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Re:

Comment on Shoreline Master Program Update
Offut Lake Shoreline Designation (LOF-1, LOF-2, and LOF-5)

Dear Planning Commissioners:
This firm represents DEJOR Investments, LLC (“DEJOR”). DEJOR owns property
located at 3847 Waldrick Road SE, Tenino, Thurston County, Washington (Thurston County
Tax Parcel No. 117-32-240300) (the “Property”). The Property contains shoreline located on
Offut Lake 1 identified as the LOF-1, LOF-2, and LOF-5 reaches in the County’s draft SMP
update materials.
As currently proposed, the SMP update would re-designate the Property from its current
“Conservancy” designation to the more restrictive “Natural” designation. However, site-specific
evaluation of existing conditions completed by a qualified biologist and review of historic use of
the Property demonstrates that the proposed “Natural” designation is neither appropriate nor
warranted under the Shoreline Management Act (RCW 90.58) and Ecology’s SMP Guidelines
(WAC 173-26). Instead, we believe the new “Rural Conservancy” shoreline designation is
appropriate for the LOF-1, LOF-2, and LOF-5 reaches and therefore respectfully request that the
proposed designation for these reaches be changed from “Natural” to “Rural Conservancy” in the
proposed draft.
A.

Existing Condition and Historic Use of the Property

The DEJOR Property is situated across Offut Lake from the historical Ada’s Resort (now
known as the Offut Lake Resort) and has been improved and used, together with its shoreline, for
Offut Lake basin is located near the center of Thurston County. It is approximately 1,532 acres in size. The
majority of the basin, 1,430 acres, is located in WRIA 13. A small portion of the basin, 102 acres, is located in
WRIA 23. Water in this basin generally flows to the east towards the Deschutes River. Offut Lake basin contains
3.03 miles of Shoreline Management Act jurisdictional lake shoreline, broken into six reaches (Reach series name:
LOF).
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over a century. The Property includes a dock and a large trail access to the shoreline wide
enough to trailer boats to Offut Lake, although it is used predominantly for pedestrians. A large
free-standing fieldstone fireplace is situated at the top of the trail. This fireplace is the last
remnant of the previous development left by Mr. Mentzer, who purchased the Property in the
early 1900s—around the time the southern shore was platted. Mr. Mentzer, who also owned a
lumber mill in Tenino, built a dance hall for entertaining family and friends. The dance hall
existed until the 1980s.
The Property also includes forest roads for forest management and general egress that
provides access to the Property and the neighboring cabin to the south.
The Property currently contains a residence located on top of the lake’s slope as well as
several outbuildings including a small cabin and a storage building. A second single-family
residence with a deck is now used as a guest cabin. The Property was recently logged, and new
forest is emerging to the west of the cabin. Neighboring properties in the shoreline segment
(Thurston County Tax Parcel Nos. 117-32-240600, 117-32-240100, 117-32-240201, and 117-32240900) also contain single-family residences.
Additional detail and maps depicting existing conditions can be found in the Shoreline
Reconnaissance Report for the Property attached at Tab A, which was prepared by Alex
Callender of Land Services Northwest (the “Callender Study”).
B.

Current Shoreline Environmental Designation

Thurston County’s current SMP (1990) designates the Property as “Conservancy.” The
“Conservancy” designation was intended “to protect, conserve and manage existing resources
and valuable historic and cultural areas in order to ensure a continuous flow of recreational
benefits to the public and to achieve sustained resource utilization.” 2 Environments classified
under this designation are “characterized by low-intensity land use and moderate-intensity water
use with moderate to little visual evidence of permanent structures and occupancy.” 3 Most land
uses are allowed within the current Conservancy designation after obtaining a conditional use
permit or substantial development permit.
C.

Proposed Shoreline Environmental Designation

The proposed SMP update would change the designation of the Property from
“Conservancy” to “Natural.” However, review of the Property’s existing conditions and historic
usage against Ecology’s SMP Guidelines demonstrates that the proposed designation as
“Natural” is in fact inappropriate. Instead, the Property should be designated as “Rural
Conservancy” using the revised designations in the proposed SMP update.

Thurston Regional Planning Council, Shoreline Master Program for the Thurston Region (1990), at 28, available
at https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/planningdocuments/current-SMP1990-full-doc.pdf
3
Id.
2
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1.

The “Natural” Environment

Under the SMP Guidelines, the “Natural” designation is meant “to protect those shoreline
areas that are relatively free of human influence or that include intact or minimally degraded
shoreline functions intolerant of human use.” WAC 173-26-211(5)(a)(i). However, site-specific
evaluation of the Property demonstrates that there few areas that could be considered “relatively
free of human influence” in this specific shoreline segment. Indeed, the entire Property, except
for the wetland area, 4 has been developed over the last century with vacation and recreational
uses, including a dance hall, beaches, visitor cabins, docks, and piers. This land use pattern has
existed since the early 1900s, when the Property was developed, and the southern shore was
platted for development.
Moreover, the Property does not meet any of the specific designation criteria for the
“Natural” shoreline designation found in the SMP Guidelines. The Callender Study confirms
that the Property is not ecologically intact and does not appear to be providing any “irreplaceable
function or ecosystem-wide process that would be damaged by human activity.” WAC 173-26211(5)(a)(iii)(A). Although the area is forested primarily with Douglas fir, there are also various
invasive species present throughout the nearshore. The presence of such invasive species and
conditions do not indicate that the Property is currently “ecologically intact,” nor does it appear
to be providing any irreplaceable function or ecosystem-wide process that would be damaged by
human activity. See WAC 173-26-211(5)(a)(iii)(A).
Second, the area does not “represent ecosystems and geologic types that are of particular
scientific and educational interest[.]” WAC 173-26-211(5)(a)(iii)(B). The shoreline segment at
issue has high recreation value due to its well-known reputation as a fishing area. There are no
geologic features found in any appreciable quantity that would warrant extra protection beyond
the protections offered by the existing “Conservancy” shoreline environmental designation and
its corresponding setbacks along with the protections offered by the critical areas code.
Finally, the Property is able to “support new development or uses without significant
adverse impacts to ecological functions or risk to human safety.” WAC 173-26-211(5)(a)(iii)(C).
The Property contains a slope that would require a steep slope setback (50 feet) and the lake itself
has a setback requirement (100 feet). There is no apparent slide zone associated with this slope.
Moreover, the trees on the Property’s shore do not show any indicators of sluffing, such as
bowing. The extra encumbrance of the natural environment would not provide any special
protections not already available; however, it could reduce the flexibility of any development that
would be contemplated in the future due to increased setbacks.
2.

“Rural Conservancy” Environment

The “Rural Conservancy” designation is meant “to protect ecological functions, conserve
existing natural resources and valuable historic and cultural areas in order to provide for
sustained resource use, achieve natural flood plain processes, and provide recreational
4
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opportunities.” WAC 173-26-211(5)(b)(i). In contrast to the “Natural” designation proposed,
which meets none of the designation criteria, the Property meets multiple criteria for the “Rural
Conservancy” designation under the SMP Guidelines. See WAC 173-26-211(5)(b)(iii).
Designation as “Rural Conservancy” is appropriate if any of the criteria are met. Id.
The first criterion in WAC 173-26-211(5)(b)(iii)(A) considers whether the shoreline is
“currently supporting lesser-intensity resource-based uses, such as agriculture, forestry, or
recreational uses … .” The Property and surrounding area is known for fishing, swimming, and
other water recreational activities and has historically served these functions.
The second criterion is WAC 173-26-211(5)(b)(iii)(B), which considers whether “the
shoreline is currently accommodating residential uses outside urban growth areas and
incorporated cities or towns.” The Property includes residential uses and is outside an urban
growth area or incorporated boundary.
The third criterion in WAC 173-26-211(5)(b)(iii)(C) considers whether the “shoreline is
supporting human uses but subject to environmental limitations, such as properties that are
adjacent to steep banks … .” This criterion is also met, as the shoreline currently supports
human uses but has some limitations on developable areas adjacent to steep banks.
The fourth criterion WAC 173-26-211(5)(b)(iii)(D) considers whether the “shoreline is of
high recreational value or with unique historic or cultural resources.” As noted above, the
Property has over a century of well-documented water recreational uses.
The current zoning in Shoreline Segments LOF-1, -2, and -5: RRR 1/5 (Rural
Residential/Resource) is entirely consistent with the Rural Conservancy designation. Any
potential degradation or depletion of the area’s biological resources are adequately mitigated by
critical area buffers (Thurston County Code Title 24), which currently apply within the shoreline
jurisdiction by ordinance, and which will be adopted by reference in the proposed SMP. In
addition to critical areas, the proposed “Rural Conservancy” designation in the draft update will
provide for buffers between 110 and 150 feet. As documented in the Callender Report,
designation as “Rural Conservancy,” rather than “Natural,” will result in no net loss of ecological
functions in this particular shoreline segment.
Therefore, applying the SMP Guidelines, the proposed designation of the Property should
be changed to “Rural Conservancy.”
D.

The Shoreline Inventory Does Not Support the Proposed “Natural” Designation

In 2013, the County completed an SMP update Inventory and Characterization Report
(the “Report”). 5 The Report did not identify any conditions associated with the Property’s
Thurston County Planning and Economic Development, THURSTON COUNTY SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM
UPDATE: INVENTORY AND CHARACTERIZATION REPORT - SMA Grant Agreements: G0800104 and G1300026 (Final
Draft) (June 30, 2013), available at https://www.thurstoncountywa.gov/planning/planningdocuments/shorelineupdate-inventory-characteriszation-report-draft.pdf
5
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shoreline, which explain or support the change in overall designation from “Conservancy” to the
more restrictive “Natural” proposed with this update. Perhaps more importantly, due to the
length of time associated with the County’s SMP update, the Report has not been updated since
its release in 2013. WAC 173-26-201(2)(a) requires the County to “identify and assemble the
most current, accurate, and complete scientific and technical information available that is
applicable to the issues of concern … .” (emphasis added). The term “current” is commonly
defined to mean “occurring in or existing at the present time.” It would not appear that the
Report as a whole can be considered “current” for purposes of the SMP update process unless it
is comprehensively updated or supplemented with additional technical information. However,
there is no question that the Callender Report is current and reflects existing, site-specific
conditions on the Property and its shorelines.
E.

Conclusion

The County has a duty to update its SMP in a manner consistent with the Shoreline
Management Act (RCW 90.58) and the SMP Guidelines (WAC 173-26). Proper shoreline
designation is a key feature of the County’s update process. Because the Property meets none of
the criteria for the proposed “Natural” designation and instead meets multiple criteria for “Rural
Conservancy,” we respectfully request that the designation of LOF-1, LOF-2, and LOF-5 be
changed to “Rural Conservancy” in the proposed draft SMP.
We appreciate your time and attention to this matter. Thank you again for the
opportunity to comment.
Very truly yours,

HLB/tfv

Heather L. Burgess

(via email only w/attachment)
Client
Alex Callender, MS, PWS, Land Services Northwest (landservicesnw@gmail.com)
Travis Burns, Thurston County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
(travis.burns@co.thurston.wa.us)
Attachment:
Tab – Shoreline Reconnaissance Report prepared by Alex Callender, MW, PWS
cc:

Tab A
Shoreline Reconnaissance Report
prepared by Alex Callender, MW, PWS
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Land Services Northwest
120 State Avenue NE PMB 190
Olympia WA 98501

September 9, 2020

to:

DeJors Investment LLC

from:

Alex Callender MS, PWS, Land Services Northwest

subject:

Shoreland Reconnaissance for Parcel No. 011732240300

This report was developed to provide information on the attributes of the subject property to support
the Shoreline Environmental Designation decision making process for the current update for the
Thurston County Shoreline Master Program, which is now underway. Thurston County, the Department
of Ecology, and possibly other agencies may be interested in the results, findings, and conclusions of this
report.

1.0 Introduction
1.1 Project Location
The subject property is a 16.62 acre parcel number located at 3847 WALDRICK RD SE, Tenino, WA with
the legal description ofSection 32 Township 17 Range 1W Quarter GOV LOT 3 Survey TR A
Document 4236984 BDSA (BOUNDARY DISPUTE SETTLEMENT AGREEMENT SURVEY) in Thurston County.

1.2 Shoreline segement

The shoreline segment under investigation is found on Offut Lake and includes LOF- 1, LOF-2 and LOF 5
segments found in the draft Inventory and Characterization (Thurston County, 2003) (Figure 1).
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Figure 1 – Draft Shoreline Designations (Thurston, 2017)
The subject property is a portion of the properties under consideration for a shoreline environmental
designation change, which also includes the properties found in (Figure 2) and Appendix F.

2.0 Historical and Current Conditions
2.1 General property description and position in the Landscape

Offut Lake was named after the Offutt brothers who made a donation land claim in the 1850’s. The lake
has been know as a place of respite since its use was popularized by the mill workers in the region with
several mills operating in the area.
The subject property is a gently rolling 16.62 acre property adjacent to the approximately 192 acre Offut
Lake to the east. There are forest roads that give access to the wellhouse, residence and other areas of
the property for forest management and general ingress and egress to the property. The property has a
dock on the lake and the shoreline is modified with a 15-25 foot wide trail to the shoreline to
presumably trailer boats to the lake although it appears to mostly be used for pedestrian access. At the
top of the lake trail onsite is a large free standing fieldstone fireplace which is the last remnant of the
previous development left by the Mr. Mentzer, who purchased the property in the early 1900’s about
the time the southern shore was platted. Mr. Mentzer, who owned a lumber mill in Tenino, also built a
dance hall for entertaining family and friends. That hall existed and was well used in its day and exited
until the late eighties.
The current residence exists on top of a slope to the lake, and there are outbuildings to include a small
cabin and a storage building. The current single family residence with a deck is now used as a guest
cabin. The site has been logged recently and the new forest is emerging to the west of the cabin. There
are forest roads and roads for access to the wellsite, as well as a driveway for ingress and egress to the
residence and the neighboring cabin to the south. To the west there is Erin Lane SE, to the north is
Land Services Northwest
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Waldrick Road SE and parcel# 11732240600 which is also adjacent to Offut Lake and has a single family
cabin with a boat house. There is also parcel# 11732240100 which is mostly forested, but also has a
single family residence on the southern border. Parcel # 11732240201 is circumscribed by the parcel
11732240100 and contains a single family residence. To the south there is a parcel # 11732240900
which has a part-time resident with a single family residence (Figure 3A).

Figure 2 – Subject and Adjoining Properties in Shoreline Segment

Land Services Northwest
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Figure 3a – Current Subject Property Conditions
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Figure 3b – Current Conditions for Segment
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3.0 Current Shoreline Environmental Designation (SED) and
Shoreline Jurisdiction
3.1 Shoreline Jurisdictional area and the Ordinary High Water Mark
The Shoreline Management Act defines the Ordinary High Water Mark in RCW 90.58.030.c. as

(c) "Ordinary high water mark" on all lakes, streams, and tidal water is that mark that will be found by
examining the bed and banks and ascertaining where the presence and action of waters are so common
and usual, and so long continued in all ordinary years, as to mark upon the soil a character distinct from
that of the abutting upland, in respect to vegetation as that condition exists on June 1, 1971, as it may
naturally change thereafter, or as it may change thereafter in accordance with permits issued by a local
government or the department: PROVIDED, That in any area where the ordinary high water mark cannot
be found, the ordinary high water mark adjoining salt water shall be the line of mean higher high tide
and the ordinary high water mark adjoining fresh water shall be the line of mean high water;
The Author was an employee for the Department of Ecology, trained in making these determinations.
The protocol can be found in “Determining the Ordinary High Water Mark for Shoreline Management
Act Compliance in Washington State” (ECY, 2016). The Ordinary High Water Mark and other features
were delineated, and GPS points were taken with an Arrow 100 GPS with differential corrections. This
was sufficient for the purposes of the study, however, it is not a survey. Shoreline Jurisdiction is 200
feet in all directions from the ordinary high water mark and includes any associated wetlands that may
share the ordinary high water mark with Offut Lake. There are no wetlands in the vicinity of the subject
property, however, there is a wetland to the south in the Shoreline Segment of Study. The Current
Shoreline Environmental Designation is shown (Figure 4)
Currently, the property is designated as “Conservancy” under Thurston County’s Shoreline Management
Program (SMP). Under this designation the following apply:
4. Conservancy Environment
a. Residential densities shall not exceed one (1) unit per acre regardless of housing type.
b. For shoreline lots not clustered, the minimum lot size shall be forty thousand (40,000) square feet of dry land
area and the minimum lot width shall be one hundred (100) feet (measured at the ordinary high water mark and at
the building setback line). Lot coverage with impervious surfaces in this environment shall not exceed thirty
percent (30%).
c. The basic setback for residential structures shall be one hundred (100) feet from the ordinary high-water mark
and/or comply with General Regulation #16.
d. Land clearing and grading is permitted after obtaining a shoreline permit, an exemption from the Administrator,
or a land clearing permit from the local jurisdiction for preparation of new building sites. A buffer of existing
ground cover must be maintained in the area between the ordinary high-water mark and twenty (20) feet from the
structure. The ground cover in the buffer may be disturbed only after approval of the Administrator where one or
more of the following conditions apply:
(1) A building site has been approved in the buffer area and an erosion control and vegetation protection plan has
been approved by the Administrator.

Land Services Northwest
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(2) The applicant wishes to landscape the area with other vegetation and has an erosion control plan approved by
the Administrator.
(3) When the construction of access pathway is proposed for to the shoreline, vegetation will be removed only
within the boundaries of constructed access pathway.

Most uses are currently allowed within the Conservancy designation after obtaining a conditional use
permit or substantial development permit. Industrial development and port uses are prohibited,
including upland storage of logs. (III.VIII.D.2). Expansion and maintenance of existing log storage and
handling facilities is allowed.

Approximate Location
of Subject Property

Approximate
Location of
Wetland

Figure 4 – Current Shoreline Environmental Designation (SED)

Land Services Northwest
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Figure 5a - Onsite Shoreline Jurisdiction

Land Services Northwest
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4.0 Methods
4.1 Existing Information

A review of existing information of the property was studied to provide a better understanding of the
property and its position in the landscape. The information is included in the Appendix A-G.

US Fish and Wildlife Service National Wetland Inventory

The US Fish and Wildlife Service maintains a GIS with wetlands that are detectible using SPOT Satellite
photography. This imagery has limitations as the resolution is relatively coarse, therefore it is not
always reliable. This data base does not show any wetlands within 315 feet of the subject property. It
does show Offut Lake in its current location as L1UBH which is the Cowardin Classification for Lacustrine,
Limnetic, Unconsolidated Bed, Permanently Flooded. It also shows a PEM1C or Palustrine Emergent
Seasonally Flooded wetland just offsite to the north. No wetland was found in this area during the
reconnaissance Further to the south on the western shore of Offut Lake it shows two smaller PSSC of
Palustrine Shrub scrub seasonally flooded wetlands. There is a wetland between LOF 2 aned LOF 5
which is listed as PFOC which is Palustrine, Forested, Seasonally flooded. The satellite photography used
for the data is sometimes outdated and not always a high resolution which makes onsite visits necessary
to verify.

NRCS Soil Survey for Thurston County

The NRCS maintains a GIS of soils information for Thurston County. It shows the subject property and
surrounding property as having :
•

Everett gravelly sandy loam 15 to 30% slopes

•

Everett gravelly sandy loam 3-15% slopes

•

Spanaway gravelly sandy loam 3-15% slopes

No organic or hydric soils found on site and most soils are typical of those found in glacial outwash
prairies.
There are lower lying portions to the south offsite associated with what appear to be wetland areas in
the segment that also have organic Mulkilteo Muck soils, however these areas were not field verified
during the reconnaissance. It appears that these areas are outside of shoreline jurisdiction (>200 feet
from the OHWM), with the exception of the wetland area that is associated with the un-named stream
between LOF 2 and LOF 5 segments.

Thurston County Geodata Shapefiles

Thurston County maintains a GIS shapefile inventory of Wetlands and Streams and Waterbodies in the
county which has additional local knowledge in addition to the NWI information. The database shows a
wetland in the approximate position as Offut Lake, as well as, offsite wetlands to the southwest, where
the organic soils area found. These wetlands to the west appear to be isolated and there is not enough

Land Services Northwest
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science on the influence of isolated wetlands to create a significant nexus with the lake. There is a
wetland associated with an un-named stream that appears to be the input for the lake (Appendix D).

USGS Topographic Map

The USGS has a list of maps that cover the United States in 7.5 minute quadrants. These maps note
wetlands, streams and lakes. This map does not show any wetlands streams or other features nearby
except for Offut Lake (Appendix E).
Since these are just indicators derived from satellite photography and other remote sensing methods,
an onsite visit was conducted to verify on site conditions.

Department of Ecology Water Quality Atlas Data

The Department of Ecology maintains a GIS Database of surface water attributes. In this instance, they
show Offut Lake as listed 303d as well as the Deschutes to which it drains (Appendix H). In the remarks
it states:

The water quality assessment category 5 was based on results indicating an exceedance of Total PCBs
based on the sum of PCB aroclors, and also an exceedance of Total PCBs based on the sum of PCB
congeners, in fillet samples of largemouth bass.
Category determination based on results from lab methods for PCB Aroclors and PCB congeners.
Sample results exceeded the FTEC; therefore the Assessment Unit meets the requirements for a
Category 5 determination.
The FTEC (fish tissue equivalent concentration) is the concentration of a contaminant in fish tissue that
Washington equates to the National Toxics Rule water quality criterion for the protection of human
health.

Data
The Deschutes River Basin is currently implementing a TMDL to improve water quality in the basin.

4.2 Onsite Survey
Methods

A walking survey was conducted by working downhill from the subject property to the lower areas to
the east on the and then traversing back up along the hill on different transects through the woods
looking for streams and wetlands, steep slopes and other critical features. Suspicious areas where there
were depressions, hydrophytic vegetation, or other indicators of wetlands or the flow of water were
explored using the methodology found in the Army Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual
(Environmental Laboratory, 1987) and the regional guidance found in the Mountains Coasts and Valleys
Supplement to the Corps Manual (USACE, 2010). General observations of habitat, overall shoreline use
were also noted. The Ordinary High Water Mark was determined using guidance found in

Land Services Northwest
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4.3 Results

The site was surveyed and there were slopes down to Offut lake that were approximately 10-30 percent.
Some (5) Garry oaks (Quercus garryana) were discovered during the survey and were typically 12-24
inches in diameter. No endemic oak species such as the Western grey squirrel were found during the
survey and the PHS map did not indicate that species was found in the area. Soils preferred by the
Mazama pocket gopher were noted, however, no mounds were found during the survey. Even though
Land Services Northwest is qualified to make a presence absence determination for the Mazama pocket
gopher, this reconnaissance did not constitute a formal survey for this species for ESA permitting as the
proper survey methods for the species was not followed.
The vegetation along the slope was typical for upland area in glacial outwash prairie soils. Douglas fir,
Western red cedar, Big leaf maple and Red alder were found in upland areas with an understory of
Ocean spray, Osoberry, Snowberry, salal and other smaller forbes. The area had a significant amount of
invasive species such as English holly, English ivy, Himalayan blackberry and cutleaf blackberry Robert’s
geranium and Reed canary grass. The water was checked and although it was late summer, floating
pondweeds were not found in this part of the lake and the lake bed was cobble. There was some Slough
sedge and red osier dogwood in the transitional area between the summer lake level and the Ordinary
high water mark. It did not appear to be enough to constitute a lake fringe wetland (>30% cover).

5.0 SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE GUIDELINES AND
ECOLOGY GUIDANCE
5.1 SMP Guidelines
The Shoreline Master Program Update Guidelines for Shoreline Environmental Designations can be
found in WAC 173 – 26- 211. The Shoreline Planners Handbook (ECY, 2009) list five shoreline
jurisdictions as follows:
The SMP Guidelines provide extensive direction on developing shoreline environment designations. First, the Guidelines note that master
programs “address conditions and opportunities of specific shoreline segments” through environment designations [WAC 173-26-191(1)(a)].
Section 201 directs local governments to “establish environment designations and identify permitted uses and development standards for each
environment designation” based on the shoreline inventory and analysis and to prepare polices and regulations [WAC 173-26-201(3)].
Environment designations are addressed more thoroughly in Section 211 of the Guidelines. This section addresses basic requirements,
consistency with the local comprehensive plan, required provisions such as management policies and designation criteria, and recommended
environment designations. The Guidelines recommends a classification system with six basic shoreline environments:
• High Intensity. • Shoreline Residential. • Urban Conservancy. • Rural Conservancy. • Natural. • Aquatic.
Local governments can establish a classification system different than that included in the Guidelines, or use their current environment
designations. However, tailored environment designations must be consistent with the policies and purposes of the general environment
designation provisions in the Guidelines and cover the breadth of the environments – the complete scheme for shoreline management – as
included in the Guidelines [WAC 173-26- 211(4)(c)]. For each environment designation, a purpose, designation criteria and management
policies must be established. These are already provided for in the six environment designations recommended (ECY, 2007)

WAC 173 26-211 (ii) Classification criteria. Clearly stated criteria shall provide the basis for classifying or
reclassifying a specific shoreline area with an environment designation.
The area that is currently undergoing classification is listed in the Thurston County SMP Update
Inventory and Characterization as LOF-1 and LOF-2 and LOF – 5 (Figure 6). The current SED for this area
is “Conservancy”. The latest draft is considering changing the designation to “Natural”.
Land Services Northwest
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5) The designations.
(a) "Natural" environment.
(i) Purpose. The purpose of the "natural" environment is to protect those shoreline areas that are
relatively free of human influence or that include intact or minimally degraded shoreline functions
intolerant of human use. These systems require that only very low intensity uses be allowed in order to
maintain the ecological functions and ecosystem-wide processes. Consistent with the policies of the
designation, local government should include planning for restoration of degraded shorelines within this
environment.
There are few areas that are “relatively free of human influence in this shoreline segment. All areas
except for the wetland have undergone some development to include as previously mentioned dance
halls, beaches, visitor cabins, and docks and piers. This land use pattern has existed since the early
1900’s when the property was developed and the southern shore was platted for development.
(iii) Designation criteria. A "natural" environment designation should be assigned to shoreline areas if
any of the following characteristics apply:
(A) The shoreline is ecologically intact and therefore currently performing an important,
irreplaceable function or ecosystem-wide process that would be damaged by human activity;
An assessment of the area has determined that the area is not ecologically intact and it does not appear
to be providing any irreplaceable function or ecosystem-wide process that would be damaged by human
activity. Water quality should be protected under the current system. Vegetative coverage in shoreline
jurisdiction would be maintained to the extent of the buffers.
(B) The shoreline is considered to represent ecosystems and geologic types that are of particular
scientific and educational interest; or
The area has a high recreation value, as the area is well known locally as a fishing area for the stocked
fish in the lake, however, there are not any geologic features found in any appreciable quantity that they
would warrant extra protection beyond the protections offered by the existing Conservancy SED and its
setbacks combined with the protections offered by the critical areas code. The preferred Rural
conservancy SED would track well with the current conditions as well.
(C) The shoreline is unable to support new development or uses without significant adverse impacts
to ecological functions or risk to human safety.
There is a slope that would require a steep slope setback(50-feet) and the lake itself has a setback
requirement (100-feet). There is not apparent slide zone associated with this slope and the trees on
shore do not show any indicators of sluffing, such as bowing. The extra encumbrance of the natural
environment would not provide any special protections not already available, however it could reduce
the flexibility of any development that would be contemplated in the future as the shoreline setback
would increase to 200-feet. The guidelines show area that warrant special protection would be largely
undisturbed portions of shoreline areas such as wetlands, estuaries, unstable bluffs, coastal dunes, spits,
and ecologically intact shoreline habitats.
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None of these features are found in the shoreline in this portion of the lake, however there is a wetland
associated with the un-named stream that is mostly undisturbed. This is in between LOF 5 and 2.
Ecologically intact shorelines, as used here, means those shoreline areas that retain the majority of their
natural shoreline functions, as evidenced by the shoreline configuration and the presence of native
vegetation. Generally, but not necessarily, ecologically intact shorelines are free of structural shoreline
modifications, structures, and intensive human uses. In forested areas, they generally include native
vegetation with diverse plant communities, multiple canopy layers, and the presence of large woody
debris available for recruitment to adjacent water bodies.
Recognizing that there is a continuum of ecological conditions ranging from near natural conditions to
totally degraded and contaminated sites, this term is intended to delineate those shoreline areas that
provide valuable functions for the larger aquatic and terrestrial environments which could be lost or
significantly reduced by human development. Whether or not a shoreline is ecologically intact is
determined on a case-by-case basis.
The subject property is not relatively free of human development as required by the guidelines. The
ecological condition which is described as large would more appropriately be applied to an area such as
the Black River Wildlife Refuge where development would not be appropriate, as there are large
stretches of shoreline without trails or other access features. The subject shoreline has a small dock for
mooring and fishing. There is a graded road/trail down the hill to the shoreline. The neighboring
features also have developed access.
Although the area is forested primarily with Douglas fir, the understory has a number of invasive species
such as Himalayan blackberry (Rubus armeniacus) and Cut-leaf blackberry (Rubus lacianatus), and
English ivy (Helix hedera) which is prevalent throughout the nearshore. Flag Iris was found in the
transition zone between the OHWM and summer low levels. Invasive pond lilies are found in the water
and although often overlooked because of their slow growing nature, they are invasive and often can
overtake much of the native vegetation in the nearshore. Potemegeton or common pond weeds are
also found in the nearshore This would not be considered ecologically intact, however, they are not
beyond the ability to restore them to that condition over time. The dock and boat storage areas is
forested, but lacks an understory. The next door neighbor to the north has an over-the-water boathouse.
The term "ecologically intact shorelines" applies to all shoreline areas meeting the above criteria ranging
from larger reaches that may include multiple properties to small areas located within a single property.
It does not appear that the area is ecologically intact according to these criteria.
Areas with significant existing agriculture lands should not be included in the "natural" designation,
except where the existing agricultural operations involve very low intensity uses where there is no
significant impact on natural ecological functions, and where the intensity or impacts associated with
such agriculture activities is unlikely to expand in a manner inconsistent with the "natural" designation.
There are no agricultural activities in this area.
b) "Rural conservancy" environment.
(i) Purpose. The purpose of the "rural conservancy" environment is to protect ecological
functions, conserve existing natural resources and valuable historic and cultural areas in order
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to provide for sustained resource use, achieve natural flood plain processes, and provide
recreational opportunities. Examples of uses that are appropriate in a "rural conservancy"
environment include low-impact outdoor recreation uses, timber harvesting on a sustained-yield
basis, agricultural uses, aquaculture, low-intensity residential development and other natural
resource-based low-intensity uses.
(ii) Management policies.
(A) Uses in the "rural conservancy" environment should be limited to those which sustain
the shoreline area's physical and biological resources and uses of a nonpermanent
nature that do not substantially degrade ecological functions or the rural or natural
character of the shoreline area.
The subject property and surrounding property has limited development and does not include bulkheads
or other development that would substantially degrade the ecological functions. In fact, unlike many of
the shoreline areas in Thurston County, this shoreline has been developed for years with a rich history of
forestry and community that has enjoyed the recreational use of the shoreline while sustaining the
ecological functions of the area without degradation.
Except as noted, commercial and industrial uses should not be allowed. Agriculture,
commercial forestry, and aquaculture when consistent with provisions of this chapter may be
allowed. Low-intensity, water-oriented commercial and industrial uses may be permitted in the
limited instances where those uses have located in the past or at unique sites in rural
communities that possess shoreline conditions and services to support the use.
The area has been maintained as forestland with the exception of the addition of some formal
maintenance roads. The only water oriented uses are associated with the primarily residential use, a
preferred use in this environment when consistent with the Shoreline Master Program and the Shoreline
Management Act.
Water-dependent and water-enjoyment recreation facilities that do not deplete the resource over
time, such as boating facilities, angling, hunting, wildlife viewing trails, and swimming beaches,
are preferred uses, provided significant adverse impacts to the shoreline are mitigated.
These are common facilities that are now present and conducted as there is a dock in the vicinity of the
subject property. There is also a boat storage area for paddle type boats which is also consistent with
allowed uses on the lake. There are no commercial ventures contemplated for this environment.
Mining is a unique use as a result of its inherent linkage to geology. Therefore, mining and
related activities may be an appropriate use within the rural conservancy environment when
conducted in a manner consistent with the environment policies and the provisions of WAC 17326-241 (3)(h) and when located consistent with mineral resource lands designation criteria
pursuant to RCW 36.70A.170 and WAC 365-190-070.
(B) Developments and uses that would substantially degrade or permanently deplete the
biological resources of the area should not be allowed.
The existing buffers under the CAO which would be adopted by reference in the new SMP and the
SED buffers would prevent the substantial degradation or depletion of the biological resources of
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the area. The cumulative impacts of full build out of the area would still allow the shoreline
functions as they are now maintained.
(C) Construction of new structural shoreline stabilization and flood control works should
only be allowed where there is a documented need to protect an existing structure or
ecological functions and mitigation is applied, consistent with WAC 173-26-231. New
development should be designed and located to preclude the need for such work.
The slopes that surround the shoreline and the limits of motorized boat traffic to 5hp prevents
the requirements for structural shoreline stabilization. Maintenance of the mature forest
overstory would add to the shoreline resiliency.
New development would have to be situated sufficiently far away so as to not require
flood control works.
(D) Residential development standards shall ensure no net loss of shoreline ecological

functions and should preserve the existing character of the shoreline consistent with
the purpose of the environment. As a general matter, meeting this provision will
require density, lot coverage, vegetation conservation and other provisions.
The zoning provisions in the Shoreline Segments LOF 1, 2 and 5 are RRR1/5, Rural Residential/Resource.
There are no plans to exceed this density and there are no known reasons why the area should not be
able to support this density and still maintain the shoreline functions of the area.
Scientific studies support density or lot coverage limitation standards that assure that
development will be limited to a maximum of ten percent total impervious surface area within the
lot or parcel, will maintain the existing hydrologic character of the shoreline. However, an
alternative standard developed based on scientific information that meets the provisions of this
chapter and accomplishes the purpose of the environment designation may be used.
The standards for impervious surfaces should be maintained.
Master programs may allow greater lot coverage to allow development of lots legally created
prior to the adoption of a master program prepared under these guidelines. In these instances,
master programs shall include measures to assure protection of ecological functions to the
extent feasible such as requiring that lot coverage is minimized and vegetation is conserved.
The lot coverage in the LOF 1, 2 and 5 will be newly created lots when they are subdivided so they will
operate under the new measures to assure protection of ecological functions. Currently, the vegetation
must be maintained in the development area to the extent feasible.
(E) New shoreline stabilization, flood control measures, vegetation removal, and other shoreline
modifications should be designed and managed consistent with these guidelines to ensure that
the natural shoreline functions are protected. Such shoreline modification should not be
inconsistent with planning provisions for restoration of shoreline ecological functions.
(iii) Designation criteria. Assign a "rural conservancy" environment designation to
shoreline areas outside incorporated municipalities and outside urban growth areas, as defined
by RCW 36.70A.110, if any of the following characteristics apply:
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(A) The shoreline is currently supporting lesser-intensity resource-based uses, such as

agriculture, forestry, or recreational uses, or is designated agricultural or forest
lands pursuant to 2
(B) The shoreline is currently accommodating residential uses outside urban growth
areas and incorporated cities or towns;
This is being met. There area no urban growth area in this shoreline reach.
(C) The shoreline is supporting human uses but subject to environmental limitations,
such as properties that include or are adjacent to steep banks, feeder bluffs, or flood
plains or other flood-prone areas;
There are some areas with steep banks, but they are adjacent to developable areas.
(D) The shoreline is of high recreational value or with unique historic or cultural
resources; or
The area is known to be a fine lake for recreational fish, swimming and other water enjoyment activities.
It has a history for this function.
(E) The shoreline has low-intensity water-dependent uses.
As mentioned earlier, it has boating, fishing and swimming.
Areas designated in a local comprehensive plan as "limited areas of more intensive rural
development," as provided for in chapter 36.70A RCW, may be designated an alternate
shoreline environment, provided it is consistent with the objectives of the Growth Management
Act and this chapter. "Master planned resorts" as described in RCW 36.70A.360 may be
designated an alternate shoreline environment, provided the applicable master program
provisions do not allow significant ecological impacts.
Lands that may otherwise qualify for designation as rural conservancy and which are
designated as "mineral resource lands" pursuant to RCW 36.70A.170 and WAC 365-190070 may be assigned a designation within the "rural conservancy" environment that allows
mining and associated uses in addition to other uses consistent with the rural conservancy
environment.
There are no mines in this shoreline.

5.2 2013 Thurston County Inventory and Characterization (Draft)(2008)
Inventory and Characterization and other Findings

The Thurston County Draft Inventory and Characterization failed to make any differentiation of changes
found in the subject shoreline to support the change in environmental designation from Conservancy to
Natural. This document has not been updated since its development.
Some of the highlights of this document with regard to the subject shoreline is recognition that the
input streams are not themselves shorelines, however, they are protected under the critical areas codes
as Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas. The stream which outlets to the Deschutes is noted as
having a barrier to fish so the lake will not support salmonids, however it is stocked with rainbow trout
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cutthroat trout and has largemouth bass among other fishes. It states that it may support bald eagles
and wood duck.
The document states, “The east and west lake shores still retain primarily unmodified vegetation.”
This would be in contrast to our findings as the vegetation on this site has some native vegetation,
but some area have modified ornamental vegetation.
The identified issues cited were mentioned in The Deschutes Watershed Characterization Report
(Thurston County, 2011) identified potential riparian, wetland, and floodplain restoration or protection
sites around Offutt Lake.
It is not clear where these opportunities exist.
Puget Sound Water Flow Characterization Management Strategies (Stanley et al., 2012) Offutt Lake and
Offutt Lake Creek is recommended for highest protection.
This study is concerned primarily with water flow management and it does not appear that any
development done in a manner supported by the current shoreline environmental designation would
result in impairment as the protections offered by the CAO are currently some of the strictest in the state.
In fact, the Deshutes Basin Evaluation (Thurston County, 2013) mentions that the Planned Impacts of
growth are “Likely to remain in the current conditions”. The Cumulative Impacts Analysis Working Draft
points to the area between the Deschutes River and Offut Lake and not the western shore of Offut Lake
as important for protection. (Thurston County, 2018)
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(Thurston County, 2013)

Accordingly, the management strategy outlined by Stanley et al, 2010 as used in the Basin Analysis and
Management Stategies for Thurston County would suggest that the area is suited for conservation which
is more properly suited to the Conservancy SED.

Conclusions
The subject property was explored using commonly accepted protocols. Onsite conditions do not
include a pristine or native vegetated shoreline with irreplaceable functions. The area has been logged
and has a high functioning area of regrowth and all the properties have roads to service future
development, although none is proposed at this time. There are no physical shoreline modifications,
and limited piers and docks, typical of development found in a rural conservancy shoreline jurisdiction.
A desktop study of the neighboring areas in the shoreline reaches of LOF 1, 2 and 5 found no features in
shoreline jurisdiction that would be affected by the cumulative impacts of expected development, given
the existing development constraints already imposed by the Shoreline Master Program under the
existing shoreline environmental designation of Conservancy and the additional overlay of the Critical
Areas Code which would be adopted in shoreline jurisdiction upon acceptance of the new Shoreline
Master Program. The designation as Rural Conservancy rather than Natural would still result in no net
loss of ecological functions in this particular reach.
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Appendix A
Photos

Onsite Dance Hall Circa 1900’s
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Onsite Well
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Replanted Trees

Access Roads
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Mowed Lawn

Remnants of Earlier Development
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Typical Understory
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Trail – Boat Access

Invasive Flag Iris

30
Land Services Northwest

October 15, 2020

DEFORS LLC

SHORELINE AND ENVIRONMENTAL DESIGNATION ANALYSIS

Neighbors Boathouse to Waters Edge
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Invasive English Ivy
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Boat Storage Area
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Edge of Residential Development
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Appendix B

USFWS National Wetland Inventory
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Appendix C

NRCS Soil Survey Map
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Appendix D

Thurston County Wetland and Stream Shapefiles
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Appendix E
USGS TOPO MAP
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Appendix F

Priority Habitats and Species and Salmonscape Map
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Appendix G
Excerpt from the Basin Study Report
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Appendix H

Department of Ecology Water Quality Atlas Map
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Legend
Red = 303d Listed
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Appendix I

Offut Lake Lake Historic Lake Levels
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Issues to Andrew for 4 Nov SMP Mtg.docx

Andrew, please find attached 5 issues regarding the 21 Oct SMP DRAFT document.
Thank you,
Barry
253-341-6059

Shoreline Master Program Planning Commission Working DRAFT – October 21, 2020
ISSUE 1:
Chapter 19.400 General Regulations
19.400.120 Vegetation Conservation Buffers
B. Buffer Widths – pg 53.
Staff notes in box indicate an option for public hearing is to consider use of original proposed
buffers, in strike-out above. We need an answer as to WHY buffers need to be increased at all?
Makes no sense to any of us. Environmental activist should not be dictating these buffers.
ISSUE 2:
19.500.100 Permit Application Review and Permits
C. Exemptions from Substantial Development Permits
4. The following list of developments, summarized from WAC 173-27-040 (see chapter for
complete language), shall not require SDPs:
h(ii) pg 75-76
(A) Twenty-two thousand five hundred dollars ($22,500) for docks that are constructed to
replace existing docks, are of equal or lesser square footage than the existing dock being
replaced; or
(B) Eleven thousand two hundred ($11,200) dollars for all other docks constructed in fresh
waters. However, if subsequent construction occurs within five years of completion of the prior
construction, and the combined fair market value of the subsequent and prior construction
exceeds the amount specified above, the subsequent construction shall be considered a
substantial development for the purpose of this chapter.
This dollar amount is up from the 1990 SMP, but still very low. Amount depends on how deep
or shallow the water around the shoreline of your lake is. If you need to build a dock 75 – 100
feet out to get 3-4 feet of water to float your boat the cost of a dock goes up substantially. A
recent resident at our lake just paid over $30,000 to install a 90’ regulation dock. Another
resident had to pay $500 for each piling to replace the ones that had worn out. Costs are high,
but this plan is not taking those current costs into consideration. YES, if you only need to build a
25’ dock the amount in the plan would work, but that is rare around our lake and most lakes in
Thurston County. By putting in this dollar limitation you are basically telling folks that require a
longer dock just to dock their boat that they must pay more in permits than someone that only
requires a 25’ dock. This is fundamentally wrong.
ISSUE 3
4. Piers
a. Single-use piers may not exceed 4 feet in width (6 feet if wheelchair access is needed), and
joint-use piers may not exceed 6 feet in width, unless otherwise approved by the U.S. Army
Corps of Engineers, if applicable to the proposal. See Figures 19.600.160.1 and 19.600.160.2 for
illustration of single-use and joint-use moorage requirements.
Option for Public Hearing: Consider 6 feet pier width as standard allowance, with up to 8 feet
if applicant can demonstrate need.
4-foot widths are very unstable for most type of docks. Most docks are 6’ wide to increase

stability. This should be the norm.
ISSUE 4
Appendix B: Mitigation Options to Achieve No Net Loss for New or Re-Development
Activities
B.4 New and Replacement Overwater Structures (in order of preference)
C. For dock additions, partial dock replacements, or other modifications in marine waters and
salmon-bearing lakes, replace areas of existing solid over-water cover with grated material or use
grating on those altered portions of docks if they are not otherwise required to be grated. Pg 154
Public Hearing Option: Do not require grating for waterbodies that do not support
anadromous fish, such as salmon.
Recently (in past 9 months) two of our residents that built a new home were required by the
County to pay mitigation or set back the footprint of their home to 250 feet because the County
showed Lake Lawrence as a Salmon bearing lake – which it is not. One resident worked with
the Director of the State Department of Fish and Wildlife to send a letter to the County notifying
them that Lake Lawrence is not a Salmon bearing lake. For some reason, even with the
Department of Fish and Wildlife telling them, we have not been able to get the county to
acknowledge that Lake Lawrence does not have a salmon run, never has and is not a Salmon
bearing lake. The County refers back to the DFW GIS System. On 2 Nov I personally talked
with Riley Freeman, DFW, Thurston County Fish Biologist. He told me that DFW does not
manage Lake Lawrence as a fish (Salmon) bearing lake so there is no reason why Thurston
County should be saying it is. He told me that the Swifty Data Base used by DFW to show
Salmon bearing streams, rivers, lakes, etc., is difficult to manage and they have had many
problems with it, but to reiterate, Lake Lawrence is not a Salmon bearing lake and is not
managed as such by DFW. Your permits section needs to get this word and if need be confirm
this for themselves with the DFW and not utilize a faulty data base to make this assumption.
ISSUE 5
APPENDIX A – Environmental Designations Report. Pg 56-57.
2 Oct 2020 Email to SMP County Planner Andrew Deffobis:
Andrew, looking over Appendix A - Environmental Designations Report, pages 56-57 for
Lake Lawrence I identified a couple issues:
1. LLA-5 to LLA-6 is all developed lake front homes belonging to the Lake Lawrence
Community Club HOA, Scenic Shores HOA and Wildaire HOA. Under the proposed column
you have it as Rural Conservancy instead of Shoreline Residential, which is shown on Map 5
for the proposed South-central Thurston County. Error? Please clarify?
2. LLA-6 to LLA-1 and a considerable portion of LLA-1 to LLA-2 has already been developed
and includes Lisa Lane HOA. Your map and Appendix A show these areas as Rural
Conservancy. Error? Please clarify?
Thank You,
Barry Halverson, Lake Lawrence LMD Committee
Response 2 Oct 2020.
Hello Barry,

I apologize that it has taken me some time to get back to you. I see that Reach LLA-5 to LLA-6 is mapped
with a proposed designation of Shoreline Residential, though the Shoreline Environment Designation
report shows it proposed as Rural Conservancy. To me, it seems Reach LLA-5 to LLA-6 is most closely
corresponds with the criteria of the Shoreline Residential designation. This could be an error in the SED
report.
LLA-6 to LLA-1 is currently designated as Rural (Shoreline Residential). It is proposed to be designated
Rural Conservancy.
LLA-1 to LLA-2 is currently designated as Conservancy (Rural Conservancy). It is proposed to be
designated Rural Conservancy.
It may be helpful to refer to Page 2 for a general description of the different designations to shed light
on the proposed designations. As well as Page 5 for a discussion of how designations for the various
reaches were generally determined. Here is an excerpt:
“In general, reaches or portions of reaches were designated Natural if they had high quality
habitat characteristics and/or minimal shoreline modification. Reaches or portions of reaches
were designated Shoreline Residential if they were platted and/or developed for relatively highdensity residential development and showed signs of more intense modification/use, including
containing the majority of the lot area within shoreline jurisdiction. Reaches that contain
shorelines created by mining activity were designated Mining. All other shorelands upland of the
Ordinary High Water Mark received an Urban or Rural Conservancy designation.”
When the Inventory & Characterization was conducted, it would appear the areas proposed as Rural
Conservancy may not have been considered densely developed enough to be proposed as Shoreline
Residential, and the lots also contained significant area outside shoreline jurisdiction.
You may want to take a look at the Inventory & Characterization documents. That link will take you to a
page with the report and appendices. Appendix A shows the conditions documented at each reach in
the Inventory & Characterization process.
I realize this is a lot of information to parse through, so please let me know if you have questions once
you’ve reviewed the materials.
Regards,
Andrew Deffobis, Associate Planner
Thurston County Community Planning and Economic Development Department
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW
Olympia, WA 98502
Phone: (360) 786-5467
Email: andrew.deffobis@co.thurston.wa.us

There has continued to be back and forth on this, but currently the characterization has
not been changed. These changes need to be made.

October 28, 2020
To:
CC:

Polly Stoker
Andrew Deffobis
Planning Commissioners

Comments on Chapter 19.100, 150, 200, 300 & 400 of the SMP
Following are written comments on subject SMP chapters after reviewing public comment. I am
committing them to writing because it is difficult to quickly decipher notes when going through the
document at the meeting and it is easier for the other Planning Commissioners to understand the
comment in the zoom environment.
It should be noted that the Planning Commissioners as well as Ecology have stated that we need to
make the SMP “easy for people to do the right thing”.
19.100.110 Purpose and Intent: The 4th paragraph belongs in section 19.100.120 under Applicability. I
am concerned about exempting existing agriculture from the SMP. With the increase in algae growth in
our lakes we need to limit phosphorus from our streams, rivers and lakes. There should be a goal or
some other mechanism to reduce fertilizers, herbicides, insecticides and manure withing 200 ft of our
water bodies.
19.100.125.B Relationship to other Plans and Regulations: The CAO places shoreline and wetlands
attached to shorelines in the purview of the SMP. This paragraph implies that the CAO can trump the
SMP. In Chapter 19.400.115 Critical Areas says the CAO is incorporated into the SMP. What does this
mean? Are we saying we don’t want the responsibility the CAO gave the SMP so we are giving it back?
What is the difference between “incorporation” and “referenced”? And, are there other ways to
reference this?
19.150 Definitions: The first paragraph is confusing to the residential shoreline owner and overly
burdensome.
19.150.210 Bulkhead: This talks about protecting an existing single-family residence. What about new
residences, commercial and governmental structures?
19.150.280 Development: We need to separate improved and unimproved real-estate. The taxpayer
does not understand the difference. The owner of improved real-estate will not consider maintenance
or improvement to their property to be “development”. We need to make it so people do the right
thing and make it easy for them to know.
19.150.300 Ecological Functions: The property owner needs a chart that lists the shoreline ecological
function by shoreline type. They are not the same for Marine, River, Lake or Estuary.

19.150.377 &378 Floating Home & Floating On-Water Residence: Is this the definition of “Overwater
structure? If not, we need a definition of Overwater Structures. I believe this is how the legislature
defined Overwater Structures.
19.150.400 Landscaping/Landscape Materials: Reserved. When will this be filled in? Also, we do need
a list or reference for these.
19.150.630 Predator Exclusion: A better definition of “Pest Management” is required…or the item
should be struck from the document. Some of the predators listed are native animals and deserve the
same protection as the shorelines.
19.200.100.A1: Change to All marine waters and tidelands.
19.200.100.A.5 There is no definition for “flood hazard areas” in chapter 19.150. Also, I do not
understand this statement. It implies that all shorelines have a flood hazard area within 200 feet of the
OHWM. After adding a definition for a flood hazard area, I suggest you change the first word of the
sentence to “A” vs. “The”.
Table 19.200.107B: Hicks Lake is wholly within the Lacey City limits?
19.200.135 Aquatic: We have this designation but later in the SMP we say the areas under this
jurisdiction is managed in accordance with the upland designation. This is a perfect place for
Aquiculture to be placed and regulated. This is a confusing designation.
19.300.100 – Policy SH5 &6: What about ADA requirements. This does not allow for paving of paths.
Also, Ecology considers public access as a degradation of the ecological function of the shoreline. The
SMP/Act makes it mandatory here but takes it away from the individual homeowner.
19.300.110.A.1: Overhanging trees and shrubs are not good for the eutrophic sedimentary lakes in
Thurston County. This adds organic mater to the lake which causes shallower, nutrient rich lakes and
algae outbreaks.
19.300.110.B: Ornamental and nonnative plants should be allowed. There is not an adequate supply of
native plants that fit in landscaping. There needs to be a plant reference source for the property owner
to refer to for easy compliance and to do the right thing. Strike the last sentence of this Policy.
19.300.115.B: Ecology standards for stormwater are not adequate. The Stream Team estimates that
75% of waterbody pollution is caused by stormwater. However, Ecology allows the direct discharge of
stormwater into our waterbodies as long as there is some retention time for solids to settle out. The
guidelines do not have provisions for handling dissolved phosphorus, nitrogen and chemical
contamination. We should forbid direct stormwater introduction into lakes, rivers, marine and estuaries
from public and private roadways and require that a retention pond be installed to provide for filtration

of stormwater prior to introduction to the aquifer. It should also encourage or require retrofitting
existing systems.
19.300.130: Add a new policy SH25.5 - To respect the rights of private property owners and the rights of
citizens at large to use and enjoy shorelines of the state. And, to provide property owners with clear
guidelines and requirements for future shoreline development and provide fair and reasonable
allowances for the continued use and enjoyment of private property.
19.300.130.F Policy SH-31:
1. How is the flexibility given in this Policy controlled and monitored.
2. New Aquiculture will result in loss of ecological function. How is this mitigated?
19.300.130.I Policy SH34: Add D: significant impact to native species.
19.300.130.N – New Policy: All new aquiculture and replanting of aquiculture will be encouraged to
eliminate the use of plastics in their operation.
19.300.135 Public Access and Recreation: See comments on SH5 & 6. Also, there should be a provision
to be able to charge the public for access through developments of 4 parcels or more. There is a cost to
maintaining the shoreline and, in some cases, fees paid to Lake Management Districts for maintaining
the Lake. The general public that wants to use these shorelines and waterbodies should share in the
cost of maintaining them.
19.300.150 South Puget Sound Policies: We should not codify the Alliance for a Healthy South Sound.
While the title is impressive, this non-government organization:
1. Has too many open positions on its board.
2. Has too much industry representatives
3. Does not have any shoreline residential representation/stakeholders.
4. Provides a seat at the table for those who are not accountable
19.400.100 Existing Development: I prefer the term “Conforming” and am appreciative of your adding
it as an option.
1. This is allowed in the Act. See the Ecology Handbook Chapter 11 page 5.
2. There is significant public comment/concern with this issue.
3. Thurston County Lawyers have said that it is ok to use conforming
4. The use of non-conforming or legally non-conforming in the SMP is totally different than how it
is used in the building codes. Consistency with building codes should not be a criterion for
consideration.
19.400.100.A.3 Change in use: Would the conversion of a shoreline residential home to a VRBO, Airbnb
or B & B, be allowed and what is the impact? Should it require a variance or a conditional use with a
hearing examiner?

19.400.100.A.4 discontinued use: Please explain this paragraph and is it needed here? If needed
should the time be 24 months to conform with reconstruction in 10.400.100.B.g?
19.400.100.B.f Expansion of existing structure into the buffer: In the current SMP expansion into the
buffer is allowed if you are filling in under an existing roof – ie. a covered porch would be considered
part of the footprint and could be walled up and turned into living space. Is this allowed here? Do we
need another paragraph to make this clear? Also, the word “nonconforming” should be removed.
19.400.105.A.2: This is a good example of the differences of marine, river & lake shorelines.
Stabilization needs are different as well as the impact of stabilization on neighboring properties. Is there
a way to differentiate the differing needs?
19.400.110.B.5: What does “but after the effective date of this program mean? 1970, 1997 etc? Any
voluntary mitigation withing the last ten years should count regardless the effective date of this
program.
19.400.110.B.5.b Mitigation Banking: The 3-year waiting period is confusing and excessive. Again, we
want to make it easy for the property owner to do the right thing.
19.400.115.A CAO incorporated: See comments under 19.100.125.B. The SMP is intended to trump the
CAO not the other way around. So, what does this paragraph mean.?
19.400.120.B.4: If the buffer is all lawn/grass/non-native vegetation, can the setback be waived without
a variance? Or with a variance and no mitigation?
19.400.120.D.1.b: Please explain decks and viewing platforms as used in this paragraph. And, why was
“adjacent to residential structures…” added to the paragraph? There is no definition found in
19.100.125. If a deck is a permeable surface it should be allowed adjacent to the OHMW or anyplace
within the buffer, as a replacement for grass without requiring a variance.
19.400.120.D.4.b: Requiring a 3:1 replacement ratio is excessive and unrealistic. One tree dies and it
has to be replaced by 3 new trees. Most shoreline residential properties have 50 – 70 ft of shoreline. In
that space there is room for only one tree. Planting more would not be healthy for the tree and cause a
degradation to water quality on our eutrophic lakes. It would also be purposeful destruction of the
homeowners view which is protected by the law.
19.400.120.D.4.e: Here we go again…adding cost and contributing to inflation without any perceivable
benefit. Yes, you use the word “May” but if you require 3:1 replacement you will have to visit the site
once a year for 3 years to make sure the three trees are still there. We want it to be easy for the
property owner to comply…not give them reasons not to comply and unreasonable requirements are
just that…unreasonable.

19.400.125 Water Quality and Quantity: The Stream Team estimates that 75% of the pollution in our
waters is from stormwater. Current Ecology guidelines only limit solid and do not place requirements on
filtration. A paragraph should be added to prohibit the direct discharge of stormwater into wetland or
waterbodies of the county. All stormwater utilities provide filtration ponds for the stormwater to enter
the aquifer vs. either directly into the water body or through settlement catch basins.
19.400.135 View Blockage: There needs to be a paragraph added to allow for Elevation variables and
existing trees to be taken into account at permitting. This is an attempt to provide a two-dimensional
solution to a three-dimensional reality. View blockage has nothing to do with Ecological Function; why
is this subject even included in the SMP?
19.400.135.A.3 & 4 Setback Figure: In these examples the new structure should be allowed to be set
back the buffer plus standard setback.
19.400.140.A Development standards: I assume this is for previously undeveloped property. How can
we set lot width when that is a function of the parcel? The parcel width may already exist at a width
greater or less than specified.
Respectfully submitted,

Doug Karman
Planning Commissioner, District 2
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November 3, 2020
TRANSMITTED VIA ELECTRONIC MAIL
Andrew.Boughan@co.thurston.wa.us
Thurston County Planning Commission
ATTN: Andrew Boughan, Associate Planner
Thurston County Courthouse, Building One
2000 Lakeridge Drive SW
Olympia, Washington 98502
Re:

Comment in Support of Special Use Code Amendment CR-1: “Resorts and
Retreats” for November 4, 2020 Planning Commission Public Hearing

Dear Planning Commissioners:
This firm represents Cascades Camp and Conference Center (“Cascades”), the Applicant
for the above-referenced Development Code Amendment addressing “Resorts and Retreats.”
On behalf of the Applicant, we respectfully request that the Planning Commission
recommend approval of the proposed amendment, which is intended to allow Cascades as well
as the other resort and retreat facilities in the County to remain legally conforming while
allowing for limited growth and expansion consistent with Cascades’ original approved master
site plan.
By way of background, Cascades is located on 820 acres in Thurston County, and is
owned and operated by the Pacific Northwest Conference of the Evangelical Covenant
Church. The facility was established in 1987, in order to consolidate four separate camp
locations into one. The Pacific Northwest Evangelical Covenant camping ministry dates back to
1919.
Cascades’ programs and facilities are open and available to Christian churches and
organizations of all shapes and sizes, and its camp programs are open for anyone to participate
in, regardless of faith background. In non-pandemic impacted years, the camp serves
approximately 18,000 campers and guests per year, primarily from across the Pacific Northwest.
In 1987, prior to adoption of the state Growth Management Act (“GMA”) (RCW
36.70A), the Thurston County Hearing Examiner approved a Special Use Permit (“SUP”),
including a master site plan for what was then the new Cascades camp facility. A great deal of
care, research, and investment went into developing this master plan. As approved, the master
site plan envisioned development and expansion of the Cascades’ facility over time.
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In the years that followed the SUP approval, but before it could fully complete its
planned development, Thurston County adopted new regulations applicable to the Cascades’
property, which had the effect of rendering the existing buildings nonconforming and preventing
the remaining development under the approved master site plan impossible. Major items
remaining from the master site plan, which Cascades has been forced to put on hold, include
development of additional staff housing, lodges, meeting spaces, and an indoor recreation
facility. Without these additional facilities, Cascades is unable to expand its programs and
services to meet increased demand from the community.
The Applicant’s proposed amendment would change Thurston County Code Ch. 20.54
addressing Special Use Permits to create a new category for Resort and Retreat facilities over
100 acres in size. This new category would allow for a maximum building coverage area to be
increased based upon the property’s size over 100 acres up to a maximum of 200,000 square feet
of a buildings total. If the proposed amendment is approved, Cascades would be able to
complete the development contemplated by its original master plan, resulting in a total footprint
of approximately 8.5 acres (including buildings and parking) of the 820 acres it owns, which
amounts to slightly more than one percent (1%) of its property. Under current regulations,
Cascades’ allowed building coverage is limited to 20,000 square feet, which amounts to .00055
(or five tenths of one percent) of that total.
In reviewing the materials for the November 4, 2020 public hearing, the Applicant noted
that staff prepared an alternative to the Applicant’s original proposal in response to a single
public comment received increasing the minimum setbacks required from 100 feet to 500 feet,
with some additional qualifying language intended to allow development within 250 feet with
additional landscape screening (this is Option “2” in the Staff Report). Cascades has no
objection to the increased setback for any new development authorized as a result of the
amendments; however, there is significant concern that the revision will unnecessarily render
existing improvements within its seasonal campground located in the Southwest corner of
Cascades’ property legally nonconforming. Specifically, it appears that portions of this existing
seasonal campground are within 500 feet of adjacent residential properties (specifically,
Clearwood and Elbow Lake Road), although likely outside of 250 feet. To alleviate this issue,
and to clarify the landscaping required to achieve a reduction, the Applicant proposes the
following revised language for Planning Commission consideration as to the minimum setback
element of the proposal:
iii. All new structures and parking areas shall be set back from adjacent residential
properties and public rights-of-way a minimum of 500 feet. The approval
authority may reduce the minimum setback by up to 50%, to no less than 250 feet,
if the proposal incorporates a buffer of landscaping and screening as provided for
in TCC 20.45.020(3) (screening between incompatible uses) along the length of
the applicable property boundary.
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On behalf of the Applicant, thank you for the time and attention the Planning
Commission has taken reviewing the proposed amendment during this process. We appreciate
the opportunity to provide this public comment.
Very truly yours,

HLB/dlg

cc:

Heather L. Burgess
(via email only)
Client
Dan Penrose, AICP, Principal, SCJ Alliance (dan.penrose@scjalliance.com)
Travis H. Burns, Thurston County Deputy Prosecuting Attorney
(travis.burns@co.thurston.wa.us)

