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For April 21, 2015 RWG Meeting Discussion 

 

General Comments:  

 Much of the draft is similar to SMPs that have been updated in other jurisdictions or are in the 

process of being updated.  This “uniform” approach is not surprising given the specificity in the 

master program guidelines (WAC 173-26).  However, we encourage some revisions that are 

within the bounds identified in the regulations to better accommodate Walla Walla County’s 

shoreline conditions. 

 While still a working draft, it appears that the revisions have been responsive to comments 

raised by the RWG.  

 Additional revisions are warranted to clarify (and not exceed) the requirements in RCW 90.58 

and WAC 173-26 and to confirm implementation of the proposed SMP regulations.   

Topic Related Comments:  

Shoreline jurisdiction – Minimum jurisdiction is proposed (see pg 2: Section 1.2).  Continue to support.  

Shoreline designation – To accommodate the Port’s ownership of aquatic parcels, propose revising the 

adjacent upland to “High Intensity” for the areas adjacent to Ady and Attalia “Aquatic” parcels OR 

consider a new designation for the combined upland and river area.  Latter option would take more 

work for the County (new designation criteria; changes to use matrix), but could be tailored to this 

unique condition.  See attached Benton County which has a Rural Industrial designation for upland 

areas.    

Nonconforming use and development – Not available for review.  Bill S. responded to my 4/17 email 

and indicated that not all of the jurisdictions have provided comments on the administrative regulations, 

so drafts are not posted yet.  The status and comments from the jurisdictions, if any, will be discussed 

with the RWG on 4/21. The schedule calls for them to be discussed with each Planning Commission in 

early June. 

Buffers -  No shoreline buffer is proposed for water-dependent uses (see Table 5.1.9-1).  Instead, 

mitigation sequencing is required to avoid and minimize adverse impacts.  Recommend confirming with 

County how this will be implemented and how it will apply to accessory uses for water-dependent uses 

(parking, buildings).  For example, it appears water-dependent industrial storage is permitted in the 

buffer since no buffer is “required” for water-dependent development in the table, but water-related 

storage would be prohibited  (see pg 69: Section 6.1.15 D).  Some revisions to the table and regulations 

may be warranted based on the County’s interpretation of the draft SMP.  For non-shoreline streams 

and other critical areas in shoreline jurisdiction, the current GMA critical area regulations are proposed 

for shoreline critical area buffers.  Minor, non-substantive revisions are proposed for SMP related 

requirements (see Appendix A – pg 1: 2nd comment) and some sections from the FWHA regulations are 

deleted as they are redundant with the provisions in the draft SMP (see Appendix A – pg 61).   
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Height – The March draft SMP included a requirement for a Shoreline Variance if over 35 feet.   This is 

not a RCW/WAC requirement, but is an approach several jurisdictions have used.  Based on RWG 

comments, the April draft SMP includes revised language excepting “approved industrial uses” (see Use 

table and Development Standards footnote A.).  Recommend revising to”:…and approved  industrial 

uses and developments”.   Since the exception is limited to industrial activities, shoreline variance 

criteria are difficult, and variances require Ecology approval, the Port may want to suggest alternatives 

to give the County administrative flexibility for other uses (i.e., commercial) without needing to obtain 

Ecology approval.  See attached approach used by City of Vancouver, which allows a higher height for 

some uses when located outside of the shoreline buffer. 

Other dimensional standards – The March draft SMP had placeholders for minimum lot frontage (i.e., 

waterfront) standards and impervious surfaces.  The April draft SMP deletes the placeholder for 

impervious surfaces, presumably relying on zoning standards as this approach is now noted for lot 

frontage (see Table 5.1.9-1).   Also suggest relying on the underlying zoning for the side setback, 

although this might not be worth suggesting as only a minimum 5 foot setback is proposed.   

Public access – Generally consistent with WAC.  Some good exception language is included for safety 

and security (see pg 51: Section 5.1.6.H.6).  Recommend adding another exception:   “The development 

is part of a port project and public access is provided as identified in a Comprehensive Port Plan adopted 

through a public process.”  This is similar to the exception in H.2.  In addition, recommend revising the 

public access regulations for Ports and Industrial Development to reference all the exceptions and not 

just the safety and security exception (see pg 69: Section 6.1.15 F).  

Dredging – Recommend revisions to proposed regulations to permit dredging for Addy and Attalia 

parcels (see pg 63: Section 6.1.9.D.3.):  “3.  Development of new or expanded wet moorages, harbors, 

ports or water-dependent industries of economic importance to the region only when identified in a 

Comprehensive Port Plan, there are no feasible alternatives, or other alternatives may have a greater 

ecological impact.    

No Net Loss (NNL) – Proposed policy and regulation assuring “no net loss” for “new” industrial 

development could be interpreted to apply on a project level basis (see pg 68: Section 6.1.15 Policy 1 

and Regulation C.)  This is particularly problematic for the Ady and Attalia “Aquatic” parcels, but could 

also be a challenge for “new” development on existing industrial sites.   Demonstrating NNL on a 

project-by-project basis is not a requirement under the SMA.  The SMP, together with the Restoration 

Plan, is required to result in NNL.  See Ecology Handbook Chapter 4.  Recommend revising the language 

to make this clear.  To the extent NNL is achieved through project-specific mitigation, the revised 

language should reference mitigation sequencing and clarify that off-site mitigation is allowed.  For 

example, “Off-site mitigation” is defined (see pg 18), but it is not clear when this may be allowed (i.e., 

only appears to allow compensation/mitigation via a wetland mitigation bank (see App. A – pg 50: 

Section 3.13).   
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