Michelle McConnell

From: Michelle McConnell

Sent: Monday, February 09, 2009 8:42 AM
To: ‘erik.hidle@peninsuladailynews.com'’
Cc: 'jeff.chew@peninsuladailynews.com'
Subject: FW: SMP info

Hi Erik,

Good to have you at the Planning Commission meeting last week. As | mentioned to you, when Jeff and | spoke on W
1/28/09, | promised to send him some detailed information about the comments received on the Preliminary Draft SMP
(PDSMP) by Tuesday morning 2/3/09 (see below). | was surprised when you said Jeff was out all week.

We'd be happy to work with the PDN to help inform readers and interested residents about what is proposed by the
PDSMP and debunk some of the myths that seem to be out there. Please let me know if you have questions.

Best wishes,
Michelle

LSOOI IOIDCSC>

Michelle McConnell, Associate Planner - LRP Lead

Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Update Project Manager

Direct: 360.379.4484

Web:_http://www.co jefferson.wa.us/commdevelopment/ShorelinePlanning.htm

NEW OFFICE HOURS: 9 a - 4:30 p Monday - Thursday; Closed on Friday
LSS LIBB LSS C> <> )
NOTE: All e-mail sent to this address will be received by the Jefferson County e-mail sysfem and are subject to Public Disclosure under Chapter 42.56 RCW.

From: Michelle McConnell

Sent: Tuesday, February 03, 2009 9:52 AM
To: 'jeff.chew@peninsuladailynews.com'
Subject: RE: SMP info

Hi Jeff,

We're still working to process some 400+ comments, so my summarizing is not yet complete. Approx. 100+ comments
came in on the last day of the two-month long public comment period (document was released 12/3/08)! Impressive
since there were only about 8 comments on file at the one-month mark...

There are certainly some comments submitted that seem to be based on mis-understanding of the Preliminary Draft
Shoreline Master Program (PDSMP). Of course, it's human nature to respond to what a trusted friend or business
colleague has said, but it’s so important to read the actual proposal. Here are some highlights you may want to use in an
article:

Project/Process
¢ Planning Commission (PC) begins deliberations on Wed 2/4/09
e A Cumulative Impacts Analysis report will be provided to PC as another tool to support their review/deliberation
of the PDSMP '
o PChas indicated they expect to make revisions to the proposal and will allow further public comment
o No timeline has be set for the PC process
¢ PC provides a recommendation to Board of County Commissioners (BoCC)
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BoCC must locally approve an SMP in time for submittal to the State Dept of Ecology by June 30, 2009.
o Both the grant funding contract and statutory limits on grant funding require County submittal in June
Ecology has final approval authority as per state law (RCW 90.58; WAC 173-26)

o Ecology has submitted formal comments indicating the PDSMP as written “...appears fairly close to
being ready for approval by the Department of Ecology.” — Jeffree Stewart, Project Officer/Shoreline
Specialist, 1/30/09

Both the State and BoCC will adopt a new Jefferson County SMP

The Proposal

Contains a wide range of policies and regulations to protect the County’s shorelines from the adverse effects of
future development including forest practices, residential development, and all other types of shoreline
development and use.
PDSMP policies and regulations are consistent with the state shoreline guidelines and carry out the policy goals
of the SMA,
The PDSMP achieves ecological protection by:
o Assigning shoreline environment designations to shore segments based on the ecological conditions,
type and intensity of land use and degree of shoreline modification
o Ensuring that high quality, ecologically in-tact and environmentally sensitive areas receive the highest
level of protection and are reserved for low intensity uses
o Requiring that uses with a potential to cause significant ecological impacts are prohibited or allowed
only with approval of a conditional use permit
o Ensuring that the uses allowed on each shore segment are appropriate considering the ecological
sensitivity of the land, consistent with the Comprehensive Plan designations, and compatible with
existing uses
o Requiring that naturally vegetated buffers be maintained between lakes, rivers and marine waters and
the adjoining upland uses/developments
o Targeting specific development regulations to known threats facing the County’s shorelines such as
bulkheads and overwater structures
o Integrating shoreline regulations with applicable sections of the Jefferson County Code as well as
relevant state and federal regulatory programs
The proposed regulations are—on the whole—more protective of the shoreline environment than the existing
SMP.

Buffers & Setbacks

The SMP is about more than just buffers and setbacks, but numbers tend to draw a lot of public attention
Standard buffers proposed are 100’ for lakes and 150’ for rivers and saltwater shorelines that fall within SMP
jurisdiction

Buffers are intended to protect fragile shoreline resources from the unintended impacts of adjacent
use/development.

This increase from existing setbacks is based on review of science and technical data (as documented by the
Shoreline Inventory & Characterization Report) and meets the State requirement that SMP must provide equal
protection as provided by our Critical Areas regulations. CAO adopted in 2008 requires the same 100 — 150’
buffers.

An additional building setback of 10’ is proposed to protect the buffer during construction and maintenance
activities

There are a number of prescriptive and site-specific options to adjust the standard buffer in order to
accommodate unique conditions:

o Non-Conforming Lots Standards — For single family residential development on small parcels that can’t
meet the standard buffer; Review of listed criteria as part of the administrative approval for a Shoreline
Substantial Development Permit Exemption; would allow location of home within standard buffer area if
sited as far from shoreline/sensitive features as possible, building envelope for the home and accessory
structures is no more than 2,500 s.f. (not including septic) plus ne more than 1,100 s.f. for a driveway,
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and at least 80% of the remaining buffer is kept naturally vegetated (native plant cover rather than lawn
or landscaped ornamentals); Minimum of 30’ distance from shoreline required; Shoreline Variance
Permit required if specific criteria not met;

o Common Line Setback — For single family residential development on small lots/parcels that can’t meet
the standard buffer AND have neighboring homes within 50’ on one/both sides of the proposed home
site; Allows new home to locate so as to provide shoreline views that are similar to the existing
neighbors;

o Buffer Reduction and Averaging — maximum of 25% reduction; not allowed where there are steep
slopes over 30% gradient; more than 25% reduction only by Critical Area Stewardship Plan or by
Shoreline Variance

o Critical Area Stewardship Plan — allowed in shoreline jurisdiction by proposed adoption of critical areas
regulations as part of the SMP; for residential development on property greater than % acre in size; For
reduction of greater than 25% of the standard buffer; must provide equal/better protection than the
standard buffer and include performance standards, monitoring and adaptive management; Shoreline
Variance Permit required if CASP used to reduce the 100’ or 150’ standard shoreline buffer, but no
Variance required if CASP used to reduce a critical area buffer that falls within the shoreline area {such
as non-SMP stream or detached wetland).

o Shoreline Variance - For relief from specific bulk and dimensional requirements when extraordinary
circumstances exist; Required for single family development on small lot/parcel that 1) can’t meet the
Non-Conforming Lots Standards, 2) if more than 25% reduction of standard buffer required, or 3} if CASP
proposed to reduce the shoreline buffer; no detrimental effects to public interest allowed, or 4) CAO
Reasonable Economic Use Variance criteria apply; specific criteria apply

Existing Development

e Normal maintenance and repair of existing structures is allowed through an administrative approval for a
Shoreline Substantial Development Permit Exemption; specific criteria apply (Article 9);

e Legal, existing uses/developments that do not meet the provisions of a new SMP are considered “non-
conforming” and can continue to exist ‘as is’ (such as mowing existing lawn, maintaining existing landscape,
keep existing location/configuration of home and accessory structures, etc)

¢ Single family homes may be enlarged/expanded up to 25% of the footprint or up to the 35" height limit without
a Conditional Use Permit or Shoreline Variance; not allowed for overwater structures (Article 10);

¢ If a non-conforming structure is damaged by fire, flood etc. (Article 10):

o Damage up to 75% of replacement cost — Rebuild to previous existing location/configuration within 2
years
o Damage over 75% of replacement cost —
= Rebuild in location/configuration to comply with new SMP
¢ Except, single family residential may rebuild to previous location/configuration if not
able to comply with new SMP

Mining

e The Fred Hill Materials “Pit-to-Pier” proposal is currently vested to the existing SMP. New SMP would only apply
if the application currently under review gets canceled/denied/withdrawn and new proposal is submitted under
new SMP.

e The SMP doesn’t determine land use designations. Zoning and mineral resource overlays are established by the
Comprehensive Plan. The PDSMP addresses shoreline activities and structures.

* As written, the PDSMP proposes new mining use/development as prohibited along Priority Aquatic, Natural and
Shoreline Residential designated sections of shorelines. Also, the extraction of quarry rock, sand, gravel and/or
cobbles from any marine or freshwater lake shoreline for any commercial or industrial purpose is proposed as
prohibited outright.

s Any new commercial/industrial conveyor belt, dock/pier development would have to conform to the Boating
Facilities, and Commercial and/or Industrial & Port development provisions proposed by the PDSMP (Article 7 &
8)



¢ The SMP does not regulate vessel traffic/maritime navigation such as barge transport.

There have also been comments on the Aquaculture, Public Access, Boating Facilities, Vegetation Conservation,
Shoreline Environment Designations and Beach Access Structures provisions (amongst other issues), but I'm running
short on time.... Perhaps another article on these additional issues? Comments are posted online at
http://www.co.jefferson.wa.us/commdevelopment/ShorelineUpdate 2005-9.htm#Public Comments

Hope this helps,
Michelle

LSOOI C>

Michelle McConnell, Associate Planner - LRP Lead
Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Update Project Manager
Direct: 360.379.4484

Web:_http://www.co.jefferson.wa.us/commdevelopment/ShorelinePlanning.htm

NEW OFFICE HOURS: 9 a - 4:30 p Monday - Thursday; Closed on Friday
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From: jeff.chew@peninsuladailynews.com [mailto:jeff.chew@peninsuladailynews.com]
Sent: Tuesday, January 27, 2009 12:45 PM

To: Michelle McConnell

Subject: Re: SMP info

Hi Michelle,

I could do a story or two about the issues you cite.
Give me a call at 385-2335.

Thanks,

Jeff

Michelle McConnell wrote:
Hi Jeff,

It was great to see you at the public hearing last night. | had one more thought for you before | head out for the
weekend (I'm just back from a day-long meeting in Tukwila). That is that much of the testimony heard at Planning

Commission and the public comments that are coming in to the office seem to be based on misunderstanding of what’s
actually proposed in the Preliminary Draft SMP. Most comments could be responded to with ‘that’s not true’ or ‘that’s

not entirely correct’. Whether this is the effect of willful mis-information or just the natural learning curve associated
with public involvement in policy & code development is beside the point | suppose.

It seems that you and the PDN are well positioned to assist local residents in becoming better informed about this

complex and important issue. Would you be interested in running a series of articles focusing on some of the key topics

the public is raising concerns about? 1think a residential focus would be of great interest to many of your readers and
could really assist the current public review process. Perhaps a series of 5 in-depth articles:

Buffers & Setbacks and Vegetation Conservation;

Beach Access Structures, Private Boating Facilities and Bulkheads;
Replacement after Natural Damages & Remodel Additions/Expansions
Public Access, Recreation & Restoration

Aquaculture, Agriculture, Forest Practices & Mining



We could prepare a framework of key information on teach topic for you to use. | guess what/how topics are presented
could be any variation of the above or other as you think would be useful

Let me know if you'd like to further discuss this idea.

Have a great weekend,
Michelle

LSOOI SISO

Michelle McConnell, Associate Planner - LRP Lead
Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Update Project Manager
Direct: 360.379.4484

Web:_http://www.co jefferson.wa.us/commdevelopment/ShorelinePlanning.htm
NEW OFFICE HOURS: 9 a - 4:30 p Monday - Thursday; Closed on Friday
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From: Michelle McConnell
Sent: Tuesday, January 20, 2009 2:05 PM

To: 'jeff.chew@peninsuladailynews.com'’
Subject: SMP info

Hi Jeff,

Attached are the materials | said I'd send to assist you in writing your article for tomorrow’s paper, and hopefully your
continued coverage of the SMP Update process. Included are:

Timeline/Review & revision diagram

Postcard mailer to property owners

Slideshow given to local realtors (Slide #28 outlines buffer & setback options)

Side-by-side comparison of existing & proposed SMP (prepared for Planning Commission; very detailed)

As a reminder:
Tomorrow is the first public hearing with Planning Commission (more will be scheduled - TBD),
Public comment is open ‘til 5pm on Jan 30 (more will be scheduled - TBD),
Planning Commission will begin deliberating Feb 4 to develop their recommendation to the Board of County
Commissioners, and
We're aiming for the Board to approve something for submittal to Dept. of Ecology by June 30.
Ecology review follows with final adoption likely sometime in 2010.
Legislative deadline is 2011

Overall goal is to update existing Shoreline Master Program to locally implement the State Shoreline Management Act in
compliance with the State’s SMP Guidelines. Added benchmark is the State requirement for “no net loss of ecological
functions”. This is an opportunity for local community to accommodate past actions, existing conditions, and future
trends. The question is how do we accommodate appropriate development along our shorelines and still protect the
natural resources that make those shorelines so important to our quality of life.

Please let me know if you have further questions,
Michelle

LELIBGBBIBIOISIOOIOD OISO
Michelle McConnell, Associate Planner - LRP Lead
Shoreline Master Program (SMP) Update Project Manager



Direct: 360.379.4484
Web: www.co.jefferson.wa.us/commdevelopment/ShorelinePlanning.htm

Jefferson County Department of Community Development

Long Range Planning Division

621 Sheridan St., Port Townsend, WA 98368

Front Desk: 360.379.4450

Fax: 360.379.4473

NEW OFFICE HOURS: 9 a - 4:30 p Monday - Thursday; Closed on Friday
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