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Thurston County Planning Department 
Comment Matrix for December 10, 2011 Planning Commission Critical Areas Ordinance Public Hearing 
February 2, 2012 
 
Thurston County received 122 written comments during the official public comment period for the draft Critical Areas Ordinance, which extended from 
November 18, 2011 through 5:00 PM on December 23, 2011.  This summary represents a staff review of comments.  If any errors are observed in summary of 
any comment itself, please contact the Planning Department.  Further staff analysis and response to comments is forthcoming. 
 
Glossary of Acronyms/Terms in this document 
 
BAS = Best available science 
BMPs = Best management practices 
Board = Thurston Board of County Commissioners 
CAO = Critical Areas Ordinance 
CARA = Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas, one of five categories of critical areas included in the draft 
CECs = Contaminants of emerging concern (Note: the terms contaminants, chemicals, compounds, and constituents of emerging concern are all used in scientific  
 literature and the media) 
Ecology = Washington State Department of Ecology 
FWHCA = Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas, one of five categories of critical areas included in the draft 
GMA = 1990 Washington State Growth Management Act 
LOTT = Lacey, Olympia, Tumwater, and Thurston County Clean Water Alliance 
NMFS = National Marine Fisheries Service (i.e. National Oceanographic and Atmospheric Administration Fisheries section) 
TCC = Thurston County Code 
UGA = Urban growth area 
USFWS = United States Fish and Wildlife Service 
WDFW = Washington Department of Fish and Wildlife 
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# Commenter Comment Summary Staff Response 

1 Marylouise 
Crowson 

Property rights need to be preserved. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

2 Key McMurray, 
Key 
Environmental 
Solutions 

Various comments re: Mazama pocket gopher surveys and habitat management plans, 
including:  

 Commenter is a consultant who prepares habitat management plans.   

 Mazama pocket gopher population numbers may not be complete, and data from 
contractors should go to USFWS.   

 Mitigation ratios not backed by best available science.   

 Mitigation should only occur when there are impacts to gopher habitat.   

 Gopher mitigation banks should be pursued and developed.   

 Gophers are found where vegetation should not support them.   

 Citizens are being required to do prairie surveys on parcels without prairie soils.  

  There should be better communication between county, state, and federal staff. 
 

Comment is related to policy-level 
decision making.  Comments 
forwarded to Resource 
Stewardship and WDFW. 
 
 

3 John and Merry 
Whitten 

 Draft appears balanced and well written.   

 Supports setting aside critical habitat.   

 Ordinance represents adequate job of balancing owner rights with needs of resource 
management. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

4 Bob Jacobs Strongly in favor of appropriate regulations to protect critical areas. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

5 Frank Hensley Bundle of property rights abused by overemphasis on ecology. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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6 William Bearse  Against increases in restrictions on property, e.g. gopher protections and increased 
proposed regulations on septic tanks.   

 Buffers are wider than necessary, science is made up by Ecology 

 Fish and wildlife are adaptable.   

 Public should pay if private land is to be conserved for public good. 

Buffers proposed in draft are 
based on consideration of best 
available science.  Science 
indicates that buffers up to or 
exceeding 1,000 feet would be 
necessary to maintain all critical 
area functions, however the draft 
proposal represent a policy 
compromise.   
 
The best available science 
consulted by the County is not 
solely developed by the 
Department of Ecology.   
 
Additionally, Thurston County has 
reviewed science used by other 
Western Washington jurisdictions 
in completing their CAO updates. 
 
Land with critical areas is eligible 
for the Open Space Tax Program, 
which is funded by a tax shift onto 
other property owners who do not 
have critical areas. 
 

7 Donna Nickerson Commenter submitted 16 page BAS review with respect to draft ordinance.  In summary:  

 ensure that marine habitat is protected consistent with the Shoreline Master Program, 

 establish 250 ft. buffers on most marine shorelines, 

 provide tax incentives for landowners to manage and enhance buffers, 

 increase taxes on bulkheads, 

 BAS does not support shoreline protective structures, 

 variances and exemptions should be limited 
 

This submission has previously 
been submitted to the Planning 
Department, and is currently 
being analyzed. 
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8 Steve Robinson  Supports draft CAO update, must practice ecosystem stewardship.   

 Property rights should not supersede everyone's rights to clean air, water, and healthy 
ecosystem.   

 Supports wetland buffers, some uses in aquifer recharge areas should be reconsidered. 
 

The CARAs chapter will be 
reviewed again with the Planning 
Commission. 

9 Michael McGee Supports CAO draft. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

10 Charles Fulcher Supports CAO draft.  Riparian buffers are good, will help protect Puget Sound, rivers, streams, 
lakes, and ponds. 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

11 Mark Messinger  Supports CAO draft.   

 Riparian buffers are good, will help protect Puget Sound, rivers, streams, lakes, and 
ponds.   

 Concerned about vanishing habitat and balancing development with environmental 
concerns. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

12 Maxine 
Dunkelman 

Supports CAO draft.  Will protect against flood damage and protect habitat. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

13 Glen Anderson Supports CAO draft in general.  Supports wetland buffers and CARA regulations, though some 
uses in CARAs should be reconsidered. 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission.   
 

14 Jan & Ruth 
Tveten 

 Desire to preserve prairie misguided by faulty science.   

 It is nearly impossible, and costly, to develop property.   

 County should file eminent domain to have court rule on whether a property's 
protection is critical, and to allow for financial compensation.   

 County Assessor does not appear take critical area regulations into consideration in 
assessed values. 

Staff and the Planning Commission 
have used the State Attorney 
General’s guidance on evaluating 
proposed regulations for 
regulatory takings.  Original letter 
was also forwarded to the County 
Assessor. 
 

15 Scott Bishop Supports CAO draft.  Riparian buffers are good, will help protect Puget Sound, rivers, streams, 
lakes, and ponds. 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission.   
 

16 Harlan Solomon Supports CAO draft.  Will protect against flood damage and protect habitat. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission.   
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17 Rein Attemann  Strong CAO is important for healthy ecosystems.   

 Recommends buffers up to 1,000 feet wide,  

 Prohibiting clearing and grading in riparian buffers,  

 soft instead of hard shoreline armoring,  

 increased enforcement, education, and incentives. 

Buffers proposed in draft are 
based on consideration of best 
available science.  Science 
indicates that buffers up to or 
exceeding 1,000 feet would be 
necessary to maintain all critical 
area functions, however the draft 
proposal represent a policy 
compromise.   Additionally, 
Thurston County has reviewed 
science used by other Western 
Washington jurisdictions in 
completing their CAO updates. 
 
Shoreline armoring and clearing 
and grading alternatives will be 
reviewed with the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Enforcement priorities are set by 
the Board of County 
Commissioners. 
 
Staff will be reviewing incentives 
provided by the County and 
making appropriate updates and 
revisions. 
 

18 Maureen Canny  Strong CAO is important for healthy ecosystems.   

 Recommends buffers up to 1,000 feet wide, prohibiting clearing and grading in riparian 
buffers 

 Soft instead of hard shoreline armoring 

 Increase enforcement, education, and incentives 
 

See response to Comment 17. 
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19 Glen Anderson  We must take good care of Thurston County ecosystems.   

 Recommends buffers up to 1,000 feet wide, prohibiting clearing and grading in riparian 
buffers 

 Soft instead of hard shoreline armoring 

 Increase enforcement, education, and incentives. 
 

See response to Comment 17. 

20 Bob Jacobs  Strong CAO is important for healthy ecosystems.   

 Recommends buffers up to 1,000 feet wide 

 Prohibiting clearing and grading in riparian buffers 

 Soft instead of hard shoreline armoring 

 Increase enforcement, education, and incentives. 
 

See response to Comment 17. 

21 Bob Jacobs LOTT effluent should not be allowed to pollute groundwater. Reclaimed water regulations will 
be reviewed with the Planning 
Commission. 
 

22 Mark Hulett  Strong CAO is important for healthy ecosystems.   

 Recommends buffers up to 1,000 feet wide, prohibiting clearing and grading in riparian 
buffers 

 Soft instead of hard shoreline armoring 

 Increase enforcement, education, and incentives. 
 

See response to Comment 17. 

23 Helen Peterson  Strong CAO is important for healthy ecosystems.   

 Recommends buffers up to 1,000 feet wide, prohibiting clearing and grading in riparian 
buffers 

 Soft instead of hard shoreline armoring 

 Increase enforcement, education, and incentives. 
 

See response to Comment 17. 

24 Mark Zorad, The 
Blind Depot, Inc. 

 Property rights should not be taken from land owners.  

 One rule fits all approach should not be used.   

 Revise ordinance to utilize a more common sense approach such as suggested by 
Olympia Master Builders. 

The Mt. Vernon approach to 
critical area buffers will be 
considered by the Planning 
Commission.  This approach, as 
suggested by the Olympia Master 
Builders, was developed for 
degraded critical areas in an urban 
setting. 
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25 Gail Cane  Concerned about drinking water quality.   

 Difficult to provide sewage disposal when people live over their reservoirs.   

 Sewer should be expanded.   

 CAO does not address well water pollution. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission.   
 

26 Dana Walker Supports CAO draft.  Will protect against flood damage and protect habitat. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission.   
 

27 Nancy Partlow Supports CAO draft.  Riparian buffers are good, will help protect Puget Sound, rivers, streams, 
lakes, and ponds. 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission.   
 

28 Scott Bishop Supports draft in general.  Supports wetland buffers and CARA regulations, but some uses 
allowed in CARAs should be reconsidered. 

The CARAs chapter will be 
reviewed again with the Planning 
Commission. 

29 Thomas Holz Supports CAO draft.  Will protect against flood damage and protect habitat. The CARAs chapter will be 
reviewed again with the Planning 
Commission. 
 

30 Rob Penney  Strong CAO is important for healthy ecosystems.   

 Recommends buffers up to 1,000 feet wide, prohibiting clearing and grading in riparian 
buffers 

 Soft instead of hard shoreline armoring 

 Increase enforcement, education, and incentives. 
 

See response to Comment 17. 

31 Gerald Steel Supports CAO draft.  Will protect against flood damage and protect habitat. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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32 Tim Trohimovich, 
Futurewise 

 Environmental damage has continued since CAO was adopted in 1994.   

 Toxins from development are polluting Puget Sound.   

 Thurston County is currently subject to automatic sanctions, including being ineligible 
for certain grants and loans.   

 Riparian buffers are good, will help protect Puget Sound, rivers, streams, lakes, and 
ponds.   

 Marine riparian buffers should be increased to 250 feet in undeveloped areas, 150 feet 
in developed areas.   

 Wetland, prairie, and other fish and wildlife habitat protections are good.  CARA 
regulations are pretty good, but some uses allowed in CARAs should be reconsidered. 

 Bioengineering should be encouraged; hard armoring should be used in limited 
instances. 
 

Thurston County is diligently 
working on its CAO update. 
 
The Planning Commission will re-
evaluate proposed marine riparian 
areas, shoreline armoring, and 
CARAs regulations. 

33 Steve Cross Supports CAO amendment. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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34A Jim Simmons, 
Thurston County 
REALTORS 
Association 

 County must balance growth and development.   

 Restrictions remove property rights and lower property values and buildable land 
supplies.   

 Weigh costs and benefits with update.   

 Use a balanced approach that evaluates properties site-by-site.   

 Nonconforming classification may impact insurability or marketability.   
 

Buildable land supply is reviewed 
at the time urban growth areas 
are adjusted.  The latest buildable 
lands survey, in 2007, shows that 
Thurston County has enough 
buildable land in its UGAs to 
adequately address population 
growth in the forecasted period.  
Buildable lands will be re-
reviewed in the 2016 update to 
the Thurston County 
Comprehensive Plan, and UGAs 
will be adjusted accordingly. 
 
Re: “adaptive management” for 
buffers, there are provisions in 
each critical area chapter for 
amending/reconfiguring buffers 
on a site-by-site basis, including 
buffer reduction, buffer averaging, 
mitigation, and 
development/redevelopment of 
existing lots. 
 

34B Jim Simmons, 
Thurston County 
REALTORS 
Association 

Presentation of Mount Vernon’s CAO as an example, which calls for creating minimum but 
highly functional buffers, allow applicants to pay for decreased buffers through funding 
mitigation projects for watershed. 

The Mt. Vernon approach to 
critical area buffers will be 
considered by the Planning 
Commission.  This approach was 
developed for degraded critical 
areas in an urban setting. 
 

35A 
 

Laura Worf, 
Olympia Master 
Builders 

Letter touches on several subjects, including: 
1.  OMB does not approve rewrite; believes reviewing CAO and making necessary changes 
is more appropriate 
2.  Comparison table for existing/proposed ordinance should have been completed sooner 
3.  Publishing draft on 11/18/11 may not have allowed fair and accurate public 
participation 

Staff presented each chapter of 
the draft to the Planning 
Commission, and provided them 
with an opportunity for review 
before a discussion was held on 
each chapter. 
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4.  Comment period is happening during holiday season, when people are busy 
 
Additionally:  

 Buffers should be analyzed in landscape context 

 More flexibility should be included 

 Qualified professional opinion should outrank staff decisions 

 Re-review standards for third party review 

 
The majority of the comparison 
table was completed before 
December, and released to the 
public as portions were 
completed.  The entire 
comparison document was 
available 17 days before the close 
of the public comment period. 
 
When staff began the renewed 
effort to update the CAO in 2010, 
there had been multiple drafts 
produced in recent years, and no 
version of the draft was directly 
tied to the existing CAO through 
documented strikethroughs and 
underlines.  Additionally, the 
organization of previous drafts 
was criticized as too complex or 
confusing, and the 2011 draft 
represents an effort to simplify 
and reorganize the language.  
 
The County has met its statutory 
and county code requirements for 
public review prior to public 
hearing.  In addition, since the 
summer of 2010, draft materials 
have been placed online for public 
review as they became available. 
 
Many chapters in the November 
18, 2011 draft had been 
substantially complete long before 
that date, with the most recent 
draft representing only minor 
changes from previously posted 



 

Comment Matrix for December 10, 2011 Planning Commission Critical Areas Ordinance Public Hearing 
11 

materials.  Additionally, changes 
made to the previous drafts since 
the renewed effort began have 
been documented in 
strikethrough/underline. 
 
Thurston County has been 
accepting comments on the draft 
chapters throughout the process, 
and has been willing to and has 
met with stakeholder groups at 
their request. 
 
Flexibility for existing lots is 
applied to all critical areas in the 
draft ordinance, subject to 
standards. 
 
The draft includes provisions for 
buffer flexibility in fish and wildlife 
habitat conservation areas, and it 
is important to note that many 
proposed FWHCA buffers 
represent a policy compromise, as 
best available science indicates 
that large buffers (e.g. 1,000 feet 
or more) are necessary to retain 
all functions of critical areas. 
 
Re: qualified professionals, the 
County considers all submissions 
by technical experts, but is the 
final review authority for land use 
projects under state law. 
 
The Planning Commission will re-
review standards for third party 
review. 
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35B Lyndon C. Lee, 
L.C. Lee & 
Associates, Inc. 

Technical memo focused on uses of buffers to protect streams and wetlands, and mechanisms 
in draft to adjust buffers.  Comments include: 

 Urbanization in Thurston County compromises protective ability of buffers. 

 Large buffers may make sense in intact, forested areas not slated for urban growth.  In 
urban growth areas or urbanized areas, alternative approaches should be analyzed. 

 Description of Mt. Vernon CAO provisions: applicants may use larger, standard buffer 
or “buy down” buffer along with restoration, best management practices, and financial 
contribution to city conservation programs. 

 Thurston County draft does not appear to incorporate flexibility for conditions stated 
above. 

 Riparian buffer reduction potential of up to 50% should be allowed, draft calls for 25%. 

 County should define “dense, contiguous vegetation”. 

 Language referring to “variations in sensitivity or habitat quality” is vague. 

 100 foot minimum riparian buffer and riparian management zone widths are too 
prescriptive. 

 Existing channel migration zone maps may not be adequate.  Is there an appeal 
process for maps? 

 Marine riparian habitat and riparian management zone widths may be too 
prescriptive, especially along urbanized shorelines.  Should allow reduction potential. 

 Buffer reduction should be allowed along ponds and lakes. 

 Wetland buffers may be too prescriptive.  Figures in draft should be clarified. 

 Wetland mitigation banking should be a higher priority choice for mitigation. 

 County needs an in-lieu fee mitigation program. 

 Wetland credit/debit mitigation is not a tested approach, and may not succeed. 

 Ratio-driven approach to wetland mitigation is not flexible and may result in loss of 
opportunity to restore wetland area and function. 

 
Comment also contains resume for Lyndon C. Lee and two sections of Mt. Vernon CAO 
(Wetlands, 15.40.090; Managed Ecosystem Alternative, 15.40.110) 
 

 The majority of Thurston County 
is not considered urban.  For those 
areas that are degraded, 
provisions have been made in the 
draft to allow development 
flexibility. 
 
The inclusion of an intact, well-
forested area in an urban growth 
area does not automatically 
translate to greater developability.  
State law requires jurisdictions to 
protect critical areas, whether 
they are found in urban, 
urbanizing, or rural areas.  Best 
available science indicates that 
critical areas in urbanizing settings 
may require larger buffers to 
mitigate against high intensity 
land use. 
 
The Mt. Vernon approach to 
critical area buffers will be 
considered by the Planning 
Commission.  This approach was 
developed for degraded critical 
areas in an urban setting. 
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36A-I 
 

Patricia 
Vandehey 

Mason County resident.  Water must be protected; actions in one jurisdiction may impact 
another.  Commenter expresses concern with aquifer infiltration of reclaimed water.  
Commenter included several documents with her testimony, including: 

 36B: Appendix D of Ecology’s 2005 “Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Guidance”: Example 
Costs and Consequences of Ground Water Contamination 

 36C: EPA 2009 “Occurrence of Contaminants of Emerging Concern in Wastewater from 
Nine Publicly Owned Treatment Works” 

 36D: AL Filby, et al.  “Health impacts of estrogens in the environment, considering 
complex mixture effects.” Environmental Health Perspectives, in press. 

 36E: Fact sheet for Publicly Owned Treatment Works Wastewater Sampling Study 

 36F: “Treatment in the receiving environment” 

 36G: Excerpt from “Status of Active Groundwater Monitoring Programs in Washington 
State – 2002” 

 36H: Excerpt from 2000 Ecology document “Guidance Document for the Establishment 
of Critical Aquifer Recharge Area Ordinances” – Appendices Two and Three 

 36I: Wikipedia articles: “Wastewater”, “Total suspended solids” 
 

Reclaimed water regulations will 
be re-examined by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Ecology 2005 guidance and EPA 
2009 study have already been 
included in BAS review.  Other 
sources will be reviewed by staff 
and forwarded to the Planning 
Commission. 
 
 

37 
 

Charles Ellingson, 
Pacific 
Groundwater 
Group 

 County should drop use of soils for determining CARAs, unless they are better 
coordinated with underlying geology 

 County should more thoroughly analyze groundwater susceptibility below mapped low 
permeability geology 

 Better documentation of how BAS is interpreted for Thurston County is necessary for 
realistic public input. 

 County should promote conversion from septic to sewer in denser areas, and support 
thoughtful recharge of reclaimed water. 

 Wellhead protection areas (as currently delineated) are not a good basis to determine 
susceptibility/capture of reclaimed water.  Site specific analysis and minimum travel 
time (1 year?) should be specified instead of reliance on current wellhead protection 
areas. 

 Site specific analysis of reclaimed water fate and transport is better than reliance on 
soil-texture and depth-to-water, and distance-to-stream restrictions. 

 Inclusion of “Option H” requiring advanced treatment of reclaimed water makes 
document internally inconsistent. 

Comments have been forwarded 
to County hydrogeologist for 
review. 

38 
 

Deb Jaqua Petition with 125 signatures (1 duplicate).  Petition statement reads: “We the undersigned 
citizens of Thurston County, support the revision of Thurston County’s Critical Areas Ordinance 
(CAO) using the best available science. 

Petition has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission.   
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39 
 

Maria Ruth 
 

Consider recommendations from People for Puget Sound, including: 

 1,000 ft buffers, especially for marine shorelines 

 Prohibition of clearing and grading in all riparian habitats, conditionally allowed in 
management zones 

 Promotion of soft over hard armoring 

 Increased enforcement, education, incentives 

See response to Comment 17. 

40 
 

James L. Zahn  Requirements of multiple agencies and jurisdictions, including Thurston County, 
increase project costs 

 County has no concern or idea of what property owners go through to fulfill dreams 

 Passage of Growth Management Act changed commenter’s plans for property 

 The claim that federal agencies may take control of critical area regulation in Thurston 
County is false. 

 Population numbers of prairie species should be determined before action is taken. 

 Focus should be on Fort Lewis as prairie reserve, not prairies already developed by 
humans. 

 Pocket gopher should be removed from human-inhabited areas. 

 White oak trees should not be considered as habitat preserve in growth areas. 

 Beneficiaries of critical lands and associated monetary assessments should be willing 
to reimburse landowner for appraised value they received. 

 County’s “best available science” is unproven. 

 CAO is County tool to sustain state and federal grant income, promote job security and 
a political agenda. 
  

USFWS has indicated that it could 
take over review of permits in 
prairie habitat, should any prairie 
species be listed under the 
Endangered Species Act. 
 
JBLM is an active partner in 
Thurston County’s prairie 
conservation efforts. 

41 
 

Martin & Judy 
Kimeldorf 

 CAO is a good start to protect land for everyone. 

 Want decision based on real science that is independent of ideologies. 

 Developers and realtors are not the “PEOPLE” of Thurston County. 

 Do not want County at large to resemble Olympia’s west side or Lacey in general. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

42 
 

Ed Stanley, City 
of Tumwater 

Supports adoption of CAO.  Review materials submitted by Thurston County REALTORS. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

43 
 

Sharron Coontz Commends County on CAO work. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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44 
 

Michelle Zucati  Objects to wording of CAO. 

 County staff should not be able to override professional opinion. 

 County does not have constitutional right to dictate land use based on presence of 
sensitive species. 

 Gophers will continue to occur outside of set-asides. 

 Does government want to stop all development in Thurston County? 

 Rethink promoting good stewardship vs. dictating land use. 
 

Per state law, the County is the 
permitting authority for land use 
decisions. 
 
The draft CAO has been reviewed 
against the state attorney 
general’s guidance on avoiding 
regulatory takings. 

45 
 

Anonymous Offering free bottles of water [at public hearing] does not seem consistent with protecting our 
environment. 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission 
 

46 
 

Number not used N/A N/A 
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47 
 

Dale & Linda 
Brant 

 Restricting land use in south Thurston County is not the best way to control 
development. 

 Why has county issued so many building permits in Mazama pocket gopher areas if 
they are endangered? 

 Are public land holdings in Thurston County insufficient to protect gopher? 

 People and gophers can co-exist; gophers are resilient.  Population may actually be on 
the rise. 

 Pocket gopher population needs to be established. 

 Gopher set-asides make more sense with larger parcels, not smaller ones. 

 Land values will decline if prairie ordinance is made permanent. 

 Recent study through Thurston Economic Development Council suggests gophers do 
not require federal protection. 

 Environmental protection is essential but must be done without taking property rights. 

 Public distrust of government is on the rise; it is not wise to further erode confidence. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Resource Stewardship 
department, as it is a comment on 
implementation policy. 
 
Mazama pocket gophers are 
already addressed in the existing 
CAO.  No changes in wildlife 
management specific to the 
gopher have been proposed in the 
draft CAO. 
 
Permits in Mazama pocket gopher 
areas are only issued after 
potential impacts have been 
assessed (i.e. avoided, minimized, 
and/or mitigated). 
 
The majority of soils conducive to 
pocket gopher habitat are found 
on private land.  Therefore, a 
landscape-scale solution to threats 
to the species will need to involve 
a public-private partnership. 
 

48 
 

Peggy Bruton, 
League of 
Women Voters 

 Proposed update merits support.  Appreciates hard work and access to accurate 
information. 

 Water flows across property lines, so protecting critical areas is everyone’s 
responsibility. 

 Believes protection is balanced with property rights. 

 Proposal should address climate change. 

 Urge use of precautionary principle for CARAs and “constituents of concern”. 

 Undeveloped shorelines should have greater buffers. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 
CARA and marine shoreline 
regulations will be re-examined by 
the Planning Commission. 
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49 
 

Ann Butler Strong CAO is important for ecosystem.  Supports: 

 Wide buffers (up to 1,000 feet) 

 Prohibiting clearing and grading in riparian habitat, conditionally allowing it 
management zones. 

 Promote soft armoring over hard armoring. 

 More use of enforcement, education, incentives. 
 

See response to Comment 17.  

50 
 

Paul Meury CAO essential to protection of property rights.  Strongly supports CAO. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

51 
 

Mary Skelton, 
Natural Horse 
Supply 

It is important to maintain natural resources.  Understands property rights concerns. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

52 
 

Randall Martin CAO is smart policy decision.  Prairie protection is smart pre-emptive policy based on habitat 
and species decline and possibility of federal listing. 

Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

53 
 

Harvey Childs, 
Capitol Lake 
Improvement 
and Protection 
Association 
(CLIPA) 
 

 Comment includes resolution adopted by CLIPA.   

 CLIPA supports effective buffers to maintain water quality in Deschutes watershed. 

 CLIPA encourages County to work with Ecology to continue to improve watershed 
management practices. 

Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

54 
 

Cathy Fullerton Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

55 
 

Diane Simms Disagrees with current prairie ordinance.  There are more user-friendly ways to protect 
environment. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

56 
 

Larry Weaver, 
Dream Weavers 
Real Estate 

 Prairie criteria should be removed from CAO, specifically Oregon white oak and 
Mazama pocket gopher protections.   

 Economic impact statement should be completed.   

 Tax burden is shifted as properties with critical areas lose value. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 
Commenter’s e-mail address has 
been added to the Planning 
Department’s webmail list. 
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57 
 

Kellie Fosnacht Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO.  Most people care for the environment on their 
own, without regulation. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

58 
 

Barbara Theiss Supports CAO update, it is overdue. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

59 
 

Aimee Danielson Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

60 
 

Chris Weaver  Opposes current CAO, including prairie ordinance. 

 Ordinances discourage people from wanting to live and work in Thurston County. 

 Some ordinances not based on accurate science. 

 Family’s properties with disturbed soils have the most pocket gophers. 

 Gophers should not be protected, they appear to thrive under extreme circumstances. 
 

Regulations for protection of the 
Mazama pocket gopher have been 
in place since 1994.  The interim 
prairie ordinance, first enacted in 
2009, did not change the County’s 
policies on Mazama pocket gopher 
protection. 
 

61 
 

John R. Hinkle Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

62 
 

Mark Weaver Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

63 
 

George Simms Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

64 
 

John McKinlay  Prairie regulations put limitations on property; we cannot afford to discourage people 
from building and living in Thurston County. 

 Increased buffers will make property unusable and increase nonconforming structures. 

 Evaluate appropriate critical area protections on a site-specific basis. 

 Provide specific triggers for third-party review. 

 Local economy will not survive if proposed CAO is approved. 
 

The draft CAO provides for 
reasonable use of property, even 
that which contains critical areas 
and/or buffers, or may become 
nonconforming with passage of 
the current draft. 
 
Third party review criteria will be 
re-evaluated. 
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65 
 

Karen Parker  Opposes CAO, would like to see current ordinance repealed.   

 People who wish to protect prairie should purchase their own prairie property.   

 Do not tell landowners how to use their property.   

 Mazama pocket gopher is not a rare animal. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

66 
 

William L. 
Zimmerman 

Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO. Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

67 
 

Connie S. 
Morehead 

Opposes CAO, it does not respect property rights.  Ordinance requires very expensive surveys 
with no certainty of outcome.   
 

Comment has been forwarded to 

the Planning Commission. 

68 
 

Virginia Ith Supports CAO, update is overdue.  Use precautionary principle to protect drinking water from 
pollutants whose effects are not yet fully understood. 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 
CARAs regulations will be re-
evaluated by the Planning 
Commission. 
 

69 
 

E. Ross Irwin, 
Cabinets by 
Trivonna 

 Should separate natural from man-made water bodies with respect to regulation.   

 We should not regulate man-made water ways. 

 Evaluate site-specific conditions on property instead of arbitrarily increasing buffers. 

 Review submission by Olympia Master Builders [Comment 35]. 

 County should consider [Thurston Economic Development Council] study on pocket 
gophers. 

 Removing buildable land via CAO will adversely affect tax base. 
 

Proposed buffers are within the 
parameters of best available 
science, and are similar to other 
jurisdictions in western 
Washington. 
 
The Planning Commission will 
review the Olympia Master 
Builders’ submission and the 
Thurston EDC study on pocket 
gophers.  [Also see response to 
Comment 88C] 
 

70 
 

Howard 
Glastetter 

Mining below water table can have negative impacts for the water table and wetlands. Mining regulations will be re-
reviewed by the Planning 
Commission. 
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71 
 

Martin 
Gunderson 

Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO, or income will be lost. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
   

72 
 

James Peterson, 
Lanza 
Construction 

 Draft has clarified some language. 

 Commenter would like to see more information on why changes were needed from 
current ordinance. 

 Draft CAO could be improved to better balance property rights and environmental 
protection. 

 Stream buffer increase is large and will hamper property owners.  Look at more flexible 
approaches.  One size fits all buffers are not successful. 

 Prairie ordinance is extremely restrictive, and exemptions are too limited and difficult 
to administer. 

 Prairie ordinance affects a large area and will hamper economic development.  Add 
flexibility. 

 County must do a better job of balancing environmental protection with economic 
sustainability. 
 

The existing CAO was adopted in 
1993, and has not been updated 
since.  Since then, state 
requirements have changed and 
advances have been made in 
scientific knowledge. 
 
Proposed buffers are in line with 
best available science, and are 
similar to buffers of other 
jurisdictions in western 
Washington. 
 
The draft CAO provides flexibility 
for a variety of critical area 
buffers, including prairies. 
 

73 
 

Emily H. Ray  Historic land use practices have degraded our environment. 

 Take an approach that is protective of resources and conserves them for future 
generations. 

 Private property rights do not extend to the right to harm water and other resources 
important to us all. 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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74A 
& B 
 

Karla Fowler, 
LOTT CleanWater 
Alliance;  

 LOTT and County have same goals of protection. 

 Requiring advanced treatment of reclaimed water intended for aquifer recharge 
overlooks already-high treatment of water, soil treatment, existing regulations, site-
specific conditions, and energy costs of advanced treatment. 

 Biosolids provisions create additional regulatory requirements and would essentially 
prohibit application of Class B biosolids in Thurston County. 

 LOTT’s existing treatment processes are already effective at removing contaminants of 
emerging concern (CECs). 

 
Letter continues with several recommendations, including: 

 Address CARAs on separate timeline from rest of CAO. 

 Define CARA categories based on geologic features. 

 Coordinate CARAs permitting with existing permit processes. 

 Delete permit requirement for irrigation with reclaimed water. 

 Used science-based information to determine treatment needs. 

 Modify ordinance to remove “shall” option for requiring advanced treatment of 
reclaimed water, and consider site-specific science.  

 Allow flexibility for an adaptive management approach. 

 Depend on monitoring to identify need for additional treatment. 

 Delete surface water monitoring requirements. 

 Consider the environmental benefits of reclaimed water. 

 Allow permitted land application of biosolids. 
 

Additionally: 
 

 CAO needs to be based on best available science.   

 LOTT is soon embarking on extensive Groundwater Recharge Scientific Study.   

 There is no documented instance of public health impacts from use of reclaimed 
water. 

 As of January 2000, all four LOTT partner jurisdictions approved reclaimed water and 
groundwater recharge as long-range plan element for treatment capacity. 

LOTT materials are under review 
by the Planning and 
Environmental Health 
Departments. 
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74C Molly Adolfson, 
et al., 
Environmental 
Science 
Associates 

ESA contracted by LOTT to review and update a literature summary re: potential issues 
surrounding emerging contaminants. 

 Emerging contaminants have been shown to pose potential risks to aquatic 
environment and human health. 

 Current wastewater treatment processes effectively remove many, but not all, 
compounds of concern. 

 Technology of the type used by LOTT achieves among the highest levels of removal. 

 Literature indicates that reclaimed water is safe for almost any use except direct 
potable use, and that there is no evidence to show that emerging contaminants 
present a health risk from non-potable reclaimed water applications. 

 
Scientific documents referenced in this comment letter are included as Comment 74F. 

 

LOTT materials are under review 
by the Planning and 
Environmental Health 
Departments. 

74D Jonathan Turk, 
Brown & 
Caldwell 

Brown and Caldwell contracted with LOTT to prepare summary of reference material on 
reclaimed water, emerging contaminants, treatment efficiencies, and soil aquifer treatment. 
 
Document represents an annotated bibliography that describes the information contained in 
each listed source.  Listed sources are available on disc [Comment 74E]. 

LOTT materials are under review 
by the Planning and 
Environmental Health 
Departments. 

74E 
 

Brown & 
Caldwell 

Compact disc including Comment 74D and several scientific documents. LOTT materials are under review 
by the Planning and 
Environmental Health 
Departments. 
 

74F 
 

Environmental 
Science 
Associates 

Compact disc including Comment 74C and several scientific documents. LOTT materials are under review 
by the Planning and 
Environmental Health 
Departments. 
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75 
 

Tris Carlson  Language re: third party review for geotechnical and soil engineering reports should be 
readdressed. 

 Third party review may breed disagreement between professional engineers. 

 Draft requires development applicants to pay for two reports. 

 If county deems third-party review is necessary, the county should pay the cost. 

 Alternative is to ensure applicant takes responsibility for any adverse impacts of 
development. 

 Buffer criteria seems excessive in some areas, hopes it is justifiable by best available 
science. 

 The Shoreline Master Program update is a better forum for addressing bulkhead 
concerns and shoreline net loss arguments. 
 

Third party language will be re-
reviewed by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
The Resource Stewardship 
department is funded by permit 
fees and other cost-recovery 
items. 
 
This comment has been 
forwarded to the Resource 
Stewardship department. 
 
When updated, the Shoreline 
Master Program will exclusively 
govern designated shorelines of 
the state. 
 

76A 
 

Daniel 
Thompson, 
Washington 
Department of 
Ecology 

Cover letter.  

76B Laurie Davies, 
Ecology 
 

 Most recent draft does not address Ecology’s concerns re: biosolids. 

 Ecology biosolids permitting process is robust and ensures all parties can provide 
feedback. 

 Ecology works hard to ensure approvals are fully protective of human health and are 
beneficial to environment. 

 Placing an additional layer of regulation on biosolids is not useful or consistent with 
state biosolids law. 

 Ecology requests that references to biosolids are removed from draft CAO. 
 

This comment has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Health Department and 
Prosecuting Attorney’s office for 
review. 
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76C 
 

Daniel 
Thompson, 
Ecology 

 Ecology does not believe Thurston County has ability to regulate biosolids. 

 Proposed amendments would forbid biosolids management activities that are 
permitted under state law. 

 Local regulations forbidding what state law allows are unconstitutional. 

 Ecology may delegate portions of biosolids implementation to local health 
jurisdictions, but Ecology is solely responsible for adopting biosolids rules. 

 Local regulation may bear on biosolids operations as long as they do not intrude into 
biosolids regulation as stated above. 

 Covering biosolids management under a single permit provides clarity for permittee. 
 

This comment has been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Health Department and 
Prosecuting Attorney’s office for 
review. 

77A 
 

Donna Nickerson, 
Black Hills 
Audubon Society 

Cover letter. 

 Rebuilding in riparian areas not supported by BAS. 

 Incentives can be used to help landowners move to safer ground. 

 There are viable alternatives to bulkheads. 

Staff will be reviewing incentives 
provided by the County and 
making appropriate updates and 
revisions. 
 
The Planning Commission will be 
re-reviewing standards for 
shoreline armoring. 
 

77B Donna Nickerson, 
Black Hills 
Audubon Society 

Best available science review of first-draft CAO.  Key recommendations: 

 Ensure marine critical area protection is consistent with updated Shoreline Master 
Program designations 

 Establish 250 foot buffers in designated “Natural”, “Rural Conservancy”, “Resource 
Conservancy” and certain “Urban Conservancy” areas 

 Allow buffer flexibility in more urbanized areas but provide for 80-90% function 

  250 foot buffers will not satisfy “no net loss” standard 

 Provide tax incentives to landowners who manage and enhance buffers, increase taxes 
on bulkheads to reflect negative impacts 

 Encourage owners of nonconforming properties to enhance buffers, provide them with 
incentives, such as changing nonconforming designation to a more positive term 

 Apply additional management measures inland of buffer to increase pollutant removal 

 Shoreline armoring is not supported by best available science, viable alternatives exist 

 Set targets for removing bulkheads 

 Reasonable use exceptions and variances should be strictly limited, and evaluated for 
cumulative impacts 

 

This submission has previously 
been submitted to the Planning 
Department, and is currently 
being analyzed. 
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77C Donna Nickerson, 
Black Hills 
Audubon Society 

Literature review of science completed since 2005 

 Draft CAO generally consistent with WDFW habitat recommendations 

 Proposed buffer widths are adequate to provide reasonably good level of aquatic 
health, but not to maintain ecological functions at levels associated with undisturbed 
landscapes 

 Require minimum of 150 foot buffer on marine nearshore habitats 

 Draft must recognize and comply with National Marine Fisheries Service’s Biological 
Opinion on floodplain regulation for listed salmon and southern resident killer whales 

 Draft does not recognize low impact development principles, which are more effective 
than existing methods of treating stormwater 

 County should establish regulations and incentives to lead to improved conditions in 
degraded areas 

 CAO should consider cumulative effects of development in light of sea level rise and 
hydrological changes 

 Use up-to-date guidance from state agencies (e.g. WA Dept. of Commerce’s 2005 
clearing and grading guidance vs. cited 2003 document) 

 Consider monitoring program for CAO 
 

This submission has previously 
been submitted to the Planning 
Department, and is currently 
being analyzed. 
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77D 
 

Wendy Gerstel, 
Qwg Applied 
Geology 

Comments on 2005 & 2007 CAO draft under contract with Black Hills Audubon Society.  
Focused on Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas, Geologic Hazards, and Administrative Procedures. 
 
From document’s “Review Summary”: 

 Linkages between functions/effects of forest canopy cover, impervious surfaces, 
stormwater runoff, erosion/slope instability, and water quality, and the BAS that 
supports these linkages, should be better communicated in BAS and CAO documents. 

 Comprehensive drainage management plans may help prevent certain geologic and 
hydrologic hazards. 

 Geotechnical investigations should be required to identify current and future 
stormwater issues, and delineate potentially unstable land on or adjacent to subject 
property.  Data should be maintained by county in user-friendly database. 

 Ordinance weakly follows BAS stating importance of preserving forest cover w/respect 
to reducing effects of impervious surfaces. 

 Hydrology and CARAs sections need to expand and strengthen science discussion of 
surface/groundwater relationships. 

 Strengthen science re: role of groundwater in slope stability. 

 Tailor technical reports to specific issues at given site. 

 Link issues between categories of critical areas. 

 Incorporate and fund monitoring to feed into adaptive management. 

 CAO should address potential climate change impacts. 

 Review/revise permitting process, including what types of professionals are required 
and to what standards documents are held. 

 Address issues based on nature of development (e.g. single-family vs. multi-family 
structure) 

 Consider lot buildability along with septic viability. 

 Address process by which larger development can be divided amongst lots to change 
permit requirements. 

 Investigate thresholds for runoff and infiltration in different environmental settings 
(e.g. ravine, bluff, upland flats, etc) 

 What triggers geotechnical report requirement, what questions need to be answered 
at a given site? 

 Clarify that licensed professional must have relevant experience in issues being 
addressed. 

 

This submission has previously 
been submitted to the Planning 
Department, and is currently 
being analyzed. 
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78 
 

Mike Jackson  Hazard tree definition needs to include “certified” arborist, not “licensed” 

 Use canopy coverage to determine oak habitat, not “stands” of trees 
 

The Planning Commission will be 
re-examining the definitions for 
“arborist” and “stand” of tree 
 
Staff is requesting clarification 
from the commenter. 
 

79 
 

Sam Merrill, 
Black Hills 
Audubon Society 

 Supports adoption of proposed CAO with some improvements 

 2011 draft is a good improvement from 2005 draft 

 Protection of critical areas may enhance property values 

 Land use in general must be changed to achieve goal of protecting natural heritage and 
quality of life 

 “Legal nonconforming use” terminology is helpful 

 Innovative Technique inclusion is good 

 Revise subdivision language to require avoidance of flood damage vs. minimization. 

 Wetland buffers are good and are in accordance with Ecology recommendations 

 250 foot riparian buffer width for fish-bearing streams is a satisfactory policy 
compromise; marine riparian areas should also have 250 foot buffers 

 Marine riparian areas with SMP designations of “rural” should be established at 150 
feet 

 Mitigation and enhancement in other areas needs to accompany buffer widths in draft 

 Provide incentives for landowners to restore/enhance habitat 

 Clearing and grading should be prohibited in riparian habitat areas, conditionally 
allowed in management zones 

 Guidance for riparian widths assumes that buffers have structured, native vegetation 

 Riparian habitat reduction may undermine purpose of ordinance; should be allowed in 
limited circumstances and require third-party review, 20% max reduction, and in-kind 
mitigation. 

 Encroachment into riparian area not supported by science; should be limited to 3,500 
instead of 5,000 square feet 

 Nonconforming structures damaged completely by natural disasters should not be 
rebuilt in freshwater or marine riparian areas, or in wetland buffers 

 Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas chapter should use the precautionary principle 

 Strengthen Enforcement chapter; increase enforcement presence and fines; increase 
outreach education; use incentives for creating public benefits on private lands 

 

 24.55.020 prohibits subdivision 
for lots wholly covered by certain 
critical areas, including the 100-
year floodplain.  Section 24.55.030 
states that an area must contain a 
buildable area outside the critical 
area in order to be deemed a 
buildable lot.   
 
Planning Commission will re-
review standards for marine 
riparian areas, clearing and 
grading language, size of 
encroachment permitted in critical 
areas, and CARA standards. 
 
The Planning Department will 
review incentives language and 
make any necessary updates. 
 
Review of all enforcement 
language in Thurston County Code 
is part of current development 
code docket. 
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80 
 

Linda Saunders, 
Wolf Haven 
International 

 Prairies are home for unique plants and animals 

 Have restored prairie habitat for use as species “stepping stone” 

 Prairie species provide benefits (e.g. pollinators) 

 Prairies have created excellent soil; prairie soils allow for max percolation of rainwater 

 Prairie draws visitors to South Sound, bringing revenue to local communities 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

81 
 

Bill Yake  Clarity and flexibility of CAO has been improved 

 Supports strengthening “no-net loss” standard 

 Supports strengthening functions that support salmon 

 Supports consideration and evaluation of cumulative effects 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 
CAO has been revised to be 
consistent with NMFS biological 
opinion on Puget Sound salmon 
habitat, and also Ecology’s 
guidance for “no net loss” of 
wetlands.  The County has used 
guidance from WDFW for wildlife 
habitat in general [see Comment 
118 from WDFW]. 
 

82 
 

Tim Brewer  Supports CAO, is based on sound science. 

 We all live downstream and can be affected by neighboring land uses 

 Should leave natural environment as pristine as possible for future generations 

 We protect ourselves and property values by protecting environment 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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83 
 

Scott Egger, City 
of Lacey 

 Lacey shares LOTT’s mission to protect public health and the environment 

 Concerned with reclaimed water provisions in CAO draft 

 City views reclaimed water as resource, not waste product 

 Supports LOTT’s effort to reduce discharge to Puget Sound; this requires use of 
reclaimed water 

 Restrictions on reclaimed water may create barrier to meeting GMA goals for sewer 
service; potential impacts include limitations on new connections to sewer system 

 Reclaimed water already requires permits from state, proposed CAO is even more 
restrictive and goes too far in proposed regulation of contaminants of emerging 
concern (CECs) 

 County should not establish rules for CECs; this is a federal and state responsibility 

 State’s reclaimed water permitting system is protecting public health; state should 
remain regulator of reclaimed water 

 Want to see amendments that could be adopted by neighboring jurisdictions 

 Suggest delaying adoption of CARAs chapter 
 
[Section-specific comments are attached to Mr. Egger’s letter] 

 

All comments specific to the 
County’s draft CARA regulations 
are under review by the Planning 
and Environmental Health 
Departments. 
 
 

84 
 

Greg Sorlie Supports improvements to CAO; process has been good Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

85 
 

Becky Rieger, 
Environmental 
Design, LLC 

 Define both “wetland scientist” and “wetland specialist” in ordinance 

 Thurston County should create a list of certified wetland specialists 

 More reliance should be made on expert opinion 

 Third party review should only be used when applicant desires it 

 Re: proposed buffers, wetlands are not being considered based on their full ecological 
potential—larger buffers may be required when there a smaller would suffice 

 Smaller buffers should be considered for Category III and IV wetlands where buffers 
are already disturbed; county should look at buffer averaging 
 

 

86 
 

Martin Kimeldorf  Use strictest possible policies to prevent overdevelopment Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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87 
 

Jackie Kettman-
Thomas 

 Thurston County has more environmental assets than surrounding areas; functions at 
risk from development are irreplaceable 

 Do not allow clearing and grading in riparian habitat areas 

 Has sympathy for impacts to development ability/values, but it is not the Planning 
Commission’s duty to provide guaranteed return on land investments 

 

The Planning Commission will re-
examine clearing and grading 
language in the draft CAO. 

88A 
& B 
 

Heather Burgess, 
Eisenhower 
Carlson PLLC 

Comments provided on behalf of client, Olympia Master Builders (OMB) 

 County chose to rewrite ordinance, not simply revise it 

 Public hearing draft only available on November 18, did not use strikethroughs to 
identify changes 

 Comparison table was published after OMB request, but was not completed until 
December 5, 2011 

 Process may be technically compliant with state public participation requirements, but 
has made providing meaningful comment a challenging endeavor 

 County should carefully consider all public comment, Planning Commission should 
consider re-examining draft CAO sections in response to comment 

 “No net loss” requirements should not be applied to critical area buffers 

 Clarify that CAO will only regulate “shoreline” jurisdiction areas until SMP is updated 

 Nonconforming chapter should reflect that redevelopment/modification of 
nonconforming uses in shoreline jurisdiction are reviewed under shoreline “no net 
loss” standards vs. critical areas standards, pursuant to 2010 amendments to RCW 
36.70A.480(3)I(i) 

 Draft administrative language gives director broad discretion to reject all or part of 
application; deletes current required deference by County staff to credentialed experts 
who prepare special reports 

 County should acknowledge that WDFW Management Recommendations for Mazama 
pocket gopher are based on “agency staff  expert opinions and references to selected 
items of scientific literature” 

 Provide more detailed information re: “Personal Communications” listed in Prairie BAS 
Bibliography 

 County should review Linda Krippner’s recently prepared study, Review of the 
Proposed Federal Listing of the Mazama Pocket Gopher as a Threatened Species 
[Included in the record as Comment 88C] 

 

Staff presented each chapter of 
the draft to the Planning 
Commission , and provided them 
with an opportunity for review 
before a discussion was held on 
each chapter. 
 
The majority of the comparison 
table was completed before 
December, and released to the 
public as they were completed.  
The entire comparison document 
was available 17 days before the 
close of the public comment 
period. 
 
When staff began the renewed 
effort to update the CAO in 2010, 
there had been multiple drafts 
produced in recent years, and no 
version of the draft was directly 
tied to the existing CAO through 
documented strikethroughs and 
underlines.  Additionally, the 
organization of previous drafts 
was criticized as too complex or 
confusing, and the 2011 draft 
represents an effort to simplify 
and reorganize the language.  
 
The County has met its statutory 
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and county code requirements for 
public review prior to public 
hearing.  In addition, since the 
summer of 2010, draft materials 
have been placed online for public 
review as they became available. 
 
Many chapters in the November 
18, 2011 draft had been 
substantially complete long before 
that date, with the most recent 
draft representing only minor 
changes from previously posted 
materials.  Additionally, changes 
made to the previous drafts since 
the renewed effort began have 
been documented in 
strikethrough/underline. 
 
Thurston County has been 
accepting comments on the draft 
chapters throughout the process, 
and has been willing to and has 
met with stakeholder groups at 
their request. 
 
Re: qualified professionals, the 
County considers all submissions 
by technical experts, but is the 
final review authority for land use 
projects under state law. 
 
Staff will propose a change to 
include a reference to RCW 
36.70A.480. 
 
The Planning Commission will re-
review standards for third party 
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review. 
 
Staff will update BAS bibliography 
in response to comment. 
 

88C Linda Krippner Report for Economic Development Council, entitled Review of the Proposed Federal Listing of 
the Mazama Pocket Gopher as a Threatened Species  

Report has been referred to 
WDFW and USFWS for review. 
 
Please note that on Page 10 of the 
EDC study, County protection of 
the Mazama pocket gopher is 
listed as mitigation against the 
possibility of a federal listing.   
 

89 
 

Gary Skinner Remove prairie and oak criteria from CAO. Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

90 
 

Harry Branch  Clarify definition of stormwater 

 There is too much concern about stormwater, rather than a focus on preventing 
damage to estuaries 

 Salmon will decline until we realize their ecosystem is being damaged 

 One strategy is to focus efforts on the watershed in which you live 

 Using concrete has negative environmental effects 

 We should not be grandfathering bad design and locations for structures; public 
funding could be used to remedy past actions 
 

County staff will propose a 
definition for “stormwater”. 
 
Schneider Creek is used as an 
example in this comment; this 
watershed is within the City of 
Olympia. 
 
Comment supports regulations 
limiting development, including 
setbacks and other limitations. 
 

91A 
 

Kenneth Neal Cover letter  

91B Kenneth Neal  Commenter is licensed engineering geologist 

 Thurston County should not use Pierce County’s model for landslide hazard technical 
reports; should use Mason County as a model instead 

 Use distance to specific geologic features as a trigger for review, not blanket 300 feet 
from property lines 
 

Staff is in the process of reviewing 
the Geologic Hazards and Special 
Reports chapters in response to 
comment. 
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91C Kenneth Neal Rework definition of who is qualified to be a “geotechnical professional” Staff is in the process of reviewing 
the Geologic Hazards and Special 
Reports chapters in response to 
comment. 
 

91D Kenneth Neal Letter provides specific comments on draft Geologic Hazards and Special Reports chapters, 
including (but not limited to): 

 Revisit definitions for “development proposal site”, “geotechnical professional” and 
“landslide hazard area” 

 Landslide hazard area buffer language limits professional judgment 

 Topographic survey section of Special Reports chapter mixes two types of 
requirements 

 Geologic assessment language of Special Reports chapter has some redundancies 
 

Staff is in the process of reviewing 
the Geologic Hazards and Special 
Reports chapters in response to 
comment. 

92 
 

Pat Dickason Supports draft CAO; update is overdue.  Use precautionary principle in protecting drinking 
water. 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 
Planning Commission will continue 
to work on CARAs draft. 
 

93 
 

Ellen Madsen  Supports use of best available science and precautionary principle 

 Ensure LOTT discharge does not cause damage 

 Agrees with statements by People for Puget Sound re: freshwater and marine critical 
area protection 

 Appreciates factual prairie information distributed by Thurston County 
 

The Planning Commission will re-
examine the CARAs chapter and 
standards for marine shorelines. 
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94 
 

Douglas DeForest  Re-examine marine riparian buffer increase, consider an exception for Steamboat 
Island 

 Proposed buffers will make all of Steamboat Island nonconforming 

 Inland road easements already provide some protection 

 Tax revenue may be lost by prohibiting improvements to property 

 Draft appears to make rebuilding more difficult following natural disaster 
 

Under the draft ordinance, “Rural” 
shorelines such as Steamboat 
Island will continue to have 50 
foot buffers.  Buffers for “rural” 
shorelines will be reviewed during 
the Shoreline Master Program 
update. 
 
Regular repair and maintenance of 
nonconforming structures is 
permitted. 
 
Staff will review language for 
rebuilding following a natural 
disaster. 
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95 
 

Paul Sparks, 
Trout Unlimited 

 Overall, supports draft 

 Increase enforcement, education, and incentives 

 Marine riparian buffers should be 250 feet; streams feeding estuaries should receive 
same protection as Class 1 or 2 stream; estuary mouths should have 400 foot buffer 

 Stream typing may not be accurate; increase stream buffers on smaller “feeder” 
streams 

 Clearing and grading should be limited in freshwater/marine riparian areas 

 Increased nutrient loads to Deschutes River have been caused by backyard horses 

 County should change permitting procedures for pasturing animals on smaller lots 
 

Staff will review incentives 
language and make necessary 
updates.   
 
Enforcement priorities are set by 
the Board of County 
Commissioners. 
 
Marine riparian areas, and 
clearing and grading language will 
be reexamined by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Field verification is part of critical 
area review; maps (including 
stream typing) are only used as a 
screening tool. 
 
Existing and ongoing agriculture is 
subject to Chapter 17.15; no 
changes for agricultural uses are 
proposed at this time, however, 
the definition of “agricultural use” 
will be reviewed by the Planning 
Commission and Board of County 
Commissioners as part of this 
update. 
 
This comment has also been 
forwarded to the Environmental 
Health, which regulates nonpoint 
pollution in addition to the CAO. 
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96 
 

Sue Patnude, 
Deschutes 
Estuary 
Restoration 
Team 

 Supports comments from Black Hills Audubon Society, and Harry Branch 

 Buffers are important for marine shoreline and tributaries to Puget Sound 

 Capitol Lake dam is damaging estuary health 

 Buffers should be science based 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

97 
 

Dave Peeler  Draft CAO is good improvement, represents hard work by Planning Commission 

 Draft is simpler, provides flexibility 

 Update is overdue 

 Draft CAO needs strengthening to meet the following requirements: 

 No net loss standard 

 Provide special consideration for salmon 

 Evaluate cumulative impacts 

 Larger freshwater/marine riparian buffers needed to satisfy “no net loss” 

 Only soft armoring should be allowed on shorelines 

 Draft should discourage continued rebuilding after natural disasters 

 Work with LOTT to ensure clean water supplies and good waste treatment and reuse 
options 

 Work with cities, tribes and state to ensure restoration of Deschutes River watershed 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 
CAO has been revised to be 
consistent with NMFS biological 
opinion on Puget Sound salmon 
habitat, and also Ecology’s 
guidance for “no net loss” of 
wetlands.  The County has used 
guidance from WDFW for wildlife 
habitat in general [see Comment 
118 from WDFW]. 
 
Marine riparian areas, shoreline 
armoring, rebuilding after natural 
disasters, and CARA language will 
be reexamined by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Thurston County will re-review 
proposed reclaimed water 
regulations for the County. 
 

98A 
 

Glen Morgan, 
STOP Thurston 
County 

Cover letter  

98B Glen Morgan, 
STOP Thurston 
County 

 Hold future public hearings at times and locations convenient to public and citizens 
most affected by ordinance changes 

 Hold hearings after 6 PM, not near holidays, provide ample parking and time for all 
people to speak 

 County did not show which specific parts of ordinance have failed 

 Draft is similar to 2005 draft; analyses of financial impacts, private property 

Public hearing procedures are not 
governed by the Critical Areas 
Ordinance. 
 
The GMA requires critical area 
regulations to be based on BAS. 
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restrictions, and impacts to affordable housing have not been addressed 

 Analysis of impacts to local taxing districts has not been performed 

 Supporters of CAO intend to increase their own property values and prevent others 
from owning homes 

 Businesses have been leaving Thurston County, and the draft CAO will increase the 
trend 

 Property rights are vital to ensuring individual freedom, prosperity, and community 
property 

 Reducing property rights causes people to question value of local government 

 Draft lacks checks and balances, gives too much power to county staff 

 Requiring fencing of critical areas is a property takings 

 Anonymous critical area violation complaints should not be allowed 

 Citizens should be penalized for filing false complaints; staff should be accountable for 
unjustified enforcement actions 

 Staff should be liable for abuse of power 

 There should be greater latitude to require county to amend critical area maps 

 Remove prairie ordinance criteria from draft CAO; prairie is artificial, maintained 
habitat 

 Habitat management plans, gopher set-asides, and costly surveys are hostile to 
property rights 

 Pocket gophers exist outside of area considered to be habitat; population size has not 
been accurately measured 

 Checkerspot butterfly has been documented in large numbers 

 Allow existing agriculture to continue; provide “safe harbor” agreements for those 
who plant sensitive plants (e.g. Oregon white oaks) 

 Use public lands for prairie restoration/maintenance vs. private property 

 Nonconforming status and requirement to rebuild in alternate location impact 
insurability [Comment letter contains specific comments on draft chapters (24.40 and 
24.50 TCC)] 

 Draft Critical Area Review Permit chapter (24.40 TCC) contains lack of predictability 
and accountability; gives too much discretion 

 Lack of staff expertise leads to errors in wetland determinations 

 Buffers in general are too large; specific information of buffer changes should be 
reflected in property assessments 

 Aquifer recharge with reclaimed water is a significant issue 
 

 

 
Thurston County is the permitting 
authority for land use decisions. 
 
Staff and the Planning Commission 
have used the State Attorney 
General’s guidance on evaluating 
proposed regulations for 
regulatory takings.   
 
Thurston County does not require 
surety in all cases; surety does not 
exceed 125% the cost of 
improvements (it is standard to 
account for inflation and cost 
changes over the duration of the 
surety). 
 
Chapter 24.92 is consistent with 
existing enforcement and violation 
language.  In addition, the current 
development code docket 
includes an item that will address 
all enforcement language in the 
Thurston County Code. 
 
24.91.030(G) allows the County to 
receive expert review on the 
revision of maps.  Applicants must 
provide adequate supporting 
information for critical area map 
changes. 
 
Thurston County protects habitats 
and species identified as sensitive 
by federal and state government.  
Federal, state, and County 
government are actively working 



 

Comment Matrix for December 10, 2011 Planning Commission Critical Areas Ordinance Public Hearing 
38 

on determining the nature of 
prairie habitat and species 
sensitivity. 
 
The draft prohibits discretionary 
replacement if that replacement is 
proposed inside frequently 
flooded areas, 100-year channel 
migration hazard area, and high 
groundwater hazard “no 
development zone”.  The draft 
does allow discretionary 
replacement of structures 
provided that the relocation 
occurs outside of critical areas. 
 
“Buildable area” is the area of 
impact, including improvements. 
 
Staff will review “encroachment” 
language in 24.50.060(F). 
 
Re: 24.40.080, time limits are 
consistent with other permits in 
Thurston County Code. 
 
Review of permits is an enterprise 
funded activity. 
 
Thurston County currently has a 
licensed hydrogeologist on staff, 
and any critical area 
determinations can be reviewed 
by a third party for verification. 
 
The Planning Commission will re-
review the CARAs chapter of the 
CAO. 
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98C Glen Morgan, 
STOP Thurston 
County 

 Aquifer recharge with reclaimed water is a risk to public health 

 Harmful substances remain in reclaimed water after treatment 

 Commenter is concerned that reclaimed water can be used to acquire water rights 

 Commenter provides suggestions for improving situation, including water sampling 
conducted by a neutral party, advanced treatment of reclaimed water, increase length 
of discharge pipes in Puget Sound, do not allow water rights to hinge on reclaimed 
water infiltration 
 

The Planning Commission will re-
review CARA regulations, including 
reclaimed water standards. 

98D Glen Morgan, 
STOP Thurston 
County 

Petition to hold local public hearings; 100 signatures (1 duplicate) Petition has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

98E Glen Morgan, 
STOP Thurston 
County 

Petition to remove oak tree and prairie habitat in the Critical Areas Ordinance; 171 signatures 
(5 duplicate) 

Petition has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

99 
 

Bonnie Blessing-
Earle 

 Draft language on rebuilding in critical areas following disaster may be too stringent 

 Encourages preemptive designation of habitat (e.g. during zoning/use designations) 

 State agencies may not adequately review SEPA checklists 

 Pre-designation of critical areas and industrial areas may ensure economic growth 
occurs in suitable areas 

 Habitat reports must be site-specific, and verified for quality 

 County should ask WDFW for best available science for habitat management plans 

 County should require documentation that a suitable number of pocket gophers can 
persist in a proposed set-aside  

 Pocket gopher activity may benefit butterflies 

 Best available science summary should be completed before CAO is adopted; summary 
should be pertinent to Thurston County 

 Include references and discussion of functional connectivity in BAS review; 0.5 miles 
for prairies may not be a large enough distance 

 Why discourage tree removal from power line corridors? 

 Rare butterflies may be using common weeds, should be considered when managing 
weeds 

 Unintended fish species could use culverts and affect rare wetland species 
 

The Planning Commission will re-
review language on rebuilding 
following natural disasters. 
 
WDFW and the County have 
communicated on best available 
science throughout the update 
process to ensure critical areas are 
protected under the CAO, not just 
SEPA review. 
 
Best available science summary is 
underway. 
 
Staff will re-review language for 
vegetation clearing utility 
corridors. 
 
This comment has been 
forwarded to WDFW and the 
Noxious Weeds Control Board. 
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100A 
 

Dennis Burke, 
Environmental 
Energy & 
Engineering Co. 
 

Cover letter  

100B Dennis Burke, 
Environmental 
Energy & 
Engineering Co. 
 

 Concerned with contents of reclaimed water being used for aquifer recharge 

 Letter offers specific comments on draft Chapter 24.10 (Critical Aquifer Recharge 
Areas) 

 CAO goals should emphasize the promotion of natural groundwater recharge 

 Infiltration of reclaimed water pressurizes aquifers, reducing travel times to 
wellheads 

 Separate land use table into categories of hazards 

 Use of travel time in establishing risk is meaningless; many contaminants do not 
break down quickly enough 

 Travel times have more validity if models used to determine them are calibrated 
appropriately 

 Do not make distinction between agronomic and above-agronomic rates 

 Infiltration of reclaimed water, land application of biosolids should be prohibited, 
unless advanced treatment is used 

 Existing facilities should be addressed in CAO 

 No standards exist for many contaminants found in reclaimed water; there may 
never be standards for synergistic combinations of chemicals 

 Groundwater and drinking well monitoring should be required with reclaimed 
water infiltration 

 Applicants for reclaimed water infiltration should identify wells within 5 miles and 
notify public/private well owners of intent to infiltration reclaimed water 
 

The Planning Commission will re-
examine proposed CARA 
regulations, including standards 
for reclaimed water. 
 
Comment has been forwarded to 
County hydrogeologist. 
 
The draft language does require 
groundwater monitoring in 
conjunction with reclaimed water 
infiltration, and requires 
corrective action if drinking water 
standards are violated. 

100C Dennis Burke, 
Environmental 
Energy & 
Engineering Co. 
 

Comment letter on Proposed LOTT Martin Way Permit Number ST 6206 Comment forwarded to the 
Planning Commission. 

101A 
 

Carolyn Lake, 
Port of Olympia 

Cover letter  

101B E.B. Galligan, 
Port of Olympia 

 Port’s concerns re: protecting public navigation, economic development on county-
wide basis, and water-dependent transportation should be included in CAO draft 

 Decision to rewrite CAO has made it difficult to review and comment on proposed 

The majority of the comparison 
table was completed before 
December, and released to the 
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changes 

 Comparison table [between existing and proposed CAO] was not completed until 
December 2011 

 Urge extension of public comment period due to holidays and the timing between 
release of draft and end of comment period 

 Draft greatly increases buffers, does not balance economic impact with prairie 
conservation 

 Draft reduces residential densities on properties with critical areas 

 Draft is too prescriptive and needs more flexibility 

 Third party review process should be clarified 
 

public as they were completed.  
The entire comparison document 
was available 17 days before the 
close of the public comment 
period. 
 
When staff began the renewed 
effort to update the CAO in 2010, 
there had been multiple drafts 
produced in recent years, and no 
version of the draft was directly 
tied to the existing CAO through 
documented strikethroughs and 
underlines.  Additionally, the 
organization of previous drafts 
was criticized as too complex or 
confusing, and the 2011 draft 
represents an effort to simplify 
and reorganize the language.  
 
The County has met its statutory 
and county code requirements for 
public review prior to public 
hearing.  In addition, since the 
summer of 2010, draft materials 
have been placed online for public 
review as they became available. 
 
Many chapters in the November 
18, 2011 draft had been 
substantially complete long before 
that date, with the most recent 
draft representing only minor 
changes from previously posted 
materials.  Additionally, changes 
made to the previous drafts since 
the renewed effort began have 
been documented in 
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strikethrough/underline. 
 
Thurston County has been 
accepting comments on the draft 
chapters throughout the process, 
and has been willing to and has 
met with stakeholder groups at 
their request. 
 
Flexibility for existing lots is 
applied to all critical areas in the 
draft ordinance, subject to 
standards. 
 
Buffers are based on 
consideration of best available 
science.  The draft includes 
provisions for buffer flexibility in 
fish and wildlife habitat 
conservation areas, and it is 
important to note that many 
proposed FWHCA buffers 
represent a policy compromise, as 
best available science indicates 
that large buffers (e.g. 1,000 feet 
or more) are necessary to retain 
all functions of critical areas. 
 
The Planning Commission will re-
review standards for third party 
review. 
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102 
 

Vince Cottone  Commenter is in favor of protecting critical areas 

 Provide flexibility for permitting authorities to provide reasonable use of land; do not 
try to address all scenarios in draft 

 Commenter poses specific scenarios with questions on how critical areas are 
determined 

 Buffer lines should be flexible, so long as sufficient buffer area is maintained and the 
critical area itself is not being impacted 

 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

103 
 

Bonnie Blessing-
Earle 

 Commenter is asking for clarification of draft Wetlands chapter land use table (Table 
24.30-4) and definition of Type N streams, questioning allowance of mining in Type 3 
wetlands 

 Streamline process for minor projects within 100 feet of Type N streams 

 Conduct best available science review before completing CAO 
 

The County is working on a BAS 
summary. 
 
Staff will follow up with questions 
on definitions and wording. 

104A 
 

Donna Buxton, 
City of Olympia 

Cover letter  

104B 
 

Rich Hoey, City of 
Olympia 

 City of Olympia shares County’s interests in protecting drinking water 

 City is concerned with draft Critical Aquifer Recharge Areas chapter (specifically 
reclaimed water provisions); City views reclaimed water as a resource 

 (Draft) Requirement for advanced treatment of reclaimed water goes too far to 
address an as yet undefined risk 

 Reclaimed water is already subject to state/federal laws, requiring advanced treatment 
could have negative environmental and economic impacts 

 Believes further study of CECs is warranted; this is occurring at state and federal level, 
and will soon be undertaken by LOTT as part of comprehensive study 

 Recommends CARAs section on reclaimed water be placed on hold until LOTT study is 
complete 

 Wants to ensure consistency between city and county CAOs as water supplies and well 
fields cross jurisdictional boundaries 

 Attached to letter are specific comments on CARAs chapter and excerpt from 
Olympia’s CAO: “Chapter 18.32 – Drinking Water (Wellhead) Protection Areas” 
 

Planning Commission will re-
examine CARA regulations, 
including reclaimed water 
standards. 

105 
 

John Newman Protect and maintain remaining critical areas in Thurston County Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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106 
 

Lisa Reiner, 
Burbank/Elliot 
Neighborhood 
Assoc. 

 Supports CAO; intact critical areas can raise property values 

 Strengthen draft to meet 3 requirements: a) no net loss standard, b) special 
consideration for anadromous fish, c) consideration of cumulative effects 

 Provide greater protection for undisturbed marine riparian areas 

 Proposed freshwater riparian buffers are a reasonable policy compromise 

 Prohibit clearing and grading in riparian habitat; minimal allowance in management 
zones 
 

CAO has been revised to be 
consistent with NMFS biological 
opinion on Puget Sound salmon 
habitat, and also Ecology’s 
guidance for “no net loss” of 
wetlands.  The County has used 
guidance from WDFW for wildlife 
habitat in general [see Comment 
118 from WDFW]. 
 
The Planning Commission will re-
review standards for marine 
riparian areas and clearing and 
grading in riparian habitat. 
 

107 
 

Dave Lewis, 
Miles Sand and 
Gravel 

 Difficult to comment when regulations are not complete, will offer specific comments 
in future 

 Draft disregards County Mineral and Asphalt Task Force’s recommendations on siting 
of asphalt and concrete plants in Category I CARAs 

 Best management practices can eliminate harmful effects to aquifers 

 Sand and gravel mining, and concrete/asphalt plants should be allowed subject to 
critical areas permit 

 

Commenter’s concerns will be 
addressed during mineral lands 
compliance and use permit criteria 
currently being undertaken by the 
County. 
 
CAO language will be adjusted to 
be consistent with the final 
product of this work. 
 

108A 
 

Bonnie Blessing-
Earle 

For land use applications for intensive uses, clarify burden of proof requirement in fish and 
wildlife habitat conservation areas 

Language will be reviewed for 
internal consistency. 
 

108B  Attachment from Comment Letter 108A: “Recurrent Die-offs of Adult Coho Salmon Returning 
to Spawn in Puget Sound Lowland Urban Streams” N.L. Scholz, et al. 

This submission will be reviewed 
in the context of best available 
science. 
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109 
 

Dave Ribacchi  Property rights are fundamental to a dynamic society 

 Government’s responsibility is to provide sound land use planning 

 Proactive solutions arise from participating in government and being well informed 

 Greatest results come from hard work, not public theater 

 County has done good job providing information and opportunities for input 

 Does not agree with all aspects of ordinance 

 Believes CAO is open to reconsideration and revision 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

110 
 

Valerie Elliott  CAO update process has been valid 

 Thurston County is unique, sound resource management will uphold this 

 Protecting critical areas promotes higher property values and higher quality of life 

 When species decline, it affects us all 

 Promote bioengineering and low impact development 

 Provide larger buffers for undisturbed marine riparian areas 

 Draft freshwater riparian buffers are reasonable policy compromise 

 Prohibit clearing and grading in riparian areas, conditionally allow it in management 
zones 
 

The Planning Commission will re-
examine marine riparian 
standards, shoreline stabilization, 
and language pertaining to 
clearing and grading. 

111A 
 

Jami Balint, 
Segale Properties 

Cover letter  

111B James C. Kelley, 
A.C. Kindig & Co. 

Letter dated September 14, 2009 

 County’s definition of “prairie, dry” is flawed, needs to include plant density or 
prevalence criteria 

 Protected “prairie” or “westside prairie” are inadequately defined – objective criteria 
to determine whether prairie is “restorable” are not included, no definitions or criteria 
for “functional connections” provided 

 Dry prairie plants listed not necessarily diagnostic, some species will occur elsewhere 

 List of prairie soils contains soils not identified as such in scientific literature 
 

Comment letter was reviewed in 
2009 and helped inform 
amendments to the interim prairie 
conservation ordinance (No. 
14260, as amended) 
 
Comment will be forwarded to 
WDFW and USFWS. 

111C 
& D 

Joel W. Purdy, 
GeoEngineers, 
Inc. 

[C] Cover letter 
[D]: Document provides annotated bibliography with several documents related to gravel 
mining and water supplies 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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111E 
 

Jami Balint, 
Segale Properties 

 Draft CARAs (24.10) and Habitat (24.25) chapters may be overly burdensome 

 Prohibiting sand and gravel extraction from Category I CARAs will have negative 
impacts; in conflict with requirement to designate/protect natural resource lands 

 BAS should guide development of regulations, not be used as justification after the fact 

 BAS does not support outright restriction on mining in Category I CARAs 

 Sand and gravel mining is different from other types of mining; sand and gravel mining 
is highly regulated 

 Prairie definition does not follow BAS 

 Restrictions related to prairie habitat should be kept to portion of property considered 
prairie  

 Restrictions on gravel mining seem inconsistent with allowances of other uses in Table 
24.10-1; allow mining in Category I CARAs if it can be done safely 
 

CARA regulations will be re-
reviewed by the Planning 
Commission. 
 
Concerns re: gravel mining ability 
will be addressed by mineral lands 
compliance and use permit criteria 
work currently being conducted 
by the County. 
 
Set-asides for prairie habitat are 
limited to the extent of prairie 
habitat identified by a habitat 
management plan. 
 

112 
 

Gita Moulton  Include provisions for climate change resiliency in ordinance 

 Flooding projected to increase, greater buffers can mitigate damage 

 Lower stream flows will threaten salmon and water supplies 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

113 
 

June Hansen Supports draft, has been a long time coming Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

114 
 

Thad Curtz In favor of strong CAO Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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115 
 

Steven Segall  Supports draft CAO, it is overdue 

 Reasonable land use restrictions that protect natural areas make county a desirable 
place to live 

 Strengthen draft with respect to no net loss, special consideration for salmon, and 
evaluation of cumulative impacts 

 Greater buffers needed for undisturbed marine riparian areas 
 

CAO has been revised to be 
consistent with NMFS biological 
opinion on Puget Sound salmon 
habitat, and also Ecology’s 
guidance for “no net loss” of 
wetlands.  The County has used 
guidance from WDFW for wildlife 
habitat in general [see Comment 
118 from WDFW]. 
 
The Planning Commission will re-
review standards for marine 
riparian areas. 
 

116 
 

Sam Hunt  Congratulations on exhaustive public process 

 Critical to protect natural resources and prevent development in sensitive areas 

 Adopt revised CAO 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

117 
 

Sarah Segall Supports CAO, long overdue and critical to protect quality of life Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

118 
 

Theresa Nation, 
Washington 
Department of 
Fish & Wildlife 

 Appreciates opportunity to comment and take part in update 

 WDFW has provided science and answered specific questions 

 Draft does a good job balancing land use and environmental protection 

 Will continue to partner with County on real-world solutions to protect natural 
resources 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

119 
 

John Cusick  Supports process so far, public participation has been encouraged 

 Update is long overdue 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

120 
 

Dennis Patnaude  Live in “favored gopher habitat”, concerned what may happen to buildability if 
gophers are found (currently none on property) 

 Citizens should be compensated for any economic impacts of CAO 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
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121 
 

William Childress  CAO update increases already burdensome restrictions, undermines County credibility 

 Quality of life and property values have declined, in part, because of property 
restrictions 

 Many believe the process has been manipulated, discouraging rural residents 

 Property rights are given little regard in name of converting private land to public 
benefit 

 Draft should be abandoned, existing CAO should be revised 
 

Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 

122 
 

Holly Gadbaw  Update is difficult work, appreciates County’s efforts 

 Concerned with CAO’s impact on LOTT’s plan for providing wastewater treatment 

 Served on LOTT advisory committee; advanced treatment of wastewater was 
considered during long-range plan development but deemed too expensive based on 
nature of risks 

 Reclaimed water infiltration planning was based on BAS 

 Monitoring is performed, adaptive management provisions are in place 
 

The Planning Commission will re-
review the draft CARA chapter, 
including standards for reclaimed 
water. 

123 
 

Kenneth Spiller Mazama pocket gophers are plentiful, do not need to be listed as threatened [or endangered] Comment has been forwarded to 
the Planning Commission. 
 

 


