Date: December 12010
To: Joe Burar, Shoreline Planner, Washington Department of Ecology
From: Kitsap County DCD Shoreline Master Program Staff

RE: DRAFTResponses to Washington Deparent of Ecology Commenisn
the Draft Kitsap County SMPwentory and Characterization Report
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General Comments:
Section 1 Infroduction:

(Report Format) It is understood by Ecology, but may not be clear to all readers that
this characterization of shoreline ecological functions is largely based on the Kifsap
Nearshore Assessment and Puget Sound Ecosystem Characterization consistent with
option (I} of WAC 173-26-201(3)(B)* of the Guidelines. This fact should be made
clear early in the report. This explanation should include a description of the basic
approach for the creation of the shoreline Characterization Report similar to the
existing Methodology (Appendix A-1) section. The description should also include
any report assumptions and provide a general rationale for dividing the shoreline into
NAUS, including an explanation of the process for going from the assessment to the
characterization. For example, the main components of the Kitsap Nearshore
Assessment conceptual model should be generally described including assessment

principles such as “Assessment Units”, “Stressors”, “Physical Processes”,
“Controlling Factors”, “Ecosystem Structure” and “Ecosystem Functions”. These and
other relevant components of the Kitsap Nearshore Assessment should be described in
enough detail to show compliance with WAC 173-26-201(3)(D), illustrating the
Kitsap Nearshore Assessments ability to evaluate shoreline ecological functions
through determination of the overall condition of existing habitat and resources within
Kitsap County.

Same comment as above related to the freshwater Puger Sound Ecosystem
Characlerization.
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1) RESPONSEH: order to clarify both the use of thdearshore Assessmead thePuget Sound
Ecosystem Characterizatioms well as thassumptions ad rationale for shoreline divisonghe
methodology section (Draft Appendix A) was moved to the Introduction and further discussion
was added to explain the models used in the reports. More explanation was also added to the
Introduction to darify the process of how the reports are utilized in the Inventory and
Characterization and how their components comply with the requirements of WAQ&73
201(3)(d).

Section 2 Background.:

(Shoreline Jurisdiction) The draft report summarizes shoreline jurisdiction as
encompassing 216-miles of marine shoreline, 17 lakes (great than 20-acres) and 14
streams {greater than 20-¢fs) or associated wetlands, Based on recent legislation,
freshwater features subject to the Shoreline Management Act will no longer be listed
in WAC 173-18 (Streams/Rivers) or 173-20 (Lakes), but rather will be determined by
local Shoreline Master Programs., Therefore, the final Inventory Characterization
report should clearly establish which freshwater features are jurisdictional
streams/rivers, lakes or associated wetlands (see specific comments below).

“Overhanging structures™ in section 2.5.4 Land Use Characteristics (pg. 7), are not
clearly defined. Are these structures overwater or located upland, but within a critical
area or shoreline buffer? Even though Land-Use Characteristics are define within the
Kitsap Nearshore Assessment, additional descriptions should be provided within this
section to provide the reader with sufficient information without having to go directly
to the separate Kifsap Nearshore Assessment.

As addressed below under “Use Analysis” comments, recent Census or other
population projections for Kitsap County should be included within this section in a
narrative format.

2) RESPONSE:

e A complete list of the SMP Jurisdiction has been added in anevséctiOF f £t SR a{ at
WdzNRA & RA O A 2 Bection 2.6FEfeghwake Shordlirie 8pecifically lists lakes,
streams and associated wetlands included in Kitsap County SMP jurisdiction and the
rationale for including them (lake sizeser 20 acresor miles of fream greater than 20
cfsmean annual flow). The water bodies are also noted if thelude associated
wetlands.

e | y Owuerhanging Structuréslefinition was addedo Section 1.2, Glossary and
Abbreviations.This definition wasised in theNearshore Asssment. As suggested, the
inventory information irsection 2.5.4 Land Use Characteriskias been further
clarified.
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e Section 2.4General Land Usayas enhanced byhanging the title toadGeneral Land
Use, Economics and Population ¢ Ks@bstEhtialparagraphswere addedon these
topics

Section 3 Characterization Area Summaries:

(General comment) The Area Summaries provided within sections: 3.1-North Puget
Sound (pg. 10), 3.2-Central Puget Sound (pg. 85), 3.3-South Puget Sound (pg.
155), 3.4-North Hood Canal (pg. 266), 3.5-Central Hood Canal (pg. 318) and 3.6-
South Hood Canal (pg. 372) are invaluable and should be expanded to provide a
summary of additional Shoreline Characteristic information related to existing
development and level of impairment to shoreline ecological functions. For example
additional information could be provided summarizing the breakdown of drift cell
information in each of the following marine water categories: “Protect, Conserve,
Restore, Enhance, Create” consistent with section 4,1, Summary of additional
information such as the “Dominate Process”, “Stressor”, and/or “Controlling Factors
may also be useful to provide as part of the area summary. A few examples of
shoreline segment summary tables are provided below (next page) as well as on page
13 within chapter 7 of the SMP Handbook (Guidance).

%

The same general comment as stated above should apply to the freshwater shoreline
areas as well. Specific to the freshwater shorelines, when the “Freshwater Shoreline
Jurisdictions are listed in the Area Summaries, in addition to providing the names of
the jurisdictional areas it would be helpful to also provide the type of jurisdictional
shoreline (i.e. greater than 20-cfs mean annual flow, lake larger than 20-acres or
associated wetland). Also, because there are relatively few freshwater jurisdictional
features within each area, the features should be clearly labeled on a regional map to
clearly show the shoreline feature (river, lake or associated wetland) and the
surrounding geographic area.

Finally, the report would be easier to follow if a general map legend was provided for
cach of the drift cell maps to distinguish the main colors and define other relevant
symbols depicted on the individual maps. -

3) RESPONSE:
e The following were added to the Drift Cell and Freshwater Summary Tables: % of Total
Parcels Vacant or Underutilized (both resitdahand commercialinformation on
registered historic sitegndshellfish harvest area classification&dditions to the
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Watershed Characterization.

e Expansion of summarized information for each Characterization idneat needed,
since allavailable informabn is summarized by Drift Cells and Watersheds
Characterization areas were established in order to address the need to organize
information by larger areas for ease of description. Additional summarie3ritirCells
would not be benécial as these deliniations will only los@e componenin determining
the final Shoreline Environment Designation boundaries. Shoreline segment summary
tables, as suggested, might beore useful once delineations are made.

¢ The type of freshwater jurisdiginal shoreline was added tbe Background Chapter,
Section 2.8 Freqwater ShorelineNew maps have been created for each
Characterzation Area which clearly labgthoreline jurisdictiorand providea
geographial context for each freshwater shorelingjth a map legends and
descriptions.

e The colors on th€hapter Arift cell maps, are explained in the Introduction section
where the Nearshore Assessment in explained in detail.
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Section 4 Recommendations/Management Options & Section 5 Public Access
Opportunities/Shoreline Use Analysis:
Section 4 provides valuable recommendations that will serve as important guidance in
developing Shoreline Designations and SMP Policy’s and Regulations. However, the
Section 5 (Use Analysis), could be improved through synthesis of the most important
or information (i.e. dominate ecological process/function) for each shoreline area or
specific shoreline segment.

In addition to report format recommendations in Sections 1 & 2 above, the Use
Analysis in Section 5 could be improved with the following changes:

¢ A legend repeated throughout the section defining the colors used in column 2
(Level of Drift Cell Disturbance) and column 3 (Current SMP Environment
Designation). |

e It is understood that the “Population 2030” boundaries are not consistent with the
Kitsap Nearshore Assessment “Drift Cell” boundaries. Therefore, Ecology
suggests that the County take the “Population 2030” data out of the Use Analysis
section and discuss in a narrative format within the reports Background section.

¢ It is not understood how the County determined “Yes” or “No” under the category
of “Potential for Parcel Buildout”. Because of the multitude of site-specific
factors affecting the buildout potential of multiple sites within a drift cell, Ecology
suggests that the County consider replacing this category with information
summarizing the percentage of vacant vs. developed parcels within each drift cell.
This information would serve as a valuable baseline indicator of general
development potential within each drift cell in the form of new construction.

4) RESPONSEThe extensive drift cell informatioregarding dominant ecological
process/functions provded in the ChapteB tables. This information does not need to be
repeated a@in in the Shoreline Use Analysis chapter. The use analysis tables synthesise
information that is already provided in ¢hChapter 3 tables in order to be of use in a
preliminary determination of potential shoreline use conflicts.

e The legend for the tables is provided before the tables. Repeating this legend on every
page would take up spade this large document.
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Section 6 Data Gaps:

~ Section 6 on page 442 could be expanded by providing additional requests for
additional (future) data consistent with WAC 173-26-201(3) (¢) (viii). As defined
within the Guidelines, a data gap can consist of a request for additional information
that may facilitate more effective shoreline management. Data gaps should also
provide a sense of the significance of the data to management of the County’s
shoreline resources.

For example feeder bluff mapping or identification specific segments of the County’s
shoreline that serve as important sources of sediment, necessary for the formation of
critical nearshore habitats would be useful information if available for this SMP
update. If available, this information could help inform the County’s sitting of future
development as well as consideration of the relative concerns/impacts associated with
future shoreline modifications and anticipated impacts to know feeder bluffs along the
County’s shorelines. :

5) RESPONSEhapter @ata Gaps was expanded basedlos feedback fronthe Washington
Department of Ecology amather state and local agencies and tribes.

Consistency with SMP-Guideline Inventory3 Requirements:

The information provided within both the freshwater and marine shoreline segments

appears to satisfy the minimum requirements of WAC 173-26-201(3) (¢). Similar to

previous comments provided for Section 1 (Introduction), 2 (Background), and 3
(Characterization), an overall summary of inventory elements by area (i.e. North Puget
Sound, Hood Canal, etc.) would provide a helpful overall picture of existing
land/shoreline uses, public access opportunities, critical areas, special interest areas,
etc within each of the distinct geographic areas. See WAC 173-26-201(3) (¢) i
through x for a list of specific shoreline Inventory elements to summarize by area.

6) RESPONSIEee above response #3 regarding summarizing informato@haracterization
Area

Consisteney with SMP-Guideline Analysis® Requirements:

As noted above related to Section 1 (Introduction), the Inventory /Characterization
report appears consistent with option (I) from WAC 173-26-201(3) (B). This option
has been achieved through use of the existing Kifsap County Nearshore Assessment
and the Puget Sound Ecosystem Characterization. Both of these studies provide
relevant information to characterize the County’s shoreline areas and are based on
sound methodology and use of appropriate scientific principles.
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7) RESPONSHDnNe.

Specific Comments from Ecology technical reviewers:
Floodplain Management: Chuck Steele — Floodplain Management Specialist

Section 2.3.3 (pg. 4) Reference in the first paragraph is made to Kitsap County’s flood
regulations as Title 19, the CAQ, 2005. Title 19 has only a single paragraph relating
to FFAs; Title 15, Flood Hazard Areas, 2003, is the proper reference to the County’s
floodplain regulations, We suggest this section be changed to read as follows (or other
words to the same effect):

“Frequently Flooded Areas are all Kitsap County lands, shorelands and waters that
are within the one-hundred year floodplain as designated by FEMA on Flood
Insurance Rate Maps dated December 18, 2007 (Kitsap County Title 19, Critical
Areas Ordinance, 2005, and Kitsap County Title 15, Flood Hazard Areas, 2003).
These areas are found along most major stream and river floodplains within the
county and nearshore wetland areas. For shorelings, FFAs are defined not only by
the FEMA maps, they are also defined by the FEMA-designated base {100-year}
flood elevations.”

(General Comment) The characterization does reference FFAs as those depicted on
FEMA maps. It would be appropriate to reference the current date of these maps,
since the original 1980 maps were recently updated with new data on some streams
and new depictions of all the flood date on current LiDAR topography. The date of
the current FIRMs for Kitsap County is December 18, 2007. It is important that the
characterization recognize this date because the new maps do depict different
boundaries throughout the County because of the better topography.

Map (C31) is very difficult to read because of its reduced scale; it appears to have all
of the stream boundaries shown, but there are no flood hazard areas shown for the
marine shorelines. Most all marine shorelines wete studied in detail in the 1980 Flood
Insurance Study (FIS) and these boundaries were better delineated in 2007 using the
newer topographic information.,

8) RESPONSEhanges made as suggested. All maps are better viewed for detail electonically
due to the ability to zoom in on a specific area. Map C31 does, in fact, show the Frequently
Flooded Areas BMA floodplains) along the marine shorelin® new number will be provided

for this map in the final draft.
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Marine Habitat Characterization: Kathy Taylor PhD. Marine Habitat Specialist

9) RESPONSE

TheNR L2 alt F2NJ GKS ab2 ¢2dzO0K . dzf T-Sodisol &
thatthe tS NI @G b 2 (2 dzONeéfagree dhat RiS ihaSalr§té&kand misleading
wording.

Regarding comments for Pages 417,418,408: October20, 2010, DCD staff met with
Ms. Taylor to discuss these comments. The Management Options in Chapter 4 were
taken directly from existing docuemts. It is also noted in the Draft that these
Managenent Options were placed intb & 0 SRecomfehdation category, and
acknowledges that the Management Options can and should be used interchangeably
when possible.

As advised by Stephan Stanlegda@ional descriptions for freshwater recommendations
concerning watefflow processes by watershed have been added in Chapter 4.
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