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Page 1 of 3 Narrative - Critical Area Buffer Reduction Variance 

This narrative must be completed and uploaded as part of your application submittal. Please select the 
type of Critical Area Variance being requested. The questions below are meant to help you 
demonstrate compliance with SCC 14.10 and SCC 14.24. 

☐ Critical Area Reasonable Use Exception

☐ Critical Area Variance

1. Describe the specific buffer reduction you are requesting.

2. Describe why the variance is needed to allow for reasonable use of the property.

3. Describe how the variance will not grant the applicant a special privilege that is not enjoyed by other property
owners within the same zone.

4. Describe how the actual interpretation of the code requirements would deprive the applicant of rights
commonly enjoyed by other properties in the same zone.

5. Describe how the issuance of a variance from standard zoning setbacks will not provide sufficient relief to
avoid the need for a variance of the critical area setback.

http://www.skagitcounty.net/planning
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/SkagitCounty/#!/SkagitCounty14/SkagitCounty1424.html#14.24
https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/SkagitCounty/#!/SkagitCounty14/SkagitCounty1410.html#14.10
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6. The granting of the variance must be justified to address a special circumstance and is not simply for the
economic convenience of the applicant.

a. Describe the existing limitations based on the lot size, lot configuration, or easements.

b. Describe how existing utility infrastructure such as septic system or water source create limitations on
the lot.

c. Describe how locations of existing buildings or structures create limitations on the lot.

d. Describe any existing topographic or critical area constraints that are specific to the lot.

e. Describe how the existing special condition or circumstance is not the result of actions by the current
or previous owner.

f. Did the special condition arise from adjusting the parcel boundary line or subdividing the property
after June 13, 1996?

7. Development of the subject parcel must have the least impact on critical areas as demonstrated in a site
assessment and mitigation plan prepared by a qualified professional (SCC 14.24.080(5)(b))

a. Describe the efforts taken to avoid impacts to critical areas.

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/SkagitCounty/#!/SkagitCounty14/SkagitCounty1424.html#14.24.080
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b. Describe how the project is designed to minimize impacts to critical areas.

c. Describe how any temporary impacts to critical areas will be restored.

d. Describe how the mitigation plan will reduce or eliminate the impacted area over time.

e. Describe how unavoidable impacts to the critical areas are compensated (e.g. replacing, enhancing, or
providing substitute resources or environments).

8. Describe how the variance will not create significant adverse impacts to the associated critical areas. This is a
determination that is made by the qualified professional (SCC 14.24.140(3)(f).

9. Is the proposal in a Special Flood Hazard Area (SFHA)? If yes, describe how the proposal will not adversely
affect species protected under the Endangered Species Act, or their habitat.

https://www.codepublishing.com/WA/SkagitCounty/#!/SkagitCounty14/SkagitCounty1424.html#14.24.140

	Check Box1: Off
	Check Box2: Yes
	Question 1: The applicant is requesting a buffer reduction greater than 50% for Wetlands A and H, and a buffer reduction between 25% and 50% for Wetlands B, C, I, and Mosaic (D, E, F, G). No other buffer alterations are proposed
	Question 2: The various wetland buffers encumber the entirety of the study area and extend beyond the study area boundary to the north, south, and east. Avoidance is not possible due to the narrow shape of the parcel. A buffer reduction less than 25% would not provide sufficient area for the proposed shop or driveway. Therefore, a greater reduction is being sought to generate enough build-able space to allow for the proposed structure and access.  
	Question 3: This variance would not grant special privileges to the applicant because several similarly sized forested parcels along Valentine Rd currently feature a shop or residence. Since there are no feasible alternate locations for the structure, the proposed buffer reduction would provide the minimum alteration necessary to allow for the project. 
	Question 4: Due to the narrow shape of the parcel and the number of wetlands within the study area, buffer reduction less than 50% would not provide sufficient space for an access drive or the proposed building. As mentioned above, other parcels along Valentine Rd, as well as within the general RRv surrounding area enjoy either a shop or residence on their property and an access drive. 
	Question 5: The property is not wide enough for the proposed structure and access drive to be located outside the buffer or in the outer 25% of the buffer. Due to the number and clustered nature of the wetlands and the narrow parcel, reducing setbacks would still not allow the proposed structure to be located in the outer 25% of all buffers. 
	Question 6a: The greatest existing limitation is the size and configuration of the parcel. It is approximately 169 ft wide on the west side, which is accessible from Valentine Rd. Due to the location of the 110 ft buffers of Wetlands A and H, a buffer reduction less than 50% would not allow for an access drive in this narrow space. 
	Question 6b: There are currently no existing utilities on site. 
	Question 6c: There are currently no existing structures on site. 
	Question 6d: The various wetlands and buffers encumber the entirety of the study area and extend beyond the study area boundary to the north, south, and east. Avoidance is not possible due to the narrow shape of the parcel.
	Question 6e: The wetlands appear to be natural in origin based on observed topography, soils, and vegetation. No evidence to indicate that human impact on site has created the  wetlands was observed (see Hamer report for details). Therefore, the existing special condition of multiple overlapping buffers was not created by the current or previous owner.
	Question 6f: No.
	Question 7a: All proposed features have been located outside of wetlands to avoid direct impact. Impacts to buffers were not avoidable as the entirety of the study area is encumbered by wetland buffer.
	Question 7b: The proposed access drive location was determined by maximizing distance from the nearby Wetlands A, B, C, and H. Due to the limited space on site for avoidance, the driveway could only be within the inner 50% of the buffers of Wetlands A and H. The proposed shop is located in an area entirely within the outer 50% of wetland buffers to minimize impact.
	Question 7c: Temporary impacts occurred in the form of vegetation clearing within the buffers. Restoration for this clearing is included in the Hamer mitigation plan. No additional temporary impacts are anticipated this time, but if any were to occur during construction, the areas would be restored by replanting and/or regrading to match the conditions prior to impact.
	Question 7d: Due to the permanent nature of the proposed project, reduction or elimination of the impact over time is not possible. 
	Question 7e: Wetland and buffer enhancement is proposed to compensate for the buffer functions impacted by the proposed project. Enhancement plantings are proposed in areas of the property that are primarily vegetated with non native species, or have sparser vegetation in order to maximize the functional uplift from planting native vegetation. 
	Question 8: Significant adverse impacts to the critical areas on site is not anticipated due to the proposed enhancement in lower functioning areas of the study area and the retention of existing high functioning forested areas surrounding the project. 
	Question 9: No.


