencing (avoiding, then minimizing, finally compensating for impacts).    
Require compensatory mitigation to occur in the same habitat area for gain in the same ecological 
functions. 
 
Aquaculture:  Aquaculture's use of shorelines must be consistent with the regulations of the Shoreline 
Management Act (SMA) , the Shoreline Master Program and Best Available Science.  A water 
dependent use, aquaculture is polluting our shorelines with plastics and will increase with industry 
expansion.    Industrial aquaculture has taken over many of our coves and inlets, altering the habitat, 
reducing biodiversity, and posing threats to nearshore habitat for eelgrass and forage fish, threatening  
salmon and Orca recovery.   Aquaculture operations have been allowed to destroy habitat when 
preparing shellfish beds,  endanger native species & wildlife (starfish, crabs, birds and sea mammals) 
with plastic netting, and disrupt the substrate with high pressured hoses when harvesting (without 
hydraulic permits!)  A 2017 Army Corp of Engineers draft Cumulative Impact Analysis concluded: 
“Given the magnitude of the impacts in acreage, the importance of eelgrass to the marine ecosystem, 
and the scale of the aquaculture impacts relative to other stressors, the impacts are considered 
significant.” 
 



http://users.neo.registeredsite.com/3/7/5/12218573/assets/2017_NWP48_Draft_Cumulative_Imapct_A
nalysis.pdf 
  
 
Aquaculture operations and permits need to comply with the Endangered Species Act, the Shoreline 
Management Act and both the State and National Environmental Policy Act restrictions.   
 
Limit industrial aquaculture expansion to protect forage fish habitat and salmon/Orca recovery. 
Ban hydraulic harvesting practices or require an HPA permit 
Limit/phase out the use of marine plastics. 
 
Climate Change:  Sea level rise associated with climate change may result in efforts to increase 
armoring (shoreline modifications and development) which often negatively affects spawning sites of 
forage fish and shortens buffers.  The Puget Sound Partnership has identified a goal to remove more 
shoreline armoring in Puget Sound than is constructed between 2011 and 2020.   Limit armoring 
projects. 
 
On behalf of the South Sound Sierra Club Group, representing over 2400 members, I urge you 
to incorporate these recommendations when finalizing the Thurston County Shoreline Master Plan. 
 
 
Respectfully, 
 
 
 
 
Phyllis Farrell, Chair, 
South Sound Sierra Club Group 
 
cc:  Thurston County Commissioners 
       Thurston County Planning Commission 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 

 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 



Date: November 28, 2018 
 
To: Mr. Brad Murphy, Thurston County 
From: Jeff Fisher, PhD, Stacy Fisher, 9735 Steamboat Island Rd NW, Olympia, WA 
 
RE: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update  
 

Dear Mr. Murphy, 
 
We have reviewed the proposed amendments to the county’s Shoreline Master Program, with 
particular interest in relation to the proposed permitting requirements for shellfish 
aquaculture.  We are tax paying shoreline property owners living in the county since 2000, 
and owning shoreline property since 2005; we are owners of a family-run shellfish farm on 
that property since 2006.  Indeed, the value of the property—the express purpose for 
purchasing it initially, is based on its suitability for shellfish farming and the tide lands it 
encumbered.  As a small grower, we have hired dozens of workers over the years at 
contracted wages substantially above minimum.  The income we obtain from the farm, 
besides being an important source of finance for the contract workers we have used, has been 
fundamental to addressing family health challenges in addition to basic needs, and is factored 
into our future financial planning to support family educational costs.   It’s hard work that we 
enjoy, that we look forward to handing on to our children, and that we hope will provide 
fundamental support of our family and our workers for many years to come.  In this light, we 
are a somewhat typical family farm operation—we would likely ‘do better’ with economies 
of scale and more time, but are working with what we have at present. 
 
Sustainable aquaculture practices are the desire of all growers, and the maintenance of good 
water quality and functional habitat are paramount amongst growers; indeed, growers have 
been fundamental at championing these needs for decades.  We will continue to work to 
improve our practices, like most in the industry are challenged to do.  As such, a reasonable 
and predictable regulatory system is appropriate and certainly not something we would 
oppose.  In the nature of what is called for in the revised SMP language, however, we have 
serious concerns about several key areas of the proposed language, some of which are 
highlighted below. 
 

 Elements of the requirements in B2. reflect a desire for a level of environmental 
review by the county for which the purpose is questionable as to how the data will be 
used in decision making.  Requirements are put forward that lack clarification on 
methodology, consideration of project scale, or recognition of what is already 
required in the permitting landscape.   This is particularly relevant to some of the 
requirements of the baseline assessments requested—e.g., seasonal flow rates (?); 
‘visual impacts’ (visual impacts to whom?, by what methodology?); ‘direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts to items B.1 to B.9 above’ (sorry, but I don’t even see items 
B.1-B.9 above in 19.600.115).   
 
Is the intent of requesting these data to support some type of analysis of carrying 
capacity as part of a spatial plan?  If so, such studies are best conducted at the 
subbasin scale by a state-level entity, and not at the individual farm scale as there is 
simply too much uncertainty at smaller scales of resolution.  And if that is the desire, 
then the permitting review process should first identify what type of capacity is being 
modelled (i.e., capacity for what) based on relevant data.  For example, the WDNR 



has already previously mapped drift cells for nearly all of Puget Sound—and from my 
recollection all shoreline areas of Thurston County.  Is it adequate to simply note in an 
application in which cell the parcel would be located, and the predominate direction 
of long-shore drift?  It should be, as anything further to that level of resolution would 
have extremely questionable value and the level of study required to refine the 
resolution over tidal cycles and seasons as proffered would be extreme.   
 
Relatedly, there are loads of decision support and data analysis tools in practice for 
which spatially relevant decisions can be drawn (e.g., MarXan, EcoPath, InVEST, 
Atlantis, bow-tie analysis, Bayesian belief networks, etc.).  Examples of such 
applications are abundant in the literature.  The lack of clarification in the language of 
the SMP for how study results would be interpreted and by what tool, and, even—in 
many cases—how they would be done, creates so much uncertainty and cost into the 
process that we can only view the potential process and outcome as highly 
discriminatory--particularly against small growers. As small growers, we have 
typically hired low-skilled laborers under contract because of the part time hours that 
can be offered given the vagaries of inconsistent tides.  When small farms are lost, 
and even modest opportunities for expansion are blocked by regulatory uncertainty 
and associated costs, opportunities for such contractors are also lost.  As such, it 
becomes an environmental justice issue.   
 

 ENVIRONMENT DESIGNATIONS 
 

In 3a., geoduck farming, regardless of land zoning (i.e., natural, rural, etc.), is to be 
considered for authorization only with a conditional use permit. If a ‘conditional use’, 
as proposed, this would imply that geoduck farming is a non-conforming activity for 
the waters of the county.  As geoduck farming is simply the aquaculture of a native 
clam species, and aquaculture is recognized elsewhere in the SMP language as a 
preferred use, then it simply does not stand to reason that geoduck farming should be 
singled out as requiring a conditional use permit in contrast to all other forms of 
shellfish aquaculture and other water dependent use permits.  All forms of shellfish 
aquaculture require the use of gear over the course of the culture cycle.  While the use 
of inert pvc tubes for a small portion of the geoduck culture cycle is not visibly 
appealing to some vocal minorities, it is just that--gear.  We are working to find 
alternatives that are less visible and still functional for the purpose of improving early 
life stage survival of planted geoduck, but assigning a separate permit category for 
geoduck is not in keeping with the acknowledgement in the SMP language of 
aquaculture as a water dependent and preferred use. 
 
3b further places into question what would constitute ‘normal’ use of surface waters.  
Lacking definition, this appears to place another potential financial and time burden 
on growers, and sets up applicants for continued appeals based simply on another’s 
view of ‘normal’.  Access has never been restricted to beach goers walking or 
paddling across our beach/farm, even when they might have not had the best 
intentions.  This criterion should be clarified; as it represents another area of 
uncertainty with how the regulations could be interpreted, again potentially placing a 
disproportionate financial burden on growers attempting to defend against highly 
subjective alternative views.  My perception as a shoreline property owner (who also 
happens to run a farm), should be at least as valued as those who simply have a 
philosophical desire to eliminate all forms of aquaculture in their viewshed (or in 



entirety), regardless of the science that would otherwise support it or the ecosystem 
services shellfish provide.   

 
For many years, the permitting of shellfish aquaculture in Washington State has suffered 
from an uncoordinated regulatory system that has been heavily influenced by a vocal 
minority of opponents.  They are entitled to their philosophy and opinions, but the regulatory 
systems in place at all levels of government should strive for objectivity based on the weight 
of evidence of scientific proof of environmental impact (both positive and negative), and in 
consideration as well to social and socioeconomic drivers. The Washington Shellfish 
Initiative’s goal of improving permitting processes to maintain and increase sustainable 
aquaculture recognized these challenges 7 years ago.  An offshoot of this initiative was the 
interagency regulatory review team for shellfish aquaculture applications for which Thurston 
County has been a participant.  As such, many of the requirements identified in the draft SMP 
language are challenging to fathom in their present state.  Shellfish farmers go through a 
rigorous permitting process including Tribal, Federal, and State requirements already. The 
SMP should be consistent with these requirements, and not duplicative and should also reflect 
the recognition of ecosystem service values derived from shellfish aquaculture.   
 
Notwithstanding the given objective of shellfish growers to employ sustainable farming 
practices that do not adversely impact natural resources or habitat functions, the paradox of 
perception of a few opponents to shellfish farming should not be allowed to override the 
weight of scientific evidence on the otherwise benign and beneficial effects on ecosystem 
health and function accrued from shellfish and shellfish culture.  The water quality effects of 
shellfish farming on denitrification, nutrient mitigation, and carbon sequestration; the role 
that farm-produced shellfish provide for national and local food security; the important 
employment driver to the local community; and the role of shellfish farm product in 
supporting the growing international demand for seafood—none of these important 
environmental and socioeconomic benefits be should trivialized.  Uncertain and expansive 
permitting programs that are not transparent with respect to either how requirements should 
be met, nor the decision making process involved, will not be effective in practice.  We 
encourage the county to strive for consistency with other existing processes in play at the 
state, federal and tribal level, and remove costly and cumbersome requirements where their 
role in decision making cannot be clarified and justified objectively.  
 



Date: November 28, 2018 
 
To: Mr. Brad Murphy, Thurston County 
From: Jeff Fisher, PhD, Stacy Fisher, 9735 Steamboat Island Rd NW, Olympia, WA 
 
RE: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update  
 

Dear Mr. Murphy, 
 
We have reviewed the proposed amendments to the county’s Shoreline Master Program, with 
particular interest in relation to the proposed permitting requirements for shellfish 
aquaculture.  We are tax paying shoreline property owners living in the county since 2000, 
and owning shoreline property since 2005; we are owners of a family-run shellfish farm on 
that property since 2006.  Indeed, the value of the property—the express purpose for 
purchasing it initially, is based on its suitability for shellfish farming and the tide lands it 
encumbered.  As a small grower, we have hired dozens of workers over the years at 
contracted wages substantially above minimum.  The income we obtain from the farm, 
besides being an important source of finance for the contract workers we have used, has been 
fundamental to addressing family health challenges in addition to basic needs, and is factored 
into our future financial planning to support family educational costs.   It’s hard work that we 
enjoy, that we look forward to handing on to our children, and that we hope will provide 
fundamental support of our family and our workers for many years to come.  In this light, we 
are a somewhat typical family farm operation—we would likely ‘do better’ with economies 
of scale and more time, but are working with what we have at present. 
 
Sustainable aquaculture practices are the desire of all growers, and the maintenance of good 
water quality and functional habitat are paramount amongst growers; indeed, growers have 
been fundamental at championing these needs for decades.  We will continue to work to 
improve our practices, like most in the industry are challenged to do.  As such, a reasonable 
and predictable regulatory system is appropriate and certainly not something we would 
oppose.  In the nature of what is called for in the revised SMP language, however, we have 
serious concerns about several key areas of the proposed language, some of which are 
highlighted below. 
 

 Elements of the requirements in B2. reflect a desire for a level of environmental 
review by the county for which the purpose is questionable as to how the data will be 
used in decision making.  Requirements are put forward that lack clarification on 
methodology, consideration of project scale, or recognition of what is already 
required in the permitting landscape.   This is particularly relevant to some of the 
requirements of the baseline assessments requested—e.g., seasonal flow rates (?); 
‘visual impacts’ (visual impacts to whom?, by what methodology?); ‘direct, indirect 
and cumulative impacts to items B.1 to B.9 above’ (sorry, but I don’t even see items 
B.1-B.9 above in 19.600.115).   
 
Is the intent of requesting these data to support some type of analysis of carrying 
capacity as part of a spatial plan?  If so, such studies are best conducted at the 
subbasin scale by a state-level entity, and not at the individual farm scale as there is 
simply too much uncertainty at smaller scales of resolution.  And if that is the desire, 
then the permitting review process should first identify what type of capacity is being 
modelled (i.e., capacity for what) based on relevant data.  For example, the WDNR 



has already previously mapped drift cells for nearly all of Puget Sound—and from my 
recollection all shoreline areas of Thurston County.  Is it adequate to simply note in an 
application in which cell the parcel would be located, and the predominate direction 
of long-shore drift?  It should be, as anything further to that level of resolution would 
have extremely questionable value and the level of study required to refine the 
resolution over tidal cycles and seasons as proffered would be extreme.   
 
Relatedly, there are loads of decision support and data analysis tools in practice for 
which spatially relevant decisions can be drawn (e.g., MarXan, EcoPath, InVEST, 
Atlantis, bow-tie analysis, Bayesian belief networks, etc.).  Examples of such 
applications are abundant in the literature.  The lack of clarification in the language of 
the SMP for how study results would be interpreted and by what tool, and, even—in 
many cases—how they would be done, creates so much uncertainty and cost into the 
process that we can only view the potential process and outcome as highly 
discriminatory--particularly against small growers. As small growers, we have 
typically hired low-skilled laborers under contract because of the part time hours that 
can be offered given the vagaries of inconsistent tides.  When small farms are lost, 
and even modest opportunities for expansion are blocked by regulatory uncertainty 
and associated costs, opportunities for such contractors are also lost.  As such, it 
becomes an environmental justice issue.   
 

 ENVIRONMENT DESIGNATIONS 
 

In 3a., geoduck farming, regardless of land zoning (i.e., natural, rural, etc.), is to be 
considered for authorization only with a conditional use permit. If a ‘conditional use’, 
as proposed, this would imply that geoduck farming is a non-conforming activity for 
the waters of the county.  As geoduck farming is simply the aquaculture of a native 
clam species, and aquaculture is recognized elsewhere in the SMP language as a 
preferred use, then it simply does not stand to reason that geoduck farming should be 
singled out as requiring a conditional use permit in contrast to all other forms of 
shellfish aquaculture and other water dependent use permits.  All forms of shellfish 
aquaculture require the use of gear over the course of the culture cycle.  While the use 
of inert pvc tubes for a small portion of the geoduck culture cycle is not visibly 
appealing to some vocal minorities, it is just that--gear.  We are working to find 
alternatives that are less visible and still functional for the purpose of improving early 
life stage survival of planted geoduck, but assigning a separate permit category for 
geoduck is not in keeping with the acknowledgement in the SMP language of 
aquaculture as a water dependent and preferred use. 
 
3b further places into question what would constitute ‘normal’ use of surface waters.  
Lacking definition, this appears to place another potential financial and time burden 
on growers, and sets up applicants for continued appeals based simply on another’s 
view of ‘normal’.  Access has never been restricted to beach goers walking or 
paddling across our beach/farm, even when they might have not had the best 
intentions.  This criterion should be clarified; as it represents another area of 
uncertainty with how the regulations could be interpreted, again potentially placing a 
disproportionate financial burden on growers attempting to defend against highly 
subjective alternative views.  My perception as a shoreline property owner (who also 
happens to run a farm), should be at least as valued as those who simply have a 
philosophical desire to eliminate all forms of aquaculture in their viewshed (or in 



entirety), regardless of the science that would otherwise support it or the ecosystem 
services shellfish provide.   

 
For many years, the permitting of shellfish aquaculture in Washington State has suffered 
from an uncoordinated regulatory system that has been heavily influenced by a vocal 
minority of opponents.  They are entitled to their philosophy and opinions, but the regulatory 
systems in place at all levels of government should strive for objectivity based on the weight 
of evidence of scientific proof of environmental impact (both positive and negative), and in 
consideration as well to social and socioeconomic drivers. The Washington Shellfish 
Initiative’s goal of improving permitting processes to maintain and increase sustainable 
aquaculture recognized these challenges 7 years ago.  An offshoot of this initiative was the 
interagency regulatory review team for shellfish aquaculture applications for which Thurston 
County has been a participant.  As such, many of the requirements identified in the draft SMP 
language are challenging to fathom in their present state.  Shellfish farmers go through a 
rigorous permitting process including Tribal, Federal, and State requirements already. The 
SMP should be consistent with these requirements, and not duplicative and should also reflect 
the recognition of ecosystem service values derived from shellfish aquaculture.   
 
Notwithstanding the given objective of shellfish growers to employ sustainable farming 
practices that do not adversely impact natural resources or habitat functions, the paradox of 
perception of a few opponents to shellfish farming should not be allowed to override the 
weight of scientific evidence on the otherwise benign and beneficial effects on ecosystem 
health and function accrued from shellfish and shellfish culture.  The water quality effects of 
shellfish farming on denitrification, nutrient mitigation, and carbon sequestration; the role 
that farm-produced shellfish provide for national and local food security; the important 
employment driver to the local community; and the role of shellfish farm product in 
supporting the growing international demand for seafood—none of these important 
environmental and socioeconomic benefits be should trivialized.  Uncertain and expansive 
permitting programs that are not transparent with respect to either how requirements should 
be met, nor the decision making process involved, will not be effective in practice.  We 
encourage the county to strive for consistency with other existing processes in play at the 
state, federal and tribal level, and remove costly and cumbersome requirements where their 
role in decision making cannot be clarified and justified objectively.  
 



From: Brad Murphy
To: SMP; PlanningCommission
Subject: FW: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations
Date: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 11:30:57 AM

 
 

From: Rebbecka Allen [mailto:rebbeckaallen@pcsga.org] 
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 11:19 AM
To: Brad Murphy <brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us>
Cc: margaretpilaro@pcsga.org
Subject: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Margaret Pilaro, Executive Director
PCSGA
120 State Avenue NE #142
Olympia WA  98501
(360) 754-2744
margaretpilaro@gmail.com
 
 
December 4, 2018
 
Thurston County Planning Commission
via Brad Murphy, County Planner
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW
Olympia, WA 98502-1045
 
Dear Mr. Murphy,
 
Re:  Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and
Regulations
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on proposed amendments to the Thurston
County Shoreline Master Program (SMP). Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers Association
(PCSGA) is based here in Thurston County as it has been for over 100 years. It began as the
Olympia Oyster Growers Association, and in the early 1900’s was vital in ensuring that wood
waste and other pollutants where removed from Southern Puget Sound so that shellfish could
grow. PCSGA now has members in Washington, Alaska, Oregon, California and Hawaii, with
the majority in Washington and several right here in Thurston County, who sustainably grow
healthful shellfish including oysters, clams, mussels and geoduck. 
 

mailto:brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:SMP@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:PlanningCommission@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:margaretpilaro@gmail.com


The tradition of growing shellfish in Thurston County is woven into our community’s fabric.
Oystermen of the early 1900’s put this region on the map sending oysters throughout the west;
they provided jobs and food to our fledging community and adamantly fought for a healthy
marine environment. Many of the families that farmed oysters back then still farm here today.
They still provide jobs, still contribute to the County’s economy, still provide food, and are
still completely committed to a healthy environment. It is because of the commitment of our
members that PCSGA has a keen interest in ensuring that local shoreline master programs are
consistent with state law and policy in their regulation of shellfish aquaculture.
 
As currently written, Section 19.600.115 of the Draft SMP is inconsistent with the State
Shoreline Management Act which encourages the use of the state’s shorelines for aquaculture
as a preferred water dependent use. The intent of this section is also inconsistent with the
Washington State Shellfish Initiative, originally enacted by Governor Gregoire and re-
affirmed by Governor Inslee, with the goal to promote this preferred use of statewide interest. 
 
I know some PCSGA members who have shellfish businesses in Thurston County have
provided detailed comments on how the proposed language would directly impact them. I’ve
reviewed most of these comments and wish to reiterate that the current form of the language
unnecessarily places the burden on shellfish growers. Proposed application requirements for
shellfish aquaculture are significantly more extensive than any other use regulated within the
SMP, conveying a message that the County no longer wants this preferred water dependent
use along its shoreline. Many of the requirements are especially burdensome for smaller
growers including complex assessments relating to littoral drift, flushing rates, visual
assessment. Compounding the burden is that these requirements mirror, and in some cases
duplicate, state and federal requirements. This means that a grower would have to do the same
study twice in order to meet the county’s specific requirements. While some larger companies
may be able to meet these onerous requirements, smaller farms interested in expanding as well
as new farms looking to start a business in the county will likely not. The county, through this
SMP, is in a unique position to encourage and support a diverse community of shellfish
growers, which in turn will support both a healthy marine ecosystem and healthy economy. 
 
PCSGA appreciates the extensive and thoughtful work of the County Staff and Community
members in developing these proposed updates. However, there is concern that if these
policies and regulations on aquaculture prevail, they will stifle the industry, by first
eliminating small family farms. PCSGA respectfully requests changes be made to the
proposed language to include recognition of the following:

Aquaculture is a preferred, water dependent use in the Shoreline Management Act.
Shellfish farming has been an important industry in Thurston County for over 100 years
and shellfish farms have and continue to provide the community with both family-wage
jobs and high quality, sustainably produced local food to members of the community.
Shellfish farmers have a long history of environmental stewardship. They depend on
clean water and healthy ecosystems for our shellfish to thrive.
Changes to the application requirements in Section 19.600.115 that make it possible for
all shellfish growers- new and established, small and large - to apply for and maintain
shellfish farms in Thurston County.
Changes to the policy and regulations of Section 19.600.115 that are consistent with the
Washington Shellfish Initiative’s goal of improving permitting processes to maintain
and increase sustainable aquaculture. The SMP should also acknowledge, and be
consistent with, the rigorous permitting processes that shellfish farmers must complete
including Tribal, Federal, and State requirements.

 



Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comment and for your consideration of these
comments. If you would like to discuss this further, or need additional information, please do
not hesitate to contact me at 360-790-8264 or margaretpilaro@pcsga.org.  
 
Respectfully,
 

Margaret A. Pilaro
Executive Director, PCSGA
 
----------------------------------
 
Sent by:
 
Rebbecka Allen, Administrative Assistant
Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers Association
120 State Ave. NE #142
Olympia, WA  98501
(360) 754-2744 
www.pcsga.org
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Ian Lefcourte

From: Brad Murphy
Sent: Tuesday, December 4, 2018 3:58 PM
To: SMP; PlanningCommission
Subject: FW: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations

Categories: Duplicate Public Comment

 
 

From: John Hutchings  
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 3:03 PM 
To: Brad Murphy <brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: FW: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations 
 
Hi Brad, 
 
Please add this email to your records for public comment on the SMP. 
 
Thank you, 
Kelli 
 
 
Kelli Lee 
Executive Assistant to John Hutchings 
Thurston County Commissioner, District #1 
360‐357‐2470 office|360‐485‐2474 mobile 
 

From: Rebbecka Allen [mailto:rebbeckaallen@pcsga.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 11:05 AM 
To: John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Cc: margaretpilaro@pcsga.org 
Subject: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations 
 

 
 
 
 
 
 
 
Margaret Pilaro, Executive Director 
PCSGA 
120 State Avenue NE #142 
Olympia WA  98501 
(360) 754-2744 
margaretpilaro@gmail.com 
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December 4, 2018 
 
Commissioner John Hutchings, District 1 
Thurston County Courthouse, Building One, Room 269 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502-1045 
 
Dear Commissioner Hutchings, 
 
Re:  Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on proposed amendments to the Thurston County Shoreline 
Master Program (SMP). Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers Association (PCSGA) is based here in Thurston 
County as it has been for over 100 years. It began as the Olympia Oyster Growers Association, and in the early 
1900’s was vital in ensuring that wood waste and other pollutants where removed from Southern Puget Sound 
so that shellfish could grow. PCSGA now has members in Washington, Alaska, Oregon, California and Hawaii, 
with the majority in Washington and several right here in Thurston County, who sustainably grow healthful 
shellfish including oysters, clams, mussels and geoduck.  
 
The tradition of growing shellfish in Thurston County is woven into our community’s fabric. Oystermen of the 
early 1900’s put this region on the map sending oysters throughout the west; they provided jobs and food to our 
fledging community and adamantly fought for a healthy marine environment. Many of the families that farmed 
oysters back then still farm here today. They still provide jobs, still contribute to the County’s economy, still 
provide food, and are still completely committed to a healthy environment. It is because of the commitment of 
our members that PCSGA has a keen interest in ensuring that local shoreline master programs are consistent 
with state law and policy in their regulation of shellfish aquaculture.  
 
As currently written, Section 19.600.115 of the Draft SMP is inconsistent with the State Shoreline Management 
Act which encourages the use of the state’s shorelines for aquaculture as a preferred water dependent use. The 
intent of this section is also inconsistent with the Washington State Shellfish Initiative, originally enacted by 
Governor Gregoire and re-affirmed by Governor Inslee, with the goal to promote this preferred use of statewide 
interest.   
 
I know some PCSGA members who have shellfish businesses in Thurston County have provided detailed 
comments on how the proposed language would directly impact them. I’ve reviewed most of these comments 
and wish to reiterate that the current form of the language unnecessarily places the burden on shellfish growers. 
Proposed application requirements for shellfish aquaculture are significantly more extensive than any other use 
regulated within the SMP, conveying a message that the County no longer wants this preferred water dependent 
use along its shoreline. Many of the requirements are especially burdensome for smaller growers including 
complex assessments relating to littoral drift, flushing rates, visual assessment. Compounding the burden is that 
these requirements mirror, and in some cases duplicate, state and federal requirements. This means that a 
grower would have to do the same study twice in order to meet the county’s specific requirements. While some 
larger companies may be able to meet these onerous requirements, smaller farms interested in expanding as well 
as new farms looking to start a business in the county will likely not. The county, through this SMP, is in a 
unique position to encourage and support a diverse community of shellfish growers, which in turn will support 
both a healthy marine ecosystem and healthy economy.   
 
PCSGA appreciates the extensive and thoughtful work of the County Staff and Community members in 
developing these proposed updates. However, there is concern that if these policies and regulations on 
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aquaculture prevail, they will stifle the industry, by first eliminating small family farms. PCSGA respectfully 
requests changes be made to the proposed language to include recognition of the following: 

 Aquaculture is a preferred, water dependent use in the Shoreline Management Act. 
 Shellfish farming has been an important industry in Thurston County for over 100 years and shellfish 

farms have and continue to provide the community with both family-wage jobs and high quality, 
sustainably produced local food to members of the community. 

 Shellfish farmers have a long history of environmental stewardship. They depend on clean water and 
healthy ecosystems for our shellfish to thrive. 

 Changes to the application requirements in Section 19.600.115 that make it possible for all shellfish 
growers- new and established, small and large - to apply for and maintain shellfish farms in Thurston 
County.  

 Changes to the policy and regulations of Section 19.600.115 that are consistent with the Washington 
Shellfish Initiative’s goal of improving permitting processes to maintain and increase sustainable 
aquaculture. The SMP should also acknowledge, and be consistent with, the rigorous permitting 
processes that shellfish farmers must complete including Tribal, Federal, and State requirements.  

 
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comment and for your consideration of these comments. If you 
would like to discuss this further, or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 360-
790-8264 or margaretpilaro@pcsga.org.    
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
Margaret A. Pilaro 
Executive Director, PCSGA 
 
---------------------------------- 
 
Sent by: 
 
Rebbecka Allen, Administrative Assistant 
Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers Association 
120 State Ave. NE #142 
Olympia, WA  98501 
(360) 754-2744   
www.pcsga.org 
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Ian Lefcourte

From: Brad Murphy
Sent: Wednesday, December 5, 2018 12:16 PM
To: SMP; PlanningCommission
Subject: FW: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations

Categories: Duplicate Public Comment

 
 

From: Erin Birklid  
Sent: Wednesday, December 05, 2018 11:52 AM 
To: Brad Murphy <brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Subject: FW: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations 
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From: Rebbecka Allen [mailto:rebbeckaallen@pcsga.org]  
Sent: Tuesday, December 04, 2018 11:12 AM 
To: Bud Blake <bud.blake@co.thurston.wa.us> 
Cc: margaretpilaro@pcsga.org 
Subject: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations 
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Margaret Pilaro, Executive Director 
PCSGA 
120 State Avenue NE #142 
Olympia WA  98501 
(360) 754-2744 
margaretpilaro@gmail.com 
 
 
December 4, 2018 
 
Commissioner Bud Blake, District 3 
Thurston County Courthouse, Building One, Room 269 
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW 
Olympia, WA 98502-1045 
 
Dear Commissioner Blake, 
 
Re:  Thurston County Shoreline Master Program Update, Aquaculture Policies and Regulations 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to provide comments on proposed amendments to the Thurston County Shoreline 
Master Program (SMP). Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers Association (PCSGA) is based here in Thurston 
County as it has been for over 100 years. It began as the Olympia Oyster Growers Association, and in the early 
1900’s was vital in ensuring that wood waste and other pollutants where removed from Southern Puget Sound 
so that shellfish could grow. PCSGA now has members in Washington, Alaska, Oregon, California and Hawaii, 
with the majority in Washington and several right here in Thurston County, who sustainably grow healthful 
shellfish including oysters, clams, mussels and geoduck.  
 
The tradition of growing shellfish in Thurston County is woven into our community’s fabric. Oystermen of the 
early 1900’s put this region on the map sending oysters throughout the west; they provided jobs and food to our 
fledging community and adamantly fought for a healthy marine environment. Many of the families that farmed 
oysters back then still farm here today. They still provide jobs, still contribute to the County’s economy, still 
provide food, and are still completely committed to a healthy environment. It is because of the commitment of 
our members that PCSGA has a keen interest in ensuring that local shoreline master programs are consistent 
with state law and policy in their regulation of shellfish aquaculture.  
 
As currently written, Section 19.600.115 of the Draft SMP is inconsistent with the State Shoreline Management 
Act which encourages the use of the state’s shorelines for aquaculture as a preferred water dependent use. The 
intent of this section is also inconsistent with the Washington State Shellfish Initiative, originally enacted by 
Governor Gregoire and re-affirmed by Governor Inslee, with the goal to promote this preferred use of statewide 
interest.   
 
I know some PCSGA members who have shellfish businesses in Thurston County have provided detailed 
comments on how the proposed language would directly impact them. I’ve reviewed most of these comments 
and wish to reiterate that the current form of the language unnecessarily places the burden on shellfish growers. 
Proposed application requirements for shellfish aquaculture are significantly more extensive than any other use 
regulated within the SMP, conveying a message that the County no longer wants this preferred water dependent 
use along its shoreline. Many of the requirements are especially burdensome for smaller growers including 
complex assessments relating to littoral drift, flushing rates, visual assessment. Compounding the burden is that 
these requirements mirror, and in some cases duplicate, state and federal requirements. This means that a 
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grower would have to do the same study twice in order to meet the county’s specific requirements. While some 
larger companies may be able to meet these onerous requirements, smaller farms interested in expanding as well 
as new farms looking to start a business in the county will likely not. The county, through this SMP, is in a 
unique position to encourage and support a diverse community of shellfish growers, which in turn will support 
both a healthy marine ecosystem and healthy economy.   
 
PCSGA appreciates the extensive and thoughtful work of the County Staff and Community members in 
developing these proposed updates. However, there is concern that if these policies and regulations on 
aquaculture prevail, they will stifle the industry, by first eliminating small family farms. PCSGA respectfully 
requests changes be made to the proposed language to include recognition of the following: 

 Aquaculture is a preferred, water dependent use in the Shoreline Management Act. 
 Shellfish farming has been an important industry in Thurston County for over 100 years and shellfish 

farms have and continue to provide the community with both family-wage jobs and high quality, 
sustainably produced local food to members of the community. 

 Shellfish farmers have a long history of environmental stewardship. They depend on clean water and 
healthy ecosystems for our shellfish to thrive. 

 Changes to the application requirements in Section 19.600.115 that make it possible for all shellfish 
growers- new and established, small and large - to apply for and maintain shellfish farms in Thurston 
County.  

 Changes to the policy and regulations of Section 19.600.115 that are consistent with the Washington 
Shellfish Initiative’s goal of improving permitting processes to maintain and increase sustainable 
aquaculture. The SMP should also acknowledge, and be consistent with, the rigorous permitting 
processes that shellfish farmers must complete including Tribal, Federal, and State requirements.  

 
Thank you again for the opportunity to provide comment and for your consideration of these comments. If you 
would like to discuss this further, or need additional information, please do not hesitate to contact me at 360-
790-8264 or margaretpilaro@pcsga.org.    
 
Respectfully, 
 

 
Margaret A. Pilaro 
Executive Director, PCSGA 
 
---------------------------------- 
 
Sent by: 
 
Rebbecka Allen, Administrative Assistant 
Pacific Coast Shellfish Growers Association 
120 State Ave. NE #142 
Olympia, WA  98501 
(360) 754-2744   
www.pcsga.org 
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From: Brad Murphy
To: SMP; PlanningCommission
Subject: FW: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program comments
Date: Monday, December 3, 2018 9:49:28 AM

-----Original Message-----
From: Joe Scharf [mailto:j.scharf@me.com]
Sent: Thursday, November 29, 2018 6:18 PM
To: Brad Murphy <brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us>
Cc: John Hutchings <john.hutchings@co.thurston.wa.us>; Gary Edwards <gary.edwards@co.thurston.wa.us>; Bud
Blake <bud.blake@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Thurston County Shoreline Master Program comments

Dear Mr. Murphy and commissioners,

I wanted to be sure to take the time to write a short statement about my experience with shellfish farming in
Thurston County, as it seems to be under attack again by opponents.

My family has owned property on Eld Inlet (Young Road, specifically) since 1971. For many years we had an au
natural beach - meaning there was only mud, seaweed and various shellfish. We had the occasional clam chowder,
but for the most part we just enjoyed the view. This became more and more difficult in the 1990s, as taxes began to
take a bigger bite of income, and for several years we thought we would need to give up our home because we
couldn’t afford the taxes.

Just as our worries were reaching their peak, we got an offer from a startup shellfish harvester to dig clams on our
beach. We agreed, and were pleasantly surprised to get one or two thousand dollars from the venture. Then, in the
late 1990s or early 2000s, Chelsea Farms asked us if we would like to lease our tidelands to them for geoduck
farming. We agreed again, and five years later were the happy recipients of nearly $30,000 from our first harvest.
We were very happy to be able to keep our house.

In the nearly 20 years of farming on our beach, we have easily cleared $150,000 in income; perhaps even $200,000
(I don’t know the exact number). My wife and I have built a new house, we have sent our children to college, made
improvements to our property such as a new gate, landscaping, and (most importantly) a new septic system.
Property taxes are a worry of the past. These are all benefits we as a family have directly seen.

In addition to the direct benefits to us as individuals, we feel we have contributed to employment in the county,
taxes (our own, the employees’, Chelsea Farms’), helped in some small way to reduce the trade deficit, fed many
people, and helped to clean Puget Sound.

We have never had any issues at all with farming on our land. Chelsea Farms is fastidious in keeping their
equipment picked up, they come out if I tell them there may be something of theirs loose on the beach - even if it’s
not theirs they come get it - and they are very considerate of how much noise they make and how visible their
workers are on summer days. Overall they are highly desirable neighbors and I would much rather have them out
front than motorboats and jet skis.

Harvesting out front of our house has also been a non-issue. The water jets leave small craters in the beach for a
couple of weeks at the most, and within a month, or two at the outside, you would never be able to tell anything had
happened there. Small shellfish, crabs, seaweed, starfish, and whatever else you might find on a typical non-farmed
beach are back within weeks. I know this because I have lived on the same property for almost 50 years, and have
seen it unfarmed for nearly 30 years, and farmed now for 20 years. There is no noticeable difference that I can see.
There is also no effect on any wildlife - air or water - that I have seen. We have bald eagles more so now than at any
point in my life, seals are always out front, there are fish and crabs aplenty. I think the water is cleaner than it has
ever been since I have lived here.

mailto:brad.murphy@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:SMP@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:PlanningCommission@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:j.scharf@me.com


All in all, I think it is counterproductive to regulate shellfish farming in Thurston County to the point it is being
suggested, which would make it nearly impossible to get a new permit. If there is any provable deleterious effect
which shellfish farming has had, I have never been presented with the data. I am aware that some of the arguments
are from the aesthetic perspective, and in my opinion that is what all the arguments boil down to, although
opponents to shellfish farming won’t admit it. Some of my neighbors are very angry about shellfish farming and will
actually walk onto my property to verbally abuse the workers. Their arguments have been “the boat is ugly” or “I
don’t like the tubes.” There is no scientific or economic reasons (of which I am aware) that suggest shellfish farming
is harmful in any way.

I would put myself firmly in the “shellfish farming is beneficial” camp, and urge you to not make shellfish farming
difficult to the point of being impossible. Thurston County gains many benefits from it, not the least of which is a
much cleaner Puget Sound, tax dollars, and employed citizens.

Thank you for your consideration.

Joe Scharf
7342 Young Rd NW
Olympia, WA 98502
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Ian Lefcourte

From: Paula Rudberg Lowe <pmrlowe@comcast.net>
Sent: Tuesday, December 11, 2018 10:12 AM
To: SMP; PlanningCommission
Subject: SMP comments and process

Importance: High

Categories: To Do Public Comment

Dear Planning Commission and SMP preparer (Brad Murphy), 
 
I have been unable to attend meetings for the past few months because I often have a conflict at the meeting time and 
date, but I want you to know that I am carefully following the process online and through my fellow lake property 
owners. 
 
I see a list of concerns by Thurston County Residential Shoreline Stakeholder Coalition and I heartily agree with their 
recommended changes. 
 
Overall, I have been extremely disappointed with this SMP process: How it was publicized (and not publicized), how it 
has been handled (poorly), how many of us feel unheard and pushed aside, and more. I would like to see the SMP 
finalized soon — taking in all of the comments from the above‐mentioned coalition and others. 
 
Regarding publicity, very few people read The Olympian anymore — it’s mostly for an older demographic. A younger 
demographic may read the online version. I suggest direct mail and emails to contact people who are interested in this 
process. You have a huge list from the meetings. 
 
Also I WAS getting emails about the meeting, but I have dropped off the list. Would you please put me back on the list? 
pmrlowe@comcast.net 
 
It is extremely disappointing that this public meeting is held during a busy time of the year for most folks — often a 
month that is dark and it’s dangerous to drive at night. 
 
Sincerely, 
 
Paula R. Lowe 
Pattison Lake 
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Ian Lefcourte

From: Robert Jensen <rvmijensen@hotmail.com>
Sent: Monday, December 10, 2018 2:55 PM
To: SMP
Cc: pmrlowe@comcast.net; mike beehler; Treesa Hertzel
Subject: Shoreline Management Master Program

Follow Up Flag: Follow up
Flag Status: Flagged

Categories: To Do Public Comment

Dear Representative, 
 
My name is Robert Jensen.  My wife, María and I have been residents on 
Pattison Lake since 2003. 
 
In the past several years, many of Thurston County's lakes have become 
plagued by periodic toxic blue-green algae blooms.  I have been in 
communication with the Thurston County Health Department over these years, 
regarding the increasing incidence of these blooms in Pattison Lake.  The 
blooms significantly impair the health and aesthetics, as well as the 
public use and enjoyment, of the lake.   
 
Based on materials I have received from the Health Department, and upon my 
own experience as an attorney for the Department of Ecology, I am 
convinced the primary cause of these blooms is poorly managed and outdated 
septic systems.   
 
This problem was not publicly recognized when the Thurston County 
Shoreline Master Program was last amended in 1990, nearly 20 years 
ago.  Since then, there has been a significant proliferation of septic 
systems on the lakes.  In addition, those that did and continue to exist, 
are that much older. 
 
Today, the public, especially residents of many of our lakes, are clearly 
aware of the problem, and are searching for a solution. 
 
For Pattison Lake, the ultimate solution will be the installation of sewer 
connections around the lake.  This is called for in the Urban Growth 
Management Plan for the lake, which is in Lacey's urban growth 
district.  Unfortunately, the prospect is this program is many years 
away.  For other lakes, such as Summit and Black Lake, the prospect is 
even farther down the road. 
 
I urge the County to not forfeit its opportunity, in its proposed 
amendments to its Master Program, to address the management of septic 
systems on our lakes which constitute shorelines (those over 20 acres); to 
the end of reducing and ultimately eliminating the continual degradation 
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of these lakes from these insidious toxic algae blooms.  Specific 
measures, such as regular testing and pumping of septic tanks, would 
result in a significant reduction of the incidence of these blooms.  This 
concept should be included as a part of the development standards for all 
residential structures on the lakes with septic systems, which drain into 
those lakes. 
 
Respectfully yours, 
Robert Jensen 
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