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Shoreline Advisory Committee Meeting #8 –SUMMARY
May 9, 2013, 3 p.m.

Meeting Summary

	3:00
	Welcome & Introductions 

Attendance

SAC members: Mark Nielson, John Haakenson, Tom Mackay, Scott Revell, Mark Teske, Deb Heintz, Shane Early, Marjorie Kasper
SAC members absent: Michael Crowder , Vic Parrish,  John Marvin, Matthew Cummings, Darrel Sunday, Richard Visser 
Guests:  Jeanne
County staff:  Susan Walker, Valerie Smith, Mike Shuttleworth, RJ Lott
Ecology staff:  Lennard Jordan
Consultant team:  Amy Summe, Kevin Gifford


	3:05
	Review April 2013 Meeting Summary

Summary approved with no changes. 


	3:10 – 4:45
	Environment Designations

Consultant Amy Summe reviewed the changes to the draft environment designation language made per the last SAC meeting, and presented the County-wide draft map.  

SAC comment: Discussion about status of the Benton cities’ SMPs, and whether there was consistency between the County designation of the UGA and the Cities’ pre-designation of the UGA.  SAC member provided update Richland’s May 8th Shoreline Update Open House.  Hanford lands were an important topic. 

Response: Staff and consultants will be tracking the Cities’ development of designations for UGAs to ensure consistency.  Hanford will be maintained in its own designation that will act mainly as Conservancy because of the Hanford Reach overlay in the Shoreline Jurisdiction.  

SAC comment:  Discussion of the appropriate designation for the Port-owned properties southwest of Plymouth.  Noted that the Comp Plan/zoning designation of the area may not be compatible with certain development (such as Industrial), at least in shoreline jurisdiction, given its proximity to Plymouth Park and archeological/cultural resources.  Should we re-designate based on what is there currently? Or what use will be there in the future?  
Response: Staff and consultant team will weigh these issues and input and amend the designation as needed.
Environmental Protection
Amy Summe introduced key provisions of the environmental protection regulations – in particular that mitigation sequencing is required and that mitigation is required for adverse impacts.
Comment: What is the definition of “adverse impact?” What is the measurement we are using to determine impacts, particularly for the vegetation alteration and grading standards?  It will be hard to administer these regulations if there are no quantitative numbers to distinguish adverse and non-adverse impacts.  The Current Planning staff will have to be the heavy and decide if there is adverse impact or not; and this could lead to inconsistencies between projects.  Concern was raised about whether the ground/surface water withdrawal standard was too broad and should not be called out as an adverse impact.  
Response: Staff and consultant team will evaluate whether/how to introduce some more quantitative thresholds for determining adverse impacts.
Comment: What is alternative mitigation?

Response: Alternative mitigation is a provision allowing flexibility for mitigation apart from the standard techniques described in the SMP – such as in-lieu fee, mitigation banks, advance mitigation, etc.
Vegetation Conservation

Amy Summe introduced key provisions of the vegetation conservation regulations – in particular that existing native vegetation should be preserved, that regulations do not apply to maintenance of existing altered landscapes, and that mitigation is required for adverse impacts to vegetation.  There are allowances for alterations for views and hazards.
Comment: Septic systems or storm water facilities usually don’t plant or want trees in their proximity because roots invading septic fields are problematic.  Vegetation should be perpetually opposed in these areas.
Response: Mike Shuttleworth said he would contact Rick Dawson on behalf of the Committee to answer their questions about Health Department concerns with vegetation and other shoreline uses.  He will need to find out the existing thresholds.

Critical Areas

Amy Summe introduced two sections of the critical areas regulations (general, and rivers and creeks), noting that the County’s existing critical areas regulations were incorporated into the SMP, with revision to those regulations made per SMP guidelines requirements shown in tracks.  Buffers were updated based on existing conditions by environment designation and river, and numerous administrative exemptions and processes were removed because of the requirement to use SMP administrative procedures, such as a Shoreline Variance.
Comment: The County doesn’t use the ‘determination of consistency’ process so it was deleted.  Also, buffer averaging reduction was limited to 25% of the standard buffer width.  After that, a Shoreline Variance would need to be obtained.
Comment: What about decks within buffers? 
Response: A buffer is generally a “no touch” area, whereas a setback is an area that you can build decks in and landscape, for example- structures such as houses cannot be located in a setback.  
Comment: Would excavation for foundation be allowed within buffer temporarily?

Response: It could be, provided that the area was fully restored after construction.
Comment: Should we protect non-salmon fishes?

Response: There are different life stages that are important to all fish.  Fish presence in some form is always there; and where there is carp there is probably salmon as well.

Comment: Modifying buffers in “hazard” situations. Do we have this capability?

Response: Yes.
Agriculture

Kevin Gifford introduced the proposed policies and regulations for agricultural activities, indicating that most of the policies are similar to existing agricultural policies from the current SMP or the County’s Comprehensive Plan. The partially complete draft use matrix for agricultural activities was also presented to show the SAC members what agricultural uses are currently prohibited by adopted zoning (commercial dairies, poultry and hog farms, feedlots, and stockyards). The remaining portions of the use matrix were filled in through group discussion.
Residential

Kevin Gifford introduced the proposed policies and regulations for residential development, indicating that most of the policies are similar to existing policies from the County’s current SMP or the State’s SMP Guidelines. The draft residential use matrix was also presented, though discussion about uses to be allowed in each shoreline environment was brief due to time constraints. The SAC members were asked to review the matrix and provide their feedback to staff and the Consultant team.
Nonconforming Uses and Existing Uses

Kevin Gifford introduced the standards for Nonconforming Uses, Structures, Lots, and Pre-Existing Legal Structures. This section was created by combining the County’s existing zoning standards for nonconforming uses with updated guidance from the Department of Ecology regarding pre-existing legal structures. Kevin summarized each of the subsections, answering questions regarding nonconforming structures versus nonconforming uses, as well as the criteria for restoration of a damaged nonconforming structure or use. Discussion indicated that the current threshold of 50% destruction might be too burdensome, and the regulations were generally regarded as being somewhat confusion. The Consultant team agreed to revisit this section for the purpose of streamlining and clarity, as well as to re-evaluate the 50% threshold.

	4:45
	Public Comment

No public comments made.


	4:55
	Round Table Thoughts

· Amy reminded the SAC that Staff and Consultants are looking for SAC input on the Draft Shoreline Restoration Plan.

· Amy encouraged the SAC to attend the June 5/6 public forums in Prosser and Kennewick.



	4:30
	Adjourn



