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Shoreline Advisory Committee Meeting #9 –SUMMARY
June 13, 2013, 3 p.m.

Meeting Summary

	3:00
	Welcome & Introductions 

Attendance

SAC members: Mark Nielson, Tom Mackay, Shane Early, Michael Crowder, John Marvin
SAC members absent: Vic Parrish, Matthew Cummings, Darrel Sunday, Richard Visser, Scott Revell, Mark Teske, Deb Heintz, John Haakenson, Marjorie Kasper
Guests:  Rick Dawson, Benton-Franklin Health District; Jeanne, RJ, Bob
County staff:  Susan Walker, Valerie Smith, Mike Shuttleworth

Ecology staff:  Lennard Jordan

Consultant team:  Amy Summe


	3:05
	Review May 2013 Meeting Summary

Summary approved with no changes. 


	3:10 – 3:25
	Guest Speaker Rick Dawson, Environmental

Health Division, Benton Franklin Health District
· Drain-field won’t be in placed in a floodway; may be placed in a floodplain, but it’s site-specific.

· Preferred/required:

· Less intrusive root system; grass better than trees
· Roots being at least 10 feet away from drainfield

· Drainfield should be at least 100 feet from the river or other surface waters
· Septic tank should be at least 50 feet from the river

· Trees should be set back 10 feet from drainfield and 5 feet from septic structures 
· Drain-field “replacement areas” (in case your system fails): should be “like size” & respect setbacks; adequately protect environment and not condemn the home.

· ½ acre density is okay.

· Nothing can be placed or planted on the drainfield

· Variances can happen, all are site-specific, HD has tools/variances to try not to condemn a house.  If someone obtained a variance based on distance from waters, then additional treatment would be required.  Variances are not issued for new construction.
· Most septic systems are landward of a house
· SFD if system fails must connect to city sewer in an emergency (if within 200 feet of the connection point; 600 feet for a commercial business)

	3:25 – 4:45
	Review of Revised May 2013 SMP material
Amy Summe reviewed the changes to the SMP sections made per SAC and County staff comments.  Continued discussion occurred on just a few concepts, primarily related to identification/assessment of adverse impacts and mitigation. 

Environmental Protection (05.020) 
· Group discussion of the difficulties identifying quantitative thresholds for what constitutes an adverse impact, particularly as cumulative impacts must be considered and whether a given action has an adverse effect has a lot to do with location and other site-specific conditions.  The SMP language was tweaked to indicate that the list of adverse impacts was really a list of example actions that may result in adverse effects.  There was some interest in removing this list altogether, but others felt there were benefits to keeping the list as guidance for staff and applicants.
· Discussion of alternative mitigation, including provisions for identifying when/if offsite mitigation might be appropriate and request to specifically identify different alternative mitigation tools (such as in lieu fee or mitigation banks).  The County currently does not allow off-site mitigation.  There is increasing interest and support among state and federal regulatory agencies for alternative mitigation approaches when indicated by watershed/landscape-level considerations.  alternative mitigation (for example: 1 tree taken out should be replaced with 4 bushes or something that provides the same function/coverage.

· Commenter suggested that an SMP objective should be to “make it better” – ecological functions should be improved in 20 years, not just maintained at current level
· Question: “what happens when a fire comes through; do property owners have to mitigate?” Answer: No, insurance/FEMA would handle site issues.  A fire is not a development subject to the SMP.
· Question: What is the source/intent of 05.020(c)? Answer: The intent is basically to recognize that a number of SMP sections contain clear standards that already implement mitigation sequencing principles, and so it would not be necessary/appropriate to add a second layer of mitigation sequencing in those instances (e.g., dock standards, setbacks).
Review of June 2013 SMP material 

Amy Summe introduced the water quality and flood hazard reduction sections, and the five remaining sections of the critical areas regulations (wetlands, critical aquifer recharge areas, frequently flooded areas, geologically hazardous areas, and fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas), noting that the County’s existing critical areas regulations were incorporated into the SMP and then updated to use the latest science (particularly for wetlands) and meet a few other specific SMP Guidelines requirements.

The primary discussion element was related to the decision to base many of the wetland regulation revisions on Ecology’s “Wetlands & CAO Updates: Guidance for Small Cities Eastern Washington Version.”  Amy explained how that decision was made, including discussions with an Ecology wetland staff who was one of the authors of that document.  Another concern raised had to do with buffer averaging, and whether that was an appropriate and SMA-compliant tool in an SMP.  It was determined that additional coordination between Ecology staff, County and Consultant staff, and an SAC member would take place outside of the SAC meeting.
General SMP Discussion

· There were general questions and discussion of of how the SMP works with and relates to zoning, development regulations, and the comprehensive plan.  County staff addressed many of these questions, and explained how the SMP was an overlay essentially, and the stricter of other underlying regulations or the SMP applies.
· There was a request to create a “forward” to the SMP to describe how the document works, what agencies need to be consulted when working on the shoreline, other How Tos, and identification of all the regulations that may apply.

	4:45
	Public Comment and Round Table Thoughts
No public comments made.


	4:50
	Round Table Thoughts

None.



	4:55
	Adjourn
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