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May/June 2013 SMP Open Houses Comment Summary 

Introduction 
Skagit County is in the process of updating its Shoreline Master Program (SMP), as required by State law.  

County citizens, landowners, businesses, various groups and organizations, and visitors all have a vested 

interest in this tremendous resource.  To ensure all of these voices are informed and engaged in the 

SMP Update, the County is conducting a comprehensive public involvement program throughout the 

process, which includes public meetings held over the course of the SMP Update to inform and involve 

the public, and to ensure the public is given opportunities to provide input at key update milestones.  

This report documents the results of four public meetings, which were conducted in an open house 

format during late May and early June, 2013. 

The Open Houses were held on May 28 (Mount Vernon), May 30 (Anacortes), June 4 (Lyman), and June 

6 (Concrete) to: 

 Provide an overview of the SMP update process and schedule; 

 Provide an opportunity for residents, shoreline users, and interested parties to discuss the 

County’s proposed updates to the SMP; and 

 Provide input on the proposed draft.  

Each Open House consisted of the following: 

1. A welcome table where participants signed in and picked up an introductory handout of the 

SMP process and comment forms; welcome table staff informed attendees about the format of 

the meeting, the content and location of each station, and how they could participate. 

2. Five stations were positioned throughout the room where attendees could review particular 

information or ask direct questions of the SMP Update team.  Topic stations specifically 

included: residential development; critical areas regulations; piers, docks, and shoreline 

stabilization; and an interactive area for review of specific shoreline areas, including proposed 

Shoreline Designations. Each station was managed by a designated County or Consultant staff 

person.  The posters at each of the stations were duplicated as 8.5x11 handouts (see 

attachments to this report). 

3. Additional information was provided in poster form on the draft Shoreline Restoration Plan, 

proposed Shoreline Designations, and specific issues related to the Towns of Hamilton and 

Lyman.  

4. Central information and comment tables contained extra copies of the SMP Goals, Policies and 

Regulations document and The Visioning Workshops Summary from 2011. 

5. Comments were recorded directly on flip charts at each station location or were submitted 

anonymously in a comment box provided at the welcome table at each event. Staff recorded 

specific requests and provided follow up to those asking for additional information at the open 

houses. 
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Results 
A total of 142people signed in for all four meetings: 43 in Mount Vernon, 51 in Anacortes, 36 in Lyman, 

and 12 signed in at Concrete. Staff from Skagit County Planning and Development Services, along with 

consultant staff from The Watershed Company and BERK facilitated the open house events.  Washington 

Department of Ecology’s project officer also attended several of the open houses and was available for 

questions. 

The recorded comments below captured the majority of the concerns expressed by attendees.  Many 

additional verbal comments were received, but not recorded, which pertained to the format of the 

event, materials provided, and ability to answer questions.  These comments were, for the most part, 

very positive.  The availability of staff to answer direct questions regarding proposed SMP policies and 

regulations was appreciated, and the interactive station which allowed attendees to review proposed 

designations and available data for specific properties was very helpful.   

Comments from the flip charts recorded at each station are summarized below. 

1. Soft structures should utilize untreated logs.  Make sure this is clear in the regulations. 

2. Make sure beach nourishment is addressed. 

3. Provide for incentives for lake shoreline protection/preservation/restoration.  This could include 

reducing permit fees.  

4. No safe water access in Lyman area – kids can’t learn to swim 

5. Lack of fishing access on Skagit River 

6. Why do we need to do this if the existing system is working well? 

7. Where is the money coming from? 

8. The one-on-one meeting format works very well. 

9. Ensure undeveloped lots on Big Lake are still able to be developed.  This also applies across 

other shoreline areas as well. 

10. Citizens should be able to remove gravel/sand for personal use from areas where it is abundant 

and impacts are mitigated. 

Written Comments 
Written comments were received via comment forms provided. They are recited here verbatim. 

1. If the process is at 80%, how come we are just hearing about it?  I never received a card for the 

visioning meetings. 

2. Please review again the mapped environmental designations for Guemes Island.  County staff 

previously indicated that the Guemes Island Subarea plan shoreline map would be incorporated 

– but there are still a number of discrepancies.  We (GIPAC) would appreciate an explanation 

from the County regarding any of our plan designations that are not accepted by the County – 

so we at least have a chance to discuss these differences. 

3. (Comment made regarding Anacortes SMP). Please explain why the shoreline designation of 

Urban has been applied to the 1st 50 feet landward between B Ave. and H Ave. in Anacortes – 

the same 50 feet is zoned R2 and R3 in the Anacortes Municipal Code. 
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4. An administrative variance for building within shoreline buffer should allow for 50% reduction of 

the buffer with residential permit. 

5. How is the SMP collaborating or integrated with the Partnership for Puget Sound Action Plan? 

6. Regarding bank stabilization: new neighbors are coming in and cutting the mature alders 

(diameter 8-10” at the base, 2 feett up from ground, on the 45 degree bank).  They claim that in 

addition to the blocking the view, they sway in high winds and can disrupt the bank at their base 

around their root balls.  Is there any validity to their rationale? 

7. Trees should not be topped with this master plan.  What about shrubs?  I.e. what is the 

definition of “tree?”  Is it designated by diameter of the trunk at the base? 

8. Shoreline evaluations must be re-done for north end of Turners Bay, Fidalgo Island.  Recent 

habitat restoration and removal of road has re-flooded area with marine water.  Pictures, etc. 

will be submitted to County. 

9. Public access language should be clear about the difference between parallel and perpendicular 

access. 

10. Place definitions up front. 

11. Make plan more reader friendly for those without high-speed internet. 

12. Keep the regulations practical. 

13. Review Aquifer Recharge Area Map.  How does this relate to the SMP? 

14. Review Geologic Hazards Map.  How does this relate to the SMP? SMP must follow the 

Geohazard map. 

15. Great meeting format. 

16. This meeting format gives chances/opportunities for follow-up questions 

17. How do I tell if someone is County or Consultant staff? 

18. My property is residential houses on either side – you cannot see from aerial photos over tree 

coverage – it is being designated “Natural” – please it should be “rural reserve” per the property 

deed. 

19. Thank you for providing all the information and for helping private property owners to be able 

to keep some of their property. 

20. Very interactive format that worked for us. 

21. The Skagit County employees were exceptionally helpful with their insights and knowledge of 

the system, especially Leah. 

22. Handouts are good. 

23. I would like to be sure that undeveloped lots in a final plat will still have the same setbacks from 

the lake that the lots had when the plat received final plat approval. 

24. Thank you for holding this open house and being available for questions and comments.  We 

appreciate the County’s efforts to develop a new SMP which balances reasonable uses of private 

property with protection of our environment.  We are concerned that Young Island be treated 

appropriately and not be singled out for special extra regulation.  It isn’t any different than other 

islands within the County with residential and recreational uses and shouldn’t have any more 

burdensome regulations.  We will provide additional comments by letter.  Thanks! 

25. I appreciate the opportunity to meet with the staff today.  I’m here representing the Schulz 

Family Trust, which is half owner of Young Island.  First, it was a surprise to see Young Island 
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shaded to the wrong zoning.  Wow! I was reassured by Betsy that this was an error!  Second, I’m 

encouraged by the effort to simplify the wording and complex content of the shoreline plan.  

The plan not only protects the environment, but it needs to serve the citizens of the state – so 

we have to be able to understand it.  Finally, I would ask that if all possible, the specific wording 

related to Young Island be incorporated into the general designation for Rural Conservancy. 

26. The latest draft appears to have way too many unnecessary overlays and additional restrictions 

imposed over the original version.  The critical areas overlays are already restrictive enough – 

this is way too much control with the myriad new passages’ verbiage.  Recommend trimming 

the draft down significantly to be close to the original we live by now. 




















