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ketchie1@gmail.com>

toodeep_one@yahoo.com

While I am all for responsible development, development cannot be limited to only those with extensive
means. As I understand these rules, gopher mitigation will cost the average individual home construction
disturbing .25 acres, between $2750 and $19,800 and that is with no gopher presence identified. $20k in
additional costs to build a home (of any size) on a parcel where there were no gophers found, but at on time
they were found nearby on a parcel 656 ft away, is too high. As someone who tried to build a house in
Thurston County I would rather have the 6 month study done than spend $20,000. Ultimately the costs to
build in the county were too high and we backed out. This is yet another hurdle. The option for a study
should not go away, and the mitigation fees need to be capped on individual residential construction at
something much more reasonable. There should be a significantly lower fee for no onsite presence of
gophers regardless of soil type or if they may be near by. Building permit fees in Thurston county are already
among the highest, if not the highest in Washington which already excludes a significant number of people
from being able to afford to build here. What these rules are doing is making it so only larger business and
high income individuals can afford to build a house or business facility in Thurston County and it's not right.
Lewis County is having a residential building boom, because it's much much more reasonable to build there.
Many of those people would like to live in Thurston County, but they can't afford it. The other thing these
exorbitant costs do is encourage people to build unpermited structures and kill gophers when they find them
on their property. It's already happening and this will just make it worse. Do the gophers and spotted frogs
need protection, sure, but this cost seems too high without proof that they are on the property. You are just
making living in Thurston County more expensive than it has already become. A great alternative option is to
charge large developers, giant warehouses, things like that a much higher fee so the citizens of the county can
pay a lower fee.
Thank you for your service as a Planning Commissioner.
Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Kind Regards,
Commission
Josh Stottlemyer

1-Apr-22

Esther Kronenberg

wekrone@gmail.com

Support

1B

2-Apr-22

Esther Kronenberg

wekrone@gmail.com

Support

2

4-Apr-22

3

4
5

6

3/31/2022 Josh Stottlemyer

1-Apr-22
4-Apr-22

5-Apr-22

County Response

Supports the landscape approach to conserving habitat for species survival in the Thurston County HCP. Based
on expereinces of people she knows who have gophers and had to develop an individual HCP, she feels that Will include on record and
the countywide HCP should ensure that people who take care of their property are rewarded, not penalized, provide to Planning
Commission
and that the areas set aside for conservation make a meaningful contribution to species survival.
Will include on record and
provide to Planning
She is also concerned about loss of good farmland, and feels that conservation easements should be
Commission
encouraged and agriculture be given high priortiy under the countywide HCP.
Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Believes that gophers are present in McAllister Grove Community Park in Lacey and that the County should
Commission
consider this area as an HCP preserve.

1A

Gerry Barclay

Summary

Loretta Sappanen

Laurel.Lodge@Comcast.N
et
Support

Ben Altermann

Information
2benalterman@gmail.com Requested

As the plan is implemented, I encourage these actions
1) Prioritize non-farmable land for reserve acreage: As reserves are created, give priority to seeking and
accepting sales offers for land that is least likely to be farmed in the future. For example, avoid reserves in the
YPG N area where most of the land is currently in agriculture and is of high quality that will be farmable in the
future. The area deserves a conservation easement option and the creation by the county of a mitigation
program for loss of agricultural land.
2) If farmland is converted to a reserve and farming the land is excluded from the land, the County should
mitigate for that farmland loss. The Thurston County Agricultural Advisory Committee is proposing a
mitigation strategy that could be adopted for the HCP as well as other conversions of land out of ag
production.
Will include on record and
3) Add affordability and affirmative farming language to the County’s Conservation Easements: I propose
provide to Planning
Commission
language that can better assure that land stays in farming by continuing to be affordable to future farmers.
Will include on record and
If the wait for gopher inspections is due to personnel availability, then developers could be allowed to pay for provide to Planning
Commission
expedited assessment, which would not violate the spirit of the law.

dpphillips@hotmail.com

This is just a boondoggle. Huge waste homeowners money and all it does is force them to kneel before the
Great and All Knowing County. It's time to put this plan out to the landfill. Maybe the gophers will move
there.

David P. Phillips

Against
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Will include on record and
provide to Planning
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OnLineForm

4/4/2022 Conservation

OnLineForm

4/4/2022 Agriculture/Farm

Email

4/4/2022 Other

OnLineForm

4/4/2022 Fee

Email

4/4/2022 Agriculture/Farm

Email

4/4/2022 Schedule

Email
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County Response

7

6-Apr-22

Craig Partridge

8

6-Apr-22

James Tollas

To: County Commission. I strongly support the proposed HCP and urged the County Commission to adopt it
when finalized. However, I do have a concern. I provided comments on the draft EIS in a November 4th 2021
letter. In summary, I believe the county might create and issue invalid mitigation credits, if those credits are
simply based on take-avoidance at the new conservation reserves. This is because take-avoidance at those
high-quality sites is already provided in the baseline condition by the USFWS' ongoing regulatory authority
Under ESA. Simple take-avoidance by the county adds no protection and shouldn't generate a credit. Valid
credits will require county conservation actions that clearly go beyond the take avoidance already provided by
ESA. The HCP does describe several of such a additional conservation actions, but also suggests credit for
simple take-avoidance. Details on my concern can be found in my November 4th letter. Thank you for your
Craigpartridge24@msn.co
m
Policy Question attention.
Questions fairness and equity of the majority of the HCP mitigation fee being paid by those developing now.
Information
When previous developments/impacts also contributed to the situation.
Requested
Questions about MPG population
jetbiner@gmail.com

9

6-Apr-22

Olympia Master
Builders

jason@omb.org

6-Apr-22

Burgess and
Associates

10

11

6-Apr-22

George Rother

Policy Question Provided clarifications that would like to be addressed
Provided clarifications that would like to be address/added to the text language of the proposed
amendments.
Policy Question

georgerother@hotmail.co
m
Support

I have resided in Thurston County for close to 50 years. The environment and the balance between
development and natural areas has been key to making this area my home. I have been keenly aware of the
many disputes that have arisen as a result of development on rural land in the county. I believe that the
proposed HCP is a necessary step towards protecting threatened and endangered species and allowing
landowners to develop their property without undue regulation and litigation. I fully support the county’s
efforts to create an HCP for our region.

Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Commission
Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Commission
Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Commission
Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Commission

Response
Method

Response Date
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Email

4/6/2022 Conservation

Email

4/6/2022 Fee

Email

4/6/2022

Email

4/6/2022 Other

Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Commission

Email

4/6/2022 Other

Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Commission

Email

4/6/2022 Conservation

Email

4/6/2022 Other

Email

4/6/2022

I have been a resident of Thurston County for nearly 5 decades. Currently I live just outside
southwest Tumwaters' urban growth area. I strongly support the Thurston
County Habitat Conservation Plan. I feel that it creates a more effective approach to
both conservation land and various kinds of urban growth.
I am grateful for the implementation of USFWS and their role in overseeing and
increasing the effectiveness of endangered species habitats. My perspective has
been that the previous approach to conservation for endangered species and
new development is now outdated. The previous approach allowed for processes
that encumbered the permitting process, created land uses / processes that were not successful.
These land use processes did not adequately protect or meet the goals of saving endangered species
and their habitat.
The Habitat Conservation Plan seems more intelligent, more streamlined and more
effective for all parties involved.

12

6-Apr-22

13

6-Apr-22

14

6-Apr-22

Sherry Buckner

bucknersherry@hotmail.c
om
Support

Black Hills Audubon
Soceity
elizrodrick@gmail.com
Support
Barbara Fandrich
<bjfandrich@hotmail.com
Barbara Fandrich
>
Support

I find no reason to remain a resident in this county if we are not able to
include the well-being and survival of species living in our midst. I strongly support
the Thurston Habitat Conservation Plan.
Question regarding how the public can track permit applications
Commented enforcement should be through the provision of Title 26 TCC and indicated other authority the
Director may have to remedy an enforcement action.
Provided information regarding state enforcement and penalty provision regarding threatened and
endangered species.

AA statement of support for the HCP
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Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Commission
Will include on record and
provide to Planning
Commission

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Esther Kronenberg
hcpinfo
Incoming HCP Comment
Saturday, April 2, 2022 4:20:10 PM

Name: Esther Kronenberg
Email: wekrone@gmail.com
Comment: I support the landscape approach to conserving habitat for species survival in the
Thurston County HCP.
In doing research on the HCP in 2017, I met a Rochester resident who was forced to go
through the federal government to obtain permission for his son to build a house on 5 acres of
his property. They had to submit their own HCP which was expensive and time consuming.
Worse, it did not accomplish the goal of conservation of habitat, as it made the owner set aside
1 acre for habitat. However, gophers don't just live in 1 acre, and so the conservation was
meaningless. What was particularly unfair was that this homeowner had kept meticulous care
of his property, preserving all the native vegetation and so attracted gophers, while his
neighbor's neglected property was overrun by invasive vegetation that made the land
unattractive to gophers. This person was penalized for being a responsible caretaker of his
land.
The HCP should insure that people who take care of their property are rewarded, not
penalized, and that the areas set aside for conservation make a meaningful contribution to
species survival.
I also encourage that the HCP take full account of the importance of our agricultural land. It
should not sacrifice good farmland for reserve acreage, but give priority to land that is least
likely to be farmed in the future. The area around Yelm highway that is being subdivided into
4 acre lots is a prime example of farmland being lost.
If farmland is lost, the County should mitigate for that loss. Agricultural use should be a high
priority for conservation in the County, and conservation easements for agricultural land
should be highly encouraged and should include affordability and affirmative farming
language in them to insure that the land is used for agricultural purposes.
To insure affordability into the future despite any rise in real estate values, conservation
easements should limit future sales prices.
They should also limit the amount of new infrastructure allowed on land under farm
conservation easements to those that are directly related to farming.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment.

Time: April 2, 2022 at 11:20 pm
IP Address: 75.172.10.15
Contact Form URL: https://thurstoncomments.org/comment-on-the-habitat-conservation-plan/

Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Gerry
Christina Chaput
Re: Mazama mole protection
Monday, April 4, 2022 8:16:03 AM

OOP's - Mazama gophers not moles. Moles on the brain as I have been trying in multiple,
humane ways to persuade them to vacate my lawn and gardens.
Sorry for the mistake.
Gerry Barclay
On Mon, Apr 4, 2022 at 7:21 AM Gerry <ketchie1@gmail.com> wrote:
Hello,
I'd like to give some input on the Mazama mole protection plan. You may be aware of the
following but just in case ... .
A year or two ago, a zoologist did an informal survey of McAllister Grove Community Park
in Lacey and found evidence of the moles living there. There is also a large population of
frogs residing in the wetland (which btw is unprotected). I don't know what species they are
but something to check into.
The park is also home to small groves of Garry Oaks (aka Oregon White Oaks) - Quercus
garryana - which I believe is still a protected species.
There was a proposal at one time to turn the park into a preserve. Given all that should be
protected - Mazama moles (maybe), wetlands, Garry oaks - it seems a "natural" and perhaps
something the county could consider.
Regardless, in the likelihood that Mazama moles reside in the park, I urge the county to
check it out and include it in their protection plan if indeed the moles are in residence.
Thank you for your time.
Gerry Barclay
Faculty emeritus - biology
Highline College

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sandler & Seppanen
hcpinfo
Comments on Thurston County Habitat Conservation Plan,
Friday, April 1, 2022 11:48:10 AM

Comments on Thurston County Habitat Conservation Plan, Loretta Seppanen, 04/01/2022
I support the landscape approach to conserving habitat for species survival in the Thurston County
Habitat Conservation Plan. I especially appreciate including the balance the goals of habitat
protection and farmland preservation by including farmland easements.
As the plan is implemented, I encourage these actions
1. Prioritize non-farmable land for reserve acreage: As reserves are created, give priority to
seeking and accepting sales offers for land that is least likely to be farmed in the future. For
example, avoid reserves in the YPG N area where most of the land is currently in agriculture and
is of high quality that will be farmable in the future. The area deserves a conservation easement
option and the creation by the county of a mitigation program for loss of agricultural land.
2. If farmland is converted to a reserve and farming the land is excluded from the land, the
County should mitigate for that farmland loss. The Thurston County Agricultural Advisory
Committee is proposing a mitigation strategy that could be adopted for the HCP as well as other
conversions of land out of ag production.
3. Add affordability and affirmative farming language to the County’s Conservation Easements:
I propose language that can better assure that land stays in farming by continuing to be
affordable to future farmers. Here are examples of affordability and affirmative language for
conservation easements on farmland:
Affirmative requirement to farm the land:
Livelihood from Farming. Grantor shall actively participate in providing day-to-day management
of commercial farming activities on the Protected Property. Grantor shall maintain its
State of Washington Open Space designation as farm and agricultural land pursuant to
RCW 84.34, as amended, and shall fulfill current gross income eligibility as farm and
agricultural land under the State of Washington Open Space Tax Act.
Commercial Agricultural Activities. Grantor shall ensure the Protected Property is used for
commercial agricultural activities. “Commercial Agricultural Activities” means any
permitted agricultural activity that results in a substantial portion of crops, livestock, or
livestock products cultivated, grown, raised, and/or produced on the Protected Property
being sold, traded, or otherwise exchanged and/or consumed as food by livestock that is
used for either direct or indirect food consumption as part of a commercial agricultural
enterprise. If Grantor is unable to continue Commercial Agricultural Activities on the
Protected Property for any reason, Grantor shall obtain the prior, written consent of
Grantee. During the time that Grantor has ceased Commercial Agricultural Activities with
the permission of Grantee, Grantor shall nevertheless keep the Protected Property
available for Commercial Agricultural Activities by a Qualified Person, as defined below,
identified by Grantor or Grantee on terms and conditions agreed to by Grantor, Grantee,
and the Qualified Person. If Grantor is unable to resume Commercial Agricultural
Activities within one (1) year of Grantor’s cessation of Commercial Agricultural Activities
on the Protected Property, Grantee shall have the right, but not the obligation, to enter
the property to restore, prepare, maintain, and/or lease the Protected Property for
agricultural production. Grantor shall use best efforts to identify a Qualified Person to
lease some or all the Protected Property for a period not more than five years. For

purposes of this Easement, a “Qualified Person” means a person or group of persons who
have demonstrated to Grantee’s express satisfaction that they understand and accept
the terms of this Easement and are willing and able to use the Protected Property in full
compliance with all the restrictions and requirements established in this Easement.
Maintain Water Rights if Any:
Duty to Cooperate. In furtherance of the Purpose of this Easement, Grantor shall cooperate with
Grantee to help assure the maintenance of its water rights.
Limiting future sales price to maintain future affordability for agricultural purposes:
Purchase Price on Sale. If Grantor sells the Protected Property, the purchase price shall not
exceed the aggregate of (1) the agricultural restricted value of the land, plus (2) the
value of the RDU, which shall not exceed Percent (200%) of the then-median value of
the residences in Thurston County, plus (3) the value of all other Improvements,
including all other buildings.
Limiting new infrastructure on the land:
Additional Agricultural Improvements. Grantor shall not make any Additional Improvements
except for the following:
Temporary improvements, such as portable greenhouses and other portable
improvements or improvements that can be easily removed;
Improvements that are reasonably necessary for Agricultural Activities (excluding
Accessory Uses) in compliance with the limitation on Impervious Surfaces set
forth in Section;
Expansion or enlargement of temporary agricultural Improvements; “
Installation of a well or drain field outside but only to the extent necessary to make any
RDU, ADU or AEDU habitable; and
Fences to mark the Protected Property’s boundaries and/or define agricultural areas.

From: Ben Altermann
To:

hcpinfo

Date: Monday, April 4, 2022 at 3:07 pm
Name: Ben Altermann
Email: 2benalterman@gmail.com
Comment: If the wait for gopher inspections is due to personnel availability, then developers could be
allowed to pay for expedited assessment, which would not violate the spirit of the law.
If, however, the wait for gopher inspections is due to a need to time assessments according to the
gopher's biological rhythms, then developers should wait for a proper assessment to be made, which is
what the law intends.

Time: April 4, 2022 at 10:07 pm
IP Address: 73.83.239.237
Contact Form URL: https://thurstoncomments.org/comment-on-the-habitat-conservation-plan/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

From: David P. Phillips
To: hcpinfo
Date: Tuesday, April 5, 2022 at 4:15 pm
Name: David P Phillips
Email: dpphillips@hotmail.com
Comment: This is just a boondoggle. Huge waste homeowners money and all it does is force them to
kneel before the Great and All Knowing County.
It's time to put this plan out to the landfill. Maybe the gophers will move there.

Time: April 5, 2022 at 10:19 pm
IP Address: 50.251.254.30
Contact Form URL: https://thurstoncomments.org/comment-on-the-habitat-conservation-plan/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

From: Craig E. Partridge
To: hcpinfo
Date: Wednesday, April 6, 2022 at 8:32 am
Name: Craig E. Partridge
Email: Craigpartridge24@msn.com
Comment: To: County Commission. I strongly support the proposed HCP and urged the County
Commission to adopt it when finalized. However, I do have a concern. I provided comments on the draft
EIS in a November 4th 2021 letter. In summary, I believe the county might create and issue invalid
mitigation credits, if those credits are simply based on take-avoidance at the new conservation reserves.
This is because take-avoidance at those high-quality sites is already provided in the baseline condition by
the USFWS' ongoing regulatory authority Under ESA. Simple take-avoidance by the county adds no
protection and shouldn't generate a credit. Valid credits will require county conservation actions that
clearly go beyond the take avoidance already provided by ESA. The HCP does describe several of such a
additional conservation actions, but also suggests credit for simple take-avoidance. Details on my
concern can be found in my November 4th letter. Thank you for your attention.

Time: April 6, 2022 at 3:31 pm
IP Address: 174.246.83.238
Contact Form URL: https://thurstoncomments.org/comment-on-the-habitat-conservation-plan/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

James E Tolaas
hcpinfo
Incoming HCP Comment
Wednesday, April 6, 2022 12:35:34 PM

Name: James E Tolaas
Email: jetbiner@gmail.com
Comment: As context for my comments and questions -- I am originally from the state of
Minnesota. My education includes bachelor degrees in Biological Sciences and Civil
Engineering and I continue to be licensed as a professional engineer. I spent over 4 decades
working for Ramsey County in several job capacities included 9 years as Environmental
Services Engineer, ultimately transitioning to design, construction and program management. I
retired as County Engineer and Director of Public works in 2018. I purchased my current
Yelm residence in 2019. Environmental awareness, sensitivity, and regulation exploded during
my career, becoming integral to project development and delivery of public services. Ramsey
was often a leader in that evolution, consistently working to educate, build partnerships, and
facilitate innovative solutions to meet emerging regulatory frameworks. And while regulations
were always critical to our work, inclusion with cooperative facilitation to help people do the
right thing was by far the greater tool for getting things done.
With that said, it is difficult for me as a newcomer to fully evaluate the body of work that has
been developed over the past decade -- literally hundreds of pages. There has clearly been an
enormous amount of technical work to provide sound information for decision making.
Further the gopher species is really the only one I can claim significant awareness about as it
was flagged as potential permit factor for any future outbuilding when purchasing my home.
Subsequent anecdotal accounts from neighbors coupled with reviewing County documents and
various sources on-line, it appears the initial declaration of “threatened” status by US Fish and
Wild Life and local political support set off a firestorm of criticism from individuals,
developers, and contractors. Based on that level of understanding I would agree that the HCP
and proposed County Ordinance goes along way toward streamlining the permit issue and
creating a credible process for consistent impact evaluation. No approach is perfect and I
assume appropriate modifications can and will be implemented as the ordinance is
administered. However, I do raise the following concerns/questions for consideration.
1) As a general comment on process, more specifically how HCP is paid for -- I strongly
question the “fairness and equity” of assigning the largest share (88%) of costs to administer
HCP implementation to property owners now constructing improvements on land considered
potential habitat for identified species. I would argue the severity of the current threat to
identified species, and underlying impetus, to create the HCP is the result of past land
development impacts/practices. While I understand there is no practical way to
retrace/evaluate previous development impacts on a parcel basis, it is possible to develop a
countywide cost allocation and administer its collection through real estate taxes, not unlike
funding for schools, parks, and assessments. If saving threatened species is an important
county-wide issue or value, its only reasonable to apportion at least some of estimated HCP
costs to previous habitat damage. I also maintain the state and federal governments also have a
financial responsibility in helping mitigate, at the very least, a portion of HCP costs related to
previous environmental damages underlying the problem we now face.
A simple illustration of cost equity is as follows. The home across the street from mine has an

attached two car garage, three car detached garage, a large covered kennel area, and a
barn/utility shed -- pretty typical of many homes in my area. My home has an attached two car
garage and no other structures. The other house across the street is a modest manufactured
home with a small detached two car garage. All three homes were built around the same time
and sit on 5 acre lots. If I, or the owners of the manufactured home, sought to build an
accessory shed or home addition in the future, any mitigation fee as may be defined under the
HCP/ordinance would assign a cost to the owners. The property with the existing additional
structures has impacted more area but will never incur mitigation fees under the new
ordinance. More broadly, there are many examples of large homesteads with multiple
buildings and related improvements that may have damaged significant habitat, but under the
HCP will never incur mitigation fees. For wealthier families the fees on new improvements
may be a minor issue but there are many families in Thurston County who are financially
challenged, where a $500 or $1000 mitigation fee may be a hardship, and $4,000
unmanageable. My point is past impacts are no different than new impacts in terms of effect
on threatened habitat.
2) With respect to gopher populations in Thurston County, it appears the actual numbers of
gophers and where they are located is unreliable due to differing field methodologies and
seasonal “boom/bust” population swings that commonly occur. The consensus appears to be in
the range of 5000 animals. Am I correct or is better information available? Also is there any
documentation that evaluates the success of permit efforts over the past several years? Have
gopher populations been positively affected by habitat regulation efforts?
3) Online sources suggest that the largest population of Mazama gophers is in Oregon, and
also northern California. An estimate of 100,000 animals is identified for Oregon, distributed
over a vastly larger area than sites identified in Washington. I would suggest it is reasonable to
consider populations outside Thurston County in framing how critical the current “threatened”
listing is on a broader scale, and whether more cost-effective mitigation habitat or other
initiatives could be created outside of Thurston County. This follows a similar idea that has
had some application in dealing with loss of wetlands in urban areas, where the quality of
mitigation/replacement within the urban environment is costly and marginally effective for
wildlife habitat. In some cases, a neighboring rural county may be able to recover large tracts
of former wetland at modest cost by removing drain tile systems in agricultural fields. This
approach can be controversial but from an environmental standpoint political boundaries were
not part of the natural system.

Time: April 6, 2022 at 7:35 pm
IP Address: 216.227.115.52
Contact Form URL: https://thurstoncomments.org/comment-on-the-habitat-conservation-plan/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.

April 6, 2022

Thurston County Planning Commission
C/O Christina Chaput
2000 Lakeridge Dr SW #152
Olympia WA 98502
Dear Thurston County Planning Commissioners:
We at Olympia Master Builders, as an active and engaged partner, appreciate the work that has been put in on
issues relating to the Mazama pocket gopher listing and are in full support of the County’s Habitat
Conservation Plan (HCP). OMB also appreciates the opportunity to comment on the HCP Implementation
Ordinance. One question that arose while reviewing this plan was why the County chose to make this a standalone ordinance instead of adding HCP language to the Critical Areas Ordinance.
During review we noted a few items that would help with clarification for the end user:
17.40.020
• Include the scope of activity within the code definition of Covered Activity.
• Define the responsibility of the property owner.
• Provide more consistency with definitions and terms.
17.40.40
• Section W.-Clarify which record, “on record,” is referring to in this section.
17.40.065
• Section 4-The development plan for the application needs to correspond with the definition activities
for the development envelope.
• Section 9-How are the mitigations fees going to be calculated?

17.40.070
• Section G.-Will there be a process in place for an applicant to access what credits are available prior to
applying? Does the County plan to keep and update the information for public access?

We also feel that it is extremely important to include building and development stakeholders as part of the
Habitat Conservation Implementation Team. As with any new plan there will be kinks and issues that need to
be worked through and having the advice of people working in the industry will be beyond valuable as we
move forward.
Thank you for this opportunity to comment. If you wish to correspond with us further, please reach out at
angela@omb.org or 360-754-0912
Thank you,

Angela White
Executive Officer
Olympia Master Builders

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:

Sherry Buckner
Christina Chaput
Public Comment on Thurston Habitat Conservation Plan
Wednesday, April 6, 2022 2:12:37 PM

Greetings,
I have been a resident of Thurston County for nearly 5 decades. Currently I live just outside
southwest Tumwaters' urban growth area. I strongly support the Thurston
County Habitat Conservation Plan. I feel that it creates a more effective approach to
both conservation land and various kinds of urban growth.
I am grateful for the implementation of USFWS and their role in overseeing and
increasing the effectiveness of endangered species habitats. My perspective has
been that the previous approach to conservation for endangered species and
new development is now outdated. The previous approach allowed for processes
that encumbered the permitting process, created land uses / processes that were not
successful.
These land use processes did not adequately protect or meet the goals of saving endangered
species
and their habitat.  
The Habitat Conservation Plan seems more intelligent, more streamlined and more
effective for all parties involved.  
I find no reason to remain a resident in this county if we are not able to
include the well-being and survival of species living in our midst. I strongly support
the Thurston Habitat Conservation Plan.

Sherry Buckner
360-786-5707

A Washington State Chapter of the National Audubon Society
P.O. Box 2524, Olympia, WA 98507
(360) 352-7299
www.blackhills-audubon.org
Black Hills Audubon Society is a volunteer, non-profit organization of more than 1,300 members in Thurston, Mason, and Lewis
Counties whose goals are to promote environmental education and protect our ecosystems for future generations.

April 4, 2022
Memo To:
Christina Chaput, Senior Planner, Thurston County Community Planning and
Economic Development Dept.
From:
Elizabeth Rodrick, Vice President, Black Hills Audubon Society (BHAS), PO
Box 2524, Olympia, WA 98507
Subject:

Comments on the HCP Implementation Ordinance

BHAS has provided comments previously on various drafts of the Prairie Habitat Conservation
Plan and the Draft Environmental Impact Statement. It is not clear in your Open House
presentation, but I assume that at the April 6, 2022 hearing you are only taking comments on the
Implementation Ordinance.
Following are our comments on the HCP Implementation Ordinance only.
TCC 17.40.120. Appeals of administrative decisions must be made within 14 calendar days.
How will the public be informed of administrative decisions, e.g. approval of an HCP
application? There needs to be a way for the public to track these applications in order to review
them and submit an appeal within the quick 2 week deadline.
TCC 17.40.130 – Enforcement. Violations of this title shall be enforced through the provisions
of Title 26 TCC. In reviewing Title 26, it appears that all violations of the Thurston County Code
are a misdemeanor. Also, the director of Community Planning and Economic Development has
the authority to issue a civil infraction with a monetary penalty. The penalties for these violations
are set by state law. However, the county is committed to achieving voluntary compliance to
remedy violations. They may issue a stop work order, revoke a permit, require restoration, etc.
The maximum penalty for a misdemeanor is 90 days in jail and/or a $1000 fine. The maximum
penalty for a Class 2 civil infraction appears to be $125/day up to 30 days which amounts to
$3750 (not sure about this).
We stipulate that if a violation involves the taking of an endangered species, the penalty must be
consistent with state law RCW 77.15.120 which is a gross misdemeanor (listed below). The
maximum penalty for a gross misdemeanor is 364 days in jail and/or a $5000 fine.
Black Hills Audubon Society is a 501(c)(3) non-profit organization. Contributions are deductible to the extent allowed by law.

RCW 77.15.120
Endangered fish or wildlife—Unlawful taking—Penalty.
(1) A person is guilty of unlawful taking of endangered fish or wildlife in the second degree if:
(a) The person hunts for, fishes for, possesses, maliciously harasses, or kills fish or wildlife, or possesses or
intentionally destroys the nests or eggs of fish or wildlife;
(b) The fish or wildlife is designated by the commission as endangered; and
(c) The taking of the fish or wildlife or the destruction of the nests or eggs has not been authorized by rule
of the commission, a permit issued by the department, or a permit issued pursuant to the federal endangered
species act.
(2) A person is guilty of unlawful taking of endangered fish or wildlife in the first degree if the person has
been:
(a) Convicted under subsection (1) of this section or convicted of any crime under this title involving the
taking, possessing, or malicious harassment of endangered fish or wildlife; and
(b) Within five years of the date of the prior conviction the person commits the act described by subsection
(1) of this section.
(3)(a) Unlawful taking of endangered fish or wildlife in the second degree is a gross misdemeanor.
(b) Unlawful taking of endangered fish or wildlife in the first degree is a class C felony. The department
shall revoke any licenses or tags used in connection with the crime and order the person's privileges to hunt,
fish, trap, or obtain licenses under this title to be suspended for two years.
[ 2014 c 48 § 5; 2000 c 107 § 236; 1998 c 190 § 13.]

Unfortunately, all the penalties listed above are small amounts for a developer to pay and may
not actually deter violations.
TCC 17. Attachment C: BHAS offers this proposed revision (in italics) to Attachment C
because the frog also requires protection of its water source. I also added reserve/preserve
because some of the reserves may have been acquired without the mineral rights.
Thurston County Code Chapter 17.20 TCC (Mineral Extraction and Asphalt Production) Section
17.20.140 TCC (Rehabilitation and conservation requirements) shall be amended to read as
follows: …
C. Mineral extraction is prohibited in areas where a Conservation Easement or Reserve/Preserve
has been established for the protection of wildlife and habitat values for the Olympia pocket
gopher (Thomomys mazama pugetensis), Tenino pocket gopher (Thomomys mazama tumuli),
Yelm pocket gopher (Thomomys mazama yelmensis), Taylors checkerspot butterfly
(Euphydryas editha taylori), Oregon vesper sparrow (Pooecetes gramineus affinis), or (and)
Oregon spotted frog (Rana pretiosa) as part of the Thurston County Habitat Conservation Plan.
Mineral extraction is also prohibited in the wetland/riparian areas, buffers and aquifers that
supply water to the Oregon spotted frog Reserves/Preserves and Conservation Easements. The
water sources sustain the hydrologic conditions which the frog needs to survive. The statement
in italics may need to be refined by spotted frog biologists.
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Josh Stottlemyer
hcpinfo
Incoming HCP Comment
Thursday, March 31, 2022 6:32:08 PM

Name: Josh Stottlemyer
Email: toodeep_one@yahoo.com
Comment: While I am all for responsible development, development cannot be limited to
only those with extensive means. As I understand these rules, gopher mitigation will cost the
average individual home construction disturbing .25 acres, between $2750 and $19,800 and
that is with no gopher presence identified. $20k in additional costs to build a home (of any
size) on a parcel where there were no gophers found, but at on time they were found nearby on
a parcel 656 ft away, is too high. As someone who tried to build a house in Thurston County I
would rather have the 6 month study done than spend $20,000. Ultimately the costs to build in
the county were too high and we backed out. This is yet another hurdle. The option for a study
should not go away, and the mitigation fees need to be capped on individual residential
construction at something much more reasonable. There should be a significantly lower fee for
no onsite presence of gophers regardless of soil type or if they may be near by. Building
permit fees in Thurston county are already among the highest, if not the highest in Washington
which already excludes a significant number of people from being able to afford to build here.
What these rules are doing is making it so only larger business and high income individuals
can afford to build a house or business facility in Thurston County and it's not right. Lewis
County is having a residential building boom, because it's much much more reasonable to
build there. Many of those people would like to live in Thurston County, but they can't afford
it. The other thing these exorbitant costs do is encourage people to build unpermited structures
and kill gophers when they find them on their property. It's already happening and this will
just make it worse. Do the gophers and spotted frogs need protection, sure, but this cost seems
too high without proof that they are on the property. You are just making living in Thurston
County more expensive than it has already become. A great alternative option is to charge
large developers, giant warehouses, things like that a much higher fee so the citizens of the
county can pay a lower fee.
Thank you for your service as a Planning Commissioner.
Kind Regards,
Josh Stottlemyer

Time: April 1, 2022 at 1:32 am
IP Address: 73.221.217.240
Contact Form URL: https://thurstoncomments.org/comment-on-the-habitat-conservation-plan/
Sent by an unverified visitor to your site.
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George Rother
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Thurston County HCP
Wednesday, April 6, 2022 12:55:27 PM

I have resided in Thurston County for close to 50 years. The environment and the balance between development and
natural areas has been key to making this area my home. I have been keenly aware of the many disputes that have
arisen as a result of development on rural land in the county. I believe that the proposed HCP is a necessary step
towards protecting threatened and endangered species and allowing landowners to develop their property without
undue regulation and litigation. I fully support the county’s efforts to create an HCP for our region.
Sent from my iPad
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Barbara Fandrich
Christina Chaput
County Habitat Conservation Plan
Wednesday, April 6, 2022 3:40:49 PM

We support the Thurston County Habitat Conservation Plan.
Sincerely,
Delwin D & Barbara J Fandrich
6939 Foothill Ct. SW, Olympia, WA 98512
360-515-0119

