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Comment 
Number 

Submitted 
On 

Name Comments 

1 04/22/2021 Julia Gates Please allow for more kelp production / restoration along our shorelines 

2 04/25/2021 Albert Lindstrom I live here. This Cape Horn park is out of hand! Some property owners are doing drugs, dealing, dumping used motor oil, auto 
parts, trailers, etc. Management has failed to control this ! If you explore the inland vacant lots you'l find garbage dumped 
here and there This is all seeping underground to the river; or soon will be. Need a tour! I'll show you.. 

3 04/25/2021 Ronald Haworth Some years ago, my neighbor blocked the north fork of the Samish River. This has sent high water to the areas south of the 
river. Why is this important; almost every neighbor of mine has animals (some have lots of large animals). Their dropping 
pollute the river after every flood event (their were two last winter). RESTORE THE NORTH FORT OF THE SAMISH RIVER!. It is 
within your control to prevent this pollution. I do have extensive documentation, if needed. And finally, flood control can 
easily be designed so that it keeps the current river bed safe for migrating salmon. 
 
Ron & Betty Haworth 
 
p.s. Our house is safe during flood events so we are ok. It is the pollution that concerns us. Feel free to write us. 

4 04/25/2021 Lisa Lewis Hello, Sam Bell Rd suffers from Samish River flooding every winter. It is a human-caused problem because an illegal dike was 
installed by a previous owner on property now owned by Skagit Valley Farm. The dike exists on the North side of the river near 
the east border of the Lautenbach farm (which is located on the South side of the river.) The dike has existed for decades and 
is now overrun with vegetation. When there is a combination of heavy rain and incoming tide, water flows south out of the 
river bed completely covering the Lautenbach crop acreage, proceeding across Sam Bell Rd onto the Kinnear crop acreage, 
then continuing to flow West almost completely covering my two acres in thigh-high water, and completely covering the two 
acres west of my property which is a hay field owned by Knutsen. The water proceeds west on Sam Bell Rd to Chuckanut, 
filling the yards and pastures of all properties in its path. Horses and chickens reside on some of these proeprties, as well as 
sheep that reside on mine. This water carries with it the manure from the livestock, as well as whatever may have been 
applied to the crop acreages such as fertilizers and weed killers. All of these pollutants eventually flow with the water back 
into the riverbed within a few days of the original flooding and on to the shoreline. I'm writing to bring this pollution problem 
to your attention as an issue which I believe that the Shoreline Master Program should address. I thank you so much for your 
time. 

5 04/26/2021 John Stewart I have owned Skagit County Tax Parcels with ID numbers 46355 and 46357 on Sinclair Island since 1989. I am keenly interested 
in The Skagit County Shoreline Master Program Update process because of the County's "overarching shoreline goal" stated in 
section 6A-2(h) "to restore and enhance those shoreline areas and facilities that are presently unsuitable for public or private 
access and use." 
 
After serving Sinclair Island taxpayers for close to a century, the county dock on Sinclair has, as you undoubtedly know, been 
condemned and closed for well over a decade. I won't rehearse here the vast amount of time Sinclair islanders have spent 



trying to work with the County to restore this county facility. 
 
But I would make these comments as a contribution to the SMPU process: 
 
1. This entire document belies the disingenuous claim committed islanders have received from county Public Works personnel 
that Skagit County wants to "get out of the dock business" so it can focus on its bridges. That and other instances of bad faith 
on the part of the County negatively mark the long history of this dispute. 
 
2. Numerous sections of this document potentially relate to the county's responsibility to restore the Sinclair Island dock. Each 
of the following examples adds to the case to be made for restoration: 
 
Section 6C-4 23 
In this section, joint-use and community structures are encouraged to prevent proliferation of single  
user structures. One Sinclair resident has installed a new, single-family dock, and others plan to  
follow suit. The County's refusal to restore the County Dock is forcing this process, in direct  
contradiction of its own overarching goal outlined in the SMP. 
 
Section 14.26.340 
Preference is given to projects that preserve or enhance historical shoreline development, which the 
Sinclair island dock clearly is. 
 
Section 14.26.405-1 
This section states that, following the goal stated in 6C-4 23, reconstruction of a dock serving a  
community may be authorized through an exemption from the SSDP.  
 
 
These and other sections of the SMP clarify why and how the County should move forward finally to rebuild the Sinclair Island 
dock. 

6 04/27/2021 Glen Johnson I'm a lifelong resident of the lower valley, farmed down where the dikes are. It only makes sense that I'd study how and when 
and why they( first farmers) built them where they did, back those hundred plus years ago. When I was young I read about 
them, being half Dutch, the way I am. I went to Holland several times while serving in Germany, in the army, and got a chance 
to see the different dikes up close and personal. I returned with my eyes opened about many things, not just dikes, but about 
how devastating war can be, and what we might do to soften our humanity, make us peaceable, not so warlike. I returned, 
and went to college studying agriculture/psych. sharing good food with complete strangers helps keep us peaceable. Our 
shorelines with water lapping at the tops of these dikes, is more than a little nerve wracking. When the farmland is about to 
be flooded, with pretty salty water, some of us farmers think about it quite seriously. I may be the most concerned person in 
the county, beings that I'm getting that old. I've made my living mostly from land protected by those dikes. Us farmers of 
Dutch and Scandinavian descent, are known for our frugal natures, why would we build dikes higher than we need to, 
especially when at the time they were built, it was hard heavy work. In Holland I saw dikes that were like ours, and I saw dikes 
that had boulevards and waterfront condos built on top of them. I saw old functional windmills, and wooden show carvers on 
the shoreline, tourists loved it, even left tips. I picked up a few of them for future reference, the tips that is. I came home and 



worked in the seed industry, where I learned about hybrid seeds. Saw the levee dissolve in nineteen ninety, thought it rather 
strange that we rebuilt it to the same basic design. I began to realize that there was no reason why I couldn't design a better 
dike, create a hybrid model, one that pays for itself, rather than continually costs the profits of our property. Well, I came up 
with a very good design, one that my hired engineer thought would be patentable, and would likely become best 
management practice for future dike building everywhere. The patent attorney could find no prior art. If I'd have had the 
spare forty grand, I might have done it, get the patent that is. I'm more interested in gifting it to someone, sorta like when 
John Tursi, gifted his time and money and efforts to the museum, and Anacortes, and the animal shelter. I tried to give it to 
my alma mater, but they didn't understand the value of such a gift. Come back when you have the patent in hand, I've heard it 
several times. As it is, the patentable component of my design is stashed in the recesses of my mind. If I died tomorrow, it 
would be gone for a long while, more than likely. I don't really need much money, but the design has nearly fifty years of 
effort into it, It's like a tesla, as compared to the model A design, that now barely functions. I'm willing to give it to the county, 
community action, the town of Laconner, the Skagit river systems cooperative, the nature conservancy, the Army corps of 
engineers, the Skagit watershed council, the dike districts, the local school districts, I'm not really that picky. What I must have 
however, is an audience with the ability to listen to, and hear, an hour and a half dissertation that explains the concept in 
detail. I'm as serious as a tsunami, that my dike design is built to handle, that pays for itself, while providing what you are 
looking for in Shoreline management. I'm 

7 04/28/21 Peter H. 
Grimlund 

Submitted as attachment, see Appendix 

8 04/28/2021 David Lynch Skagit County, home of Sinclair Island, has a “Shoreline Master Program” (SMP) that provides for “environmental protect for 
shorelines, preserves and enhances public access and encourages appropriate development that supports water oriented 
uses”. 
 
The dereliction of the Skagit County Dock on the Sinclair Island shoreline has been directly caused by the lack of maintenance 
and repair by Skagit County, which has badly violated the principles of the SMP! Public access has been trashed. Private docks 
have been built in the interim that further degrade the shoreline. Support for water oriented uses is gone due to the County’s 
lack of action. 
 
It has been 10 years since the dock became unuseable, and is an urgent concern for those of us on Sinclair Island that the 
current plans for dock replacement be funded and repair carried out soon. 

9 04/29/2021 Tammy Force Hi. . . want to be sure that "enhances" public access does not include the dike which is private property??? Example - our 
address which is my backyard. 

10 05/02/2021 William Daniel Dear Skagit County Planning and Development Services:  
 
I am a resident of Similk Highlands on Gibralter Road, Anacortes. Our neighborhood is on the top of the bluff on the West side 
of Similk Bay. We are concerned about the commercial mussel growing platforms on the tide flats directly below our 
neighborhood. The storm drain for our twenty-two residences empties very near the shellfish platforms, probably within 100 
ft. During periods of heavy runoff, the effluent likely contains contaminants such as hydrocarbons, de-icing chemicals, lawn 
fertilizers, weed killer and pet waste. Additionally, motorized vehicles are being operated on the tide flats at low tide.  
 
My neighbors and I are interested to know who licensed this commercial farming operation on the tide lands. We would 
further like to know who is responsible for testing the shellfish for contamination and how this is done.  



 
We find the commercial farming operation on the tide flats to be intrusive and disruptive to the quiet enjoyment of our 
properties. Please give these matters your consideration when reviewing the shoreline master program.  
 
 
Thank you,  
 
 
 
William Daniel 

11 05/04/2021 Mark Johnson We have a cabin on Sulfur Springs Road, Big Lake. The last few years, with the large waves produced by boats for wave surfing 
on the lake, there seems to be more beach front damage to the shoreline, erosion, and also the potential damage to the docks 
on the lake.  
There is not enough distance on the lake to dissipate the waves. There must be someway to regulate this activity so more 
destruction doesn't occur. 

12 05/04/2021 George Sidhu Thank you for working with the District and removing Judy Reservoir from the Shoreline Master Program. Please see the 
attached comment letter. 

13 05/06/2021 john martin Maintaining a privately funded beach restoration project should be considered. When I called Skagit County Shoreline about 
maintaining a 21 year old North Beach of Samish Island restoration project, I was told: Got to hire a shoreline outfit, submit 
proposal, get all permits: Skagit County, WDFL, DOE, Army Corp of Engineers.  
Make the process easier. 

14 05/07/2021 DENNIS KATTE Submitted as attachment, see Appendix 

15 05/08/2021 Rich Wagner Submitted as attachment, see Appendix 

16 05/10/2021 DENNIS KATTE Submitted as attachment, see Appendix 

17 05/10/2021 Sandy Wolff One issue I have with the new SMP has to do with the dock width. Limiting a dock to 4' will pose a safety issue, particularly 
with children. The potential for a small child to fall off a dock that is so narrow will be quite high. In addition, if the dock is 
used to park a large boat, that size would be insufficient for stability. If there is high wind, the dock needs to be stable enough 
so that it holds the boat securely (with boat whips, ties, etc.). 
 
Another issue has to do with existing structures. Our cabin was built in the 40's and we have not been able to afford to 
increase the size up to now. It is a very small cabin and if we were to increase the size, as I read it, we would only be allowed 
to add 200 sq. ft. That seems like we would be negatively influenced as we would not be able to gain the same value as others 
in the neighborhood that are allowed a larger structure. If we could afford to do it now, we would, but we won't be able to 
until we are older & may move there. It does not seem right that we would be impacted that way. 

18 05/13/2021 Rein Attemann May 13, 2021 
To: Betsy Stevenson, Senior Planner, Skagit County Planning Commission 
From: Rein Attemann, Washington Environmental Council 
RE: Skagit County SMP periodic update 
 
Hello Betsy, 



Please accept these writing comments in lieu of our testimony during the public hearing that took place on Tuesday, May 11, 
2021 on the Skagit County SMP periodic update. Please acknowledge receipt of these comments. 
 
Washington Environmental Council is a nonprofit, statewide conservation organization that has been driving positive change 
to solve Washington's most critical environmental challenges since 1967. A top priority for us and hundreds of our members in 
Skagit County is the protection and restoration of the Salish Sea, Puget Sound and the rivers that feed this inland sea. 
Development of smart land use regulations, and implementation of them, is one essential tool to ensure a healthy 
environment, clean water, and thriving communities. 
 
I would like to focus our limited time on Aquaculture section of the SMP update and will be submitting additional written 
comments by June 22, 2021  
 
The SMP should make the distinction between net pen aquaculture for native finfish and non-native fin fish in both Table 
14.26.405-1, Shoreline Use and Modifications Matrix and section 14.26.415 (7) pertaining to Net Pens. We suggest the uses be 
called “In-water, Native Finfish” and “In-water, non-native finfish. And “general aquaculture” should be further defined so it is 
clear that geoduck and finfish/net pen activities are not included in this generalized category. We suggest having the use be 
called “Aquaculture activities other than geoduck or finfish” and require a Conditional Use Permit under the “Natural” 
designation and Shoreline Development permit without any exceptions like the Letter of Exception that is allowed. The letter 
of Exception negates having to get a SDP or CUP and is too permissive.  
For any use designated as In-water, native finfish aquaculture, a Conditional Use Permit should be required for each Shoreline 
Environmental Designations. These operations that propagate native finfish species should be monitored and have 
contingency plans to address escapement, disease transmission, or significant waste-related environmental impacts. 
 
We urge the county to prohibit in-water, nonnative finfish uses in all shoreline environment designations similar to what 
Island County and Clallam County have adopted in their SMPs.  
 
Net pen nonnative finfish aquaculture includes many adverse impacts including organic waste from salmon farms changing 
the physio-chemical properties and microflora biodiversity of benthic sediments below the pens, increased growth of algae, 
chemical and drug contaminants introduced into the environment, the disruption of marine food webs by attracting 
carnivorous birds and mammals, and the escape of farmed salmon with the potential to transmit disease and compete with 
wild salmon. We believe that this change is consistent with the SMP Guidelines requirements for no net loss of shoreline 
ecological functions. 
 
Any nonnative finfish raising should be required to take place in upland facilities with proper pollution controls and 
appropriate requirements for each Shoreline Environmental Designation. Under Section 14.26.415 Aquaculture, it states that 
“upland finfish rearing facilities constitute “agriculture” and are not regulated by this section.” However, in reviewing section 
14.26.410 Agriculture, there is no mention of regulating upland finfish rearing facilities. Can you please direct us to where 
upland finfish rearing facilities are regulated in the SMP update and how they will be regulated? It may be better to refer to 
Clallam County SMP for direction on this matter. 
 
6C-2.11 Commercial geoduck aquaculture should only be allowed where sediments, topography, land and water access 



support geoduck operations without significant clearing and grading. Any clearing and grading of the shoreline for commercial 
geoduck operation is significant and would be counter to 6C-2.7 and WAC 173-26-241(3)(b)(i)(C that says “new and expanded 
aquaculture should not be permitted in areas where it would result in a net loss of ecological functions, adverse impacts to 
eelgrass and macroalgae,…” . Eelgrass and macroalgae protection and recovery is a state and federal priority and should be a 
county priority as well given the huge amount estimated to have already been lost. We are concerned that the SMP does not 
provide a process for monitoring no net loss of ecological functions and/or cumulative impacts analysis to eelgrass and 
macroalgae from geoduck aquaculture. We urge the county to adopt specific requirements to avoid, first and foremost, any 
impacts to eelgrass and macroalgae. 
 
We recommend that the language in 14.26.415(8)(f) under geoduck aquaculture requiring notifications to property owners to 
be expanded beyond the suggested 300 yards and to all tribes with usual and accustomed fishing rights to the area be applied 
to all sections related to new, existing and expanded aquaculture facilities. This provision should not be limited to just 
geoduck aquaculture.  
 
We are concerned that aquaculture use is allowed in Shorelines of Statewide Significance under section 14.26.415(6). It is 
unclear in the SMP how implementation will be consistent with RCW 90.58.020. 
 
Thank you 
 
Rein Attemann • Puget Sound Campaign Manager 
206.631.2625 •  
Washington Environmental Council • wecprotects.org 
1402 Third Avenue | Suite 1400 | Seattle, WA 98101 

19 05/13/2021 Cory McDonald From: McDonald, Cory (DNR) <cory.mcdonald@dnr.wa.gov>  
Sent: Wednesday, May 12, 2021 4:55 PM 
To: Betsy D. Stevenson <betsyds@co.skagit.wa.us> 
Subject: Skagit SMP Update comment 
 
Betsy, 
 
I met you a few weeks ago at the Forest Advisory Board meeting. I wanted to comment on the Shoreline Master Program 
Update but wasn’t sure where to send comments so I am emailing you. There has been a lot of discussion on topic at DNR 
recently and this is arguably one of the most unclear pieces of rule we follow. I tried to describe my concerns at FAB but 
probably did not do a good job. Below is how I believe the WACs and RCWs fit together as well as my concern for clarification.  
 
RCW 90.58.030 
Definitions and concepts. 
 
(ii) Any city or county may also include in its master program land necessary for buffers for critical areas, as defined in chapter 
36.70A RCW, that occur within shorelines of the state, provided that forest practices regulated under chapter 76.09 RCW, 
except conversions to nonforestland use, on lands subject to the provisions of this subsection (2)(d)(ii) are not subject to 



additional regulations under this chapter; 
 
I understand this to mean that a SMP cannot require any additional regulation beyond 76.09 unless it’s a conversion.  
 
WAC 222-50-020 
*(2) Compliance with the Shoreline Management Act, chapter 90.58 RCW, is required. The Shoreline Management Act is 
implemented by the department of ecology and the applicable local governmental entity. A substantial development permit 
must be obtained prior to conducting forest practices which are "substantial developments" within the "shoreline" area as 
those terms are defined by the Shoreline Management Act. 
 
Requires an applicant to get a permit (if the county requires it) prior to Forest Practice application approval. Seems 
appropriate for Class IV general applications but not for other classes. 
 
WAC 173-26-241 
 
(e) Forest practices. Local master programs should rely on the Forest Practices Act and rules implementing the act and the 
Forest and Fish Report as adequate management of commercial forest uses within shoreline jurisdiction. A forest practice that 
only involves timber cutting is not a development under the act and does not require a shoreline substantial development 
permit or a shoreline exemption. A forest practice that includes activities other than timber cutting may be a development 
under the act and may require a substantial development permit. In addition, local governments shall, where applicable, apply 
this chapter to Class IV-General forest practices where shorelines are being converted or are expected to be converted to 
nonforest uses. 
 
It would seem 173-26-241 is written in error by saying “may” because Counties and Local jurisdictions must rely on the Forest 
Practices Act and rules implementing the act and the Forest and Fish Report as adequate management of commercial forest 
uses within shoreline jurisdiction. 90.58.030 says that SMPs do not have the authority to supersede 76.09 or add additional 
regulation. All it seems to allow for is to require a permit, and charge the applicant for it and there is no timeframe for a 
decision. 
 
The DNR through the Forest Practice Board is directed to follow 222-50-020, and in part, it is in direct contradiction with 222-
50-010 which directs DNR to avoid unnecessary duplication.  
 
WAC 222-50-010 
Policy. 
A major policy of the Forest Practices Act and the board is to work toward a comprehensive, statewide system of laws and 
rules for forest practices which avoids unnecessary duplication and provides for interagency input and cooperation to the 
extent that can be accomplished without interfering with the authority of the affected federal, state, regional and local 
agencies. 
 
• Compliance with the Shoreline Management Act is required and a substantial development permit must be obtained if 
necessary prior to conducting forest practices. However, if we follow the forest practice rules we are in compliance with 90.58 



because it says that it cannot subject us to additional regulations over and above 76.09.  
 
By adding unnecessary duplication of time and cost to a project it encourages applicants to avoid the whole process by doing 
things that do not make sense environmentally (ex. building more road in a less desirable location to avoid a better crossing 
through a shoreline) which is not the best for the protection of shorelines or public resources. The Forest Practice Rules and 
review process are intended to be protect public resources with respect to proposed forest practice related activities (not only 
timber cutting). The process includes review by DFW, DOE, Tribes and FP. This duplicitous permitting process may in some 
cases, cause mistrust and disdain for the regulatory process which could put resources at more risk than they otherwise would 
be.  
 
I have heard that counties may utilize this regulation to ensure landowners do not try and build road for conversion purposes 
under a Class 3 application. But that burdens all legitimate applicants (including DNR - State Lands) to obtain a substantial 
development permit that in turn can only require them to follow the Forest practice rules in order to get an approved FPA 
because they have to follow the rules to do that any way.  
 
I appreciate that you acknowledge the issue for Forest Practices and that your office is trying to avoid the time and cost issue 
for applicants. It would be great if there were a way to formally address this situation in the SMP update but I realize that may 
not be possible. 
 
Also wanted to mention SUBSTITUTE SENATE BILL 5381 (line 32) which addresses fish passage projects and clarifies under 
certain conditions that they would be exempt from requiring Substantial Development Permits. 
(32 Sec. 2. RCW 90.58.147 and 2019 c 150 s 2 are each amended to read as follows:33 34 (1) A public or private project that is 
designed to improve fish 35 or wildlife habitat or fish passage shall be exempt from the 36 substantial development permit 
requirements of this chapter when all of the following apply:37 38 (a) The project has been approved by the department of 
fish and 39 wildlife or, for forest practices hydraulic projects within the scope p. 4 SSB 5381.PL1 of RCW 77.55.181, the 
department of natural resources if the local 2 government notification provisions of RCW 77.55.181 are satisfied; 3 (b) The 
project has received hydraulic project approval by the 4 department of fish and wildlife pursuant to chapter 77.55 RCW or 5 
approval of a forest practices hydraulic project within the scope of 6 RCW 77.55.181 from the department of natural resources 
if the local 7 government notification provisions of RCW 77.55.181 are satisfied; and8 9 (c) The local government has 
determined that the project is 10 substantially consistent with the local shoreline master program. The 11 local government 
shall make such determination in a timely manner and provide it by letter to the project proponent.12 13 (2) Fish habitat 
enhancement projects that conform to the 14 provisions of RCW 77.55.181 are determined to be consistent with local 
shoreline master programs.15 16 (3) Public projects for the primary purpose of fish passage 17 improvement or fish passage 
barrier removal are exempt from…) 
 
Thank you for taking my comment.  
 
Sincerely, 
 
 
Cory McDonald 



Proprietary Forester 
Northwest Region 
Department of Natural Resources 
cory.mcdonald@dnr.wa.gov 
360-333-2146 cell 
360-854-2830 desk 

20 05/13/2021 KIM MOWER I was part of the Committee from the start of this Shoreline Master Program, and am familiar with the arduous attention and 
commitment by Committee members and County Staff in its development. My question and concern involves the Rural 
Conservancy - Skagit Floodway designation, page 16 - 6B-5. 
I am concerned property owners in this portion, inked blue, have been adequately informed about the changes coming their 
way. Many overlapping rules and regs over land use such as Ag/NRL, Shoreline, UGA, and almost all the encompassing SMP 
designation combine to rattle the most astute property owner. I suggest County perform an increased awareness campaign to 
property owners in this designation. People may not understand the development rights have been changed, and could feel 
the rug has been yanked out from under them. Please give this suggestion some consideration. Thank you everyone, Kim 
Mower 

21 05/14/2021 Rick Anderson Water front lots less than 1 acre should be exempt from wet land requirements and restrictions. 

22 5/19/2021 Dale Malmberg I am a long time resident of Skagit County and live on Big Lake. I do have some suggestions for the new Skagit County 
Shoreline Master Program. First, I'd like to ask that the program include Boat Lifts as well as docks, piers, boat houses, ect. in 
the permit process. Boat Lifts should have a requirement of 8 feet setback from property boundry. Navigation, as well as fish 
habitat and quality of water should be considered in implementing permits. Aesthetic impacts to adjacent land uses should be 
included in permit process. 

23 05/22/2021 GARY HAGLAND Comment from Citizens Alliance for Property Rights, Skagit Chapter. 
 
The Skagit chapter of CAPR agrees with the Planning Commission that the entry in the SMP draft referencing the Skagit 
Countywide UGA Open Space Concept Plan should be deleted. A concept plan, dealing with essentially a different topic, has 
little to nothing do with the condition of the county’s shorelines. Rather, it is an idealized vision of interconnected greenbelt 
corridors through and between urban jurisdictions. We suspect that the passage was included in order to provide the open 
space plan with more significance than it deserves. It has no business in the SMP.  
Gary Hagland 
CAPR Skagit Chapter, President 

24 05/31/2021 Donna Mason I object to this because it fails to address sea level rise 
• Allows fishnet pens, lessens aquaculture restrictions 
• Allows reducing river buffer up to 50%; Dept. of Ecology recommends up to 25% 
• Has no “Best Available Science” for riparian zones 
• Allows MORE administrative discretion on variances and buffers (less oversight & public review) 
• Allows logging in buffers 
• Requires filing appeals in five days (unreasonably short) 
• Doesn’t limit pesticides/herbicides adjacent to wetlands, streams, lakes, rivers 
• Allows boulders as “soft” shoreline armoring 



• Allows overwater structures without protecting eel grass and kelp beds 
• Needs more protection from saltwater intrusion 

25 05/31/2021 Joe Geivett I write to provide additional comments regarding the pending SMP Update. I have testified at the Planning Commission 
meeting, met with Betsy Stevenson, commented previously at the email address, and attended a community meeting at Lake 
Cavanaugh (with Betsy and 71 concerned locals from the lake community). I live at 35035 S Shore Drive on Lake Cavanaugh.  
 
In an effort to make sure you have background on Lake Cavanaugh, I provide the following facts about the lake, which behaves 
different than most lakes in Western Washington as it does not have a formal lake level control (meaning it has high water in 
the WINTER rather than the SUMMER): 
Background Of Lake Cavanaugh: 
 
1. Platted in 1940’s. Approximately 500 lots are present on the lake. 
2. Approximately 90% developed with homes and cabins as of 2020. 
3. Average setback from the lake for buildings is about 50 ft 
4. Most existing properties have docks 25 – 110 ft long 
5. Lake is generally oriented West-East and docks are generally North-South. 
6. Lake level varies approximately 4 feet throughout the year:  
a. High level in January & November – 1013 approx 
b. Low level May – Oct – 1009.4 approx 
c. Average water level from Jun – Oct is 1010.5 
d. Ordinary High water is around 1011. 
7. Fish stocked on lake by WSDFW include:  
a. Kokanee (September)  
b. Cut Throat Trout (June) 
c. Other species found include Rainbow Trout, Bass and Sculpin. 
d. No fish migrate to Lake Cavanaugh from the Pilchuck river. A fish blockage was installed in the early 1970’s by WDFW to 
prevent eels and other invasive species from reaching the lake. Fishermen seem to congregate around docks where they are 
able to catch fish. 
8. No Stores, marinas, or public beaches are present on the lake. WSDFW maintains a boat launch at the east end of the lake.  
9. Lake temperatures range from surface freezing in winter months (Dec – Feb) to approximately 75 degrees in summer 
months. Lake is about 80 feet deep at deepest. 
10. Lake is approximate 3 miles long by 1 mile at its widest. 
11. Water quality is exceptional with about 1/3 of property owners drawing water from the lake for drinking water.  
a. Oxygen content:  
i. 10 ft: 9.3 ppm (110% saturation);  
ii. 55 ft: 5.0 ppm (47% saturation) 
b. Acidity:  
i. 10 ft – 7.0 
ii. 55 ft -6.5 
c. Visibility: 28 ft approx.. 
d. Fecal Coliform: 0 colonies (occasionally measure minor amounts <12) 



12. Surrounding land uses are DNR and private working forests.  
13. Weather patterns are unusual with shear winds coming from the east when winter weather is traveling from the west. 
Winds often exceed 80 mph. Winters are particularly violent as the lake level is high and winds are exceptional. Damage 
occurs every year to docks and building roofs. Due to weather, boats and boat lift covers, and floats are removed by October 
until mid-May. Little activity occurs on the lake from October to May. 
14. Geology around the lake varies from steep rocky cliffs to wide flat areas. Rock is present at surface in some areas and 
other areas require pile foundations of 42 feet to reach firm bedding. 
 
I believe that docks can meet the following objectives identified in the DOE manual at this location: 
1. Locate to avoid prop wash of lake bottom 
2. Address structural requirements unique to the environment at the lake 
3. Allow for use of docks for recreation including access to lake for swimming, boating (average boat at the lake is 20-25 ft).  
4. Avoid placement of toxic products, tires, and exposed floats (Styrofoam) in water. 
5. Allow for boat lifts to remove boats from lake during moorage (covers to allow light through). Lifts to be minimum 9 ft 
waterside of summer shoreline (summer shoreline) 
6. Avoid Skirting on docks 
7. Avoid new Boat Houses and covered moorage 
8. Encourage floating docks 
9. Introduce sunlight thru decking to allow safe use of docks for recreation. Surface to allow for children, boaters, and dogs to 
safely use surface. Products with 30%-40% daylight would allow cost-effective solution. 
 
To this end, I would recommend the following criteria for docks at Lake Cavanaugh: 
1. Docks, piers and mooring buoys should avoid locations where they will adversely impact shorelines ecological functions or 
processes and minimize impacts to navigation of adjacent properties. 
2. Dock lengths established as maximum of 50 ft or longer if necessary due to shallow water depth for boat mooring, or longer 
if equal to the average of docks within 300 ft of subject property. 
3. Dock widths shall be a maximum of 12 ft wide. Widths may be increased by up to 50% with an administrative variance if 
conditions require additional width for stabilization and individual environmental conditions. Such additional width will be 
granted if placement of pilings are decreased and light-permitting grating on dock surface is increased. 
4. Create Incentive for shared docks by allowing 25% increase in length and width if located on a property line and shared with 
at least 2 property owners. 
5. Establish docks to provide at least 4-5 feet of water depth for June water elevations (when lake is at 1010). This may require 
dock lengths in excess of the existing average within 300 ft. Administrative variance may be used to extend dock by up to 50% 
with notification and comments by adjacent property owners. 
6. Over water portion of docks to provide at least 40% daylight on at least 50% of the dock surface. Outer 25 ft of dock is 
encouraged to be floating with grated surface as described above. Intent is to provide daylight thru structure to water where 
feasible (open grating to solid floats beneath decking is of little value and to be avoided). 
7. In locations where grasses are present near shoreline, active portions of docks (where boats moor) shall be placed a 
minimum of 25 ft from shoreline (this leaves a 25 ft minimum zone for grasses while the dock still has 25 ft for boat mooring). 
Docks to be limited in width to 6 ft for first 25 ft from shore in these locations. Full width is allowed for remaining portion. 
8. No artificial lighting is allowed on docks other than navigational markers and minimum amount needed to locate dock at 



night. Focus lighting on deck surface to minimize illumination of surrounding area. Minimize glare and incorporate cut-off 
shields, as appropriate. Reflectors are encouraged. 
9. No toxic treated wood to be utilized for portions of dock in the water. No tires or exposed Styrofoam to be utilized in dock 
construction (encapsulated foams may be utilized). 
10. No skirting is allowed on docks below 1 ft from the decking surface. 
11. Pilings shall be installed at maximum spacing practical for the specific location. 
12. Floating or suspended watercraft lifts should be located a minimum of 9 feet from the summer shoreline. 
13. No dock shall be used for a residence. 
14. Trampolines and other anchored floatables shall only be allowed from May 15 – October 15. Floatables will be removed 
for remainder of year. Note that trampolines are up to about 20 ft in diameter.  
 
FOR MAINTENANCE/REMODEL: 
1. During maintenance, repairs shall be made without the use of toxic materials. If more than 50% of decking is replaced, 
decking shall be updated to current requirements. Repairs may be made with in-kind materials as existing with exception that 
toxic materials and un-encapsulated foam floats described above shall not be utilized. 
 
BUILDING SETBACKS FROM LAKE: 
 
I support language which allows for up to 50% reduction of setback with an administrative variance. 
 
In general, conditions vary around the lake. It may make sense to have fewer strict requirements for the docks and have more 
functional criteria. Either way, I think the overall plan should be to match what is already at the lake and take measures to 
address he unique conditions at Lake Cavanaugh. The guidelines of the SMP were modeled after Lake Washington and Lake 
Sammammish, which have fish migration thru the lake and have high water in summer recreational months rather than winter 
as we have at Lake Cavanaugh. 
 
Thank you for your efforts on this matter. Please call or email if you need more information. 
 
Joe Geivett 
Emerald Bay Equity 
joe@ebequity.com 
(206) 910-3825 
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27 April 2021 

Skagit County - Shoreline Master Program 

Comment Regarding Sinclair Island & Skagit County Derelict Public Dock 

During the winter of 2011/12, the Skagit County Public Dock serving Sinclair Island since the 1920’s was 
destroyed.  The residents of Sinclair Island have repeatedly petitioned Skagit County to repair or replace 
the facility as it is a valuable asset serving the safety and well being of those who travel to or from 
Sinclair especially during periods of inclement weather.  Absent the public dock there is no safe, all 
weather public access for residents or emergency services personnel.  And for those who do not have 
beach front property, the public dock is the only means of access without transiting private property. 

The long term lease with the WA DNR expired in January of 2018.  Per the terms and conditions of that 
lease as told by the DNR field representative responsible for Sinclair, Skagit County must either, A) be 
actively engaged in activities leading to the facilities repair or replacement or B) they must remove all 
vestiges of the facility and return the adjacent tidelands to their previous natural state.  In the DNR’s 
eyes, working to repair or replace the facility keeps the country from triggering the clause stipulating the 
removal and return of the tidelands to their natural state clause.   

As the county does not appear to be engaged in trying to repair or replace the facility, they appear to be 
in violation of that clause. 

Our community has been told repeatedly that the DNR, Tribes and others concerned about the negative 
environmental impact of docks on surrounding tidelands, that they would greatly prefer that a public 
dock be maintained on Sinclair for public use.  They feel as do we, that it would alleviate pressure felt by 
some home owners to build their own private dock. 

Recommendations: 

The updated Shoreline Master Program should include Sinclair Island and specifically address the needs 
of the Sinclair community and specify actions to be taken by Skagit County to either repair/replace the 
public dock or remove all vestiges of the facility. 

If the recommendation is to remove the public dock, than the county should be directed to create a fast 
track approval process that minimizes residents expense related to permitting for new private docks. 

Respectfully submitted: 

Peter H. Grimlund 

Sinclair Property Owner 
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May 10, 2021 

Skagit County Planning Commission 

1800 Continental Place 

Mount Vernon, WA  98273 

RE: Skagit County SMP Update 

Section 14.26.735  Shoreline Variance 

The variance described in this section offers the property owner a method whereby development can be 
achieved on “non-standard”, or irregular shaped lots which preclude strict adherence to standards as 
established by the SMP. This is very reasonable and should benefit those owning such properties. 

Paragraph (2) (a) states “Administrative variance. An application to reduce a standard buffer width by 
50% or less is an administrative variance.” Most people associate property width as being a side-to-side 
measurement and depth to be a length measurement, or in this case, from the OHWM landward. 

The verbiage should be clarified prior to adoption, and if width is contrary to the public interpretation, 
indicated herein then it requires additional clarification and possible debate. 

Thank you for your consideration and resolve of this comment. 

Dennis Katte, LCIA SMP Update Chairman 

33164 West Shore Drive 

Mount Vernon, WA  98273  

206-734-1288
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