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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Date:
To:
Project Name:
Watershed Project No:

November 27, 2018
J.A. Brennan Associates
Schafer State Park
180615

Subject: Site Analysis & Program Considerations (Revised)
This memo overviews site analysis and program considerations for development
activities at Schafer State Park. As an overview memo, this memo attempts to provide
key points, but does not attempt to include all relevant details.
Potentially regulated environmental features in the park include, but are not necessarily
limited to, fish and wildlife habitat conservation areas including watercourses/channel
migration zones and upland habitat; wetlands; and floodplain.
Note that multiple regulatory requirements may apply in a given area. For example, at
Schafer, the East Fork Satsop River features several adjacent wetland areas. Separate
regulations require different buffers for the river and wetland areas. In such cases, the
more restrictive regulatory requirements typically apply.

Watercourses/Channel Migration Zones (CMZs)
Methods
We reviewed historical aerial imagery and publicly available watercourse and CMZ
data, as well as potentially applicable local regulations. We assessed watercourses,
including areas of significant river bank erosion, in the field on October 26, 2018 and
November 7, 2018. We discussed with Mason County planning staff whether any
regulatory CMZs are present in the project area.
Findings
Several watercourses are located in or near the park, as shown on the attached
Environmental Site Analysis Map. Two of the watercourses shown on the map are more
likely to influence development activities in the park: the East Fork Satsop River and an
unnamed tributary stream (labeled Stream A). Note that no streams were identified in
the field in the southeast portion of the park (though at least one online source
incorrectly maps a stream in this area).
The 2015 Channel Migration Potential (CHAMP) Stream Networks dataset from the
Washington State Department of Ecology (Ecology) suggests channel migration
potential in areas west of West Schafer Park Road. Based on field assessment, some
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potential for the East Fork Satsop River to migrate farther into the existing park
boundaries appears possible where the river runs in a generally southwestern direction
in the panhandle of the property. However, according to Mason County planning staff,
no regulatory CMZ applies to the project area.
Areas of significant bank erosion were observed at approximately 315-feet upstream
(EA-1) of the West Schafer Park Road bridge, and at 280-feet (EA-2) and 1,250-feet
downstream (EA-3) of the bridge. These three areas are shown on the attached
Environmental Site Analysis Map and discussed below. Other areas of observed bank
erosion are also indicated on the map; however, as the erosion in these areas is less
significant, these areas are not discussed below.
At EA-1 (Figure 1), the bank erosion has created a steep bank void of vegetation, which
is a strong indicator of potential channel migration. Some boulder riprap and a rootwad
have been installed to stabilize the bank, but have not stopped the erosion which is now
threatening an existing hiking trail. The bridge is a maintained, man-made structure and
therefore limits the lateral migration of the channel (Legg, N.T. and Olson, P.L., 2015),
but the erosion may need to be addressed through natural stabilization techniques to
reduce the risk of potential future damage to the road or bridge. Within park boundaries
farther upstream, no evidence of lateral channel movement was discovered or observed.

Figure 1. Bank erosion area EA-1

The area at EA-2 (Figure 2) is characterized by mowed lawn and provides river access
for pedestrians. Foot traffic and a lack of plant root structure to hold the soils together is
causing the bank to succumb to failure. Revegetation of this area using native species
could limit or even reverse the erosion process. EA-2 is adjacent to a few riverside
campsites, which are at risk should the erosion continue.
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Figure 2. Bank erosion area EA-2, at left

The erosion at EA-3 (Figure 3) is possibly the result of a large boulder revetment
installed on a sharp bend in the river approximately 970-feet downstream of the bridge.
Historical aerial photography shows the river migrating west at this bend between the
years of 1951 and 1991 (Google Earth Pro and historicaerials.com). The revetment was
most likely installed to protect the property owner’s residence. Over time, the hardening
of stream and river banks can induce erosion in areas upstream or downstream.
Observations of onsite conditions and the CHAMP data indicate lateral channel
movement is most likely to occur on the river downstream of the bridge, and is
occurring most significantly south of the boulder revetment.

Figure 3. Bank erosion area EA-3, at right

The Watershed Company
Technical Memorandum
November 27, 2018
Page 4

Due to the risk of potential channel migration at EA-2 and EA-3, the building of future
park amenities should be carefully considered in these areas. Further, removing existing
amenities from these areas should also be considered to reduce the possibility of future
maintenance issues.
Regulatory Considerations
The standard watercourse buffer for the East Fork Satsop River and Stream A is 150 feet.
No generally applicable buffer reduction or averaging mechanisms are available, though
there are some allowances for specific development activities and uses in the buffer, as
discussed below.
New structures would be required to be set back 165 feet from the East Fork Satsop
River and Stream A. “Structure” is defined as “a permanent or temporary building or
edifice of any kind, or any piece of work artificially built up or composed of parts joined
together in some definite manner ….” “Retaining walls, decks, bulkheads, fences and
similar improvements” are examples of structures. However, some structures may be
allowed in watercourse setbacks, as discussed below.
Some structures may be allowed in watercourse setbacks, typically in conjunction with a
Habitat Management Plan. For Schafer, potentially relevant structure allowances
include:
•
•
•
•
•
•
•

•

Beach access and boat launches
Fences (typically with a three-foot height limit)
Pedestrian stream crossings
Remodel, repair and replacement
Stairs
Transportation/roads (if no other reasonable or practicable alternative)
Utilities
o Wells, water lines, and sewer lines and associated pumps and lifts may be
permitted within setbacks when no practicable or reasonable alternative
location is available and it meets state and local health codes
o Construction and expansion of on-site sewage systems may be permitted
within the setback provided that it is to serve an existing building and
use and that the expansion is necessary to meet state and/or local health
code requirements
Water oriented recreational facilities
o Such as “boardwalks, kiosks, benches, and viewing platforms”
o Trails must be set back from watercourses so that there will be minimal
impact from trail use or maintenance
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Other development activities and uses may be allowed in watercourse buffers, in some
cases with a Habitat Management Plan. For Schafer, potentially relevant development
and use allowances include:
•
•
•

Enhancement
Maintenance and use of existing landscaped areas
Parking (if no other area available)

We note that campsites of any type are expected to be considered a non-water oriented
use; therefore, new campsites would not be expected to be allowed in watercourse
buffers. Existing, legally established campsites may remain.
The East Fork Satsop River is a Shoreline of the State, and is therefore subject to Mason
County’s Shoreline Master Program (SMP). The SMP acts as an overlay to other County
regulatory codes, including the buffer and setback provisions discussed above. Any
proposed activities within 200 feet of the river would be subject to the provisions of the
SMP, as well as any associated wetlands.
The SMP sets forth two shoreline environment designations (SEDs) for the uplands
within the park, Rural and Conservancy, as shown below in Figure 4.

Figure 4. SEDs at the park are Conservancy (purple) and Rural (orange)

The SMP’s designation criteria for these two SEDs may shed some light on appropriate
development. The designation criteria for the Conservancy environment include that the
shoreline has one or more of the following qualities: “Currently supporting or can
support low-intensity recreational activities (e.g. small campgrounds, unpaved trails).”
The criteria for the Rural SED include that the shoreline has one or more of the following
qualities: “… moderately intensive recreation (RV or tent campgrounds, paved trails,
day-use parks).”
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In general, the Rural SED is more permissive than the Conservancy SED with respect to
allowed development activities and permitting requirements. The SMP sets forth
allowed and prohibited uses in shoreline jurisdiction. For Schafer, potentially relevant
allowed and prohibited uses are excerpted in Table 1 below. “P” indicates a use or
modification is permitted; “C” indicates a use or modification that would require a
conditional use permit, which is a more rigorous approval process relative to a
permitted use. Note that the SMP does not prohibit outright any of the potentially
relevant uses in park uplands, though the permitting processes differ by SED.
Table 1. Allowed and prohibited uses in shoreline jurisdiction
Shoreline Use / Modification
Rural
Conservancy
Aquatic
Recreational (“Facilities such as campgrounds,
recreational vehicle parks, day use parks, as well as
those used for scientific or environmental education,
etc.”)
Water oriented (including parks and scientific/
P
P
C1/X
environmental education facilities)
Non-water oriented
C
C
X
Restoration and Enhancement Projects
P
P
P
Transportation Facilities
Transportation (roads)
P
C
C
Parking - accessory to a permitted use
P
C
X
Beach Access Structures (“A structural
pathway/walkway for purposes of providing pedestrian
access to a beach or shoreline area, not for motorized
P
P
P
vehicle access. It often includes a stairway, tram, stair
tower, platform and/or elevated walkway anchored to
the ground surface by structural means.)
Boat Launches
Trailer launched
C
C
C
Hand launched
P
P
P
Grading
Water dependent
P
C
P2/C3/X
Non-water dependent
C
C
C3/X
1 Water dependent.
2 May be authorized for restoration projects without a conditional use permit.
3 Grading in Aquatic is allowed in certain circumstances with a conditional use permit.

Regarding recreational development, accessory facilities such as restrooms, recreation
halls, commercial services, access roads and parking areas must be located inland of
shoreline jurisdiction unless is there is no such alternative.
Finally, the SMP sets forth an impervious surface coverage limit for the Conservancy
SED of 10 percent. The limit for the Rural SED is determined through the locally
adopted stormwater manual.
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Wetlands
Methods
We reviewed aerial imagery and publicly available wetland data including National
Wetland Inventory maps and soil survey maps, as well as potentially applicable local
regulations. We assessed wetlands in the field on October 26, 2018 and November 7,
2018. Presence or absence of wetlands was determined on the basis of an examination of
vegetation, soils, and hydrology in accordance with the methodology outlined in the
Regional Supplement to the Corps of Engineers Wetland Delineation Manual: Western
Mountains, Valleys, and Coast Region Version 2.0 (U.S. Army Corps of Engineers 2010).
Wetlands were classified using the Department of Ecology’s 2014 rating system (Hruby
2014).
Findings
Twenty-one wetland areas, generally focused along the East Fork Satsop River and what
appears to be a relic channel or constructed ditch, have been identified and their size
and extent estimated. Wetlands are shown on the attached Environmental Site Analysis
Map. While in the field, some areas for potential wetland and wetland buffer mitigation
were identified. These potential mitigation areas are also shown on the map.
Regulatory Considerations
After preliminary investigation, wetlands appear to typically rate as either Category II
or Category III features, and likely to require standard buffer widths of 110 or 225 feet.
Structure setbacks of 15 feet from the buffer would also be applicable. The buffers for
specific wetlands are shown below in Table 2.
Table 2. Wetlands and preliminary buffers
Wetland

Wetland A
Wetland B
Wetland C
Wetland D
Wetland E
Wetland F
Wetland G
Wetland H
Wetland I
Wetland J
Wetland K
Wetland L
Wetland M
Wetland N
Wetland O

Classification1

Habitat
Score1

Standard Buffer
Width2,3

Category II
Category II
Category II
Category II
Category II
Category II
Category III
Category II
Category II
Category II
Category II
Category II
Category II
Category III
Category III

8
7
8
8
8
6
6
7
7
7
8
8
7
6
7

225 feet
110 feet
225 feet
225 feet
225 feet
110 feet
110 feet
110 feet
110 feet
110 feet
225 feet
225 feet
110 feet
110 feet
110 feet
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Wetland P
Category II
7
110 feet
Wetland Q
Category II
8
225 feet
Wetland R
Category II
8
225 feet
Wetland S
Category II
8
225 feet
Wetland T
Category II
8
225 feet
Wetland U
Category II
8
225 feet
1
Wetland classifications and habitat scores are preliminary and
subject to further review.
2
Buffer widths assume moderate land use intensity.
3
15-foot setback structure setback not included.
Wetland buffer averaging may be allowed only if it will improve wetland function.
However, the resulting buffer can in no case be less than 75 percent of the required
buffer width. We note that wetland buffer averaging may be of limited applicability at
Schafer, as locations that can accommodate increased buffers (to offset buffer decreases)
may be limited. Wetland buffer reduction is only available for wetlands associated with
high land use intensity, and is therefore not anticipated to be applicable at Schafer.
Development potential in or near wetlands is limited. However, legally established, nonconforming uses of the buffer (e.g. roads or structures) may be modified if they do not
increase wetland impacts. New recreational trails would typically be limited to the outer
25 percent of a wetland buffer.

Upland Habitat
Methods
We reviewed aerial imagery and publicly available habitat data, including PHS on the
Web and U.S. Fish & Wildlife Service critical habitat maps, as well as potentially
applicable local regulations. We assessed habitat in the field on October 26, 2018 and
November 7, 2018.
Findings
Reviewed online resources show no upland priority or critical habitat areas within park
boundaries. However, much of the park is vegetated with the potential to provide
wildlife habitat to a variety of species. In particular, a large forested area is located in the
south-central portion of the park, as shown in the attached Environmental Site Analysis
Map. This area contains a relatively high concentration of mature trees, large snags, and
downed wood. A pileated woodpecker was observed in this area during a site visit. In
addition to this area, throughout the park large conifers, snags and downed trees
provide habitat. These habitat features should be retained where compatible with site
design.
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Regulatory Considerations
Mason County’s Resource Ordinance indicates that “The approximate location and
extent of critical fish and wildlife habitat areas are displayed in the Washington
Department of Fish and Wildlife’s Priority Habitat and Species (PHS) Program
database,” and that Mason County will also use other available information. No areas of
upland habitat are mapped in the PHS Program database. However, there is some
potential that the forested area could be determined to constitute a Fish and Wildlife
Habitat Conservation Area (FWHCA). The FWHCA definition broadly includes “areas
that contain habitats and species of local importance.” Pileated woodpecker are a species
of local importance (as are great blue heron, also observed near the site in association
with the Satsop River). The forested area offers opportunity for pileated woodpecker
species use. If it is determined to constitute a FWHCA, a qualified professional would
evaluate potential project impacts to the FWHCA and set forth management
recommendations in a Habitat Management Plan.

Flood
Methods
We reviewed publicly available FEMA data, as well as potentially applicable local
regulations. We assessed flooding in the field on October 26, 2018 and November 7,
2018. We considered anecdotal flood and depositional information provided by the local
community and park staff. We also discussed general flood considerations with Mason
County planning staff.
Findings
As shown in the attached map, much of the park is within the 100-year floodplain (Zone
A). Preliminary FEMA data does not show a regulatory floodway in the project area.
Areas of frequent flooding have been identified with the help of the local community,
onsite reconnaissance, and LiDAR topography. The approximate area where regular
flooding has occurred is also shown on the attached Environmental Site Analysis Map.
Gravel and cobbles (river substrate) are deposited within these flooded areas, and create
a significant maintenance issue. It is recommended that all campsites be removed from
areas of deposition. These areas still possess opportunities for seasonal and day-use
activities.
There are potential opportunities to regrade these areas to increase the conveyance of
flood flows, and reduce the time water is ponded in areas of recreational use. An
increase in the conveyance could alleviate some of the erosive and depositional potential
of frequent flood events that increase campground maintenance costs. Future
campground infrastructure and amenities should be located away from areas where
gravel and cobbles often need to be removed by park maintenance staff, as well as areas
where erosion has been observed.

Thank you!
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A low-lying area with characteristics of a relic channel or constructed ditch has been
identified as a possible path for flooding relief (see drainage enhancement opportunity
on the attached map). With relatively minor earthwork this channel could be designed
to convey flood flows as often as a few times per year. With thoughtful engineering and
biological design, this flow path could also function as a backwater feature, enhancing
salmon rearing habitat along the East Fork Satsop River. Wetland K (another backwater
feature) has also been identified as an opportunity to expand and enhance salmon
rearing habitat in the park.
Regulatory Considerations
Mason County planning staff indicated that the County is currently using the
preliminary FEMA maps for regulatory purposes. Any development within the 100-year
floodplain would need to comply with the County’s flood damage prevention
regulations. With respect to typical park uses, these regulations do not appear to limit
what development activities might occur within the 100-year floodplain, but rather
specify applicable construction standards for certain types of development activities. For
instance, where base flood elevation data is provided, new construction and substantial
improvement of any residential structure must have the lowest floor elevated one foot or
more above the base flood elevation. Nonresidential construction must either meet this
same standard, or be floodproofed so that below one foot above the base flood elevation
the structure is watertight.
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Date:
To:
Project Name:
Watershed Project No:

December 10, 2018
J.A. Brennan Associates
Schafer State Park
180615

Subject: Alternatives Analysis
This memo overviews the advantages and disadvantages—from an environmental and
permitting perspective—of the three development alternatives for Schafer State Park
dated December 4, 2018 (see attached). The alternatives include Alternative A,
Alternative A – Sub-option 1, and Alternative B.
Additionally, potential permit requirements for each of the alternatives are shown in
Table 1 at the end of this memo.

Alternative A
Advantages
• New campsites in the East Area are located entirely out of shoreline and wetland
buffer areas.
Disadvantages
• New development within the buffers of Wetlands F and G would be expected to
require buffer mitigation. Mitigation for watercourse buffer impacts must be
provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio.
•

Some new trails appear to run parallel to the shoreline in close proximity to
wetlands, particularly in the North Area. Regulatory agencies might be expected
to request that in general new trails generally be located in the outer threequarters of the wetland buffer, and only make occasional incursions to the
shoreline for viewing.

•

Some new day use areas appear to be located within wetland buffers in areas not
previously developed, particularly in the North Area. Such development could
require a Shoreline Variance, a lengthier and more uncertain permitting
pathway.

•

The “small day use area” in the North Area along the shoreline to the west of the
existing bridge appears to be located in Wetland R. Direct impacts to any
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wetlands would require a US Army Corps of Engineers permit, which would
include a requirement to demonstrate that the impacts could not be avoided.
Compensatory mitigation in the form of wetland creation would require
mitigation for direct wetland impacts at a ratio of 3:1 (for Category II wetlands).
Note that newly created areas of wetland would have commensurate buffers
applied.
•

Updates to the bank for protection against flood damage may trigger Shoreline
Master Program provisions related to shoreline stabilization. Shoreline
stabilization can only be allowed if it meets certain criteria set forth in the
Shoreline Master Program, including criteria related to justifying the need for
shoreline stabilization.

Alternative A – Sub-option 1
All of the above comments for Alternative A apply to this sub-option; the below
comment is additional.
Disadvantages
• New campsites in East Area are within shoreline and wetland buffer areas. This
may require a Shoreline Variance if not otherwise allowable under the Shoreline
Master Program.

Alternative B
Advantages
• Day use areas within shoreline and wetland buffers are fewer and in number.
• Has fewer elements that may present environmental or regulatory challenges
(e.g. rearing pond, backchannel habitat, pedestrian bridge, boardwalk, drift boat
launch).
Disadvantages
• New campsites in East Area are within shoreline and wetland buffer areas. This
may require a Shoreline Variance if not otherwise allowable under the Shoreline
Master Program.
•

New development within the buffers of Wetlands F and G would be expected to
require buffer mitigation. Mitigation for watercourse buffer impacts must be
provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio.

•

Some new trails appear to run parallel to the shoreline in close proximity to
wetlands, particularly in the North Area. Regulatory agencies might be expected
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to request that in general new trails generally be located in the outer threequarters of the wetland buffer, and only make occasional incursions to the
shoreline for viewing.
•

A new day use area in the North Area appears to be located within wetland
buffers in an area not previously developed. Such development could require a
Shoreline Variance, a lengthier and more uncertain permitting pathway.

•

Updates to the bank for protection against flood damage may trigger Shoreline
Master Program provisions related to shoreline stabilization. Shoreline
stabilization can only be allowed if it meets certain criteria set forth in the
Shoreline Master Program, including criteria related to justifying the need for
shoreline stabilization.

Table 1. Potential Permit Requirements
Agency
Mason County

Mason County
/ Washington
State
Department of
Ecology

Permit
Shoreline
Substantial
Development
Permit or
Exemption

Shoreline
Conditional
Use Permit

Shoreline
Variance
Permit

Mason County

Agency

Mason
Environmental
Permit
Floodplain
Permit
Permit

Land
Modification
Permit
Building Permit

Washington
State
Department of
Ecology

Section 401

Construction
Stormwater
General Permit
Washington
State
Department of
Fish and
Wildlife
US Army
Corps of
Engineers

Hydraulic
Project
Approval

Section 404

Trigger(s)

Potential Project Triggers

• Shoreline stabilization
• Water-oriented recreational uses (e.g.
trails)
• Restoration and enhancement
• Transportation facilities in Rural
environment
• Hand-launched boat launch
• Grading for water-dependent use in
Rural environment
Developments identified in Shoreline
• Trailer-launched boat launch
Master Program as requiring a
• Transportation facilities in
Shoreline Conditional Use Permit.
Conservancy environment
• Grading for water-dependent use in
Conservancy environment or grading
for non-water dependent use
Project requires relief from specific bulk, • Campsites in shoreline or wetland
dimensional or performance standards
buffer
set forth in the Shoreline Master
• Day use areas in wetland buffer
Program, where there are extraordinary
or unique circumstances relating to the
property such that the strict
implementation of the Master Program
would impose unnecessary hardships
on the applicant or thwart the policies
set forth in RCW 90.58.020.
Any proposed development or use in an • Development in Fish and Wildlife
area designated as a critical area,
Habitat Conservation Areas or buffers
where the proposed development or
• Development in wetlands or buffers
use is listed as a permit required use.
Construction or development within any • Development in 100-year floodplain
Potential Project Triggers
area of special Trigger(s)
flood hazard. For all
structures, and for all development
including any man-made change to
improved or unimproved real estate,
including, but not limited to, buildings or
other structures, filling, grading, paving,
excavation or drilling operations or
storage of equipment or materials.
Excavation or fill that totals 200 or more • Excavation
cubic yards of graded material and is
• Fill
not exempted.
Construction of structures.
• Welcome center
• Cabins
• Bridge crossing
• Boardwalk
Applying for a federal permit or license
• Updates to bank
to conduct any activity that might result • Drift boat launch
in any discharge into waters or non• Direct wetland impacts
isolated wetlands or excavation in water • Boardwalk
or non-isolated wetlands (including
dredge or fill material).
Clearing, grading, and excavating
• Clearing
activities that disturb one or more acres • Grading
and discharge stormwater to surface
• Excavation
waters of the state.
Any construction activity that will “use,
• Updates to bank
divert, obstruct, or change the natural
• Drift boat launch
flow or bed of any of the salt or
• Bridge crossing
freshwaters of the state.”

Permit Required for
Alternative?
A
A1
B

Development in shoreline jurisdiction.

Discharge of dredged or fill material in
waters of the U.S., including wetlands.

•
•
•
•

Updates to bank
Drift boat launch
Direct wetland impacts
Boardwalk

✓

✓

✓

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

TBD

✓

✓

✓

Permit Required for
✓ Alternative?
✓
✓
A
A1
B

TBD

TBD

TBD

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

TBD

TBD

TBD

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓

✓
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TECHNICAL MEMORANDUM

Date:
To:
Project Name:
Watershed Project No:

May 22, 2019
J.A. Brennan Associates
Schafer State Park
180615

Subject: Final Concept Plan
This memo considers the Final Concept Plan for Schafer State Park (see Attachment A)
and overviews potential environmental impacts, regulatory implications, and
mitigation. Permitting approach and phasing recommendations are also provided. This
memo supplements the environmental and permitting information included in our
previously prepared memos.

Environmental Impacts, Regulatory Implications & Mitigation
This section overviews the potential environmental impacts of the Final Concept Plan,
associated regulatory implications, and mitigation. The discussion is organized by the
type of environmental impact.
Watercourse Impacts
The plan shows some elements that may include in- or over-water work, including, but
not necessarily limited to:
• Shoreline access areas
• Pedestrian bridge
• Riverbank protection
• Back channel habitat
Depending on the specifics of the design, these elements could trigger the need for
mitigation as well as state and federal permits. Mitigation requirements for in- or overwater impacts will likely be qualitative, with a demonstration that no net loss of
shoreline ecological functions will result. Obtaining permits form state and federal
regulatory agencies can require an extended permitting timeline. Further, changes to
project design, often to further mitigate impacts, may result from federal and state
permitting processes.
While the creation of back channel habitat has the potential to serve as ecologically
valuable mitigation for project impacts, State Parks should carefully consider potential
effects on future development at the park. The creation of back channel habitat could
result in changes to the ordinary high water mark (OHWM). Because shoreline buffers
are based on the OHWM, changes to the OHWM could in turn result in changes to the
location of the shoreline buffer. In particular, any movement of the OHWM toward the

The Watershed Company
Technical Memorandum
May 22, 2019
Page 2

interior of the park would move shoreline buffers toward the interior as well, potentially
encumbering future development.
If State Parks does elect to propose back channel habitat as mitigation, regulatory
agencies will require that any aquatic areas created feature a fully functioning buffer at
the standard width. If such a buffer is not feasible, State Parks could still potentially
construct back channel habitat as a voluntary restoration effort. This would allow
existing development located in the resulting buffer to remain; however, buffer
regulations would still apply to new development.
Watercourse Buffer Impacts
Overall, the plan generally directs development outside of watercourse buffers;
however, the plan shows some watercourse buffer impacts, including, but not
necessarily limited to:
• Parking areas
• Trails
• Shoreline access areas
• Campsite development
Mitigation for watercourse buffer impacts must be provided at a minimum 1:1 ratio.
Mason County gives priority to in-kind, onsite mitigation. Mitigation for buffer impacts
is typically provided by the planting of native trees, shrubs, and ground covers.
Wetland Impacts
The plan appears to show some direct impacts to wetlands. These direct impacts
primarily appear to be due to trail construction in wetlands. For some of the trail
segments, boardwalks are indicated on the plan.
Direct impacts to wetlands, including excavation and filling, require state and federal
permits. However, boardwalks are frequently designed to avoid permit triggers by
utilizing a pin-pile or similar support system. Accordingly, we would recommend using
such boardwalk designs as much as feasible in wetland areas. Where direct impacts
cannot be avoided, wetland mitigation, including required mitigation and monitoring, is
required.
Wetland Buffer Impacts
Given the extensive wetlands at the park, the plan shows a variety of development
within wetland buffers, such as:
• Parking
• Roads
• Campsite development
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Mitigation for wetland buffer impacts must occur at a minimum of 1:1 ratio. Mitigation
for buffer impacts is typically provided by the planting of native trees, shrubs, and
ground covers.

Permitting Approach & Phasing
This section provides permitting approach and phasing recommendations. The
discussion is generally presented in chronological order.
Our understanding is that the project is anticipated to occur in multiple phases. Potential
work to occur in Phase 1 has been outlined. Priority work for Phase 1 includes
development of the east campground with a loop road, welcome center and comfort
station (cabins would be constructed in a later phase). The work to occur in other phases,
and the number of other phases, have yet to be determined.
Although the project is anticipated to occur in phases, prior to initiating project
permitting, the Final Concept Plan should be advanced to show all anticipated future
development and mitigation at approximately 30 percent design. This level of design
will allow regulatory agencies and the public to meaningfully consider the project as a
whole during the land use/environmental permitting process.
Given the potential extent of critical area and buffer impacts, the mitigation plan will be
an important component of the permitting process. The overarching goal of the
mitigation plan will be to assure that no net loss of ecological functions results from
project impacts. Because the space available for mitigation may be limited in some areas
of the park under the Final Concept Plan, the mitigation plan will need to be
thoughtfully prepared. Further, unless all mitigation is installed as part of Phase 1, the
mitigation plan will need to ensure that each individual phase of development
adequately mitigates for its own impacts. 
Once the plans have been advanced to approximately 30 percent, we would recommend
that State Parks seek review and comment by agencies with jurisdiction. A formal preapplication conference with Mason County at this stage is recommended (emails from
the County with some preliminary comments on the project are provided in Attachment
B). Similar discussions could be had with state and federal agencies, as applicable.
After the plans have been revised to address agency comments, State Parks, as the SEPA
lead agency, can initiate the SEPA process. The SEPA document should address the
project as the whole. There is no set expiration of SEPA documents.
However, as most project permits should be expected to have expiration dates and
possibly other timing requirements, State Parks should carefully consider the timing
of permit applications when developing project phasing plans.
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Once SEPA review is complete and any related revisions to the plans have been made,
State Parks can submit applications for land use/environmental permits to Mason
County. Mason County has indicated that the land use/environmental permits required
will include a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit and Shoreline Conditional Use
Permit. Typically, a Shoreline Substantial Development Permit is only valid for five
years, with a single extension of one year possible. Moreover, construction must begin
within two years. For any work not completed within the time requirements of the
permit, application must be made for another Shoreline Substantial Development
Permit. If it would be beneficial, State Parks can attempt to negotiate a longer permit
duration with Mason County pursuant to WAC 173-27-090(1). Based on personal
communication, the County has indicated that it would consider a longer permit
duration for the project.
Once Mason County has issued land use/environmental permits, State Parks can submit
applications for construction permits from the County (if the project schedule is tight,
there may be some potential for the County to process certain construction permits
concurrent with the land/use environmental permits). State Parks can submit for all
proposed work or on a phase-by-phase basis. County construction permits typically
remain valid as long as a project is making substantial progress.
If proposed construction requires permits from other state or federal agencies,
applications should be submitted well in advance of anticipated construction—at least a
year in advance of construction is generally recommended. Time requirements for some
key potential permits are as follows:
•

U.S. Army Corps of Engineers Permits: Authorization under a Nationwide
Permit or Regional General Permit generally expires when the permits expire.
Nationwide permits are issued for a period of five years, so authorizations are
valid for shorter periods of time as the permit nears its expiration date (current
permits were issued in 2017 and would expire in 2022). Standard Individual
Permits are normally issued for three to five years. Letters of Permission are
normally issued for three years.

•

Hydraulic Project Approval (HPA): Valid up to five years. Substantial progress
on construction of the portion of the project authorized in the HPA must occur
within two years of the date of issuance.

For any project elements that involve in-water work, project implementation plans
should reflect “work windows.” For the Satsop River, the U.S. Army Corps of Engineers
currently indicates a work window of July 15 though August 31; Washington
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Department of Fish and Wildlife indicates a more restrictive work window of August 1
through August 31.
Finally, project mitigation is typically required to be maintained and monitored for a
period of five years. Project implementation plans should ensure sufficient resources are
available to address this multi-year requirement.

From:
To:
Subject:
Date:
Attachments:

Marissa Watson
Mark Daniel
Schafer State Park Phone Call
Friday, November 09, 2018 12:41:40 PM
Flow Charts Stormwater.pdf

Mark,
Below are some references to the Shoreline Master Program and Resource Ordinance that would be relevant to
the elements that you were listing in our phone call. These are only initial references, since there isn't an actual
proposal to evaluate. Also, our Shoreline Master Program requires a pre-application conference for projects that
may require shoreline substantial development, Conditional Use, and/or variance permits. This allows us to invite
other agencies such as Ecology to get their take on whether they would require a conditional use, as they would
also be reviewing these.
I have also attached the two flow charts concerning storm water. The minimum requirements mentioned on the
chart can be found in the current storm water manual on Washington's Ecology website.
RE: Possible Schafer State Park Master Plan
Critical Areas & Shoreline Designations:
1) Rural & Conservancy Shoreline Designations (East Fork Satsop is a designated Shoreline of the State)
2) Wetlands indicated in some potential project locations
3) Floodplain Zone A
Elements mentioned over the phone:
1) Wooden Board Walk Along River, may be in some wetland areas
References:
     a) Table 17.50.090-A - water orientated recreational is Permitted
     b) Ch. 17.50.250 - Recreation Chapter encourages shoreline developments that serve a variety of recreational
needs. Priority given to developments that provide recreational uses and that facilitate public access to shorelines.
     c) The Resource Ordinance, 8.52.170(E)(4)(n) requires an HMP and performance standards must meet
8.52.170(D)(3)(j)
2) Grading - Next to day use area
- if within Rural or Conservancy buffer then requires conditional use permit with substantial development permit
or shoreline exemption
References:
   a) 17.50.335- Grading Chapter
   b) if for parking purposes also reference 8.52.170(D)(3)(e)
3) New Campsites in shoreline buffer
References:
   a) Table 17.50.090A - Non-water orientated requires Conditional Use permit with substantial development
permit or shoreline exemption
   b) 17.50.250 - Recreational Chapter
Sincerely,
Marissa Watson

| Planner

Mason County Community Services
360.427.9670 ext. 367
Email: mwatson@co.mason.wa.us
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From:
To:
Cc:
Subject:
Date:

Marissa Watson
Tanja Wilcox
Jim Brennan; Mark Daniel
Re: Schafer SP Draft Concept Plan - Regulatory questions
Monday, March 18, 2019 9:50:32 AM

Tanja,
I met with Kell (planning manager) and Grace (senior planner) about the questions you and Mark had after our
last conference call. The following responses represent our consensus on the topics.

1.

Regarding wetlands located outside of typical shoreline jurisdiction (that is, outside of 200 feet
from the OHWM) but within 100-year floodplain, our understanding is that as associated
wetlands these wetlands would themselves be regulated under the SMP. Would the County
regulate the buffers of such wetlands under their SMP or CAO (assuming that their buffers fall
outside of typical shoreline jurisdiction)?
Question 1 & 2 below.

2.

Currently, an entry road and Welcome Center are proposed in the buffers of Wetlands F and G
(the entry road is partially on an existing road and partially new). These small wetlands appear to
be located within the 100-year floodplain, but have buffers that fall outside of typical shoreline
jurisdiction. Can these elements be mitigated for onsite (wetland buffer mitigation) although
they do not appear to be allowed uses within wetland buffers?
Typically wetlands buffers falling outside the shoreline jurisdiction would be regulated under
CAO and the proposed entry road and Welcome Center could be allowed with a Mason
Environmental Permit and mitigation under the CAO, but
After discussion with other planners, the consensus was that the project should be evaluated
overall and not the majority evaluated under shoreline jurisdiction and then these small buffers
of wetland f and g under the CAO. This will consolidate the process, thus the overall project
should be reviewed under the applicable SMP chapters and these small wetland buffers should
be included in the overall mitigation plan that will be using the SMPs regulations on No Net Loss
and/or Enhancement located in MCC 17.50.110.

3.

The proposed plans include other elements in shoreline jurisdiction (such as road
reconfiguration and parking spaces for boat access) that do not appear to be allowed uses in
wetland buffers, but that may otherwise be allowed per the SMP. In some cases, these elements
may be constructed in areas of existing vegetation. Can these elements be mitigated for onsite
(wetland buffer mitigation) although they do not appear to be allowed uses within wetland
buffers?
The road reconfiguration and parking spaces for boat access would be regulated under
shoreline jurisdiction, the Transportation chapter of the SMP MCC 17.50.265 and Recreational
Chapter MCC 17.50.250 have policies/regulations that encourage access to the shoreline.
Example: MCC 17.50.250 regulation 3.d "Public access points on shorelines must provide
parking space appropriate for the intended use."
Mitigation for the loss of existing vegetation to provide these public access points will be shown

in your mitigation plan for No Net Loss and/or Enhancement that is specified in the SMP.

4.

Can existing trails within the river shoreline/wetland buffers be improved for ADA, including
widening to 4’ wide and adding crushed rock surfacing? (Are crushed rock paths considered a
pervious surface?)
4' wide trails are allowed in Fish and Wildlife Habitat Conservation Areas. The SMP Recreation
and Transportation Chapters do not specify what the materials of these trails are to be, but
there impact, if any, should be addressed in your mitigation plan regarding No Net Loss.

5.

Given that the wetland regulations appear to require that new trails be located in the outer 25%
of wetland buffers (see 8.52.110(E)(3)(c)) and that most of the shoreline is encumbered by
wetlands and wetland buffers, would new trails in the shoreline area within the inner 75% of
wetland buffers be allowed with appropriate mitigation?

New trails in the shoreline are regulated by the SMP and public access to water is encouraged. Example:
Recreation Chapter (17.50.250) policy 12 which states "the linkage of shoreline parks, recreation areas and public
access points by linear systems, such as hiking paths, bicycle paths, easements and scenic drives should be
encouraged." Also, Transportation policy 13 which states "Trail and bicycle systems should be encouraged along
shorelines to the maximum extent feasible."
Again, you will be mitigating by showing No Net Loss or Enhancement, based on the SMP Chapter 17.50.110, in your
Habitat Management Plan.
There are many policies and regulations in the Recreational and Transportation Chapters of the SMP that make a
great case for the described work above. We will be looking at the project overall as well as the mitigation that should
follow the SMPs No Net Loss and/or Enhancement policies and regulations.

From the initial information that we have received (may change with final proposal), we see the following as areas
that will have to be reviewed and answered by the applicant in their application.
When evaluating this project the applicable policies and regulations of the SMP Recreational Chapter 17.50.250,
Transportation Chapter 17.20.265, and possibly the Grading Chapter 17.50.335 should be addressed by the applicant.
Policies and regulations that do not pertain to the project can be marked as "not applicable".
The project would also be evaluated under the Substantial Development Criteria and the Conditional Use Criteria, the
applicant should also address these criteria in their application when the time comes.
We hope this information clears up how we will be evaluating the buffers, what is allowed in them, and mitigation.
Please email if additional clarification is needed. Thank you

Sincerely,
Marissa Watson

| Planner

Mason County Community Services
360.427.9670 ext. 367
Email: mwatson@co.mason.wa.us

>>> Tanja Wilcox <Tanja@jabrennan.com> 2/26/2019 1:54 PM >>>
Dear Marissa and Kell,
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