
UUID Date Received Format Commenter(s) Affiliation
1 24-Aug-15 in-line Rick Mraz Department of Ecology
2 28-Aug-15 email Kelly Rupp Planning Commission
3 8-Sep-15 in-line Rick Mraz Department of Ecology
4 15-Sep-15 letter Kurt and Peggy Olds
5 15-Sep-15 letter Pegg Olds
6 15-Sep-15 letter James Clancy Surfside Estates
7 18-Sep-15 email Scott Winegar Surfside Estates
8 21-Sep-15 letter SHOA
9 14-Oct-15 in-line Ann LeFours CAO TAC

10 21-Oct-15 in person Various Open house attendees
11 21-Oct-15 in person Various Open house attendees
12 21-Oct-15 comment cAnonymous Surfside Estates
13 21-Oct-15 comment cLeonard Taylor A+ Design & Consulting LLC
14 21-Oct-15 comment cRob Richmond DPR
15 21-Oct-15 comment cAnonymous
16 21-Oct-15 letter Kristine Nevitt
17 22-Oct-15 in person Chris Conklin WDFW
18 25-Oct-15 email Ann LeFours CAO TAC
19 7-Dec-15 letter Tim Trohimovich Futurewise
20 9-Dec-15 email Key McMurry CAO TAC
21 6-Jan-16 email Key McMurry CAO TAC
22 8-Jan-16 email Ann LeFours CAO TAC
23 12-Jan-16 email Key McMurry CAO TAC
24 12-Jan-16 email Key McMurry CAO TAC
25 10-Mar-16 in-line Rick Mraz Department of Ecology
26 10-Mar-16 email Bob Burkle WDFW
27 18-Mar-16 in-line CAO TAC
28 23-Mar-16 email Ann LeFours CAO TAC
29 28-Mar-16 letter Dick Sheldon Willapa Resources
30 3-Feb-16 letter Rebecca Chaffee Port
31 8-Jan-16 email Phil Oman Surfside Estates
32 30-Mar-16 email Ann LeFours CAO TAC
33 19-Mar-16 email Ann LeFours CAO TAC
34 25-Apr-16 letter Tim W Morris Coast Seafoods Company
35 1-May-16 letter Nick Jambor Ekone Oyster Company













 
 
 
 
 
 

“MEMO” 
 
 
 

DATE:  February 3, 2016 
TO:  Tim Crose/Planning Commission 
FROM: Rebecca Chaffee 
RE: Draft Pacific County Critical Area and Resource Lands Ordinance 

Comments 
 
------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------------ 
 
General Comment: 
 
The new proposed Shoreline Management Plan overlaid with the buffers required by the 
Critical Areas Ordinance will eliminate or significantly reduce development on Port 
properties that have been identified as appropriate for High Intensity development.  This 
in turn will eliminate or reduce needed economic activity in Pacific County.  For example 
there is a wetland band at the edge of the Tokeland Marina boat basin. If this wetland is 
classified as a Category I Estuarine Wetland, a project with moderate impact would 
require a 150-foot buffer with an additional 15-foot setback.  This 165-foot strip of 
property along the shoreline could not be used or even maintained. 
 
The County should adopt the minimum allowed buffers and setbacks in areas designated 
as appropriate for development (i.e. industrial zones and high intensity shorelines). 
 
Section:   Comment: 
 
Section 4.3 Buffers should not be required for Class IV wetlands, a 1 5-

foot setback is adequate to protect these non-functioning 
highly disturbed wetlands, which are often man made low 
spots created by poor drainage maintenance. 

 
Table 4.1 Buffers should be kept to the minimum required by State 

law. 
 
Table 4.1 Note 1 There should be no buffers or setbacks required for any 

man made canals or ditches. 
 
 



Section:   Comment: 
 
Section 5.E.4 The Marine and Estuarine Water Quality Protection Zone 

includes all property located within 300-feet of the OHWM 
of marina waters of the Pacific Coast or estuarine waters of 
Willapa Bay.  This is in addition to the critical area buffers 
and setbacks and is excessive.   

 
How can the County prohibit the division of all property 
within 300-feet of the water? 
 

Section 5.E.4 Note 2 The use of the HAT should be optional.  Property owners 
should be given the option of vegetatively identifying the 
OHW line as required by State la w, not mandated to use 
the HAT because as a fixed elevation it is easier to identify. 

 
Section 9.C There should not be limits placed on the development of 

diked and filled lands that are currently in agricultural use.   
These lands should be managed as any other lands in the 
County. 

 
Would these development prohibitions on Agricultural 
Lands of Local Importance apply to the Port owned 
industrially zoned property adjacent to the Airport and/or to 
the property on the north side of SR105 in Baleville? 

 
Section 9.D There should be no setback required for development 

abutting agricultural lands. 
 
Section 10.C There should be no setback required for development 

abutting forestlands. 
 
Section 10.C.2 There should be no setback from the OHWA beyond those 

required on other properties for buildings within 
transitional forestlands. 

 
 



From: Phil Oman
To: Tim Crose
Subject: canal setback
Date: Friday, January 08, 2016 12:08:03 PM

Tim,

I just heard about the possible extension of the setback for the canal and lake lots in surfside. I
 think it would deem many of the lots unbuildable if that happens. It is very difficult in many
 situations as it is to put a small house on those lots and still meet the setbacks required for the
 tanks and drain field. Some lots only allow one story houses to be built and in many cases
 people don't want to build a 2 story home going into retirement.
I do think that in most cases people already are shrinking homes to meet the existing setbacks
 rather than building larger homes because they have a lot of room. If the lots have a smaller
 footprint sometimes they won't be economically feasible to build on. Taking an average of
 700sqft setback for the water setback and a minimum of 800sqft for the drainfield
 requirements takes a large chunk out of any Surfside lot.
As a septic designer and a realtor I think this is a bad idea.

Phil Oman

This email has been sent from a virus-free computer protected by Avast. 
www.avast.com
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From: Ann Skelton
To: Kelly Rupp
Cc: Tim Crose; Jim Sayce
Subject: Comments for CAO update Friday, March 18
Date: Saturday, March 19, 2016 11:27:43 AM

HI Kelly,

Under 4(D) Permitted Activities, I notice that (3) is the overall prohibition policy. If the language is going to be
 reordered maybe this should come at the beginning?

4(E) Wetlands, Table 4-1.
The county needs to decide how much detail they want in this table vis-a vis the Classification (C) section.  Tim
 commented that he thought that wetland mosaics should be listed (we have a lot of them)…currently the only
 mention is under definitions and at (C)3(a)ii (under exception to exemptions).

Interdunal wetlands are at 4(C)c but not at b. Yet interdunal mosaics between 0.1 and 1 acre are also Category III.

Interdunal mosaics one acre or greater are II (unless high habitat) and my question for Rick is whether mosaics of
 this size with high habitat potential (scores) could bump up to a Category I too. (Like individual units).

This is implied because of language (in bold) page 116 in the Wetland Rating Manual (2014 update) regarding units.
 Rick emailed and said that a mosaic could be a unit too.

To reiterate from the meeting it might be helpful to footnote in the table that with high habitat scores interdunal
 wetlands could move up category-wise. Rick would have to advise how the NA applies since the table comes right
 from their literature. Yes, the table has “Category 1, other than above” which would automatically include
 interdunals. But because the wetland rating delineation form automatically puts interdunals (wetlands west of the
 1889 line) at a Category II and doesn’t specifically mention high habitat (at least where I can see), and because we
 have so many of this type of wetland, I think this needs to be called out.

Regarding the table, I think you inadvertently have 3 footnotes (probably because of the page break) that will  need
 to be numerically corrected.

RE: Coastal High Hazard Area…
I will get you the draft that Jim prepared for an earlier CAO meeting that sketches out the relationship of the FEMA
 high velocity area versus the 1968 line -  which I am presuming is still going to be forwarded as the building
 setback line (except in Seaview where it is 200 feet west of the 68 line). He also makes suggestions for uses and
 limitations within those areas.

Was there anything else I was supposed to get to you?
Ann

mailto:anniskelton@comcast.net
mailto:kelly.rupp@leadtoresults.com
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From: Ann Skelton
To: Kelly Rupp
Cc: Tim Crose; Eric DeMontigny; Jim Sayce
Subject: Re: Comments in CAO Section 3
Date: Thursday, March 31, 2016 11:42:55 AM

Kelly, 

Thank you for the review. I must have seen an earlier version where the sections were 
different. My only reply to Section 3 (J)1 (corrected) is the use of the word “consideration” 
and whether that is clear enough to mean the variance process, not just the “consideration” of 
it.

Regarding mitigation, yes, you would think that the applicant would explore all avenues of 
opportunity. Tim can answer this better, but from what I have seen with variance permits, the 
county can be at a disadvantage here if the project is really “out there” or has high public 
visibility…. then the staff has to do extra analysis themselves…the client may only go so far.  
But maybe this is just part of the process.

Tim brings up a waiver. I’m not sure how that works, especially in critical areas.
Ann 

On Mar 31, 2016, at 10:47 AM, Kelly Rupp <wkellyrupp@gmail.com> wrote:

Good thoughts, Ann.   My comments in “red” below…
 

-          Kelly      
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Tim Crose [mailto:tcrose@co.pacific.wa.us] 
Sent: Thursday, March 31, 2016 7:36 AM
To: Ann Skelton <anniskelton@comcast.net>
Cc: Kelly Rupp <wkellyrupp@gmail.com>
Subject: RE: CAO Section 3
 
Hi Ann:
 
Excellent observations. This whole " reasonable use" and "economic expectations" is so
 subjective that it seems impossible to work with. I have asked the same questions 
many times and have never gotten a clear answer. I agree with your point that an 
owner should go through the variance process prior to be considered for a reasonable 
use option unless he or she waves it.
 
These are good questions for Watershed and/or Ecology.
 

mailto:anniskelton@comcast.net
mailto:wkellyrupp@gmail.com
mailto:tcrose@co.pacific.wa.us
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Thanks,
 
Tim 
 
-----Original Message-----
From: Ann Skelton [mailto:anniskelton@comcast.net] 
Sent: Wednesday, March 30, 2016 2:29 PM
To: Tim Crose <tcrose@co.pacific.wa.us>
Cc: Kelly Rupp <wkellyrupp@gmail.com>
Subject: CAO Section 3
 
Hi Tim, Kelly,
 
I have some questions/ideas about Subsection (I), Reasonable Use.
 
Section 3, (I)1.  “If economically reasonable use cannot be obtained by consideration of
 a variance…” language does not make it definitely clear (to me) whether an applicant 
has to go through the variance process before applying for reasonable use. Should the 
document say “cannot be obtained through the variance process (procedure…).” It 
seems that a project would need to be vetted through variance before going on to 
reasonable use exception. Or am I mistaken?
 
Agree that the intent of Section 3.J.1 (in the March 22 markup draft, page 23) is that an
 applicant goes through the Variance process before seeking a Reasonable Use 
exemption.    Tim:  would presume that we have some experience with this, such that 
your office has indeed directed folks in the past to follow this phased approach?   
Looking to establish precedence in whatever language we choose to reinforce the 
preferred steps.   
 
Same paragraph: Is the document referring back to subsection 3 (J) - variance - or 
referring to itself (3)(I)?
 

Are we confused as to which version of CAO we’re looking at?   The March 22nd 
Hearing Draft as Variances as 3.I (page 22) and Reasonable Use Exceptions as 3.J (page 
23)
 
Same sentence: after 3.I, are we missing a conjunction…”or”?
 
I think it’s correct as is.   To my reading, the phrase “pursuant to subsection 3.I” is a 
modifier within the sentence.   Drop that phrase and the meaning of the sentence is 
clear:   “…cannot be obtained by consideration of a variance pursuant to one or more 
individual requirements of this Ordinance,…”.     And more to the point, if we 
introduction “or” then we open the opportunity to bypass the Variance process and 
enter directly into a petition for a Reasonable Use Exemption (not our intent!).
 

mailto:anniskelton@comcast.net
mailto:tcrose@co.pacific.wa.us
mailto:wkellyrupp@gmail.com


Section 3 (I) 4. One difficulty with reasonable use is that at this point in the permit 
process the applicant’s expectations may have already been frustrated. The “minimum 
necessary to meet reasonable economic use” is subjective and the county is not 
required to meet the applicant’s “highest investment expectations”. Going through a 
variance process the applicant’s CA report ideally should identify what mitigation 
should follow, but often indicates only the minimum measures the applicant (or agent) 
has been willing to consider.
 
I noticed in reading about RU in other areas that one idea was to ask the applicant to 
provide practical project  on-site solutions such as reduction in density, scope, phasing 
or timing, revision to site plan or building envelope, etc. This would be asking the 
applicant to look beyond typical mitigation measures. I have seen at least one permit 
where the staff did this.   Would something like this help meet 3(I)4 a,c and d and 
further tease out what parameters the county and an applicant might agree upon and 
what would constitute reasonable use to minimize, to the greatest extent, loss of 
critical area? I don’t think this would be a burden to applicant as most of the hard work 
through the variance process would already be completed.
 
Agree with the key point here:  that the applicant has probably thought through how 
such “practical” modifications to the plan would mostly meet/mitigate impacts.   But 
wouldn’t the owner/agent have included such proposals as part of the petition in “c” 
(where “any proposed modification …will be the minimum necessary…”).   Regardless 
of what’s presented for consideration under this RU exemption, there’s no getting 
around the subjective assessment that the county needs to (and should) apply in 
granting or refusing the exemption.   Unsure what language changes would improve or 
enhance this subsection 4.   
 
Net-net, Tim:   do we expect that the increased buffers/setbacks in this CAO will 
dramatically increase requests for Variances and/or RU Exemptions?   If so, then – to 
your judgement and experience – is the language outlining the process here sufficient 
to manage the applicants expectations and your authority?
 
 
Worth discussing?
Ann LeFors
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