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1 William McCoy 
21026 Miller Bay Rd NE 
Poulsbo,  WA 98370 
whmccoy@gmail.com  

5/14/2021 
Via email 

22.400.135  
View Blockage  

I'm disappointed that my earlier comments and testimony have received no response from anyone, and 
that the latest advancing draft still has the vague and problematic language that contradicts the goals of 
the view blockage language and will unreasonably further restrict shoreline property owners' rights. 

In the current SMP code, and in the standalone view blockage ordnance that previously existed before 
being folded in to the 2014 SMP,  the definition of "principal building", in conjunction with the 
intrinsic  definition of the term "accessory structure", is unambiguous.  

In the proposed new SMP code, the definition of "principal building" has vague exceptions for 
undefined terms "converted boat house", "accessory dwelling unit", and (with the removal of the prior 
definition) "accessory structure".  As well, the term "primary structure" is used in a way that suggests that 
it was intended to have the same meaning as "principal building", but that is not entirely clear, and is it not 
an intrinsically defined term. One consistent term should be used, and it should be intrinsically defined, 

The result of the proposed new language would be that my view may be significantly blocked by an 
adjacent full-on residence that could be construed to be a  "converted boat house" (since that is not 
defined), whose owner may be able to expand it without limitation regarding view blockage (since it is 
excepted from being considered the "principal building" on that lot), Yet  I may not be able to remodel my 
home because I am being forced to draw a view blockage line to another residence on that same adjacent 
lot that is further from the water. This makes no sense at all, and is entirely contrary to the original 
intention to protect views which clearly excepted only small accessory structures (based on square footage 
and height). If my neighbor has a gigantic boathouse or nearshore dwelling that's a converted boathouse, 
that blocks both her and my views, so be it, but I shouldn't then have my building envelope pushed back to 
reflect the location of some other dwelling further back on that adjacent lot. 

At a minimum, code language should avoid undefined terms that are subject to dispute, such as "converted 
boat house" and (now) "accessory structure", as well as the (I believe mistaken) use of "primary structure". 
But it would be much better to simply restore the original language and intent from the standalone view 
blockage ordinance. 

ATTACHMENT 3: COMPILATION OF BOARD OF COUNTY COMMISSIONERS PUBLIC COMMENTS

mailto:whmccoy@gmail.com


Draft: 5/27/2021 

Page 2 of 26 
 

2 Sam Phillips 
Environmental Scientist 
Natural Resources 
Department 
Port Gamble S'Klallam Tribe 
Office: 360-297-6289  Cell: 
360-265-4711 

5/17/2021  
Via email 
(requested 
PGST to resend 
during official 
comment 
period) 

 May 5, 2021  
Kirvie Mesebeluu-Yobech, Planner Department of Community Development, Kitsap County 615 Division 
Street Port Orchard, WA 98366 kyobech@co.kitsap.wa.us  
 
Dear Ms. Yobech,  
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the proposed amendments to the Kitsap County Shoreline 
Master Program (SMP). I am writing on behalf of the Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe. The Tribe has a vested 
interest in the SMP to ensure that its natural resources are protected by County ordinance.  
In response to comments received:  

• Brian and Donna Mondak – view blockage – 22.400.135  
• We support the protection of vegetative buffers. They should not be subject to view 

blockage requirements of neighboring properties. PGST values the vegetative buffers for 
water quality and ecological functions and encourages the use of trees for screening of 
buildings as viewed from the water. We oppose the requested change that limits side yard 
plantings to 6 feet in height.  

• John Read, Betsy Cooper, Futurewise, Washington State Parks – sea level rise – 22.400.105  
• We support the comments that sea level rise should be considered in shoreline master 

programs.  
• Betsy Cooper – tribal trust lands – 22.100.120.D  

• Port Gamble S’Klallam Tribe is a sovereign nation and its Trust lands are exempt from the 
SMP. We support the proposed clarification and oppose the request to limit the 
exemption.  

• WDFW – hybrid bank protection – 22.150.570  
• We support the suggested clarification that “hybrid” bank protection shall only include 

hard elements intended to anchor large wood that will not impact erosion, wood 
recruitment or littoral drift. We support the suggested clarification that beach nourishment 
used for compensatory mitigation does not qualify a project as a “hybrid” structure.  

• Suquamish Tribe – recognition of tribal treaty rights  
• We support the request that the SMP acknowledge tribal treaty rights and shoreline uses.  

• Suquamish Tribe - 22.600.175 - Shoreline Stabilization  
• We support the request that any proposed project that will be seeking to obtain a ‘hybrid’ 

bulkhead status shall require a staff consultation. PGST also requests that we have the 
opportunity to participate in these discussions to ensure that treaty resources are not 
diminished by reviewing the proposal under a hybrid status.  
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22.400.120.C.1.b – Constrained Lot Provisions – We are concerned with the high number of platted lots 
along the Hood Canal shoreline in areas zoned for rural development. Constrained lots unable to meet 
reduced standard buffers in a rural residential zone intended for one dwelling unit per 5 acres should not 
be eligible for buffer variances.  
 
22.400.120.C.2.c – Lateral expansions into the shoreline buffers - We oppose lateral expansions within the 
shoreline buffer. Lateral expansions increase the value of a structure which incentivizes a landowner to 
armor a shoreline to prevent natural erosional processes. Any new development should be located outside 
of a shoreline buffer.  
 
22.400.120.D.1.c - Beach stairs –We support the requirement for functional grating and this standard 
should also apply to beach tram landings. Beach stairs should not be constructed in a way that hardens the 
shoreline and it is essential that accessory structures such as beach stairs are not eligible for future 
shoreline armoring. The condition that the structure will be prohibited from armoring should be written 
into the shoreline development permit. Public notice should be required with or without a project meeting 
exemption provisions. Landings should not restrict Tribal fishing access, by either interfering with 
placement of set nets or access to shellfish harvesting. Add that beach stairs placed below the high tide line 
will require a Corps permit.  
 
22.400.120.D.1.d - Beach trams - While the vegetation removal may be minimized, the siting of a beach 
tram landing should be carefully reviewed by DCD and it is essential that accessory structures such as beach 
trams are not eligible for future shoreline armoring. The condition that the structure will be prohibited 
from armoring should be written into the shoreline development permit. Public notice should be required 
with or without a project meeting exemption provisions. Landings should not restrict Tribal fishing access, 
by either interfering with placement of set nets or access to shellfish harvesting. Add that beach tram 
landings placed below the high tide line will require a Corps permit.  
 
22.400.120.D.1.f – Water-oriented storage – It is essential that accessory structures such as boathouses 
are not eligible for shoreline armoring. 
 
22.100.125 – List of shoreline waterbodies - We recommend adding Dewatto River to the list of 
shoreline water bodies. 
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Shoreline access - We are concerned with proliferation of new beach access structures and the 
establishment of beach trams as a shoreline use. While we understand that public access is one of the 
stated goals of the shoreline management act, this should not be misconstrued as access for private 
shoreline landowners on lots constrained by steep coastal bluffs. Private access via beach access stairs 
and beach trams should not be given preference over protection of the environment. While beach 
stairs and beach trams may be warranted on a case-by-case basis, they should not be considered a 
right granted by the SMP. 
 
Climate change – We recommend the SMP integrate the results from the Kitsap County Climate 
Change Resiliency Assessment in the next update, particularly Chapter 10 covering landslides, 
sediment processes, bluff erosion, storm surge and coastal flooding. The effects of sea level rise should 
be addressed with managed retreat away from coastal hazards to avoid defensive measures such as 
hardening of the shoreline. Kitsap County should create a buyout program for geologically hazardous 
areas on the shoreline to accommodate natural bluff recession that may accelerate with rising sea 
levels. Eventually this will be necessary to achieve no-net-loss of shoreline ecological function. 
Consider the Estuary and Salmon Restoration Program Beach Strategies to identify priority bluffs for 
sediment supply with reach based assessments of potential benefits. 
 

3 Anthony Hitchman 
206-295-8984 
Tonhit206@gmail.com 

5/19/2021 
Via Online Open 
House 
Comment 
Portal 

22.400.135 
View Blockage 

Leave 22.400.135 as previously written. The proposed change protects views of neighboring and adjoining 
properties which is not lawful. Basic real estate law states you can't protect a view. Also using the term 
"significantly impact" makes permitting a judgement call by the county. 

4 Jan Wold 
 

5/24/2021 
Via Public 
Hearing 

Aquaculture Comment on aquaculture section. Reference USACE cumulative impacts analysis for shellfish aquaculture, 
Kitsap shorelines covered with shellfish aquaculture, contributing to endangered species list, named listed 
ESA-species in Kitsap, contributes to large plastic debris problem, Hood Canal has highl level of carbon 
dioxide and dissolved oxygen issue. Many aquaculture some are 200 acres in size; using invasive and 
destructive harvest processes. 

a. Strongly support amending SMP section about CUP for commercial geoduck permits  
b. Need to review geoduck permits more often, they change often 
c. County shellfish permits continue forever 
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d. Will email comments 
  

5 Tony Hitchman 
Kingston, WA 

5/24/2021 Via 
Public Hearing 

22.400.135 
View Blockage  

Been reviewing SMP revisions and surprised that amendment 22.400.135 View Blockage Section was in 
revision. Encourage you that wording does not move process from subjective to objective and DCD will 
make decision when reviewing permits. Change will impact neighboring properties and cause issues. Not 
allowed in real estate law. Don’t try to slip something into view blockage section. Encourage the BOCC not 
to accept amendments to KCC 22.400.135 

6 Diani Taylor Eckerson 
Taylor Shellfish family 
business (HQ in Shelton, WA) 

5/242021  Comment from Taylor Shellfish family business. This is a family company, I’m a fifth generation worker. Our 
headquarter is in Shelton, WA. Thank you for the work to review and update the SMP. It is really useful and 
important for shellfish farmers to be able to keep farming. 

7 Donna M. Simmons, 
President 
Hood Canal Environmental 
Council 
P.O. 87 
Seabeck, Washington 98380 
 
(360) 877-5747 
nana@hctc.com   
 

5/25/2021  Enclosed are HCEC's comments on the Kitsap County SMP Update.  I will be out of touch for a few weeks so 
If you need more information please contact Jan Wold at jestuary@hotmail..com.   
// 
May 24, 2021 
 
Kitsap County Board of County Commissioners 
614 Division St. MS361 
Port Orchard, Washington 98366 
 
Re: Hood Canal Environmental Council Comments on Shoreline Master Program Update 
 
Attention:  Kitsap County Board of County Commissioners: 
 
The Hood Canal Environmental Council (HCEC) requests that the following comments be entered into the 
public record regarding the Aquaculture Section of the Kitsap County Shoreline Master Program Update. 
 
22.600.115 Aquaculture 
A. Environment Designations Permit Requirements (approximately page 89): 
Geoduck Aquaculture in All Designations 
 

mailto:nana@hctc.com
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a. HCEC strongly supports this section that requires a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for all new commercial 
geoduck aquaculture and existing aquaculture being converted to commercial geoduck  aquaculture as 
proposed.  
 
HCEC further proposes that any new commercial non-geoduck aquaculture also requires a CUP.  These non-
geoduck commercial aquaculture farms such as those raising clams and oysters are using numerous 
tideland disturbing practices.  For example, these include presently dragging harrows on the tidelands in 
oyster operations as well as using or proposing to use tulip bulb digging machines on the tidelands in oyster 
operations to dig up the substrate to extract shellfish.  These and other shellfish growing activities disturb 
natural organisms, cause turbidity and release carbon into Hood Canal.  All commercial shellfish farms 
should be reviewed by the county using the CUP process due to the high level of disturbance of these 
practices.  
 
HCEC supports the requirements (approximately page 88) and in particular item 2i.  Aquatic and benthic 
organisms present, including forage fish, and spawning and other life cycle use of, or adjacent to, the site. 
 
HCEC also supports item 2j.  “Probable direct, indirect and cumulative impacts to items  (B) (2)) (a)  through 
(i) of this section; ...”  
 
The operational plan requirements are also important  Of extreme importance is item l. “Other measures to 
achieve no net loss of ecological functions consistent with the mitigation's sequence described in WAC 173-
26-201 (2)  (e)” 
 
Development Standards (around page 89)    
General Standards 
a.  “Aquaculture is dependent on the use of the water area and, when consistent with control of pollution 
and prevention of damage to the environment, shall be a preferred use.” 
 
HCEC does not support this statement that aquaculture is a preferred use in Puget Sound and in particular 
should not be a preferred use in Hood Canal.  Hood Canal is designated by the Shoreline Management Act 
as a Shoreline of  Statewide Significance .  Hood Canal also has some of the worst problems with carbon 
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dioxide in Puget Sound.  Many of the activities of any type of shellfish aquaculture lead to releases of 
carbon that can significantly worsen an already bad situation. 
 
b. When a shoreline substantial development or conditional use permit is issued for a new aquaculture use 
or development, that permit shall apply to the initial siting, construction, and planting or stocking of the 
facility or farm.  Authorization to conduct such activities shall be valid for a period of five years with a 
possible extension per Section 22.500.105 (H).  After an aquaculture use or development is established 
under a shoreline permit, continued operation of the use or development, including, but not limited to, 
maintenance, harvest, replanting, restocking or changing the culture technique shall not require a new or 
renewed permit unless otherwise provided in the conditions of approval or if required pursuant to permit 
revision criteria in WAC 173-27-100 (H) or this program.  Changing of the species cultivated shall be subject 
to applicable standards of the program, including, but not limited to, monitoring and adaptive management 
in accordance with subsection (C) (1) (g) of this section.” 
 
HCEC supports the inclusion of item c through item n.vii and 2a that are listed below:  
 
c.  Aquaculture shall not be permitted in areas where it would result in a net loss of shoreline ecological 
functions, or where adverse impacts to critical saltwater and freshwater habitats cannot be mitigated 
according to the mitigation sequencing requirements of this program (see Section 22.400.110 (A). 
 
d.  Aquaculture shall not significantly conflict with navigation and other water-dependent uses.  
 
e.  Aquaculture activities proposed within Shorelines of Statewide Significance shall first be   
subject to the policies for shorelines of statewide significance contained in Chapter 22.300         
(General Goals and Policies), and then the policies and regulations contained in this section, in that               
order of preference.     
       
f.  In general, when considering new aquaculture activities, refer to policies at Sections  
22.300.125(E) through (K) for siting and design preferences. 
 
g.  Project applicants proposing to introduce aquatic species that have not previously been                          
cultivated in Washington State are responsible for pursuing required state and federal approvals relating to 
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the introduction of such species, as determined by applicable state and federal agencies.  A plan for 
monitoring and adaptive management shall also be submitted for county review unless the operation is 
conducted in a fully contained system with no water exchange to the shoreline.  The county shall provide 
notice and time to comment for appropriate agencies in accordance with county procedural requirements 
and shall circulate the monitoring and adaptive management plan.  Upon approval, the plan shall become a 
condition of project approval. 
h.  Over-water structures and /or equipment, and any items stored upon such structures such as materials, 
garbage, tools, or apparatus shall be designed and maintained to minimize visual impacts.   The maximum 
height for items stored upon such structures shall be limited to three feet, as measured from the surface of 
the raft or the dock, unless shoreline conditions serve to minimize visual impacts (for example: high bank 
environments, shorelines without residential development), but in no case shall the height exceed six feet.  
Height limitations do not apply to materials and apparatus removed from the site on a daily basis.  
Materials that are not necessary for the immediate and regular operation of the facility shall not be stored 
waterward of the OHWM.   
 
i.  Aquaculture structures and equipment used on tidelands below ordinary high water shall be of sound 
construction, with the owners' identifying marks where feasible, and shall be so maintained. Abandoned or 
unsafe structures and/or equipment shall be promptly removed or repaired by the owner. 
 
j.  No processing of any aquaculture product, except for the sorting and culling of the cultured organism 
and the washing or removal of surface materials or organisms after harvest, shall occur in or over the water 
unless specifically approved by permit.  All other processing and related facilities shall be located on land 
and shall be subject to the regulations for commercial development (Section 22.600.130) and industrial 
development (Section 22.600.150 ), in addition to the provisions of this section. 
 
k.  No garbage, wastes or debris shall be allowed to accumulate at the site of any aquaculture operation, 
except for in proper receptacles.      
 
l.  All floating and submerged aquaculture structures and facilities in navigable waters shall be marked in 
accordance with U.S. Coast Guard requirements. 
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m.  The rights of treaty tribes to aquatic resources within their usual and accustomed areas are addressed 
through direct coordination between the applicant/proponent and the affected tribe(s). Kitsap County will 
notify affected tribes  of new shoreline permit applications utilizing applicable notification process in Title 
21 (Land Use and Development Procedures). 
 
n.  In order to avoid or limit the ecological and aesthetic impacts from aquaculture siting and operations 
the following shall apply:   
 
   Predator exclusion devices shall  be firmly attached or secured so as not to become dislodged. 
   Predator exclusion devices shall blend with the natural environment. 
   Aquaculture operators shall routinely inspect and maintain predator exclusion devices. 
 
Predator exclusion devices such as rubber bands, small nets, and area netting can be dislodged and        
pose a hazard to birds, marine mammals, and other wildlife and domestic animals, and thus are subject    to 
Kitsap County public nuisance regulations (Chapter 9.56).   
 
Predator exclusion methods shall not be designed to intentionally kill or injure birds or mammals.      
Predator exclusion methods shall comply with federal and state regulations as determined by applicable 
federal and state agencies. 
 
 When determined necessary to minimize aesthetic and habitat impacts of large-scale  projects, the county 
may require a phased approach to operation.  This includes planting and harvesting areas on a rotational 
basis within the same tideland parcel.  
 

2. Additional Standards for Commercial Geoduck Aquaculture 
 
In addition to the general development standards above, commercial geoduck aquaculture shall only be 
allowed where sediments, topography, land and water access support geoduck aquaculture operations 
without significant clearing or grading. 
 
HCEC has  suggestions for changes to the following three items (2b,2c.a d 2e .)  These are: 
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2b.  All permits shall take into account that commercial geoduck operators have the right to harvest 
geoduck once planted unless they are violating their permit. 
 
c.  All subsequent cycles of planting and harvest shall not require a new CUP, subject to WAC 17 3.27-100. 
 
e.  Commercial geoduck aquaculture workers shall be allowed to accomplish on-site work during low tides, 
which may occur at night or on weekends. Where such activities are necessary, noise and light impacts to 
nearby residents shall be mitigated to the greatest extent practicable. 
 
The HCEC appreciates the opportunity to provide comments on the Kitsap County SMP Update.   
 
Sincerely, 
 
Donna M. Simmons, President 
Hood Canal Environmental Council 
(360  ) 877-5747 
nana@hctc.com 
// 

8 Jan Wold                                                                                                  
POB 1340                                                                                                
Poulsbo, WA  98370                                                                                                     
j.creek@hotmail.com  

5/27/2021 Via 
email. Follow 
up to verbal 
testimony 
provided during 
public hearing 
on 5/24/2021 

22.600.115 
Aquaculture 

KITSAP COUNTY SHORELINE MASTER PROGRAM UPDATE 2021 
HEARING COMMENTS 
May 24, 2021 
I am commenting in particular on the aquaculture section (22.600.115) of the Shoreline Master Program. I 
have a number of years of experience observing  commercial shellfish operations as well as education and 
years of work experience in the fields of aquatic biology and fisheries. 
 
A draft Army Corps of Engineers cumulative effects analysis found that over 20% of Puget Sound and 19% 
of Hood Canal tidelands were covered by commercial shellfish permits. These are generally in the most 
critical areas of our estuaries.  In Hood Canal about 45% of these commercial farms are in areas of forage 
fish spawning.   
 
We are seeing precipitous drops in many species, including forage fish, eelgrass and threatened and 
endangered species such as salmon, orcas, marbled murrelets, Western grebes, sunflower starfish and 

mailto:j.creek@hotmail.com
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other fish species.  We are seeing plastic debris issues.  Hood Canal in particular is having elevated levels of 
carbon dioxide and acidification of the water.  According to recent research disturbance of the ocean floor 
releases large amounts of carbon that adds to carbon dioxide levels and acidification of ocean waters. A 
federal court recently found that all of the  commercial shellfish farm permits in our State are in violation of 
the Clean Water Act and the National Environmental Policy Act due to the underlying Army Corps 
commercial shellfish permits in the state of Washington being found to be invalid by the Federal Court. 
 
I strongly support the SMP section that requires a Conditional Use Permit (CUP) for all new commercial 
geoduck aquaculture AND existing aquaculture that is being converted to commercial geoduck aquaculture. 
 
I would further propose that changed methods on commercial non-geoduck aquaculture should also 
require a new county permit or at least an update of any existing permit.  These non-geoduck commercial 
aquaculture farms such as those raising clams and oysters are using numerous tideland disturbing 
practices.  Some of these commercial farms are 200 acres in size.  These methods include dragging harrows 
on the tidelands in oyster operations as well as using or  proposing to use tulip bulb digging machines on 
the tidelands to dig up the shellfish. These and other shellfish growing activities disturb natural organisms, 
cause turbidity and release carbon into Hood Canal.  All commercial shellfish farms should be reviewed by 
the county periodically due to the high level of disturbance of these practices. 
 
It also appears that county shellfish permits continue forever, even if they need to get new Army Corps 
Permits.  This is not appropriate at the county level.  This is not a house or building that stays the same in 
one place over time.  This is an activity that is being constantly modified, research data is changing and the 
number of many plants and animals in Puget Sound are dropping drastically. 
 
The GeneralStandards section 1a states that “Aquaculture... shall be a preferred use.”   
 
I do not support this statement that aquaculture is a preferred use in Puget Sound and in particular should 
not be a preferred use in Hood Canal. Hood Canal is designated by the Shoreline Management Act as a 
shoreline of statewide significance.  Hood Canal has numerous threatened and endangered species under 
extreme threat.  Hood Canal also has some of the worst problems with carbon dioxide in Puget Sound.  
Many of the activities of any type of shellfish aquaculture lead to releases of carbon that can significantly 
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worsen an already bad situation.  If this statement is a requirement of the state of Washington then the 
county should push back on this inappropriate statement when ever possible.   
 
The SMP also states that all permits shall take into account that commercial geoduck operators have the 
right to harvest geoduck once planted.  I feel that the county should add after the “...geoduck once 
planted” the statement “unless they are in violation of their permit”. 
 
Thank you. 

9 GARY T. CHREY 
chrey@shierslaw.com 
SHIERS LAW FIRM LLP 
600 Kitsap Street, Suite 202, 
Port Orchard, WA 98366 
Telephone: (360) 876-4455 
Facsimile: (360) 876-0169 
World Wide Web: 
shierslaw.com 

5/27/2021 Via 
email 

View blockage, 
site specific 
concerns 

Greetings, 
I am the owner of Kitsap County tax parcel number 032401-3-095-2004 which is an undeveloped 
waterfront lot on Rocky Point. 
 
This email is submitted as a comment on the Shoreline Master Program and as a request for a consultation. 
 
I am always available by email chrey@shierslaw.com and by cell 360-620-8522 to answer any questions. 
 
I look forward to your reply. 
 
The overall concern that I have is what effect the proposed changes to the Shoreline Master Program will 
have upon my property and in particular whether the view provisions will have an impact on the setbacks 
applicable to my property. 
The recent history of my property has involved the Amendments that were made a few years ago to the 
Kitsap County Development Code regarding lot size regulations in the Urban Growth Areas.  My property is 
an undeveloped waterfront lot. It is Kitsap County tax parcel number 032401-3-095-2004. It has been in my 
family for 100 years. The lot is long and narrow. It is approximately 90’ wide and 800’ feet long. The Kitsap 
County website states the size as approximately 1.64 acres and approximately 71,438 square feet. The lot 
has several challenging issues such as access, wetlands and topography. There is no sewer service. It was 
created by a short plat in the 1980’s. I have included with this email as an attachment a copy of the 
recorded short plat that shows my lot (Lot D) in yellow. There are two other undeveloped waterfront lots in 
the short plat, Lot A and Lot B, that are owned by members of my family.  I am interested in building one 
house on the waterfront on my lot. 
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Thank you. 
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10 Dana Sarff 
Environmental Planner 
Department of Natural 
Resources 
Skokomish Tribe 

5/27/2021 Via 
Email 

 Thank you for the opportunity to comment. Please see the attached comment document. The Skokomish 
Tribe will be making similar comments to Mason and Jefferson County's regarding their respective 2021 
SMP Program eight  year reviews and updates. In terms of local government (County) administration, 
management, and implementation of SMP Programs, this is where the "rubber meets" the road with 
respect to effects on critical habitat and treaty protected natural resources within shoreline/riparian 
buffers in our Hood Canal Usual and Accustomed Area (U&A). We hope these comments are instructive and 
helpful.  
  
Respectfully, 
Dana Sarff 
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11 William M. Palmer, President 
KITSAP ALLIANCE OF 
PROPERTY OWNERS 

5/27/2021 Via 
Email 

 Commissioner Robert Gelder 
Commissioner Ed Wolfe 
Commissioner Charlotte Garrido 
  
SUBJECT:    Shoreline Master Program Update 
  
Honorable Commissioners: 
Please note, the attached letter with KITSAP ALLIANCE OF PROPERTY OWNERS review and critique of the 
County’s Shoreline Master Program update is virtually the same letter provided to the Planning 
Commission at their March 23rd Public Hearing. 
We are  
1.    DCD’s summary of our comments in the matrix does not do justice to what we hope the Board will be 
able to seriously consider. 
2.   The Planning Commission’s consideration of the issues we have raised in our review of the proposed 
Shoreline Master Program update was very cursory in nature.  The Planning Commission failed to even read 
let alone discuss some serious problems KAPO believes are manifest in the SMP update. 
3.   When oral testimony is limited to 2-3-minutes even when there are less than five people in the 
audience wanting to express their views, such limitation is nothing but an “obstruction hurdle” for the 
person with the microphone and when appointed or elected officials do not bother to even read letters and 
reports submitted by the public, the citizen is left with the opinion that his, her or their opinion has no 
value and will be “round filed” without serious consideration.  Note, reading summaries of comments is just 
a way to “dis” the citizen. 
4.   KAPO would like the Board of Commissioners to pay special attention to our paragraphs numbered 3, 4 
and 5 found on pages 2 and 3 of our attached letter.  Further we would like the Board to make findings of 
fact in the Board’s final decision that specifically address the issues found in these paragraphs.  We believe 
also, that other points laid out in our letter deserve a response and findings by the Board as well. 
KAPO is not the only set of commentary that citizens have submitted.  Some people asked questions of DCD 
staff and there is nothing in the “record of testimony” that indicates the individuals received an answer to 
the questions. That is true even when the Matrix of Comments contain a staff response. 
Besides the critique KAPO has provided of the SMP, what is even of greater concern is that there is no, as in 
none, zilch, nada that any of the proposed code language was changed as a result of the comments or 
recommendations of individual citizens or groups of citizens.  The only modifications to provisions of the 
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SMP are changes DCD staff wants, which are in addition to “state mandates.”  Witness KAPO’S comment 
found at point number 6, found on Page 3 of our letter. 
Those of us who actually studied Civics in high school or college and keep a copy of our US Constitution at 
our ready access, know that our form of government is supposed to be “of the people, by the people and 
for the people.”  What we in KAPO are observing here in Kitsap County and at other levels, is that the 
citizens of the County have, at best, a moderated influence on decisions made by our elected officials.  The 
result of which seems to be that we have a government of the bureaucracy, by the bureaucracy and for the 
bureaucracy.  In the last five years especially, KAPO has watched plans and ordinances come before the 
Board for a decision with recommendations from staff for adoption in which citizens or even professionals 
working in the community, have had their recommendations rejected without comment. 
Some day maybe the Board will recognize that a government / citizen partnership like that which created 
Silverdale and the Ridgetop is the best model for how to plan for our County’s future.  Unfortunately, we 
do not have such a partnership, largely because citizen in put is devalued by summarization and an attitude 
that says in effect, we told you what we are going to do to you…………what more do you want? 
Respectfully submitted 
William M. Palmer, President 
KITSAP ALLIANCE OF PROPERTY OWNERS 
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12 Kathlene Barnhart 
Ecologist  

 
Suquamish Tribe 
PO 498 
Suquamish, WA 98392 
360-394-7165 (Office) 
kbarnhart@suquamish.nsn.us 

5/27/2021 Via 
Email 

 Kirvie, 
Thank you for providing a written response on 5/21/21 to the Tribe’s comments on the 2021 Draft SMP. It 
is our understanding that a public hearing was held on Monday, 5/24 and that the written comment period 
is extended through Wednesday, 5/26.  After review of those responses and verbal communication this 
afternoon, I have a few follow-up comments and clarifications. Please do not hesitate to reach out if you 
have any questions or would like to discuss these items further. 
 
22.400.120(B)(2)(f) Reduced Shoreline Stream Buffers 
Please clarify. Subsection C states that the “reduced standard buffer may be administratively reduced…”, 
implying that this section only applies to those situations where the REDUCED standard buffer needs 
further reduction. The Kitsap County SMP does not provide a reduced standard buffer number for shoreline 
streams, which is what the initial comment was addressing. It may be helpful to note in the Reduced 
Standard Buffers section that Shoreline Streams do not have a reduced standard buffer less than the 
standard buffer (200-feet), similar to what is done for the 50-foot buffer for the High Intensity designation. 
It would then be clear that any Type II Variance (10% reduction) is based on the 200-foot ‘reduced’ 
standard buffer. 
 
22.400.120.(D)(1)(a) Trails  
Boardwalks should be treated more like stairs as they are structures, unlike trails. Since language was 
added to require grated material for stairs and landings that are in the buffer or below OWHM, boardwalks 
should be held to the same standards. It is recommended ‘boardwalks’ be removed as a ‘trail’ option and 
be addressed in the stairs section. This would include similar requirements for grated decking. 
 
22.400.120.(D)(1)(a) Trails ;  22.500.105(B) Pre-application and Staff Consultations; 22.600.175 Shoreline 
Stabilization  
Previous comments were with respect to coordination and notification on shoreline projects. The County’s 
responses included, “Once a shoreline application is received and deemed complete, the tribes and WDFW 
are notified and have an opportunity to be in engaged in the applicant proposal through Notice of 
Application (KCC 21.04.210) and SEPA determination (KCC 18.04)”. Unfortunately, this is not always the 
case. Most shoreline permits are qualified as Shoreline Exemption permits, which do not have a Notice of 
Application. SEPA determinations, if not exempt, are typically provided toward the end of county review 
cycle. The Tribe is requesting that, 1) we be invited to participate in shoreline-related staff consultation 

mailto:kbarnhart@suquamish.nsn.us
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meetings to address any concerns as soon as possible (especially for overwater or armoring proposals), and 
2) the Tribe is provided with the “opportunity to review and comment on all development proposals in the 
Kitsap County Shoreline…” as per KCC 22.400.130(B)(1). Previous means for the Tribe to review and 
comment on all shoreline applications included a webpage that was periodically updated with all shoreline 
development applications. While not a substitute for formal Notice when required, it would help to fill in 
the gaps for those projects that were exempt from Notice and/or SEPA by providing the “opportunity” 
noted above. 
 
22.400.135 View Blockage  
The comment initially provided was addressed, however language regarding the relation to shoreline 
buffers appears to have been struck from the Planning Commission draft. This leaves no statement in this 
section to clarify that the shoreline setback line is going to be the greater of either the view line or 
shoreline buffer and setback. While the SMP in general does assert that the more protective setbacks shall 
apply, it is recommended to include/keep similar language in the View Blockage section to make it very 
clear that this is the case. 
 

13 Maradel Gale 
mkgale@uoregon.edu 
 

5/27/2021 Via 
OOH Comment 
Portal 

Laughlin Cove 
protection 
status 

I just want to make sure that this revisit to the SMP has not changed the protected status of the property 
that is Laughlin Cove County park and the property immediately to the north of Laughlin Cove. This area 
should stay in the most protected, least developable status as was requested in the last SMP update. 
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