Ordinance #03-0317-08
ac. r?( ’j j RE: Critical Areas
Pa |
\f ‘éir)j hg JEFFERSON COUNTY
PUSY STATE OF WASHINGTON

In the matter of creating a new Chapter
18.22 JCC, a Critical Areas Ordinance

and replacing

18.15 JCC, Environmentally Sensitive Areas

S ——"

Ordinance No. _03-0317-08

WHEREAS, RCW Chapter 36.70A, et seq., also known as the Growth Management Act
(“GMA”), requires that counties planning under the GMA adopt development regulations
that are consistent with and implement their comprehensive plans; and

WHEREAS, the Unified Development Code (UDC) was originally adopted on
December 18, 2000 as a development regulation required by the Growth Management
Act, to be effective January 16, 2001; and

WHEREAS, for proper citation in courts of law the UDC has been codified within the
Jefferson County Code (JCC) at Title 18; and

WHEREAS, Jefferson County adopted amendments to the County’s Comprehensive
Plan and Unified Development Code through Ordinance No. 17-1213-04 on December
13, 2004, to comply with the 7-year update mandated by the Growth Management Act,
RCW 36.70A, by this action re-adopted UDC Section 3-JCC Chapter 18.15
(Environmentally Sensitive Areas) without modification; and

WHEREAS, the Washington Environmental Council (WEC) filed a petition for review
(PFR) on March 2, 2001, at the initial adoption of the UDC and filed another PFR on
February 15, 2005; and

WHERAEAS, Jefferson County entered into settlement agreements in order to agenda
issues, limit unnecessary costs, time and resources; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Community Development proposed code amendments
for protection of critical areas in the May 17, 2006 Master Land Use Application (MLA)
. #06-242; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission held public hearings on the May 17, 2006
proposed Critical Areas Ordinance (CAQO); and '

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission decided to redraft the May 17, 2006 proposed
Critical Areas Ordinance; and
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WHEREAS, the Planning Commission appointed a commitiee to research best available
science (BAS) and provide a recommended draft version of the Critical Areas Ordinance
for the Planning Commission; and :

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission reviewed the committee’s work and completed a
Planning Commission final draft Critical Areas Ordinance during December of 2007; and

WHEREAS, the Planning Commission forwarded the January 9, 2008, final draft to the
Board of County Commissioners as their official recommendation; and

WHEREAS, the Department of Community Development concurred with the Planning
Commission’s recommendation and forwarded all reports to the Board of County
Commissioners including the Planning Commission official recommendation, and the
Planning Commission minority report; and

WHEREAS, the Board of County Commissioners (or “BoCC”) now completes this
process by the adoption of this ordinance and makes the following findings of fact and
conclusions of law:

1. The State of Washington adopted the Growth Management Act (or “GMA”) in 1990.
2. Jefferson County began planning under the GMA in the early 1990s.
3. The County adopted a Comprehensive Plan under GMA on August 28, 1998.

4. The GMA, at RCW 36.70A.050 requires the state agency Community Trade and
Economic Development (CTED) to provide guidelines to classify and protect critical
areas.

5. The GMA, at RCW 36.70A.060 requires each county to adopt development regulations
to protect critical areas.

6. RCW 36.70A.170, part of the GMA, requires counties to designate critical areas. To
comply with RCW 36.70A.172 counties planning under GMA must include Best
Available Science to protect the functions and values of critical areas. RCW
36.70A.172 also states that special Consideration shall be given to conservation or
protection measures necessary to preserve or enhance anadromous fisheries.

7. Critical Areas are defined in the GMA at RCW 36.70A.030 as including the following
areas and ecosystems: a) wetlands; b) critical recharge areas for aquifers used for
potable water; ¢) fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas; d) frequently flooded
areas; and ¢) geologically hazardous areas.

8. The GMA , specifically RCW 36.70A.035, requires public participation. Participation
shall be early and continuous, frequent and often.
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The GMA, specifically RCW 36.70A.3201, recognizes the broad range of discretion
that may be exercised by counties. This means that the BoCC, as the County legislature
for Jefferson County, must balance the priorities and options based upon local
circumstances. Within the framework of state goals and requirements, the State
Legislature has concluded that the ultimate burden for planning, harmonizing and
implementing a county's future rests with that community.

In order to balance the planning goals of the GMA, the BoCC encouraged the
involvement of citizens and coordination between communities and jurisdictions to
reconcile conflicts.

DCD staff, the Planming Commission, Planning Commission committee, Wetland
Advisory team, and the BoCC engaged citizens, agencies, tribes, to develop an
elongated public review process.

The CAO represents numerous compromises between disparate perspectives while
honoring all of the goals of the GMA. The code reflects innovative ideas by
incorporating multiple components of the Comprehensive Plan goals and policies
through the various elements including natural resources, land use, environment, open
space, and economic development.

The GMA, specifically RCW 36.70A.130 requires Jefferson County to review and
update their Comprehensive Plan every 7 years. The last update of the Comprehensive
Plan was in 2004.

The 1998 and 2004 Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan includes an Environment
Element as a chapter of the Plan.

The policy found at ENP 2.5 states “maintain buffers between land-disturbing activities
and surface water resources to meet the standards of the best available fisheries science
for protecting water resources and related habitat functions™.

ENP 2.6: "Promote best managément practices to protect surface and ground water in
land use regulations related to septic systems, forest practices, agricultural practices,
industry, and other development"”

ENP 2.7: "Minimize the adverse impacts of land use activities on water resources where
there is a potential for hydraulic continuity between surface and ground waters"

ENP 2.8: "Work with the Department of Ecology and other agencies to minimize salt
water intrusion, to evaluate ground water resources that have been damaged either by
salt water intrusion or other contamination, and to identify technically and financially
feasible measures for remediation of adverse impacts"
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ENG 9.0: "Ensure that landslide and erosion hazard areas are appropriately designated
and that measures to protect public health and safety are implemented for hazardous
areas"

ENP 9.1: "Review standards to minimize adverse impacts to public health and safety
and to public and private property for areas where risks may occur from hazards such
as landslides, erosion, subsidence, and other impacts associated with geologic hazards"

ENP 9.2: "Improve the scientific information which serves as the basis of land use and
planning, such as the nature and distribution of geologic materials, processes, and
conditions"

ENP 9.3: "Land uses in geologic hazard areas should be allowed only when appropriate
mitigation is provided to protect public safety and the environment”

ENP 9.4: "Establish a preference for the use of landslide mitigation measures which are
compatible with natural conditions, including setbacks, appropriate siting, drainage
control, buffers, and bioengineering solutions”

ENP 9.5: "The County may require geotechnical reports for areas of potential risk from
geologic conditions or processes when necessary, and may provide for qualified staff or
peer review of studies under a reasonable fee schedule”

ENP 9.6: "Promote best management practices to minimize landslide in land use
regulations related to septic systems, drainage, forest practices, agricultural practices,
industry, and other development"

ENP 9.7: "Promote public education programs that foster an understanding of landslide
hazard areas and encourage homeowners and communities to mitigate existing
problems"

ENG 10.0: "Minimize seismic risk to life and property on new and existing structures.”

ENP 10.1: "Continue to promote development which is designed to avoid or minimize
seismic risk in land use regulations, including best management practices related to
septic systems, drainage, industry, and other development.”

ENP10.2: "Continue to improve the scientific information for identifying areas of
seismic risk from impacts such as shaking, ground breaking, tsunami, and landsliding,
to serve as a basis of land use decisions and for recommending the retrofitting of
cxisting development, as appropriate.”

ENP 10.3: "Locate and construct transportation facilities, utilities, and essential public
facilities to minimize adverse impacts from seismic events."

ENG 11.0: "Protect flood hazard areas from development and uses that compromise the
flow, storage and buffering of flood waters, normal channel functions, and fish and
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wildlife habitat and to minimize flood and river process risk to life and property.”

ENP 11.5: "Minimize flood damage to development by limiting flood plains to low
intensity land uses and by limiting land uses in floodways to repairs of existing
structures, temporary uses which are removable in the event of a flood, and uses that
have a low flood damage potential, such as agriculture, stock grazing, parks, golf
courses, horticulture, forestry, or parking arcas subject to applicable regulations.”

ENP 11.7: "Storm water management plans should minimize adverse effects of floods
on existing and future development and protect the natural conditions and functions of
the flood plain."

ENP 11.8: "Encourage the designation and purchase of open space and riparian habitat
in flood hazard areas consistent with watershed and habitat conservation plans and a
flood management plan."

ENP 11.9:"Land use decisions should consider the future cumulative cost to the public
of flood plain development” :

ENG 12.0: "Protect and enhance fish and wildlife habitat throughout Jefferson County.”

ENP 12.1: "Participate in multi-jurisdictional processes with community representation
for development of coordinated watershed and habitat conservation plans to serve as the
basis of land use decisions that may affect fish and wildlife habitat."

ENP 12.2: "Land use decisions should recognize the priority of the protection and
enhancement of fish and wildlife habitat in accordance with proposed listings of
threatened and endangered species und the Federal Endangered Species Act.”

ENP 12.3: "Buffers for fish and wildlife habitat areas should be consistent with the best '
available science for habitat protection."

ENP 12.4: "Promote the protection of wildlife habitat corridors that connect otherwise
isolated habitat arcas."

ENP 12.5: "Promote best management practices to protect fish and wildlife habitat
inland use regulations related to septic systems, drainage, forest practices, agricultural
practices, industry, and other development.”

ENP 12.6: "Coordinate with appropriate agencies to avoid adverse impacts to fish and
wildlife habitat in the review and approval of development proposals.”

ENG 13.0: "Protect aquifer recharge areas from depletion of aquifer quantity or
degradation of aquifer quality.”
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ENP 13.1: "Aquifer recharge arcas should be designated and managed based on the best
available science.” '

ENP 13.2: "Until geohydrologic studies provide additional information regarding the
full extent of aquifer recharge areas, the County should protect aquifer recharge

capability in all arcas of the County."

ENP 13.3: " Storm water should be managed to enhance and protect aquifer recharge
quality and rate of infiltration based on a comprehensive watershed plan."”

ENP 13.4: "Promote best management practices to protect aquifer recharge areas in land
use regulations related to septic systems, drainage, forest practices, agricultural

practices, industry, and other development."”

ENP 13.5: "Encourage the use of community water systems to serve new shoreline
development.”

ENG 14.0: "Protect and enhance wetlands in all their functions."
ENP 14.1: "Designate and manage wetlands based on the best available sctence."

ENP 14.2: "Land use activities that may impact should be reviewed in the context of a
comprehensive watershed and habitat conservation plan.”

ENP 14.3: "Standards for wetland buffers should be consistent with the best available

science as recommended by wetland and habitat biologists."

ENP 14.4: "Promote best management practices to protect wetlands in land use
regulations related to septic systems, forest practices, agricultural practices, industry,
and other development.”

OSG 2.0: Identify and develop an interconnected County-wide network of naturally
occurring and planned opened spaces.

OSG 3.0: Encourage the multiple use of open spaces and wildlife corridors.

OSP 3.1: Protect environmentally critical open spaces, such as drainage corridors or
floodplains, by associating them with appropriate recreational uses.

HSG 2.0: Promote a variety of affordable housing choices throughout the County
through the use of innovative land use practices, development standards, design
techniques, and building requirements.

HSP 2.1: Establish consistent development regulations and procedures that protect
environmental quality, such as public health and safety standards, while minimizing the
economic impact on the development of housing.

HSP 2.2: Provide the most current available information on environmentally critical
areas and natural resource lands, including maps, to identify potential land development -
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constraints.

60. EDG 9.0: Encourage economic development that sustains natural resources and open
spaces, protects environmental quality and enhances Jefferson County’s overall quality
of life.

61.- EDP 9.1: Support and protect the economic value and long—term sustainability of
Jefferson County’s environmental resources.

62. EDP 9:2: Develop and update land use policies that conserve resource lands and
provide sustainable employment opportunities.

63. Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan Critical Areas Strategy #7: Review the flood
proofing and storm water management measures for development in the flood plain to
minimize adverse impacts to property and to natural flood plain functions, such as
channel storage and lateral migration of channels.

64. Jefferson County Comprehensive Plan Critical Areas Strategy #9: Collect existing
information, identify and map important areas of both private and public lands
containing fish (including shellfish) and wildlife habitat areas, as funding becomes
available. Example of such areas are:

e Stream corridors and wetland areas;

e Habitat areas for endangered, threatened, candldate monitored, and
sensitive species;

s Priority habitats as identified by the Department of Fish and Wildlife;

s No wildlife movement corridors;

Priority recreation and commercial shellfish growing areas as identified

by the responsible State agency;

Kelp and eelgrass areas which are important to herring reproduction;

Naturally occurring ponds of less than 20 acres;

Raptor habitat areas;

Comdors which provide the only cover in high density areas and serve

as connection to other habitat areas;

¢ Other “small habitats and species of local importance” (Chapter 365-
190-080(5)(c)(ii)) WAC) such as the winter range of the Roosevelt elk
herd; and

o Fish hatcheries.

65. An Interim Critical Areas Ordinance for Jefferson County was adopted by the BoCC on
May 9, 1994 by Ordinance #05-0509-94.

06. The Interim Critical Areas Ordinance was amended on June 26, 1995, through
Ordinance #14-0626-95.

67. The GMA was amended in 1995 by the addition of the requirement that local
jurisdictions include "best available science” (BAS) when establishing protection
measures for critical areas. Adopted administrative code provisions relating to BAS can
be found at part 9 of Chapter 365-195 WAC.
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Jefferson County established an Interim land-use Control Ordinance (ICO) on February
14, 1996 which implemented Rural Standards for Jefferson County by creating RR 1:5,

1:10, 1:20 zones throughout the county. The Interim Critical Areas Ordinance remained
in effect during this time.

On Auguét 28, 1998, the BoCC implemented an Emergency Interim Controls Ordinance
(EICO) to implement the 1998 Comprehensive Plan. The 1994 Interim Critical Areas
Ordinance remained in effect during this period.

During the period 1998-2000, the County continued to use Interim Zoning Controls and
the Interim Critical Areas Ordinance.

On December 18, 2000, the BoCC adopted through Ordinance #11-1218-00 a Unified
Development Code (UDC) to guide land-use development in a manner that is consistent
with, and implements various state statues and the 1998 Comprehensive Plan. The
1994 Interim Critical Areas Ordinance was rescinded and the development regulations
that protected critical areas were codified in Chapter 3 of the Unified Development
Code.

The Jefferson County UDC became effective on January 16, 2001 in accordance with
the terms of Ordinance #11-1218-00.

The Jefferson County UDC was codified under Title 18 Jefferson County Code. The
Critical Areas Section was 18.15.

On March 2, 2001, Washington Environmental Council filed Petition For Review No.
01-2-0013 challenging Jefferson County's Ordinance #11-1218-00.

Washington Environmental Council and Jefferson County reached a Settlement
Agreement on March 26, 2002, in WWGMHB Case No. 01-02-0013.

Jefferson County BoCC, by and through the Department of Community Development,
submitted an Application for Suggested UDC Amendment, MLA02-00485, on
September 12, 2002. The Suggested UDC Amendment affected UDC Sections
3.6.4.£(1)ii and iii: Environmentally Sensitive Areas District; UDC 3.6.9f(2)i:
Wetlands; UDC Table 3-5 and Note 1: Required Replacement Ratios for Compensatory
Wetland Mitigation; and UDC 8.2.4.a: Permit Application and Review
Procedures/SEPA Implementation. Once formally adopted into the UDC by a BoCC
Ordinance the changes adopted, for example, served to require larger replacement ratios
for compensatory wetlands and to allow state agencies 28 days to comment upon habitat
management plans that an applicant might submit.
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Jefferson County adopted Ordinance #17-1213-04 on December 13, 2004, "An
Ordinance Approving Master Land Use Application #04-28, Adopting Amendments to
the County's Comprehensive Plan and Unified Development Code to Comply with the
7-Year Update Mandated by State Law and the Periodic Assessment Established by this
County". This was the Ordinance adopted to comply with the GMA requirement found
at RCW 36.70A.130(1)(a) and (1)(b).

Ordinance # 17-1213-04 readopted UDC Section 3 (Environmentally Sensitive Areas)
without modification.

Washington Environmental Council filed a Petition For Review on February 15, 2003,
challenging the Jefferson County Unified Development Code as re-adopted by
Ordinance No. 17-1213-04 on December 13, 2004,

Jefferson County and Washington Environmental Council agreed to the dismissal of
WWGMHB Case No. 01-2-0013 on April 4, 2005 without prejudice to issues asserted
by WEC in WWGMHB Case No. 05-2-0006.

For each of the five types of “critical areas™ defined in RCW 36.70A.030(5) the
County’s existing development regulations, starting with JCC §18.15.240, first classify
and then provide a designation mechanism for that type of critical area. Classification
and/or designation of certain regions of the county as a particular type of critical area is,
in many cases, based on information disseminated by others. By way of example only,
certain geologic units such as “alluvial fans (Ha),” a term found on State DNR mapping,
are considered to be a type of critical aquifer recharge area and the county classifies and
designates geologically hazardous areas based, in part, on the U.S. Dept. of
Agriculture/Soil Conservation Service Soil Survey for Jefferson County. These citations
to outside sources used to determine where critical arcas are located within the County
are hereby incorporated by reference as Best Available Science.

As part of the 2004 update process, County staff and consultants reviewed current Best
Available Science and received a report entitled: Christensen, D. 2004, Review of Best
Available Science for 2004 Comprehensive Plan and Development Regulations
Update. September 22, 2004. (See Review of Best Available Science in 2004 Docket
Integrated Staff Report and SEPA Addendum).

The Board of County Commiissioners adopted by resolution the Chimacum Watershed
Agriculture, Fish & Wildlife Protection Plan, prepared by Jefferson County
Conservation District, December, 2004, i.¢., after the County had finished its mandatory
seven-year update of its Comprehensive Plan.

The Wetlands in Washington Siate Volume I: A Synthesis of the Science is a document
prepared by Washington State Department of Ecology (Publication #05-06-006)
provides recommendations for wetland science. Final publication of Volume 1
occurred in March, 2005.
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The Wetlands in Washington State Volume 2: Guidance for Protecting and Managing
Wetlands document prepared by Washington State Department of Ecology (Publication
#05-06-008) provides recommendations for including best available science into
policies and regulations to protect wetlands. Much of the Jefferson County critical
arcas update was based on guidance in this document, especially as it pertains to
establishing standard wetland buffer widths and determining mitigations ratios. Final
publication of Volume 2 occurred in April, 2005, i.e., after the County had finished its
mandatory seven-year update of its Comprehensive Plan.

The Wetland Mitigation in Washington State Part I: Agency Policies and Guidance
provides recommendations for local jurisdictions to implement mitigation programs at
the local level. DOE, US Army Corp of Engineers (Seattle District) and EPA (Region
10) Version 1 March, 2006 Publication #06-06-011a.

The Wetland Mitigation in Washingion State Part 2. Developing Mitigation Plans
provides practical tools for developing mitigation plans. DOE, US Army Corp of
Engineers (Seattle District) and EPA (Region 10) Version 1 March, 2006 Publication #
06-06-011b.

The Washington State Wetland Rating System for Western Washington provides
information on how to categorize wetlands within the framework of a standard
methodology. DOE Publication 04-06-025 August, 2004.

Jefferson County Natural Resources Division and Jefferson County Department of
Community Development receive report Perkins, S.J. 2006. Final Report. Channel
Migration Hazard Maps for the Dosewallips, Duckabush, Big Quilcene, and Little
Quilcene Rivers, Jefferson County, Washington. Perkins Geosciences, in February,
2006.

USDI Bureau of Reclamation September, 2004 Channel Migration Zone Study
Jefferson County, Washington Duckabush, Dosewallips, Big Quilcene and Little
Quilcene Rivers. Technical Service Center Flood Hydrology Group D-8530 Denver,
Colorado, provides channel migration zone information.

A Framework for Delineating Channel Migration Zones, Washington State Department
of Ecology, Washington State Department of Transportation, November, 2003.
Ecology Final Draft Publication #03-06-027, provides channel migration zone
information.

The Management Recommendations for Washington's Priority Habitats - Riparian,
Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife December, 1997. K. Lea Knutson and
Virginia L. Naef, provides information on stream buffers.

Jefferson County initiated the identification of important wildlife habitat units in an
effort to protect and enhance key wildlife habitat areas and corridors linking wildlife
habitat in eastern Jefferson County and assisted with the report “Management Strategies
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for Critical Wildlife Habitat Areas in Eastern Jefferson County, Suzanne Tomassi,
Wildlife Biology, July 1, 2004. '

On April 14, 2005, the BoCC, CTED, and DOE held a workshop on wetland science.

Jefferson County and Washington Environmental Council signed a Second Settlement
Agreement on January 18, 2006.

On February 1, 2006, the Planning Commission discussed the settlement agreement
between WEC and Jefferson County on critical areas.

On June 7, 2006, as part of a 15-year celebration of the Growth Management Act,
Washington State Governor Christine Gregoire awarded Jefferson County with one of
six Smart Communities Awards for "supporting agriculture while protecting fish and
wildlife habitat."

Jefferson County Department of Community Development submitted an Application for
Suggested UDC Amendment, MLAO06-242, proposing Line-in/Line-out Development
Code Language for JCC 18.15 on May 17, 2006.

On May 17, 2006, the DCD staff presented the Planning Commission with the proposed
code amendments on critical areas.

The Planning Commission held a public hearing on the proposed May 17th, 2006
(MLAO06-242) critical areas ordinance.

On June 21, 2006, the Planning Commission continued the public hearing on the draft
critical areas ordinance.

On July 19, 2006, the Planning Commission discussed the process and timeline on the
draft critical areas ordinance. All Planning Commission and committee meetings are
noticed to the public and are public meetings.

On August 2, 2006, the Planning Commission held a workshop on the draft critical
areas ordinance.

On August 2, 2006, the Planning Commission formed the Critical Areas Committee.

The Critical Areas Committee met on 31 occasions between August 10, 2006 through
April 26, 2007 to review, discuss, research, and deliberate citizen recommendations on
critical area protection and Best Available Science in order to formulate
recommendations to the Planning Commission. The citizen recommendations typically
had as their basis compilations of scientific reports gathered by a citizen, who was
sometimes someone with a scientific background, who then offered conclusions based
upon the scientific reports relied upon. Therefore these reports rarely, if ever,
constituted BAS as that term of art is defined in WAC 365-195-905(5) because they
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could not satisfy the six-part test for a valid scientific process laid out in that WAC.
Generally, the Critical Areas Committee and then the Planning Commission received
two citizen reports or recommendations that typically reached two quite different
conclusions with respect to all of the important topics that these panels needed to
discuss and thus 1t 1s clear that all points of view on what the new Critical Areas
Ordinance should contain or not contain were aired, debated and considered in a manner
that reflected “early and continuous” public participation as is required by the GMA.

On October 4, 2006, the Planning Commission discussed a request for an extension of
the timeline on the draft critical areas ordinance.

On January 17, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed the progress of the Critical
Areas Committee.

On February 7, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed the progress of the Critical
Areas Committee.

On April 16, 2007, the BoCC authorized DCD to utilize a professional code writer to
work on the Planning Commission draft CAO.

On April 18, 2007, the Planning Commission reviewed the process for the Critical
Areas Committee to report back to the Planning Commission.

On May 2, 2007, the Critical Areas Committee presented their reports to the Planning
Commission.

On May 9, 2007, the Critical Areas Committee presented their reports to the Planning
Commission,

On May 16, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed agricultural issues as they relate
to protection of critical areas.

On May 23, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed agricultural issues as they relate
to protection of critical areas.

On May 30, 2007, staff {rom the Department of Ecology presented wetland science
information to the Planning Commission.

On June 6, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed aquifer recharge, forestry and
geologic hazards.

On June 13, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed channel migration zones and
fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas.

On June 20, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed channel migration zones and
fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas and wetlands.
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On June 27, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed channel migration zones and

fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas.

On July 11, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed channel migration zones and fish
and wildlife habitat conservation areas.

On July 18, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed channel migration zones and fish
and wildlife habitat conservation areas.

On July 25, 2007, the Planning Commission reviewed prescriptive buffers for fish and
wildlife protection. -

On August 1, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed prescriptive buffers for fish
and wildlife protection.

On August 8, 2007, the Planning Commission discussed prescriptive buffers for fish
and wildlife protection.

On August 15, 2007, DCD staff introduced the rural stewardship planning concept to
the Planmng Commission.

During this period of time, staff from DCD and staft from the State Department of
Ecology convened a working group to explore optional approaches to prescriptive
regulations under a concept referred as rural stewardship planning,

On August 27, 2007, staff from the Jefferson County Environmental Health presented
information on their water quality monitoring program.

On August 27, 2007, DCD staff reviewed the rural stewardship plan, hereafter referred
to as the critical area stewardship plan (CASP), including monitoring and adaptive
management concepts.

On September 5, 2007, the Planning Commission reviewed Robert Crittenden's Critical
Area Report "Objections to Majority and Minority".

On September 12, 2007, the Planning Commission reviewed format and administration,
Hearing Board decisions , fundamental and foundation principles and values, preamble

and purpose, reasonable economic use.

DCD staff and the code writer finalized the Planning Commission draft/draft CAQ on
October 5, 2007,

On October 17, 2007, the Planning Commission reviewed a draft/draft CAO.

On October 27, 2007, the Planning Commission deliberated on the draft CAQ.



