
From: Bob Zych
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: SMP Public Hearing Comment
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 11:05:30 AM

Please change the Shoreline Environmental Designation (SED) for Carpenter’s Park on Long
Lake from Shoreline Residential to either Rural Conservancy or Natural.

I've lived across the channel directly west of Carpenters Park for more than 33 years. Each day
we watch eagles nest and rest in the trees along the mature, natural shoreline. The SMP
designation change allows the parcel to remain as  "natural" as it has been for years. The
change is consistent with the net zero environmental impact goal of the SMP. The parcel is
one of the largest remaining natural shorelines on Long Lake. As such, the relative impact of
the parcel designation is very significant.

Act now to protect this valuable and unique natural shoreline parcel from residential
development.  Thank you for memorializing my comments in the  SMP Public Hearing.
-- 
Bob Zych
3240 Long Lake Drive SE
Olympia, WA 98503
360.259.1293
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From: Bob Zych
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: Re: SMP Public Hearing Comment
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 11:15:16 AM
Attachments: image.png

Please include the winter picture below of the Carpenters Park parcel with my comments.
Thank you.

On Fri, Oct 22, 2021 at 11:05 AM Bob Zych <razych21@gmail.com> wrote:
Please change the Shoreline Environmental Designation (SED) for Carpenter’s Park on
Long Lake from Shoreline Residential to either Rural Conservancy or Natural.

I've lived across the channel directly west of Carpenters Park for more than 33 years. Each
day we watch eagles nest and rest in the trees along the mature, natural shoreline. The SMP
designation change allows the parcel to remain as  "natural" as it has been for years. The
change is consistent with the net zero environmental impact goal of the SMP. The parcel is
one of the largest remaining natural shorelines on Long Lake. As such, the relative impact of
the parcel designation is very significant.

Act now to protect this valuable and unique natural shoreline parcel from residential
development.  Thank you for memorializing my comments in the  SMP Public Hearing.
-- 
Bob Zych
3240 Long Lake Drive SE
Olympia, WA 98503
360.259.1293

-- 
Bob Zych
360.259.1293
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From: johnjaneob@aol.com
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: Carpenter Park SED
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 11:42:33 AM

Hello Andrew,

I am a resident on Long Lake and am hoping that the SED for Carpenter Park will be changed from
Shoreline Residential to either Rural Conservancy or Natural.  For the sake of all who enjoy this park
throughout each year, the change seems to be best to protect the park for the citizens of our county, state
and visitors from outside our area.

Thank you for your consideration and for the thoughtful and thorough time and effort given to the
Shoreline Master Program.  The decisions made are very important to all of us.

Jane O'Brien
4143 Lorna Court SE
Lacey,WA  98503
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From: Adam Hagestedt
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: SMP Input and permitting question
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 12:46:07 PM

Hi Andrew,

I live on Long Lake and wanted to cast my input on a few points and ask you a question on
permitting: 

I live at 8027 Lakeridge Dr SE, Olympia, WA 98503, I am looking at putting in boat launch
rails and a boat house given the increasing variation in the lake height that makes a boat lift
not a viable option. I want to understand if this will be easier/harder/possible with the SMP
new updates. Looking forward to your insights!

Below are the input points I wanted to send you:
1) Ch 19.400.100. The labeling of all existing legally built homes and/or accessory structures
already located within the buffer should be “conforming,” not “legally non-conforming.” State
law recognizes these structures as “conforming.” So should Thurston County. This is an
important issue to me given the buffer zone and my house is within 75 ft of the lake.

2) Ch 19.400.120. Buffer widths should stay as presented in this July 28, 2021, draft SMP.
Shoreline Residential buffer widths should be 50-feet for both marine and lake properties…as
they have been since the 1990 SMP, and longer. Not the 75-feet under consideration since this
impacts as I said if my house is in or outside the buffer zone.

3) Ch 19.400.120.D.1.b. and Appendix B, Section B.2.c. Decks and Viewing Platforms
properly constructed to be pervious should not be required to be “…adjacent to residential
structures…” There should be no limit on size or location and there should be no requirement
for a shoreline variance to build such a deck.

5) Ch 19.500.075 and 19.500.100.B.2. I strongly agree with the Options: Substantial
Developments Permits, Conditional Use Permits and Variances should be processed
administratively rather than having to undergo a public hearing before the Hearing Examiner.

6) Ch 19.600.160.C.1.r., Ch 19.600.160.C.4.f. and Ch 19.600.160.C.5. I agree with each of
these Options. Strike the requirement for pier, dock, float or ramp grating on lakes that do not
contain salmon.

7) Ch 19.600.160.C.3.b. We agree with this Public Hearing Option, “Consider a shorter
distance (than the specified 20-foot spacing) for spacing of residential pilings (supporting piers
and/or docks) in lakes…” 8-foot spacing is a move in the right direction; we would like to see
6-foot.

Best regards,

Adam Hagestedt
503-869-2323
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From: wablackknight
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: Carpenter Park conservation
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 1:29:57 PM

Mr. Deffogis -

When I moved to Lacey and bought my property at 3209 Long Lake DR SE over 20 years
ago, a major attraction for my purchase was a natural beauty and rural feeling for this area.

My property was commonly used as a resting spot by single deer and small herds of deer as
they passed back and forth to the lake.  

Listening to the nesting pairs of eagles, and owls has been common over the years.

Sadly, as the local area has increasingly developed, these experiences have significantly
diminished.

Please consider revising and changing the Shoreline Environmental Designation (SED) for
Carpenter’s Park on Long Lake from Shoreline Residential to either Rural Conservancy or
Natural.  This change is small, but has outsized impact on the quality of life for both residents
and our animal occupants.

As has been pointed out by others, the SMP designation change allows the parcel to remain as 
"natural" as it has been for years. The change is consistent with the net zero environmental
impact goal of the SMP. The parcel is one of the largest remaining natural shorelines on Long
Lake, and it deserves the preservation and protection to help retain the natural beauty in our
immediate area.

I am a military veteran, and I have traveled all over the world. There are few places where the
natural world remains relatively undisturbed. I stand in awe of the natural wonders preserved
for us by forward thinkers such as Gifford Pinchot. John Muir, and Teddy Roosevelt.  

Tho' this is a small thing, it is an important local thing that we can do to help preserve our past
and our environment.

Thank You for your consideration.

Respectfully -

Bill Martin
3209 Long Lake DR SE

Sent via the Samsung Galaxy S10 Federation Communicator.  LLAP. 
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From: Maddy deGive
To: Andrew Deffobis
Cc: jwoodford.a1a@gmail.com
Subject: SED Re-Designation and Carpenter"s Park
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 1:42:00 PM

Hello Mr. Defobbis,

I hope that you are getting a lot of feedback on the issue of Carpenter’s Park. This parcel is one of
the last undeveloped stretches of natural shoreline left on Long Lake. It includes a section of
marshland that together with its upland woods has long been maintained in pristine condition as a
park for the members of a local Carpenter’s Union.

The area provides habitat for a large population of waterfowl and shore birds as well as wood birds
and other woodland creatures. We have seen eagles, osprey, various species of heron, loons,  river
otters and all manner of indigenous birds along the shoreline. In the winter, it serves as protection
for a large population of wintering aquatic birds. It provides habitat for fish and is across the lake
from a State Fish and Wildlife boat launch and public access area. As such, it is seen and enjoyed by
many state residents, not just Long Lake residents.

Importantly, it also provides a buffer for some of the massive amount of pollutants in local storm
runoff waters. (Much of which is piped directly into the lake from storm drains all around the area.)

The importance of changing the Shoreline Environmental Designation (SED) for Carpenter’s Park
from Shoreline Residential to either Rural Conservancy or Natural should be evident from the above
description of its impact on Long Lake as a whole. I appreciate consideration of our request.

Sincerely,

Dr. and Mrs. Henry de Give
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From: Guttman, Burton
To: Andrew Deffobis
Cc: From: John H Woodford
Subject: Re: SED re-designation and Carpenter’s Park
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 3:29:16 PM

From: John Woodford <jwoodford.aia@gmail.com>
Sent: Thursday, October 21, 2021 6:31 PM
To: John Woodford <jwoodford.aia@gmail.com>
Subject: Fwd: SED re-designation and Carpenter’s Park

Long Lake neighbors,

I’ve just sent this email to Andy Deffobis asking that the Shoreline Environmental Designation (SED)
for Carpenter’s Park be changed from Shoreline Residential to either Rural Conservancy or Natural.  I
know that it’s a real long shot, but if you agree in principal, please get an email off to Andy ASAP.
 Don’t just say, “I agree with John.”  Be a little creative and say something about how important a
“natural” Carpenter’s Park is to the lake as a whole.

Andy has said that any comments received by midnight tomorrow will be included in his package of
SMP Public Hearing comments.  Andy’s email address is at the beginning of the attachment below…and
send an email with any last comments you have on other matters.  This is our last chance!  Midnight
tomorrow is the deadline for all public communication on the SMP!

Let’s do this,
John

Begin forwarded message:

From: John H Woodford <jwoodford.aia@gmail.com>
Subject: SED re-designation and Carpenter’s Park
Date: October 21, 2021 at 5:39:26 PM PDT
To: Andrew Deffobis <andrew.deffobis@co.thurston.wa.us>

Hello Andy,

While I've opposed all of the SED re-designations that have come to light so far, there is one
missed site that I must bring to the attention of the Planning staff and the Planning
Commission.  It is Tax Parcel # 11826240100 on the east shoreline of Long Lake, known
locally as Carpenter’s Park.  It was once owned by the Carpenter’s Local #470, of Tacoma,
and was used as a weekend retreat for the members.
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Carpenter’s Park from the WDFW boat launch across the lake.  The approximate north and
south property lines are indicated yellow.

Carpenter’s Park, on the east shoreline of Long Lake, from above…approximately at the



midpoint of reach LLO-4 to LLO-5, Parcel # 11826240100, is the 11.60 acres, from the
shoreline, up the bluff, to the former campsite.  Parcel # 11826130100 is the 4.65 acre,
narrow rectangle that connects the larger parcel to Walthew St SE, which run north/south on
the right hand side of this image.  This smaller parcel falls outside the SMP jurisdiction.
 The existing SED of the larger Parcel # 11826240100 is Rural; the proposed is Shoreline
Residential.  You’ve got this one wrong.  The SED should be, if not Natural, at least
Rural Conservancy.  Please give serious consideration to this SED re-designation.

The small circled island is Kirby Island, reach LLO-16, and it has an existing SED of Rural
and proposed of Natural.  You’ve got this one right; do the same for Carpenter’s Park. 

Respectfully submitted,

John H Woodford, AIA
Emeritus Architect



From: Maya Teeple
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: FW: Incoming Comp Plan OR Dev Code Comment
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 3:37:58 PM

Maya Teeple |  Senior Planner
Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development
Community Planning Division
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW, Bldg 1, Olympia, Washington 98502
Cell (Primary): (360) 545-2593
Maya.Teeple@co.thurston.wa.us | www.thurstonplanning.org

From: Carole Mathews <donotreply@wordpress.com> 
Sent: Friday, October 22, 2021 3:10 PM
To: Maya Teeple <maya.teeple@co.thurston.wa.us>
Subject: Incoming Comp Plan OR Dev Code Comment

Name: Carole Mathews

Email: kokithecat@comcast.net

Which DOCKET are you commenting on?: My comment is about both dockets.

Which docket ITEM? (okay to use the project's docket # or name): A-6 Shoreline Master Program

Message: In Chapter 19.400, General Regulations, 19.400.100, B. Existing Structures
c. change height restriction to up to 25 feet
This change might allow for residences behind existing structures when "remodeled" to have at least
a limited view instead of the view of a three story building.

Time: October 22, 2021 at 10:10 pm
IP Address: 76.121.128.143
Contact Form URL: https://thurstoncomments.org/comment-comp-plan-or-dev-code/

Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.
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From: Guttman, Burton
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: Re: SED re-designation and Carpenter’s Park
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 3:54:37 PM

Mr. Deffobis, I'm sorry you only received a part of what I wanted to send you--I don't know
how to operate these e-mail systems very well.  The main point I want to make is about the
importance of the multifaceted beauty of such areas as Carpenter's Park in our living space,
and the spaces of all the residents around this lake.  In principle, I suppose the people, like
you, who oversee our living spaces could have every tree and bush torn down and could force
more construction, so we are crowded into tiny spaces.  And we could our lives pounding on
computers and watching stupid TV programs, no longer enjoying the natural world that we
love.  And then when we got tired of trying to live like some kinds of heartless robots we could
kill ourselves and let someone else move into our houses.  A lot of people, I'm sure, would
benefit financially.  But my wife and I (a retired public-school teacher and a retired professor)
have a more realistic and perhaps old-fashioned view of what life is all about, and if the beauty
of the natural world that surrounds on us on this lake were somehow taken from us, I think we
would find life no longer worth living.  But this is what has been done in a much smaller way
when the people of Carpenter's Park have been allowed to destroy their natural area,
motivated by nothing but greed and stupidity.  We--and I'm sure many other residents of this
area--beg you impose proper restrictions on building and the destruction of this area's natural
beauty.
Sincerely
Burton S. Guttman
cc:  Lois L. Wofford

From: Andrew Deffobis <andrew.deffobis@co.thurston.wa.us>
Sent: Friday, October 22, 2021 3:29 PM
To: Guttman, Burton <GuttmanB@evergreen.edu>
Subject: Automatic reply: SED re-designation and Carpenter’s Park

Hello,

Thank you for your email. I am out of the office until Monday, October 25. I will respond to your
message when I am back.

Thank you,

Andrew Deffobis, Interim Senior Planner

Thurston County Community Planning & Economic Development Department

2000 Lakeridge Drive SW
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Olympia, WA 98502

Phone: (360) 786-5467

Fax: (360) 754-2939



From: Tom Solberg
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: Shoreline Management Plan - Comment
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 4:02:05 PM

For over four years now, I’ve been trying to follow and keep abreast of the proposed
updates to the Thurston County Shorelines Management Plan.  While many of the features of the
plan don’t affect me, there are still a number of things that tend to give me heartburn.  After many
meetings which were attended by me and other interested stakeholders – the lakeside property
owners – too many of these issues keep  rearing their ugly heads as if they had never been
addressed at all by those of us who have the greatest interest in its impact. 

 Probably the biggest issue has to do with shoreline setbacks.  My house, which is still on the
original Holmes Family homestead on Long Lake and originally built by Albin Holmes son Edwin with
a lot of help – I am told-- from Billy Frank Jr. will suddenly find itself “legally non-conforming”.  The
setback will be changed from 50 ft to 75 ft.  At the very helpful meeting with Long Lake Management
District property owners and Andrew Deffobis of the county planning staff, the question was asked
why this is necessary.  The old answer “follow the science” was pretty well discredited when there
was no available “science” offered.  It would seem that this a requirement  that can apparently be
attributed to pure inertia.  At any rate, it seems to make no ecological sense.  At the very least, the
existing homes should not have their designation changed to anything but “conforming” and there is
no need to increase the buffer to the lake by 50%. 

 Another area which gives me heartburn has to do with docks.  As nearly as I can figure by
reading the preliminary document, virtually all future docks shall effectively be constructed like piers
– This will make any construction so prohibitably expensive that those docks that are currently on
the lakes will ultimately decay to the point that they will be dangerous, ugly, and essentially
nonfunctional.   Ultimately, only VERY well-to-do residents will be able to afford one.  This I don’t
believe is consistent with the idea that lakeside property will be protected for recreational use.

 While there are other issues that I’m not terribly happy about, I have attempted to
summarize my two main concerns since I don’t want them to get lost in a whole bunch of “static”.

Tom Solberg
7525 Holmes Island Rd SE
Lacey, WA  98503            

Virus-free. www.avast.com
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From: Donovan & Meredith Rafferty
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: SMP Hearing Testimony - Related prior comments
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 4:12:05 PM
Attachments: Rafferty Eliminate Daily Reporting PDF.pdf

Rafferty Standardize SED Criteria PDF.pdf

I provided comment at the SMP Hearing on October 20, 2021.  We wanted to clarify
that the attached comments submitted earlier on October 19th by email are in support
of my testimony. When providing my comments to the Planning Commission, please
include the attached comments.
I did find the Zoom format intimidating, facing only a looming view of a time counter
ticking away in red and no view on the screen of the Planning Commission whom I
was addressing. 

Thank you,
Meredith Rafferty
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October 19, 2021 
 
TO:       Thurston County Planning Commission 
 
              Andrew Deffobis 
              Interim Senior Planner, Thurston County 
 
FROM:  Meredith & Donovan Rafferty 
               618 77th Ave NE 
               Olympia, WA 98506 
 
RE:         Over-regulating daily activities in using our properties 
 
 
For shoreline property owners, daily use of their properties is comprehensively regulated by the 
Substantial Shoreline Permit.  This expensive and complex process involving a hearing examiner is 
triggered by any disturbance of the property at an astonishingly low threshold of  
$7,047 in project value.  Yet the draft SMP intends to cover 100% of any activity, regardless of value.  
Even when a Substantial Development Permit is not required, any disturbance must be reported in 
advance to, in essence, “get a permit to not get a permit”. 
 
We object.  Clearly state in this SMP document that activities valued less than the substantial 
development permit threshold do not require any action, no daily reporting and no validating. 
 
 
Meredith & Donovan Rafferty 
618 77th Ave NE 
Olympia, WA 98506   
 








October 19, 2021 
 
TO:       Thurston County Planning Commission 
 
              Andrew Deffobis 
              Interim Senior Planner, Thurston County 
 
FROM:  Meredith & Donovan Rafferty 
               618 77th Ave NE 
               Olympia, WA 98506 
 
RE:         Standardize evaluation of “environmental limitations”, a broad criteria for Rural Conservancy  
 
Our property’s saltwater shoreline lies in a dense development that is now identified as a half-mile-long 
“reach”, MBU-16.  The draft SMP embraces totally new criteria for designating shoreline categories that 
are not directly based on the ecological intactness of the shoreline.  One of the broadest is the all-
encompassing “environmental limitations” criteria for the Rural Conservancy designation (pg. 29). 
 
Now counted is the presence of “steep slopes” and/or “flood-prone” areas with no definitions, just a broad 
pass. The issue is the breadth of the characteristics and the variability in the interpretation. 
 
We note that there are definitions in the Critical Areas act which already regulates us.  The act provides a 
publicly established process for specifying such characteristics and there are standards for regulating 
them. In this increasingly regulated world, we question creating a new layer of regulation for an 
undefined purpose. 
 
Currently, the Rural Conservancy’s “environmental limitations” broadly includes “steep banks, feeder 
bluffs, or flood plains or other flood-prone areas” (pg. 29).  We note that “flood-prone” is similarly 
undefined in this document. 
  
We have no idea what the designation purpose is for so broadly including “steep banks” and “other flood-
prone areas”.  We do know that this phrase can result in our property being characterized as hazardous.  It 
also results in increased restrictions under the SMP.  We are deeply concerned. 
 
 
Meredith & Donovan Rafferty 
618 77th Ave NE 
Olympia, WA 98506 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 
 







October 19, 2021 

TO:  Thurston County Planning Commission 

 Andrew Deffobis 
 Interim Senior Planner, Thurston County 

FROM:  Meredith & Donovan Rafferty 
 618 77th Ave NE 
 Olympia, WA 98506 

RE:  Over-regulating daily activities in using our properties 

For shoreline property owners, daily use of their properties is comprehensively regulated by the 
Substantial Shoreline Permit.  This expensive and complex process involving a hearing examiner is 
triggered by any disturbance of the property at an astonishingly low threshold of  
$7,047 in project value.  Yet the draft SMP intends to cover 100% of any activity, regardless of value. 
Even when a Substantial Development Permit is not required, any disturbance must be reported in 
advance to, in essence, “get a permit to not get a permit”. 

We object.  Clearly state in this SMP document that activities valued less than the substantial 
development permit threshold do not require any action, no daily reporting and no validating. 

Meredith & Donovan Rafferty 
618 77th Ave NE 
Olympia, WA 98506   



October 19, 2021 

TO:  Thurston County Planning Commission 

 Andrew Deffobis 
 Interim Senior Planner, Thurston County 

FROM:  Meredith & Donovan Rafferty 
 618 77th Ave NE 
 Olympia, WA 98506 

RE:  Standardize evaluation of “environmental limitations”, a broad criteria for Rural Conservancy 

Our property’s saltwater shoreline lies in a dense development that is now identified as a half-mile-long 
“reach”, MBU-16.  The draft SMP embraces totally new criteria for designating shoreline categories that 
are not directly based on the ecological intactness of the shoreline.  One of the broadest is the all-
encompassing “environmental limitations” criteria for the Rural Conservancy designation (pg. 29). 

Now counted is the presence of “steep slopes” and/or “flood-prone” areas with no definitions, just a broad 
pass. The issue is the breadth of the characteristics and the variability in the interpretation. 

We note that there are definitions in the Critical Areas act which already regulates us.  The act provides a 
publicly established process for specifying such characteristics and there are standards for regulating 
them. In this increasingly regulated world, we question creating a new layer of regulation for an 
undefined purpose. 

Currently, the Rural Conservancy’s “environmental limitations” broadly includes “steep banks, feeder 
bluffs, or flood plains or other flood-prone areas” (pg. 29).  We note that “flood-prone” is similarly 
undefined in this document. 

We have no idea what the designation purpose is for so broadly including “steep banks” and “other flood-
prone areas”.  We do know that this phrase can result in our property being characterized as hazardous.  It 
also results in increased restrictions under the SMP.  We are deeply concerned. 

Meredith & Donovan Rafferty 
618 77th Ave NE 
Olympia, WA 98506 



From: carol porter
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: Carpenter Park SED re-designation
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 4:21:44 PM

Maintain Carpenter Park on Long Lake designated as RUAL not residential.

I have lived directly across from Carpenter Part for 32 years.  I have witnessed the wildlife that
live in and amongst the trees of this natural habitat.   How can this gem be taken from the
wildlife that lives there?  Last year when the tree removal process began to clear the property
at Carpenter Park, four Bald Eagles flew around the park and my home for weeks.  It was clear
the Eagles were in distress.   How can the County consider extending a setback buffer on lake
front property in the name of conservation yet allow Carpenter Park to be designated
Residential and destroy an existing natural habitat?   Do not re-designate Carpenter Park.

It is up to you to protect the wildlife that live in Carpenter Park and maintain this natural
habitat.  

Carol Porter
3210 Long Lake Dr. S.E.
Olympia WA.
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From: Esther Grace Kronenberg
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: SMP Comments by Citizens for a Clean Black Lake
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 6:35:04 PM
Attachments: CCBL comments on draft SMP 102021.docx

Hello,
Please include the following in the public comments on the draft SMP.
Thank you.
Esther Kronenberg
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Esther Kronenberg and Suzanne Kline for Citizens for a Clean Black Lake



When you go to your Grandmother’s house and she offers you food, you say yes, thank you, not only because you want to eat, but because you know it will make your Grandmother happy.  But if you went to her house and raided the refrigerator without asking, you would be acting badly and hurting your Grandmother too.  You would be taking without giving anything back.



That’s what our policy of “no net loss” is doing to our common Grandmother who provides everything we need to sustain ourselves - our land, our water and its abundance.  We take whatever we can get but we forget to give back.    What has been the result?



There are 500 species in danger in Washington State.  In Budd Inlet, the shorebird population has been reduced by 95% of what it was just 20 years ago when you could see 100’s of them.  Now you see almost none.  Chinook, coho and steelhead populations in Puget Sound have declined by up to 90% over the past 40 years.   LOTT is finding dangerous cancer-causing chemicals and medications in ground and surface waters and even in its  highly treated reclaimed water, including x-ray contrast agents, 1,4-dioxane, and flame retardants which persist after treatment.  We can’t get rid of them.  Every day they’re going into the water we and our children drink.  The reclaimed water still has 63 chemicals in it, 22 residual chemicals left in surface waters and 16 in the groundwater.  And though there are thousands of these chemicals in use, many of which are toxic in tiny amounts of  parts per billion,  we have only tested for 127, so we know there are many more dangerous chemicals getting into our water supply.  The Black Lake Special District annually applies diquat, a chemical similar to paraquat that causes Parkinson’s disease, and other herbicides into the strategic groundwater reservation for the State Capital and no one is testing for them.



This is in addition to the low dissolved oxygen, high temperatures, high coliform bacteria  and algae blooms that are becoming more and more the new normal in our natural water bodies. .  A whole section of southern Budd Inlet is already a dead zone where only jellyfish can survive.  In response to this emergency, the Department of Ecology is in the midst of issuing a new permit to control excess nitrogen from stormwater runoff and wastewater treatment plants in the Sound that are causing algae blooms and low dissolved oxygen that kill off all marine life.



Add to this shoreline erosion caused by the construction of bulkheads that decreases habitat, the increase of impervious surfaces, and the projected calamitous effects of climate change, and we are putting more of our marine, estuarine and nearshore ecosystems at risk.  We are poisoning the bloodstream of our collective body.  This is urgent.





How much more proof do we need that No net loss is really a HUGE loss and that we can’t continue to take without giving back?  When will we stop acting on the made up belief that we can do whatever we want with land because we own it and face up to the fundamental reality of nature that clearly shows that if we fail to take care of and give back to the land, it won’t be able to take care of us.



I urge you to adopt Net Ecological Gain to replace no net loss and begin the healing we desperately need to preserve our common heritage and source of prosperity.  Without clean water, what will your property be worth?  Please consider the facts, and resolve to act with courage and conviction to stop the accelerating descent into this environmental degradation that is threatening the habitats and lives of all beings, including us.



Thank you for your consideration.





Esther Kronenberg and Suzanne Kline for Citizens for a Clean Black Lake 

When you go to your Grandmother’s house and she offers you food, you say yes, thank 
you, not only because you want to eat, but because you know it will make your 
Grandmother happy.  But if you went to her house and raided the refrigerator without 
asking, you would be acting badly and hurting your Grandmother too.  You would be 
taking without giving anything back. 

That’s what our policy of “no net loss” is doing to our common Grandmother who 
provides everything we need to sustain ourselves - our land, our water and its 
abundance.  We take whatever we can get but we forget to give back.    What has been 
the result? 

There are 500 species in danger in Washington State.  In Budd Inlet, the shorebird 
population has been reduced by 95% of what it was just 20 years ago when you could 
see 100’s of them.  Now you see almost none.  Chinook, coho and steelhead populations 
in Puget Sound have declined by up to 90% over the past 40 years.   LOTT is finding 
dangerous cancer-causing chemicals and medications in ground and surface waters and 
even in its  highly treated reclaimed water, including x-ray contrast agents, 1,4-dioxane, 
and flame retardants which persist after treatment.  We can’t get rid of them.  Every day 
they’re going into the water we and our children drink.  The reclaimed water still has 63 
chemicals in it, 22 residual chemicals left in surface waters and 16 in the groundwater.  
And though there are thousands of these chemicals in use, many of which are toxic in 
tiny amounts of  parts per billion,  we have only tested for 127, so we know there are 
many more dangerous chemicals getting into our water supply.  The Black Lake Special 
District annually applies diquat, a chemical similar to paraquat that causes Parkinson’s 
disease, and other herbicides into the strategic groundwater reservation for the State 
Capital and no one is testing for them. 

This is in addition to the low dissolved oxygen, high temperatures, high coliform bacteria  
and algae blooms that are becoming more and more the new normal in our natural water 
bodies. .  A whole section of southern Budd Inlet is already a dead zone where only 
jellyfish can survive.  In response to this emergency, the Department of Ecology is in the 
midst of issuing a new permit to control excess nitrogen from stormwater runoff and 
wastewater treatment plants in the Sound that are causing algae blooms and low 
dissolved oxygen that kill off all marine life. 

Add to this shoreline erosion caused by the construction of bulkheads that decreases 
habitat, the increase of impervious surfaces, and the projected calamitous effects of 
climate change, and we are putting more of our marine, estuarine and nearshore 
ecosystems at risk.  We are poisoning the bloodstream of our collective body.  This is 
urgent. 

How much more proof do we need that No net loss is really a HUGE loss and that we 
can’t continue to take without giving back?  When will we stop acting on the made up 
belief that we can do whatever we want with land because we own it and face up to the 
fundamental reality of nature that clearly shows that if we fail to take care of and give 
back to the land, it won’t be able to take care of us. 



I urge you to adopt Net Ecological Gain to replace no net loss and begin the healing we 
desperately need to preserve our common heritage and source of prosperity.  Without 
clean water, what will your property be worth?  Please consider the facts, and resolve to 
act with courage and conviction to stop the accelerating descent into this environmental 
degradation that is threatening the habitats and lives of all beings, including us. 

Thank you for your consideration. 



From: Kelly Putscher
To: Andrew Deffobis
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 7:09:46 PM

  Hi Andy. This is Kelly from Long Lake. I am interested in supporting all who would be
interested in keeping carpenter Union Park a wildlife conservation and natural area as has been
all along . There are eagles nest over there which are finally becoming a bit more bountiful..
The deer have lived there for all these years and have been chased out of everywhere else. 
        IF it becomes residential . Not only would it be destroying the natural habitat for the

turtles and the fish ducks nutria edt.. with the extra activity the beautiful  and purposeful trees
would be gone and the water quality will decline again  .  

 I hope my thoughts are considered.. thank you for your time, 
 sincerely Kelly Putscher  
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From: Melanie Bissey
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: SED Re-Designation and Carpenter Park
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 7:18:26 PM

As a long term resident of Long Lake, I ask that you please change the Shoreline Environmental Designation (SED) for Carpenter’s Park
on Long Lake from Shoreline Residential to either Rural Conservancy or Natural. 

I daily observe wildlife using the area for food, refuge and safety. I’ve seen Eagles and Osprey as well as other birds landing in the trees
and hunting in the water along the channel. The shoreline with all the trees is an important location for small fish and other wildlife to
have refuge. I’ve watched many hours of multiple different species of ducks, canadian geese and trumpeter swans hunt in the area. The
forested area also supports a large number of deer as well as other wildlife. It would be a great loss to the wildlife in the Long Lake area
if this valuable parcel of shoreline was cleared. As well as the value to the environment and the humans that use the lake.

Please protect this valuable and one of the last natural shoreline parcels. Protect it by designating it a natural or rural conservancy. This is
important for the future of the area.

Thank you so much for memorialising my comments in the SMP Public Hearing,

Melanie Bissey 
3239 Long Lake Drive SE
Olympia, WA 98503
melaniedfb@hotmail.com

291

mailto:melaniedfb@hotmail.com
mailto:andrew.deffobis@co.thurston.wa.us
mailto:melaniedfb@hotmail.com


From: hawaiianrushrider@gmail.com
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: SED Re-Designation and Carpenter Park
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 7:37:11 PM

As I type this email, I have the good fortune to observe flocks of amazing waterbirds swimming, eating and raising
their young in the area of Carpenter Park. I have lived across from this beautiful, natural area for many years. It is one
of the last areas of undeveloped land on a lake full of man-made landscapes. I have seen so many varieties of wildlife
activity from my windows, that I got a book to try and identify the sheer amount of diversity that depends on this
natural, undeveloped section of land for their welfare and survival. This area is critical to maintaining these precious
and irreplaceable flora and fauna. The trees lining the shoreline of carpenter park are a sanctuary for osprey, bald eagles
and enumerable migratory birds. 

The area of natural grass land lining the shores of the park are a favourite area for fishermen. The fish congregate and
thrive in the grass and untouched shoreline of the parkland. I’ve personally seen the big bass and trout that call this
natural area..home. 

I’ll admit that I am a dichotomy. I make my living in construction and land development. I have seen the effects that a
bulldozer and excavator have on a pristine forest, waterline, and a natural area. As a person who has been on the “front
line” of over-development and encroachment, who better to implore the committee to spend a few minutes reflecting on
the human impact of allowing more development on this precious and limited natural area of land.  I invite one and all
to spend a few minutes to observe the natural environment around them and especially around the lakes of Lacey.
Please protect this natural area by designating it as a natural or rural conservancy.  

Thank you for your time and consideration, 

Andre Bissey
3239 Long Lake Dr. SE
Lacey, WA. 
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From: Carol Jo Hargreaves
To: Andrew Deffobis
Cc: John Woodford; Kenny Kanikeberg; Kelly Putscher; Larry Schneider
Subject: "Carpenter"s Park"
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 8:49:39 PM

Andrew, yesterday I sent you feedback regarding the draft Thurston County SMP a long with several
questions and comments.  Subsequently, in continuing to look at the SED map, I discovered two more
interesting things:

1. My brother’s property at 2607 Mayes Road SE, Lacey (Long Lake) is currently designated Rural.  The
proposed designation is Shoreline Residential.  He owns 1.05 acres and 80 feet of waterfront.  Our house,
located at 2526 Carpenter Road SE, Olympia (Long Lake) is currently designated Rural.  The proposed
designation is Aquatic and Shoreline Residential.  We own 1.27 acres and 50 feet of waterfront.  Please help
me understand the difference in SED designations for basically similar properties on the same lake.

2. There is a large, wooded bluff area approximately midway on the east side of Long Lake known locally
as "Carpenter Park” because it originally was owned by the Carpenters Union and used as a weekend
recreation area for union members.  It was (and still is) a heavily wooded area with a cleared campground at
the top of the bluff, a small house for the caretaker, a small dock, beach and swimming area at the lake
shore.  The property (Tax Parcel ID # 11826240100) is currently designated Rural.  Its proposed
designation is Aquatic, Shoreline Residential.
There is no need for a change in the SED designation.  The property should continue as Rural (or possibly
even be changed to Natural). The approximately 15-acre park area is the largest woodland area left on Long
Lake and is home for eagles, osprey, deer, raccoon and many types of water fowl.  (By the way, we enjoyed
watching an eagle soar over the park’s trees on Friday, October 15, while out on the lake in our boat.).  No
one has lived in the park area, except maybe the caretaker, since the property's purchase by the Carpenters
Union in the early 1950s.  Recreational use stopped entirely after the Carpenters Union went bankrupt and
the park was closed.
I am suspicious the new SED designation is a way to open the door to development of the property.  I am
concerned that increased human activity would put significant additional pressure on the lake and its
shoreline, cause erosion of the bluff, disrupt the riparian and nesting areas, damage the vegetation and
adversely impact the overall ecology of Long Lake.

I appreciate your consideration of my input.  I hope you and/or the Planning Commissioners will answer my
questions and will reconsider keeping the SED designation of Tax Parcel ID # 11826240100 Rural (or
change it to Natural).

Sincerely,
Carol Jo Hargreaves
2526 Carpenter Rd SE, Olympia, WA
(209) 988-5831
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From: Kevin Ingley
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: SED RE-Designation Long Lake
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 9:41:18 PM

As a shoreline resident of Long Lake, I take great pride in maintaining my property and have great
interest in how other properties on the lake are maintained for the beauty and enjoyment of us all.  I
also have a financial interest in maintaining and growing my property value, which is also impacted by
how others maintain their property around the lake.  I understand there is a proposed change of 11.6
acre Parcel #11826240100 to Shoreline Residential.  With the recent changes/activity over there and
all the recent community concerns about over-building around the lake, devastating algae blooms, and
the potential for that much more adverse environmental impacts such as sewage, fertilizers, and other
negative impacts on the lake, I suggest this property should be changed to Natural or Rural
Conservancy.  As much as there are differences of opinion on other SMP items, I’d imagine
maintaining this large parcel of land as Natural or Rural Conservancy is something we all can agree to.
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From: Mary Lyn Kappert
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: Fwd: Suggestions for Testimony
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 10:33:29 PM
Attachments: Suggested Administratively Approved Docks for Lakes.pdf

Andrew: 

My wife, Mary Lyn, and I have lived on Long Lake since 1976 and love our home and
the waterfront environment of all of Washington, but, specifically, Thurston County.
Mary Lyn worked a lot with Thurston County Development staff doing permitting work
while we had our construction business, and we had good working relationships with
many of the permitting staff. It was apparent, however, that there was far more
confusion caused by the process than necessary and the ordinary citizen could not
navigate the confusing requirements, and the processes were not always consistent
from staff member to staff member. It is good to clarify and make the process more
user friendly. It should not be a necessity for a property owner to hire a permit
professional, at great expense to navigate the system, and the regulations should be
clear to all staff so that the process is not as subjective.    

I have constructed piers and floats on lakes and marine environments for over  30
years.  In reviewing Chapter 600 it is obvious that you did not work with
individuals/stakeholders in my industry to develop reasonable standards.  Following
are my general comments:

1. A 4 ft float/pier (dock) is unsafe.  The minimum width should be 6 ft with an
allowance to go to 8 ft.  However, it should be 8 ft with an option to go to 6 ft.
You never know when a person with mobility issues would be present.

2. There is conflicting evidence on the need for grating on docks.  Pick your expert
and you will get an answer.  Some say it is needed in the marine environment
and some say it is not.  At the minimum, It shouldn’t be required on non-
salmonoid lakes.

3. There are basic float/pier (dock) designs that could be incorporated into the
SMP via the pamphlet you have promised to produce along side the SMP.
Attached are drawings for those basic docks.  By including these drawings in
the pamphlet you could allow administrative approval if designed and build in
accordance with these drawings.

4. Joint docks should not be a requirement or even mentioned in the SMP.  I have
constructed a number of joint docks and they cause nothing but problems
between neighbors.

5. A provision needs to be made to allow for the depth of the water on lakes as it is
in the Marine environment.  In some of our eutrophic lakes, you may need to go
out past the 50 ft limit to get a depth adequate for a boat to be moored.  There
should be a depth allowance in this chapter in relation to dock length.

6. In the draft SMP 19.500.100 Permit Application Review and Permits, Section C
Exemptions from Substantial Development Permits #4       "...shall not require
SDPs" subsection h. Construction of a dock...This exemption applies if..., ii. In
fresh waters, the fair market value of     the dock does not exceed: $22,500 for
docks that are constructed to replace existing docks, are of equal or lesser
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square footage than     the existing dock being replaced; or (A) $11,200 for all
other docks constructed in fresh water." The question is, why should not all     
     freshwater docks be exempt to the $22,500 valuation to encourage
construction using the highest quality materials and be judged by         the size
of the project and NOT the dollar value of the project. It is a given that materials
increase in cost, hence the size of a project, not   the dollar cost, should be the
determining factor in the permit process.

I could have provided additional expert input had the industry leaders been given
the opportunity to participate in the development of the standards.

Thank you,

 Henry Kappert
 4214 Kyro RdSE
 Olympia, WA 98503















From: Mary Lyn Kappert
To: Andrew Deffobis
Subject: SED for Carpenter Park
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 11:10:00 PM

Andrew, 

In reviewing the issues related to Long Lake, I became alarmed when I learned of the
SED of the former Carpenter Park, parcel #11826240100. It is presently designated
as Rural, but proposed as Shoreline Residential. I disagree with the change and
would think it should be Natural, as is proposed for the close-by Kirby Island. We
have lived on Long Lake since 1976 and have watched the continuing development
along the lake...the removal of trees following the big ice storm many years ago and
the construction of huge homes on the shoreline. Carpenter Park is a reminder of the
historic rural atmosphere of the area and the last natural environment for many
animals and birds, as well as fish. I support the SED of Natural, or at minimum Rural
Conservancy for that area. 

Thank you for all of your hard work in this process and I wish you all the best as you
move forward with it. As was said the other night at the Hearing, we home owners
and lake users love the lake the most and want to see it protected. In this case, from
over development and destruction of the last true natural waterfront environment on
Long Lake.

Respectfully,

Mary Lyn Kappert
4214 Kyro Rd SE
Olympia, WA 98503
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From: K LS
To: Andrew Deffobis; Karin Strelioff
Subject: SMP Comments
Date: Friday, October 22, 2021 10:33:43 PM

Hi Andrew,
I really apologize for taking so long to review the SMP draft and share comments regarding
the proposed update. Unfortunately time got away from me and I only realized that tonight is
the deadline for comments (so of course now I am submitting via my personal email at home
on Friday night. Apparently there's nothing like a pending deadline to mobilize me!) Again,
apologies.

A few thoughts on the below comments:

 If you would like to discuss any of this in person or via a phone call, just let me know.
Please feel welcome to call my Thurston CD cell phone at 360-972-4565.
For document locations, I refer to the section and/or page numbers on the bottom of the
document pages rather than to the pdf pages.
I will try to note comments in red. My observations tend to fall into these categories:

Clarification might be needed (This means I wasn't clear about something, but my
confusion might be a result of the fact that I was speeding through this immense
document on a Friday night and missed info. Or there might be a problem to
consider with the wording) 
Personal Comment as Karin Strelioff, Thurston County Resident 
TCD Comment (from perspective of Thurston Conservation District shoreline
specialist)
Correction: - if something needs to be changed or will be inaccurate/misleading

Okay, here we go:

Definitions Section
 p 13 / 19.150.400 Hard Surface:  An impervious surface, a permeable pavement, or a
vegetated roof

Clarification  - in my professional experience "hard surfaces" typically refer to
impervious surfaces like roofs/pavement/asphalt etc. In contrast, permeable pavement or
vegetated roofs are considered to be pervious or permeable surfaces - water can
infiltrate through them. My point of reference is stormwater management. I would
suggest checking this definition with stormwater experts in house to make sure you are
defining it the way you want.
Clarification -  the words "shoreline armor" and the word "armoring" are used at various
points in the document. You might want to include a definition of shoreline "armor" in
relation to shoreline modification - either under the definition of "bulkhead" or as an
interchangeable term or as a stand alone word/phrase needing definition (Shoreline
armoring = see bulkhead definition) . Or maybe it's there and I just missed it.

P 38 
F. Policy SH-12 Shoreline processes, both freshwater and marine, that should be protected
to support the above functions include, but are not limited to the delivery, loss and movement
of sediment etc....
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TCD Comment  ***wish this language was not struck. Shoreline processes such as
sediment deposition in the marine environment are critical. It seems important to reflect
the importance of coastal processes for ecological function in the marine nearshore, and
to try to preserve these processes to the greatest extent possible. I would encourage this
topic somehow. 

P 39
B. Policy SH-16 Shoreline landowners are encouraged to preserve and enhance native
woody vegetation and native groundcovers to stabilize soils and provide habitat.
When shoreline uses or modifications require a planting plan, maintaining native
plant communities, replacing noxious weeds and avoiding installation of ornamental plants are
preferred. Unless approved by the Director or their designee, nonnative vegetation is
prohibited within critical areas, their buffers, and associated setbacks.

TCD Comment  *** While I understand and agree with the intent of the last line in
italics, I have some concern about a blanket prohibition regarding the use of non-native
species, especially in the face of climate change. There are scenarios where the use of
nonnative species (but not invasive nonnative species) can in fact benefit habitat and
might be advantageous to plant in setback areas - such as installing drought-tolerant
plantings or enhancing pollinator habitat or other goals.  Is it acceptable to offer
potential flexibility: Use of nonnative veg within crit area, buffers, etc. must be part of
an approved (appropriate type) plan; otherwise nonnative species are prohibited etc.*** 
I could argue this position both ways. Just wanted to share the idea.

P. 40, E
Policy SH-21.5 Promote the use of and participation in voluntary incentive programs to
protect water quality, such as the Thurston Conservation District County Shore Friendly
program, Stream Team initiatives, Thurston County Environmental Health water quality
programs, Thurston County Conservation Futures and Open Space Tax Programs, Transfer of
Development Rights program, and other stewardship programs offered by Thurston
Conservation District and others.

Correction - needs to say "Thurston Conservation District Shore Friendly Program" -
this is not a Thurston County Program. This is an important distinction to maintain the
non-regulatory perspective and we don't want to create confusion. Thanks for fixing
this!

P 40 ,G. Policy SH-21.7 Stormwater outfalls into the rivers, streams, lakes and marine
environment should be eliminated and diverted into settling ponds to reduce organics, harmful
chemicals and
waste from entering these water bodies and degrading water quality and contributing to
algae growth. 

TCD Commen  t/CORRECTION *** *This is a really tough topic without a good
solution. I absolutely agree with the intent to ensure that only clean water drains to
shorelines, but the recommendation here is not a good one to use as a
generality/standard solution; it is in fact dangerous in certain circumstances. This is a



very important topic to understand before making recommendations.  Guiding
landowners to create holding ponds or to infiltrate stormwater  on marine shorelines or
high bank river/creek shorelines is complicated and not a recommended practice
because this action can compromise human safety. Infiltrating water near steep slopes or
bluffs can saturate the slope/bank/bluff and trigger landslides. I have been to multiple
properties where this happened, and it can be scary.  Water is a major destabilizing
factor. If this recommendation will be included, Thurston County needs to protect itself
from liability by requiring engineering and/or geotechnical expertise  prior to
establishing any kind of infiltration pond/facility on a marine bluff, near a steep slope,
or above a high-bank on a river. This action could otherwise cause a catastrophic slope
failure.

p 42
F. Policy SH-30 Aquaculture is of statewide interest. Properly managed, it can result in long-
term, over short-term, benefit and can protect the resources and ecology of the shoreline.
Aquaculture
is dependent on the use of the water area and, when consistent with the control of pollution
and prevention of damage to the environment, is a preferred use of the water area.

Personal Comment   *** I disagree with unqualified description or designation of
aquaculture as a "preferred use" based on current practices. In the context of impacts to
beach substrate and the management of predators.  I have observed commercial shellfish
companies eradicate large numbers of native species such as sea stars that would
normally inhabit the areas they are farming. There is  not enough monitoring of predator
deterrence at present when it relates to management of waterfowl, sea stars etc.(as
opposed to simply requiring the use of materials that are helpful to deter predation). I
understand the influence of aquaculture in Puget Sound and I appreciate the cultural and
economic value of aquaculture, but we have to return to the question of no net loss and
be certain that we have the science to ensure that those understudied populations aren't
being adversely impacted by aquaculture practices for predation control. The language
as it stands doesn't adequately place a burden on aquaculture producers to explain how
they won't impact those native intertidal species.  

p 55 E. Geologically Hazardous Areas
Channel migration zones shall be classified as landslide hazard areas, and may be either
high geologic hazard or low geologic hazard depending on the site characteristics outlined in
TCC

TCD Comment:  ?? Why are marine shorelines not also addressed in this section. A
large percentage of our marine shorelines are inherently geologically unstable and
landslides are common. This seems like an important oversight.

p 56 Buffer Widths recommendations (marine shorelines / lakes)

TCD Comment:  I would encourage preserving the larger of proposed buffer widths in
the chart with the main goal of protecting human safety and addressing potential
landslide hazard risks that are very much exacerbated by vegetation removal and
development occurring too close to steep slopes/ bluffs adjacent to surface water. 
Narrower buffers result in development closer to "the edge.," Common land



management practices then adversely impact slope/shoreline stability and increase the
likelihood of landowners requesting modification of shorelines to address the resulting
impacts. It also results in unnecessary stress/fear on the part of homeowners
experiencing erosion as a result of poor land management practices. This very difficult
and expensive situation can be prevented by having people build farther from
shorelines.
The exception to this recommendation is the 250 foot buffer requirement on freshwater
systems where agricultural land abuts a waterway. There needs to be some flexibility in
buffer widths on active ag lands to ensure that we meet equally importantThurston
County goals of preservation of working farms. Including language that allows for
variable buffer widths based on implementation of farm plans or NRCS practices could
help to achieve this flexibility and ensure we don't lose critical farmland. Unlike the
earlier scenarios, on active farmland there isn't a human safety factor (as long as
buildings aren't allowed nearby); flooding or river avulsion in these scenarios is a
genuine frustration but it doesn't put people at risk the way development too close to a
river/marine shoreline can.

p 60 b. Decks and Viewing Platforms. Decks and viewing platforms adjacent to
residential structures may be permitted, but shall be limited to one hundred square feet in
size, unless demonstrated that a larger structure will not result in a net loss of
shoreline ecological function through submittal of a Shoreline Mitigation Plan
(Section 19.700.140). The structure shall be no closer than 25 feet from the ordinary high
water
mark (OHMW). Viewing platforms shall not have roofs, except where otherwise permitted
through the view blockage standards (Section 19.400.135) and be no higher than 3 feet above
grade. Creosote and pentachlorophenol should not be utilized in construction materials for
decks, viewing platforms or boardwalks. (Public Hearing Option: Consider allowing decks
and viewing platforms larger than 100 square feet as default option, or closer than 25 feet,
allowing it for public access, and whether this requires a shoreline variance.)

Clarification -  *** I think I am correct that this section is intended to address these
features only next to residential structures. In that case, I recommend smaller and farther
away as preferable, to limit impact. 
 I wondered about scenarios such as Land Trust properties that allow public access to
shorelines for salmon viewing or other educational purposes. Do they fall in this section
or later in the Public Access section? Is there a need to clarify this? For non-
residential scenarios it might be important to allow larger platforms or a closer location,
to allow for the educational opportunity that would be available to a wide portion of the
public, not just an individual family at a residence.

p 61 
e. Water-Oriented Storage Structure. One water-oriented storage structure to house store boats
and related equipment may be allowed within the buffer provided:
i. The structure is no closer than 25 feet from ordinary high water mark as determined by the
Department;
etc
vii. Allowance of a storage structure within a buffer shall not justify the need for shoreline
armoring to protect the structure.

 TCD Comment:  It seems there is a risk that this still might inadvertently give property



owners the idea to try to install shoreline armor to protect this appurtenance building in
the future. It would be helpful to include clear language in this section that any
structures built under the guidelines of this section would not be allowed at any point
to install new shoreline armor. Without that clarification, this language still offers a
pathway.

p61 3. Standards for View Thinning
a. View thinning activities shall be the minimum necessary, and limited to 30% of the
total buffer length . . .

 TCD Comment: needs earlier definition /clarification that "view thinning" refers to tree
removal as opposed to limbing up/ windowing /other view creation practices.
The percentages suggested here are quite large and would have a serious impact on the
riparian area's function. Removal of 30% of shoreline trees is not necessary to create
extraordinary views of the water; no more than 10% removal without a detailed plan
seems far more in line with maintaining riparian function and preserving the additional
stormwater management and stabilization benefits provided by trees on shorelines.
I would also specifically stipulate that removal work needs to be done by certified
arborist, and encourage a combo of best practices for view creation: limited tree
removal, limbing up/ branch removal to create or maintain view corridors

p63 
19.400.125 Water Quality and Quantity 

TCD Comment:  Here I return to the issue of water in relation to slope/shoreline
stability. It is critical to consider the risk of recommending installing infiltration
facilities above steep slopes/bluffs. As mentioned earlier, this recommendation can
inadvertently result in landslides if facilities are not designed with appropriate
hydrogeological experts involved. In general, I really don't recommend infiltration of
water above bluffs for this reason. Needs additional review/work here.  Standard
recommendations for LID/SW BMPs that apply inland do not always work on
shorelines  and are potentially even dangerous. Again, I feel this could set up Thurston
County for liability without putting some kind of framework around the appropriate
design of these facilities to ensure they won't destabilize the shoreline. 

 p 69
19.400.145 Public Access -L.  

Personal Comment  - it would be nice to include limitation of removal of native
vegetation for lawn areas will be the minimum amount possible
(maybe this is the section where a land trust wanting to provide public access via
walking trails would go for guidance regarding trail/boardwalk regs?)

p72
19.400.150 Flood Hazard Reduction Measures

TCD Comment  - it says it applies to all environmental designations. However, mainly
the language seems to refer to river/stream-related flooding. Read with an eye towards
implications for marine shorelines, for example does 3.1  create a loophole



for bulkhead/armor installation?

p78-79
c. Construction of the normal protective bulkhead common to single-family residences.
A "normal protective" bulkhead includes those structural and nonstructural
developments installed at or near, and parallel to, the OHWM for the sole purpose of
protecting an existing single-family residence and appurtenant structures from loss or damage
by erosion;

Personal Comment   - I do not understand how new bulkheads remain exempt from
Substantial Development permits. It is also very strange that a stairway costing over
$7047 would trigger SDP and a $100K bulkhead won't.  Unfortunately this doesn't help
Thurston County make true progress in relation to ensuring no net loss of shoreline
function. 
In the charts later shoreline stabilization actions do seem to require SDP. CONFUSING
unless bulkheads are not considered shoreline stabilization? I suspect I am getting tired
at this point and missed something. Apologies
TCD Comment   Also, do you want to include the word "bulkhead" in yourchart since
that is in the definitions at start (as opposed to shore armor or shoreline stabilization)?
TCD Comment   g- installation of a septic system between house and water should no
longer be permissible unless there is virtually no other feasible option; this can
eventually trigger a BH installation to protect the drainfield/tank/water quality etc. Is
there a way to require septics to be installed upland of the house unless additional
reports prove it infeasible. Then I question too why we would develop a site like that but
I know there are limits to regs.

p 83 
F. Developments Not Required to Obtain Shoreline Permits or Local Reviews

TCD Comment   F.6 - landscaping retaining walls included here could be "interpreted"
by creative people to install bulkhead-like structures. 

114 Forest practices/timber harvest

TCD Comment     -concern that SMP doesn't review harvests other than conversions -
there is a serious stormwater and down slope geologic impact to consider relative to
human health/safety. DNR-reviewed harvests can substantially impact shoreline
conditions waterward of the harvest area, including changing stormwater drainage
patterns and slope stability compromises as a result of increased saturation due to
stormwater runoff. Seems it would be in the interest of public safety to include some
provision for a permit to be submitted for review by TC prior to a DNR permitted
harvest, to allow TC to consider potential SW impacts to downslope properties and
shoreline stability.
If #6. refers to the issue of someone harvesting under DNR without applying for a
conversion permit through TC, then deciding to convert for development within a short
timeframe, 6 years is not enough 

p116 



Personal Comment     industrial dev- prohibit in all 3 SEDs under consideration:
Shoreline res, Urban Conservancy, and Rural Conserv

p131 C App requirements for Shoreline stabilization

TCD Comment   Additional information required section - does not clearly indicate
level of coastal engineering/geotech engineering expertise required for report - only
refers to Geotechnical report. In K indicates an engineer must design it but would be
helpful to include this info above in relation to the alternatives discussion too

p135 -TCD Comment  -to ensure no net loss, replacement structures SHOULD also require a
geotech report justifying the need and why soft shore alts can't be used

p160 MITIGATION STANDARDS SECTION - 

TCD Comment  Again, THIS IS REALLY A CONCERN & COULD SET COUNTY
UP FOR LIABILITY/HUMAN HEALTH/SAFETY RISKS
TCD Comment  Rain Garden option should not be included on a shoreline unless it will
be designed with geotechnical/ stormwater engineering review first, due to high risk of
destabilizing bluff/bank as a result of concentrated water infiltration *** SERIOUS
SAFETY ISSUE

p161 B3 Shoreline armoring replacement

TCD Comment  **Unclear if this line is mandating use of soft/hybrid alternatives for
50% of replacement? I like this concept but in practice soft shore stabilization is
extremely tricky and not feasible in many (I would argue the majority) of cases, based
on current design/technology available to do so effectively. Perhaps TC could include
language that permit applicant has to explore the option and submit report to prove if it
is infeasible to avoid? That's a cost burden however. I do think exploring requirements
for moving replacement bulkheads landward to replace any armor that is projecting out
onto the beach with fill, beyond normal location of adjacent shorelines, is worth
considering.

p124 and 162

TCD Comment  recommend not to strike any requirements for grating on overwater
structures on any type of waterbody. Grating is understood to mitigate the impact and
provides better light; it seems a reasonable requirement to support no net loss goals.

p158 Restoration and Protection 

TCD Comment - mechanisms described in the second paragraph will rarely work at the
residential parcel scale for restoration projects, I am finding. We need to continue to
come up with other creative options like extending Open Space classification to restored
parcels that might not otherwise meet the size/other Open Space requirements, that
could be a really helpful protective measure.



p171
D. Programmatic Restoration and Protection Actions

TCD Comment - revisions needed here in the sections related to Thurston Conservation
District.
TCD Comment   1. Education and Incentives- Thurston CD education covers: marine,
wetland, freshwater, and overall watershed education; forest land, agricultural land, and
natural resource stewardship guidance, workshops, technical support for land
management, yard care, farm plans, restoration, forest management etc.

TCD Comment 3. Infrastructure - rain garden program- why does this specific call out
TCD rain garden program as problematic? Please remove this  as it seems out of context
and inappropriate. The language ensuring appropriate engineering review should apply
to all organizations, including Thurston CD.

p173 Chart

TCD Comment Thurston Conservation District section updates
Mission   - The mission of Thurston Conservation District is to educate and assist the
citizens of Thurston County in the management of natural resources for the benefit of
present and future generations, inspiring voluntary, incentive-based conservation
practices.
Scope -provide free technical assistance and professional expertise regarding natural
resource management, planning & design services, funding assistance 

Programs/services include:
Voluntary Stewardship Program (VSP)- land stewardship, esp ag. lands
Shore Friendly Thurston -Marine shoreline Stewardship 
Conservation Reserve Enhancement Program (CREP) - riparian buffer incentive and
implementation program
Agricultural assistance including farm plans, implementation of ag BMPs and other technical
assistance
Technical support and design of restoration, invasive control, habitat enhancement and
stewardship projects
Stormwater management/Green stormwater infrastructure project development
Forest stewardship and planning services

REMOVE LEAD ENTITY FOR SALMON RECOVERY/3 yr WORK PLAN- now at
Thurston Regional Planning Council 

Role in Future Efforts
Natural resources management -planning, funding, technical assistance 
-Farmland conservation and agricultural stewardship, BMPs, planning support
-habitat restoration design and implementation of projects,
- marine shoreline management, bulkhead removal and restoration/ Shore Friendly Thurston
- prairie habitat stewardship

Examples
large and small scale restoration of river/creek habitats, marine shorelines, wetlands, riparian
forest, prairies



p177  POTENTIAL RESTORATION PARTNERS

Add Thurston CD to the list here, as we do a LOT of restoration projects -(TCD Is basically
half ag /half restoration services)
- repeat mission
The mission of Thurston Conservation District is to educate and assist the citizens of Thurston
County in the management of natural resources for the benefit of present and future
generations, inspiring voluntary, incentive-based conservation practices.
repeat restoration focuses
-habitat restoration design and implementation of projects,
- marine shoreline management, bulkhead removal and restoration/ Shore Friendly Thurston
- prairie habitat stewardship
Examples
Freshwater, Wetland, Marine Shoreline project design and implementation,
planting restoration projects- design and implementation
shoreline restoration; armor/bulkhead  removal;  in-stream habitat enhancement; floodplain
reconnection; design and planning
Prairie restoration; endangered species habitat management

 THANK YOU Andy! I appreciate all the hard work you and your team have put into the SMP
update process.
Karin
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