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o _‘RE Notrce of Apphcat1on w1th Optronal DNS Shorehne Master Program Clty of Poulsbo
: Plannlng File Number 09 21- 11 l s t

' ‘-Dear Plannmg Department

‘IThls letter summarlzes the Port of Poulsbo s comments regardmg the Shorehne Master Program AT
- (SMP): NOA" with Opt1onal DNS. The Port has commented on-various stages of the SMP BeREES
© process 1nclud1ng July.14, 2010 and most recent on September 21,20110n the Draft SMP. In .

‘our opinion, we ‘believe the SMP does not adequately represent the future needs of the Lh
* community for use of public shorelrne and has not adequately included 1nput and partlclpatron SRS
"+ from the Public and other government agenc1es who have mutual responsrblhty in managrng the o

.’shorellnes w1th1n the Clty of Poulsbo A o "

[ In addltron to concems ra1sed by the Port durrng prev1ous comments to the Clty, we have the e
. '.v ‘ followmg add1t10na1 concerns regard1ng the adopt1on of the SMP as it stands in Draft form

WAC 173-26- 201 — Process for updatlng SMP related to. Ports & Harbors “If the e
o Jurrsdrctlon includes a designated’ harbor area or urban watérfront with intensive usesor . -
o s1gn1ﬁcat10n development or redevelopment issues; work w1th the Washlngton State . -
- ‘Department of Natural Resources and port authorities to ensure ‘consistency. with harbor
area statutes and regulations, ‘and to address port plans. ” The Crty has not sufﬁc1ently
" considered the Port’s comments and concerns; nor have they given adequate -
- consideration to the Port’s Master and Capltal Improvement Plans durmg the ;
B development of the: SMP update SO : '

e WAC 173- 26 201 — Process for: updatmg SMP related to goals and requrrements oo
S '“Identlfy measures and strateg1es to encourage appropnate use of the shoreline areas in
" accordance with the use priorities of chapter 90.58 RCW and WAC 173- 26~ 201 (2)(d)
while pursuing opportumtles for ecological restoration.” “The draft SMP is heav1ly
" weighted toward shoreline. protectron and restoration w1thout equal consideration of
- ‘existing water dependant uses and. fac1l1t1es and pubhc access. The WA Shoreline
-~ Management Act establishes three broad state policies for shorelines as it relates to
. development of a Shoreline Master Plan as follows:. 1. Encouragement of ‘
S ‘_water-dependant uses; 2. Protectlon of Shorehne Resources and 3. Promotlon of Publ1c
o Access The Act creates a partnershrp between the state and local govemments for
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regulating the shoreline areas. This includes consultation with local Port districts such as
the Port of Poulsbo. Under the guidelines set forth by Ecology, the City is required to
foster and protect these three goals of the Act. Based on our review of the SMP update
and corresponding allowable uses of the shoreline, it appears the intent of the current
Draft SMP is to make the majority of the Port of Poulsbo a non-conforming use and the
majority of associated future improvements to require Conditional Use Permits. We
believe this is not consistent with the intent of the Act nor is it the requirement of -
Ecology in developing the updated SMP.

o Current SMP would require significant regulatory approval for all Port operations and
improvements resulting in a significant level of oversight and approval of staff from both
the City Council as well as Ecology. The outcome would be significant delay and
expense to accomplish what is logically routine Port business; thus, negatively impacting
the Port, City, and regional economy. We believe this is not the intent of Ecology for the
SMP update for existing preferred uses of water-dependant and publicly accessible
facilities. Based on our review of the draft SMP, we believe the requirements outlined in
the document are not compatible with the goals set forth in the Act to preserve the three
state policies, and are heavily weighted toward protection.

In summary, the SMP update process has not been inclusive of all shoreline users and is not
consistent with the policies outlined in the Shoreline Management Act. Therefore, the SMP
update requires additional public process to address these deficiencies prior to being finalized.
Our opinion is the Determination of Non-Significance should be denied and additional public
review, input, and revisions must be conducted prior to finalizing the SMP for consideration by
the City Council.




