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Date:  December 1, 2010 

To:  Joe Burcar, Shoreline Planner, Washington Department of Ecology 

From:  Kitsap County DCD  Shoreline Master Program Staff 

 

RE:    DRAFT  Responses to Washington Department of Ecology Comments on 

the  Draft Kitsap County SMP Inventory and Characterization Report 

 

 

9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ ŎƻƳƳŜƴǘǎ ŀƴŘ YƛǘǎŀǇ /ƻǳƴǘȅ ǊŜǎǇƻƴǎŜ ŀǊŜ ǇǊƻǾƛŘŜŘ ŀǎ ŦƻƭƭƻǿǎΥ 
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1) RESPONSE: In order to clarify both the use of the Nearshore Assessment and the Puget Sound  

Ecosystem Characterization, as well as the assumptions and rationale for shoreline divisons, the 

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 clarify the process of how the reports are utilized in the Inventory and  

Characterization and how their components comply with the requirements of WAC 173-26-

201(3)(d). 

 

 
2) RESPONSE:   

 A complete list of the SMP Jurisdiction has been added in a new sectiƻƴ ŎŀƭƭŜŘ ά{at 

WǳǊƛǎŘƛŎǘƛƻƴέ  !ŘŘƛǘƛƻƴŀƭƭȅΣ  Section 2.6 Freshwater Shoreline specifically lists lakes, 

streams and associated wetlands included in Kitsap County SMP jurisdiction and the 

rationale for including them (lake sizes-over 20 acres- or miles of stream greater than 20 

cfs mean annual flow).  The water bodies are also noted if they include associated 

wetlands. 

 !ƴ ά Overhanging Structuresέ definition was added to Section 1.2, Glossary and 

Abbreviations.  This definition was used in the Nearshore Assessment.  As suggested, the 

inventory information in section 2.5.4 Land Use Characteristics has been further 

clarified.  
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 Section 2.4, General Land Use, was enhanced by changing the title to άGeneral Land 

Use, Economics and Populationέ ǿƘŜǊŜ substantial paragraphs were added on these 

topics. 

 

 
 

 
 

3) RESPONSE:  

 The following were added to the Drift Cell and Freshwater Summary Tables: % of Total 

Parcels Vacant or Underutilized (both residential and commercial), information on 

registered historic sites, and shellfish harvest area classifications.  Additions to the 
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CǊŜǎƘǿŀǘŜǊ wŜŎƻƳƳŜƴŘŀǘƛƻƴǎ ¢ŀōƭŜ Ƴŀȅ ƘŜƭǇ ǎǳƳƳŀǊƛȊŜ ƛƴŦƻǊƳŀǘƛƻƴ ŦǊƻƳ 9ŎƻƭƻƎȅΩǎ 

Watershed Characterization. 

  Expansion of summarized information for each Characterization Area is not needed, 

since all available information 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 summaries for Drift Cells 

would not be beneficial as these deliniations will only be one component in determining 

the final Shoreline Environment Designation boundaries. Shoreline segment summary 

tables, as suggested, might be more useful once delineations are made. 

 The type of freshwater jurisdictional shoreline was added to the Background Chapter,  

Section 2.8, Freshwater Shoreline. New maps have been created for each 

Characterization Area which clearly label shoreline jurisdiction and provide a 

geographical context for each freshwater shoreline; with a map legends and 

descriptions. 

 The colors on the Chapter 3 drift cell maps, are explained in the Introduction section 

where the Nearshore Assessment in explained in detail. 
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4) RESPONSE:   The extensive drift cell information regarding dominant ecological 

process/function is provided in the Chapter 3 tables.  This information does not need to be 

repeated again in the Shoreline Use Analysis chapter.  The use analysis tables synthesise 

information that is already provided in the Chapter 3 tables in order to be of use in a 

preliminary determination of potential shoreline use conflicts. 

 

 The legend for the tables is provided before the tables.  Repeating this legend on every 

page would take up space in this large document. 

 ¢ƘŜ άtƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ нлолέ Řŀǘŀ ƻŦ ǘƘŜ ¦ǎŜ !ƴŀƭȅǎƛǎ ǿŀǎ ǊŜƳƻǾŜŘ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ Cƛƴŀƭ 5ǊŀŦǘΦ  ! 

ǇƻǇǳƭŀǘƛƻƴ ŘƛǎŎǳǎǎƛƻƴ Ƙŀǎ ōŜŜƴ ŀŘŘŜŘ ǘƻ ǘƘŜ ά.ŀŎƪƎǊƻǳƴŘέ ŎƘŀǇǘŜǊΦ 

 άtƻǘŜƴǘƛŀƭ ŦƻǊ tŀǊŎŜƭ .ǳƛƭŘƻǳǘέ ǿŀǎ ŎƘŀƴƎŜŘ  ǘƻ ά% of Total Parcels in Drift Cell (or 

jurisdiction) which are Vacaƴǘκ¦ƴŘŜǊǳǘƛƭƛȊŜŘέΦ 
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5) RESPONSE: Chapter 6 Data Gaps was expanded based on the feedback from the Washington 

Department of Ecology and other state and local agencies and tribes. 

 

 

 
 

6) RESPONSE:  See above response #3 regarding summarizing information by Characterization 

Area. 
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7) RESPONSE: None. 

 

 

 
 

8) RESPONSE: Changes 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 (FEMA floodplains) along the marine shoreline.  A new number will be provided 

for this map in the final draft. 

 

 

 

 

 

 



 

Page 8 of 12 
 

 

 
 

9) RESPONSE:    

 The pǊƻǇƻǎŀƭ ŦƻǊ ǘƘŜ άbƻ ¢ƻǳŎƘ .ǳŦŦŜǊέ ŀǎ ƛŘŜƴǘƛŦƛŜŘ ōȅ ²5C² ƘŀǾŜ ōŜŜƴ Ŧƻƻǘ-noted so 

that the tŜǊƳ άbƻ ǘƻǳŎƘέ ƛǎ ŘŜƭŜǘŜŘ.  We agree that it is inaccurate and misleading 

wording. 

 

 Regarding comments for Pages 417,418,418:  On October 20, 2010, DCD staff met with 

Ms. Taylor to discuss these comments.  The Management Options in Chapter 4 were 

taken directly from existing documents.   It is also noted in the Draft that these 

Management Options were placed into ŀ άōŜǎǘ Ŧƛǘέ Recommendation category, and 

acknowledges that the Management Options can and should be used interchangeably 

when possible.  

 

 As advised by Stephan Stanley, additional descriptions for freshwater recommendations 

concerning water-flow processes by watershed have been added in Chapter 4.  

 


