3

V.

For the best experience, open this PDF portfolio in
Acrobat X or Adobe Reader X, or later.

Get Adobe Reader Now!



http://www.adobe.com/go/reader


From: Vicky Gonzalez

To: PDS comments

Subject: Anthony Fox re: Guemes Ferry Replacement Plan
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 2:28:45 PM
Attachments: Anthony Fox re_ Guemes Ferry Replacement Plan.pdf

Vicky Gonzalez, Administrative Coordinator
Skagit County Commissioners’ Office

1800 Continental Place, Suite 100

Mount Vernon, WA 98273

(360) 416-1311 / .vickyg@co.skagit.wa.us
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R 2 Pear Commissioners, Re: Guemes Ferry Replacement Plan
%QSIOR\@

I have lived on Guemes Island for 15 years. I am retired and live on a fixed income. |
am greatly concerned about the plan for a 25 million dollar all electric ferry. The
reason behind it may have something to do with getting on the cover of a magazine,
not what is needed for our community.

The refinery spews pollution on a daily basis. The tankers come in and run their
diesel engines nonstop. The tugs that service the tankers run while waiting to assist
the tankers. In contrast the Guemes ferry runs short runs and shuts down between
runs.

' want to suggest that the Ferry Manager spend more time maintaining our existing
ferry. A fair question is why do we pay to take the ferry to Seattle for maintenance
when Dakota Creek Industries is adjacent to our dock? The WSDOT routinely uses
Dakota for ferry repairs. Could this be yet another example of Rachel Rowe’s
inexperience costing Skagit County more money?

Could we hire a marine surveyor to give an unbiased overview of the condition and
possible longevity of the Guemes? Instead we hire EBDG to suggest how much they
can make off a new ferry!

At least can we please leave on the table an alternate plan for spending less money
and make it possible for Guemes Island to maintain its existing character. It is the
home for people of all income levels, which is the essence of that character.

I am concerned about being taxed and priced off Guemes Island. The idea of a ferry
district is unfair and may actually be illegal. The surcharge on every ride will make it
prohibitive to visit Anacortes for necessary everyday items.

Thank you for your time and consideration.

Sincerely,
nthony Fox
5795 S Shore Rd.
206-419-4584
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From: Vicky Gonzalez

To: PDS comments
Subject: FW: Feedback Submission
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:45:37 AM

Please see email below.

Vicky Gonzalez, Administrative Coordinator

Skagit County Commissioners’ Office
1800 Continental Place, Suite 100
Mount Vernon, WA 98273

(360) 416-1311 / vickyg@co.skagit.wa.us

From: website

Sent: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 6:42 AM

To: Commissioners <commissioners@co.skagit.wa.us>
Subject: FW: Feedback Submission

From: feedback@co.skagit.wa.us [mailto:feedback@co.skagit.wa.us]
Sent: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 6:35 PM

To: website <website@co.skagit.wa.us>

Subject: Feedback Submission

Department : None

Name : Robert Walker

Email : walker.rp@comcast.net

Other : I am very concerned that the experimental electric ferry is going to cost us all a great
deal of money. This sound and looks Locke a real problem that's not being recognized.

If so those that use the ferry should be the ones paying for it. Just like road taxes or tolls that
pay for roads the ferry should be paid by users not by taxes on property owners.

From Host Address: 24.18.162.190

Date and time received: 2/13/2018 6:34:58 PM
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From: andyselfl@aol.com

To: PDS comments
Subject: Fwd: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 5:55:57 PM

From: andyselfl <andyselfl@aol.com>

To: pdscomments <pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us>
Sent: Wed, Jan 31, 2018 5:52 pm

Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal

The last thing that should be considered by Skagit County in pursuing a replacement Guemes Island ferry
is concern for the environment. | only want "reliable” and "cheap"”. Screw the future generations.

Yours in Christ,

Andy Self

7127 Upland Drive

Anacortes, WA 98221

360-293-4719
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From: Jim Souders

To: PDS comments

Cc: alisimol@aol.com

Subject: Gemes Ferry replacement project
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 3:51:54 PM
Ryan,

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding the environmental impact
aspects of the proposed replacement ferry.

We are Jim and Alice Souders, property owners on Guemes Island. We are neither members
of the Guemes Island Ferry Committee or GIPAC, thus these comments are our own relative
to our opinions regarding the environmental impact of the proposed new electric or a Diesel
electric-powered hybrid Ferry. We are in support of a new ferry to replace the existing Diesel
ferry with one that is electricity powered. Our reasons for our supporting an electric powered
ferry are its positive impact on island living quality-of-life (e.g. wait time, fewer service outages
and delays) and the environment.

From the information available on the Guemes Island Replacement web-site, that presented
at the last community forum and other research having an electric ferry could result in zero
emissions or very little emissions in the case of the hybrid. Zero emissions could result in the
elimination of hundreds of tons of greenhouse gasses annually as well as eliminate toxic
hydraulic fluids, burnt Diesel fuel solids and oil being introduced to the water. Crew and
passengers would no longer be exposed to toxic fumes or excessive noise.

We do not share the concern the proposed replacement ferry would induce growth on the
island and thus would have a negative effect on the Guemes environment or the Guemes
aquifer. Our belief is the aquifer and other Guemes natural resources and public
properties should be protected by managing its use and not by trying to control growth by
restricting size or use of the new ferry.

We believe the county has done a remarkable job to position an electric ferry option in order
to attain funds that would otherwise not be available for such a project. | am referring to the
10 million dollar grant and a portion of the Volkswagen fund. These funding sources seem to
be a one-of-a-kind opportunity and a long term missed opportunity should the County be
precluded from moving forward with the project.

We also believe there are compelling cost savings to replacing the ferry and that refurbishing
the existing ferry would result in extreme inconveniences (such as 6 to 12 months to replace
the engines and reinforce aged structures), being much more expensive to operate with the

result that we would end up re-visiting this issue in ten years or less.
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Thank you for providing this opportunity.

Names

Jim & Alice Souders






From: Michael-JoAnne Gray

To: PDS comments

Subject: Guemes Island Ferry Replacement Project (enviromental review)
Date: Tuesday, February 6, 2018 2:18:04 PM

Ryan,

We appreciate the opportunity to provide comments regarding the environmental impact
aspects of the proposed replacement ferry.

We are Michael and JoAnne Gray, residents at 4898 N Indian Village LN. Our family has had
property on Guemes since 1959. We are neither members of the Guemes Island Ferry
Committee or GIPAC, thus these comments are our own relative to our opinions regarding
the environmental impact of the proposed new electric or a Diesel electric-powered hybrid
Ferry. We are in support of a new ferry to replace the existing Diesel ferry with one that is
electricity powered. Our reasons for our supporting an electric powered ferry are its

positive impact on island living quality-of-life (e.g. wait time, fewer service outages and delays)
and the environment.

From the information available on the Guemes Island Replacement web-site, that presented
at the last community forum and other research having an electric ferry could result in zero
emissions or very little emissions in the case of the hybrid. Zero emissions could result in the
elimination of hundreds of tons of greenhouse gasses annually as well as eliminate toxic
hydraulic fluids, burnt Diesel fuel solids and oil being introduced to the water. Crew and
passengers would no longer be exposed to toxic fumes or excessive noise.

We do not share the concern the proposed replacement ferry would induce growth on the
island and thus have a negative effect on the Guemes environment or the Guemes aquifer.
Our belief is the aquifer and other Guemes natural resources and public properties should be
protected by managing its use and not by trying to control growth by restricting size or use of
the new ferry.

We believe the county has done a remarkable job to position an electric ferry option in order
to attain funds that would otherwise not be available for such a project. | am referring to the
10 million dollar grant and a portion of the Volkswagen fund. These funding sources seem to
be a one-of-a-kind opportunity and avlong term missed opportunity should the County be
precluded from moving forward with the project.

We also believe there are compelling cost savings to replacing the ferry and that refurbishing
the existing ferry would result in extreme inconveniences (such as 6 to 12 months to replace
the engines and reinforce aged structures), being much more expensive to operate with the

result that we would end up re-visiting this issue in ten years or less.
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Thank you for providing the opportunity=to comment.

Michael and JoAnne Gray






From: Billy

To: PDS comments
Subject: Guemes island ferry proposal comment
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 2:03:53 PM

Instead of dumping all this $$$$ in to an electric ferry that "Will" break down no matter what they tell you,
Wouldn't it be great to have a shuttle bus route around the rock like we do when ferry is out??? Could even be a
hybrid with multiple bike racks and wheelchair or scooter lift for those in need

Even if it was only brought over for peak run times we could forget about all this money spent on again a ferry that
will only hold so many people so many cars and trucks.

Imagine being connected to other services like airport shuttle or continued transit to Mt Vernon

This could be wheelchair equipped! As it is now have you ever seen anyone with special needs go down ferry ramp?
It's awkward !

Think of the carbon footprint we are leaving, just because it's electricity doesn't mean it's free or without drain on a
system that is already weak. Think about it as | did when power went out just the other day for 3 plus hours

| can't imagine waiting for ferry to recharge so we can evacuate or have an emergency call out

I also think regardless of this proposal big trucks should be paying more for hauling back and forth as this weight
factor has to be stressing to either style ferry

Not to mention one driver all that vehicle . . where a shuttle bus would sit full of passengers heading to town not just
getting dumped at terminal and walking on put the shuttle on the ferry take it all the way through to town.

Seems there are a lot of people that don't live here want to create a bunch of waste

Just sayin . .

Sent from my iPhone William G Chamberlain
5350 S Shore Drive
Anacortes 98221
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From: noreply@co.skagit.wa.us

To: Ryan Walters
Subject: Message from KM_C558
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 12:20:01 PM

Attachments: SKM_C55818021512260.pdf
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February 6, 2018

Comments on proposed “Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal”
Skagit County Planning and Development Services Department
1800 Continental Place, Mount Vernon WA 98273

Skagit County Planning and Development Services:

| am writing on behalf of the Guemes Island Planning Advisory Committee (GIPAC) to provide
comments on the environmental review of the County’s proposal to replace the Guemes-Fidalgo
Island ferry vessel. Because Guemes is a ferry-dependent island, we recognize this project as
being of utmost importance to our future, and trust that the County's decision-making will be
based on careful planning for adequate levels of service balanced against a full assessment of
environmental impacts and alternatives. In addition to seeking cost-effective ferry service, we
believe the environmental review should be based on the Growth Management Act (GMA) goal
of insuring that the extension of public services and facilities to rural areas like Guemes Island
does not induce growth or adversely affect rural resources or rural character. We appreciate the
opportunity to provide early input in this review process.

GIPAC is recognized by the Skagit County Board of Commissioners (BOC) as an elected body
charged with representing the Guemes Island community on planning and development issues.
A primary aspect of our mission is to work with the County to foster implementation of the
Guemes Island Subarea Plan, which was adopted by the BOC in 2011 and is incorporated into
the Skagit County Comprehensive Plan (SCCP). Key goals of the plan are to protect the rural
character of the island and insure sustainability of future development, particularly recognizing
the constraints of our fragile and limited groundwater resources.

The fragile nature of Guemes Island’s groundwater supply is recognized in a variety of ways in
the Skagit County Code. Special regulations apply to wells, alternative water supplies, land
division, and land use permits—due to the designation of Guemes Island as a “sole source
aquifer,” a “seawater intrusion area,” and an “aquifer recharge area.” In addition, the entire
island is a “critical area,” as defined in the Critical Areas Ordinance (SCC 14.24) by virtue of
these designations. For more detail, see GIPAC’s recent paper “Protecting Guemes Island
Groundwater,” following.

We hope the County will look to the Guemes Island Subarea Plan to identify areas of
environmental concern to be evaluated in planning for ferry replacement. Some specific
language from the Plan goes to this point:

“Skagit County Public Works shall use the Public Forum process to gather public
advisory input on the County’s Work Plan for the Guemes Island ferry operation. Future
topics of interest include ticket fare structure and fare recovery model, cost containment,
ferry sailing schedule, ferry operations master plan and ADA accessibility issues
confronting passenger-only ferry service. Many of these issues relate to the sub-area
plan since they may affect island growth and implementation of transportation policies in
the SCCP.” (p. 74)

“As discussed below, congestion and parking issues that revolve around the ferry
operation can affect other activities in and around the two terminals involved. These
capacity issues ... and the impact of additional ferry service on growth, shouid be
considered when planning for future ferry service needs.” (p. 76)







Referring to the 2000 Countywide Planning Policies (CPP) and its 2006 update ..... the
subarea plan notes: “In addition to seeking cost-effective ferry service, the goal of these
policies is based on the GMA premise that the extension of public services and facilities
to Rural areas like Guemes Island will not induce growth or adversely affect rural
resources or rural character.” (p. 78)

“When evaluating major changes in ferry operations or schedules, the County shall
include the following factors: An assessment of ridership demand and alternative means
to reduce that demand or encourage less vehicle trip usage and more pedestrian,
carpool and bicycle usage; [and] An assessment of the potential impacts on Anacortes
and Guemes Island, including costs, congestion, parking and growth and effects on
critical areas, the rural character and the social fabric of the island community.” (p. 94)

Based on these statements in the subarea plan, we ask that the following environmental
impacts be carefully assessed in considering the ferry proposal and alternatives:

1. The impact of any ferry capacity increase on island growth and development;

2. Associated impacts relating to loss of rural character, encroachment of development into
designated critical areas, loss of marine shoreline resources, and degradation of the
island’s sole source aquifer; and

3. Impacts on parking and congestion at the ferry docks on the Anacortes and Guemes
ends of the run, resulting from both expected ferry usage and the development of any
shore side facilities necessitated under each ferry alternative.

In sum, we ask the Planning Department to carefully assess potential growth impacts and other
identified environmental impacts as part of its environmental review process for the replacement
ferry project. The capacity and operations of the replacement ferry should be carefully calibrated
to balance the needs of a growing island population against the potential for accelerating or
stimulating growth beyond the capacity of the island’s sole source aquifer and its desire to retain
rural character.

Thank you for your consideration.

Hal Rooks, Chair
Guemes Island Planning Advisory Committee
Members: Michael Brown, Allen Bush, Nancy Fox, Steve Orsini, Patty Rose, Edith Walden







Protecting Guemes Island Groundwater: Applicable County Codes
and Strategy Options

The Guemes Island Planning Advisory Committee (GIPAC) prepared this draft to lay the
foundation for GIPAC’s upcoming work on protection of the island’s aquifer. The proposed
strategies represent the current thinking of the committee but should be considered a work in
progress. Community input and/or questions about this draft paper are welcome and can be
sent to the paper's author, Nancy Fox, at hancy@nancyfox.com or Hal Rooks, Chair of GIPAC,
hsredfield@gmail.com.

Overview

The fragile nature of Guemes Island's groundwater supply is recognized in a variety of ways in
the Skagit County Code. Special regulations apply to wells, alternative water supplies, land
division, and land use permits—due to the designation of Guemes Island as a “sole source
aquifer,” a “seawater intrusion area,” and an “aquifer recharge area.” In addition, the entire
island is a “critical area,” as defined in the Critical Areas Ordinance (SCC 14.24) by virtue of its
designation as both an aquifer recharge area and a seawater intrusion area. In 2016, the
Guemes Island Planning Advisory Committee (GIPAC) proposed additional code provisions to
enhance protections for the island’s aquifer and to plug some gaps in the County’s enforcement
of its existing code.

The purpose of this paper is to identify and reassess the key code provisions that currently
protect water resources on Guemes Island. In light of this reassessment, it seeks to review the
status of code changes previously proposed by GIPAC and to identify possible directions for
GIPAC to work on water issues with the County and the community in 2018 and beyond.

Summary of Key Sections of Existing Code
1. Designations that Affect Guemes Island

Sole Source Aquifer: In 1997, the U.S. Environmental Protection Agency (EPA)
designated Guemes Island as a “sole source aquifer.” The EPA defines a sole source
aquifer as one that supplies at least 50 percent of the drinking water consumed in the
area overlying the aquifer. The County code recognizes sole source aquifers as any
area so designated by the EPA, in compliance with the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act.
See SCC 14.04.020.

Aquifer Recharge Area: Guemes Island is designated as a Category 1 Aquifer
Recharge Area in the County’s Critical Areas Ordinance (SCC 14.24). In SCC
14.24.310(1)(a), “Category | areas are those so designated because of the need for
protection due to a pre-existing land use, or because they are identified by the County,
State or Federal Government as areas in need of aquifer protection where a proposed
land use may pose a potential risk which increases aquifer vulnerability .... Category |
areas include:

(i) Areas served by groundwater which have been designated as a 'sole source aquifer
area’ under the Federal Safe Drinking Water Act; and

(i) Areas identified by the County as potential or existing sea water intrusion areas ...."







Seawater Intrusion Area: In section SCC 14.24.380(1)(b) of the Critical Areas
Ordinance,” The entirety of Guemes Island...” is designated as a seawater intrusion
area, where special requirements apply to the drilling of new wells, in addition to
building permits, special and conditional use permits, shoreline development, variances,
and land divisions.

Sensitive Area: Under the County’s Public Drinking Water code, areas where drilled
wells have been known to have potential quantity or quality problems are defined as
“sensitive areas” (SCC 12.48.030). In sensitive areas, the Public Health Department may
require more extensive testing for new wells (SCC 12.48.260). Applications for land
divisions in sensitive areas require a water system evaluation for each individual lot
(SCC 12.48.240). All of Guemes Island qualifies as a sensitive area by virtue of its
designation as a sole source aquifer, an aquifer recharge area, and a seawater intrusion
area.

2. Unified Development Code

Within the County Zoning code, the Guemes Island Overlay (SCC 14.16.360)
acknowledges the problem of seawater intrusion on Guemes Island. The code prohibits
accessory dwelling units any time the water source contains chloride levels greater than
25 ppm. This threshold indicates the early stages of seawater intrusion.

Another key code section is SCC 14.10, which pertains to variances. While not directly
addressing wells and water usage, the variance process allows reductions in
development standards such as setbacks, which allow larger houses with a greater
water demand than what strict application of the code would otherwise allow.
Requirements include: the variance must be the minimum that will make possible
“reasonable use,” must arise from special conditions of the property not ordinarily found
in the same district, and must not confer special privilege to the property owner.
Importantly: “The granting of the variance will be in harmony with the general
purpose and intent of this Title and other applicable provisions of the Skagit
County Code, and will not be injurious to the neighborhood, or otherwise
detrimental to public welfare.” See SCC 14.10.040(1)(c).

3. Public Drinking Water Code

This code primarily focuses on insuring that an individual house or development will be
served by a water source of adequate quality and quantity. The “Sensitive areas” code
(SCC 12.48.260) notes that the Skagit County Public Health Department “may require
more extensive testing if a proposed well, or a well nearby the proposed well, is in an
area where water quantity or quality is poor (e.g., seawater intrusion).”

The Public Drinking Water code (SCC 12.48.250) also addresses “alternative sources”
such as rainwater catchment. It states: “The Skagit County Public Health Department
discourages alternative sources.” It requires documentation of why a well or public
water system cannot be used, requires County approval before construction begins,
establishes treatment standards, and requires quarterly reporting.







4. Land Divisions Code

Sections of code from Land Divisions (SCC 14.18) apply several restrictions on Guemes
Island that are specific to water concerns.

SCC 14.18.310 restricts density in Conservation and Reserve Developments (CaRDs)
on Guemes Island. The code states that “there shall be no density bonus for CaRD
developments in areas designated as a ‘sole source aquifer,” except where the source of
water is from a public water system whose source is outside the designated area or from
an approved alternative water system pursuant to [SCC 12.48].” This is further bolstered
by a recently approved code provision that states: “On Guemes Island, open space
tracts other than Os-RSV [Open Space Reserve] must be permanently protected by

a conservation easement that prohibits future residences or residential accessory

uses within the open space tract.” See SCC 14.18.310(5).

SCC 14.18.000(5)(i) states: “A land division within a seawater intrusion area (as defined
in SCC 14.24.380) may not propose to use a well where chloride levels are 200 ppm or
greater.”

SCC 14.18.100(b)(v) requires an assessment: “If critical areas are present on the site or
within 200 feet, a critical areas assessment pursuant to [SCC 14.24]” is required.

5. Critical Areas Ordinance

The Critical Areas Ordinance (SCC 14.24) provides the strongest provisions in County
code relating to groundwater protection. All of Guemes Island is a “critical area” by virtue
of its designation as both an aquifer recharge area and a seawater intrusion area.

Aquifer Recharge Areas

As noted above, Guemes Island, as a sole source aquifer, is designated a Category 1
Aquifer Recharge Area in the Critical Areas Ordinance. SCC 14.24.300, Aquifer
Recharge Areas Intent, states: “This Section establishes areas determined to be critical
in maintaining both groundwater quantity and quality.” The intent section further states:
“Existing and future beneficial uses of groundwater shall be maintained and protected.
Degradation of groundwater quality that would interfere with or become injurious to
beneficial uses shall be avoided or minimized.”

Key provisions relating to Aquifer Recharge Areas include:

¢ Prohibiting “activities that the Administrative Official or Health Officer determines
would significantly degrade groundwater quality or reduce the recharge to
aquifers currently or potentially used as a potable water source or that may serve as
a significant source of base flow to a flow-sensitive basin stream. The determination
must be made based on credible scientific information.” See SCC 14.24.320(6).

e Requiring site assessment, (SCC 14.24.330(1)) states: “The level of study for a site
assessment which will be required of the applicant by the Administrative Official for a
given development will be based on an initial project review by Skagit County
Planning and Development Services that may also include staff from the
Health Department and a County staff hydrogeologist.” Note that the term







“development” includes drilling that requires County approval, per the Definitions
section of the Unified Development Code (SCC 14.04).

e SCC 14.24.330(2)(b) and (c) requires: “A description of the site-specific
hydrogeological characteristics regarding potential impact(s) to the quantity or quality
of underlying aquifer(s). At a minimum this will include a description of the lithology,
depth and static water level of known underlying aquifer(s), and depiction
of groundwater flow direction and patterns on the appropriate map; and
(c) Identification of the initial receptors of potential adverse impacts located
hydraulically down-gradient and within 1,000 feet of the project or as otherwise
directed by the Administrative Official or Health Officer.”

e Additionally, SCC 14.24.330(3) may require: “Aquifer characteristics including
determination of recharge and discharge areas, transmissivity, storage coefficient,
hydraulic conductivity, porosity, and estimate of groundwater flow direction, velocity
and patterns for the affected aquifer(s)” and a detailed hydrogeological impact
assessment.

Seawater Intrusion Areas

The seawater intrusion policy (SCC 14.24.380) sets well pumping rate limits, monitoring,
and conservation requirements, based on the leve! of chlorides (which is an indicator of
seawater intrusion) detected in groundwater samples, for applicants proposing to use
wells for building and land division projects.

Key provisions include:

¢ Applicability. “This Section applies to wells and applications for building permits ...
and land divisions in ... the entirety of Guemes Island ....” See SCC 14.24.380(1).

¢ “For Wells. An application proposing use of a well must include all of the
following, which must be submitted for review prior to drilling any new well ....”
specifying a well drilling plan, land elevation, estimated depth of well, etc. See SCC
14.24.380(2).

e Development standards include: installing a wellhead source meter and sounding
tube, restricting pumping rates per code requirements based on distance from the
shoreline, and documentation of land elevation as surveyed by a licensed surveyor.
See SCC 14.24.380(4).

Critical Areas Review for Hydrogeological Impacts

SCC 14.24.060 requires a review for hydrogeological impacts for all of Guemes Island:
“With the exception of activities identified as allowed without standard review under
SCC 14.24.070, any land use activity that can impair the functions and values of critical
areas or their buffers, including suspect or known geologically hazardous areas, through
a development activity or by disturbance of the soil or water, and/or by removal of, or
damage to, existing vegetation, shall require critical areas review and written
authorization pursuant to this Chapter. Authorizations required under this Chapter
overlay other permit and approval requirements of the Skagit County Code. Regardless
of whether a County development permit or approval is required, any proposed
alteration that can adversely affect a critical area or its standard buffer must
comply with the substantive and procedural requirements of this Chapter. Critical
areas review pursuant to this Chapter shall be conducted as part of the underlying
permit or approval, where applicable. It is the responsibility of the landowner, or
designee, who conducts or proposes to undertake land use activities that can adversely







impact critical areas or their buffers to obtain County authorization prior to commencing
such activities.” The exempt activities in SCC 14.24.070 specifically reference
modification of single family homes not involving an expanded footprint and
routine maintenance or repair of potable water systems, but otherwise do not
exempt wells in Aquifer Recharge Areas from critical areas review.

Description and Status of Code Changes Proposed by GIPAC in 2016

In 2016, GIPAC proposed three code amendments relating to water limits on Guemes Island for
inclusion in the “docket” of code amendments to be enacted in 2017. One code amendment was
included in the docket and adopted by the Board of Commissioners in 2017—the requirement
for a conservation easement on CaRD open space. Neither of the other two code amendments
was deemed sufficiently developed to be incorporated in the code amendment packet for 2017.
However, in both cases the Planning and Development Services Department indicated its intent
to consider the proposals in its 2017 work program and to address GIPAC's issues in County
code and/or department practice in 2017. These are the two outstanding proposals:

1. Rainwater Catchment

GIPAC proposed: “Revise code standards and requirements to allow and encourage rainwater
catchment systems for potable water on Guemes Island.” This proposal identified various
glitches in existing code that represent roadblocks or significant disincentives to the use of
rainwater catchment systems for potable water, and sought to resolve these conflicts.

In the one and a half years since GIPAC made this proposal, County staff have expressed their
support for rainwater catchment on Guemes Island and have undertaken work to refine the
County review process to facilitate approval of rainwater catchment systems. The County has
contracted with Western Washington University (WWU) to determine best practices and to
develop a template that homeowners could follow in preparing plans for a potable water
catchment system. This WWU contract is expected to be completed by mid-2018. GIPAC hopes
this will enable the County to facilitate and expedite applications for rainwater catchment
systems.

2. Approval Requirement for New Wells

GIPAC proposed: “Amend SCC 14.24.380 (Critical Areas Ordinance, Seawater Intrusion Areas)
to require, prior to drilling, a permit application and County approval for any new well to be
drilled on Guemes Island. In addition to requiring that plans for new wells be submitted to the
County for review and approval prior to drilling, in areas of known seawater intrusion the
applicant should be required to conduct a hydrogeologist well impact assessment.”

This proposal was intended to plug an enforcement gap in the Critical Areas Ordinance.
Although the seawater intrusion code requires approval of well drilling plans before drilling
occurs in seawater intrusion areas, in practice, the County does not review wells until and
unless a building permit application is submitted. History on Guemes Island shows that new
wells have been drilled without any relationship to a building permit application. This means the
County does not “review” the well until after it is drilled, if at all. Hydrologic impacts cannot be
mitigated after the fact.

In 2016, the Board of County Commissioners agreed to take up this proposal in the Planning
and Development Services Department's work program, rather than incorporating GIPAC’s
suggested code language in the 2016 docket of code amendments. Since that time, staff have







indicated that this issue would need to be addressed in a larger overhaul of the County’s
Drinking Water Code. To GIPAC's knowledge, no work has yet begun on this topic.

Proposed Strategy

A close reading of the existing Skagit County Code shows that the County already has the
authority, and arguably the legal obligation, to review and mitigate the hydrologic impacts of new
wells on Guemes Island. While code revisions specifying this and establishing review
procedures would be beneficial, they are not required before the County can and should
implement a review process that includes impact assessment for any new wells on Guemes.

Protecting groundwater resources on Guemes Island for existing and future users will require a
multipronged effort involving proactive action by the County, GIPAC, and the Guemes
community. The following are suggested as possible elements of an updated strategy for
GIPAC to undertake in 2018 and in following years.

1. Ask the County to undertake critical areas review beginning immediately for any new
well on Guemes Island, as required by the Critical Areas Ordinance, which designates the
entire island as a critical area, an aquifer recharge area, and a seawater intrusion area. The
County must establish review procedures and reach out to well drillers in the area to ensure
enforcement of this code. The County’s hydrogeologist will need to detail the standards for
hydrologic review of new wells. The County’s Critical Areas Checklist—the first step in
development review—should be amended to ask, “Is the project served by a sole source aquifer
and/or located in a seawater intrusion area?”

2. Continue to pursue a code amendment clarifying that new wells on Guemes Island require
a permit application and County approval. While it appears that County approval is already
required, a clear statement in the code appears necessary to ensure enforcement.

3. Promote collaboration between the County and the Guemes community to develop and
collate data on island wells and undertake data analyses to better understand trends
affecting the aquifer. Continue the Guemes Island monitoring network that was started by the
Skagit County Health Department’'s Seawater Intrusion Committee in 1996, adopted by the
Guemes Island Environmental Trust, and kept going by volunteers. Strive to bring in data from
the State Health Department and expertise from the State Department of Ecology. The County’s
ability to regulate new wells is compromised without an established database to clearly
delineate problem areas on the island with regard to well-water quality and/or quantity.

4. Look for opportunities to promote further research to understand better the process of
aquifer recharge on the island. Investigate possible support from the State Department of
Ecology.

5. Seek to collaborate with researchers at Westem Washington University (WWU) in their work
to develop a template for rainwater catchment systems. Review their proposals and provide
input to Skagit County in its development of requirements for potable catchment systems. Work
with the County to support their development of a workable rainwater catchment program.

6. Continue to pursue code amendments and administrative procedures needed to remove
barriers to rainwater catchment systems. While current County staff have expressed support
for rainwater catchment and ways to work with the current code, in the long run, the code should







be revised so that code conflicts do not impede future systems. After WWU completes its report,
GIPAC could take the next step in drafting specific proposed code language to help facilitate
and encourage rainwater catchment systems.

7. Initiate public education and community dialogue on the subject of how homeowners can
conserve water and help protect the aquifer. Seek community engagement in sharing well data
and helping to identify trends and problem areas. Find ways to make sure that new property
owners on Guemes have good information about water limitations and the need for careful
management of their water systems and usage. GIPAC should work toward publication of a
public information brochure that describes water constraints on the island and the need for
water conservation.

8. Undertake a comprehensive review of County code and current County practice relating to
the review and approval of variances and “reasonable use exceptions.” Work with the
County Planning and Development Services Department to improve variance code language
and staff interpretation of existing code to better take into consideration water limitations on
Guemes Island. In assessing variance applications and determining the scale of buildings
needed to achieve reasonable use, County staff should review potential hydrological impacts,
particularly where building lots are substandard in size. The County must consider all elements
of existing code that reflect the need for groundwater protection on Guemes Island (aquifer
recharge area, seawater intrusion area, sole source aquifer, and sensitive area) in determining
whether a variance meets the requirement to be “in harmony with the general purpose and
intent of this Title and other applicable provisions of the Skagit County Code, and will not
be injurious to the neighborhood, or otherwise detrimental to public welfare,” as
prescribed in SCC 14.10.040(1)(c).










From: DAVID A Malmquist

To: PDS comments

Cc: DAVID A Malmquist

Subject: New Ferry Comments

Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 11:54:15 AM

Below are comments | sent. You asked for a complete mailing address. My home address is:

Dave Malmquist
624 South 291st St.
Federal Way, WA 98003

My Guemes address is
6406 West Shore Road
Anacortes, WA 98221

The Guemes property is jointly owned by myself and Duane and Lianne Pearson. They endorsed all
my comments and would like their name added to my response. Their address is:

Duane and Lianne Pearson
7716 A Island View Court
Mukilteo, WA 98275

My name is Dave Malmaquist, | live on West Shore Road and am the secretary/treasurer of a 10
resident water association. None of the owners live full time on Guemes and all commute from the
south.

| know | speak for all 10 when it comes to the question of scheduled ferry runs. We have all learned
to adjust to the existing schedule. The last thing we need is any reduction in evening runs.
Commuting in all of Western Washington is getting worse each year. The last thing we need is a
smaller window to “make the ferry.

| speak only for myself on the next issue. Any decision is a matter of balancing capital costs,
operating costs, maintenance costs, reliability and extended breakdowns. My top priority would be
reliability and avoiding extended or catastrophic breakdowns. None of us want that. Especially you
all.

As far as the propulsion system | leave that up to you but hope you base it on the above priorities.
New systems carry risks and a catastrophic event is a poor risk to take. You all have the most skin in
that game.

The idea of a smaller ferry is ludicrous. We have a unique opportunity to provide better service to
the ferry riding community. The question is really how much bigger makes economic sense.



mailto:pdscomments@co.skagit.wa.us

mailto:davemalmquist1@msn.com



| thank you all for this opportunity to hear from those home owners who cannot make an evening
meeting on Guemes.

Dave Malmquist

Sent from Mail for Windows 10



https://go.microsoft.com/fwlink/?LinkId=550986




From: Bruce Baglien

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guedes Ferry Proposal
Date: Wednesday, January 31, 2018 3:39:17 PM

To whom it may concern,

I strongly support the Electric version of the Ferry! The noise and horrible smoke from the
current diesel ferry is not acceptable in a residential neighborhood.

The ferry traffic is a burden that Old Town residents have endured for too long.

Ferry traffic should be routed to avoid residential streets to eliminate the pollution from the car
and truck traffic caused by the ferry. It is a human health hazard for the residents of Old Town
to cross residential streets when a ferry patron is speeding to get to the ferry.

It is barely tolerable sometimes. Manage the traffic. It is a public health problem to live near
either Ferry terminal. People choose to live in a small town to have clean air.

Respectfully,

Bruce Baglien

1303 7th Street
Anacortes, WA 98221
360 202-0856

brucebaglien@msn.com
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From: Sally Stapp

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 11:18:56 AM

Dear Skagit County Planning & Development Services;

As the Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal is being considered please scrutinize all available population and
ridership data with regards to the proposed size (32 cars) of the replacement Guemes ferry boat. Consider scheduling
and staffing choices that could better mitigate ridership issues than an excessively large (and expensive) boat. Take
care that the idea of a larger boat isn’t just a simple solution to cater to the crush of summer ridership and encourage
too much growth on Guemes. Cater instead to riders who choose alternative, environmentally friendly modes of
transport.

Carefully consider the negative effects of excessive population growth and new development on Guemes Island's
sole source aquifer. | have been involved with the Waterworks Group - a subcommittee of the Guemes Island
Environmental Trust - for more than ten years. My family considers me the water witch - when it come to
conserving our vital resource. | purchased forty five PUD’s dial-read water meters when PUD transitioned to
digital, remote read meters. Those meters are now helping Guemes islanders keep track of their water use and
detect wasteful leaks. The waterworks group also distributed hundreds of 55-gallon barrels for rainwater catchment
and held rainwater collection educational tours. It’s encouraging to see that Skagit County is finally realizing
rainwater catchment is an important solution to water issues in critical areas like Guemes Island.

In addition to conserving water another issue of great concern on Guemes Island is sea water intruding into our
ground water as more and more straws draw more and more fresh water from our only fresh water source - our
aquifer. If Skagit County allows uncontrolled growth on Guemes all current residents are in danger of losing their
well water.

Rather than building an overly expensive, unnecessarily large 32 car ferry please consider a more flexible sailing
schedule that recognizes peak ridership needs. Currently Ferry management hires a "mid-watch” person during
peak season from 9am to 5pm. That decision ignores the workers who have to leave the island between 6:30 & 8:30
am and the crush of returning islanders from 5:30pm on. A more fluid schedule should be able to cater to ridership
surges. Management’s decision to schedule refueling during the busy 11:15am to 1:00pm slot inconveniences the
ridership. Add a permanent 11:45 run.

Take care that we aren’t being blinded by the allure of “new” technology. Will Skagit County be on the leading
edge or the bleeding edge of electric boats?

Sally Stapp

5191 Lewis Lane

Guemes Island

Anacortes, WA

98221
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From: Orsini Stephen

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Friday, February 9, 2018 3:29:43 PM

1. The replacement ferry (new ferry) proposed for Guemes Island is designed to hold 32 cars,
a 45% increase in vehicular capacity from the current 22 car Guemes. This new ferry then
represents a major expansion of vehicular traffic into a rural area (with Critical Area
designation), an act discouraged under the State of Washington Growth Management Act.

2. The expansion of car carrying capacity, based on past larger ferry introductions (most
recently 1978), spurred a long term growth increase in development of dwellings and
commercial activities on the island. These new dwellings and commerces resulted in more
exempt wells being drilled which have the license under the 1945 Exempt Well Act to extract
up to 5000 gallons per day each from the island’s Sole Source Aquifer(s).

3. The island, especially on the north and west sides, suffers from extensive seawater
intrusion. More than 10 wells have failed in these area including the two wells serving the
Potlatch Il development with some 30 hookups. This Potlatch failure resulted in the
installation of an expensive seawater reverse osmosis plant that is now administered by Skagit
County PUD. The convoluted series of County codes relative to Seawater Intrusion in a
Critical Area only address a new well after it has been drilled. They do not look at the impact
of a new well on adjacent wells. The Skagit County Codes do not attempt to calculate the
cumulative impact of new wells on the carrying capacity of the aquifer. The total volume of
recharge water into the aquifers has not been studied.

4. The County in an attempt to provide a solution to the fresh water problems on the island
offers rain water catchment as a solution. Skagit County Code currently says that alternative
systems (including rainwater collection) are discouraged, and will only be approved when the
applicant shows why a public water system or drilled well cannot be utilized.(SCC 12.48.50)
This means that the applicant would need to drill a well first and come up dry/contaminated
before being considered for a rainwater system.

5. "As stated in the Subarea Plan on page 87-88:

The 2000 Countywide Planning Polices (CPP) and its 2006 update are somewhat
consistent in calling for consideration of several major factors in making decisions
about extending transportation facilities and services. They include the GMA
mandates calling for cost effectiveness and limiting facility/service extensions to Rural
Areas. The 2000 Comprehensive Plan included a specific policy calling for the Skagit
County Regional Transportation Planning Organization to develop LOS ferry
standards for the Guemes ferry (CPP 9A-8.7). However that policy was not carried
forward into the 2006 update of this plan. Both versions of the plan, however, identify
specific policies for expanding ferry service (CPP 9.A-8.2, draft update 8A-5.2). It
appears that the intent of these policies is to implement each in a stepwise fashion and
evaluate their effectiveness over time before implementing the next. In order of
priority, these steps are: 1)encouraging walk-ons and car-pooling, 2) increasing the
frequency of runs, and 3) increasing ferry capacity and finally, 4) extending ferry
hours.

The Plan goes on to state: 'In addition to seeking cost-effective ferry service, the goal of these
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policies is based on the GMA premise that the extension of public services and facilities to
Rural Areas like Guemes Island will not induce growth or adversely affect rural resources or
rural character.’

We also recommend coordination between the ferry system and local transit on both the Island
and in Anacortes to help alleviate these problems and costs to the taxpayer.” Futurewise letter
to Skagit County Planning Commission, August 8, 2010

In summary, the scale of impact of the increased traffic and growth posed by the new ferry
mandates an Environmental Impact Study. A SEPA review of the new ferry that concludes in
a determination of non-significance relative to the new ferry’s impacts on Guemes Island will
be unacceptable.

Thank you,

Stephen D. Orsini
4971 Guemes Island Rd
Anacortes, WA 98221






From: Vicki Blacken

To: PDS comments

Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Sunday, February 11, 2018 3:28:10 PM
Hello,

My family owns a cabin on Guemes on the West Shore Road, that we use a few times a year,
as a vacation home. My preference would be to replace the existing ferry with an electric
ferry. The current schedule works well for us and meets our needs, so | wouldn't favor
changing the schedule. The current ferry seems to be needing quite a bit of planned, annual
maintenance, as well as some unplanned repairs that make it impossible for us to utilize our
cabin. Last year, the annual shut-down was extended and turned out to be several weeks,
which was a concern to us. If we had a more reliable ferry, that would be an improvement to
our family. Thanks.

Vicki Venables Blacken
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From: Stephen & Virginia Orsini

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Tuesday, February 13, 2018 3:47:40 PM

I am asking that an EIS be performed on the impact of a larger ferry to Guemes Island. | am asking specifically that
the environmental impact of failed or overused SEPTIC SYSTEMS be addressed in the process. This is because a
larger ferry will allow more people and development to come and pollute this environment.

I have lived permanently on Guemes Island for thirty years, and | have been coming to the island for nearly 50
years. During that time | have seen the Island change from a quiet sustaining, natural environment, where everyone
takes care with their resources, to a place where beaches are overrun in the summer with people who just want to
have fun, at the expense of their neighbors, and the resources. Please don’t allege that more humans will not
degrade a place. The question here is how to minimize the impact, and make people aware of the limited resources
of a place so they can take care of them. An Environmental Impact Statement is necessary to give us direction in
how to proceed while safeguarding the environment.

The Washington State Growth Management Board has acknowledged that transportation, such as a bigger ferry, will
be an invitation for more people to inhabit and visit the island - a designated “Critical Area” with a sole-source
aquifer. This means there will be many environmental stresses that will accompany this growth, and one of them
will be SEPTIC FAILURES.

We know that salt in the water Kills the bacteria that is necessary for the breakdown of effluence. We know that
saltwater intrusion is a growing factor we have to deal with on the island, and that many wells are above the
acceptable chloride levels. There used to be a county health department that administered the functioning of septic
systems, but no more. We also know that many people have old and leaking septic systems, but do not have the
resources to replace them. We know that the county seawater and shorelines policies are essentially non-existant,
and that drilling a well is still required before someone can develop property instead of deciding on rainwater
catchment or other non-degrading, sustainable options.

Every summer we see homes and camping areas with 6-8 cars and 20-40 people on a 50 or 100 foot lot, all using
one bathroom. That is not a healthy situation, and it is right on the shoreline. We have seen people wander up the
road and visit someone else’s outhouse because a toilet is unavailable to them. We know of houses situated right on
the shoreline (“low-bank waterfront™) that have been built without a building permit, and with drain fields a couple
of feet from the beach. These are not developments that are sustaining the environment, and they are not healthy
situations.

The Guemes Island Sub Area plan does a good job of explaining these stressed areas, and why development needs to
be very controlled. We have seen that people can love a place to death, but it is not a given that this should be. It is

the reason the rigors of an Environmental Impact Statement need to be performed, and adhered to when proposing a

larger ferry.

I am asking that an EIS be performed on the impact of a larger ferry to this island. And | am asking that the
environmental impact of failed or overused SEPTIC SYSTEMS be addressed in the process. This is because a
larger ferry will allow more people to come and pollute this environment, and Skagit County does not currently
provide any regulations that hold up to the pressures of development.

Virginia Orsini
4971 Guemes Island Rd.
Guemes Island
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From: Howard Pellett

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 3:34:08 PM

| oppose the replacement of the the current Guemes Island ferry for the following
reasons:

1. The need for a replacement ferry has not been established beyond a reasonable
doubt, and

2. there is a failure to address utilization of alternative, and much less expensive
transportation measures such as passenger ferries, and

3. consideration of alternative measures of improving service such as a routine
maintenance program and a more efficient ticketing system, and

4. there is a failure to balance growth impacts against the Guemes Island Sub
Area plan developed over years of Islander participation.
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From: Evergreen Islands
To: PDS comments

Cc: Evergreen Islands Board of Directors; Hal Rooks (GIPAC); Stephen Orsini (SailingOrsini)
Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 8:13:30 AM
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P.O Box 223
Anacortes, WA 98221

February 15, 2018

To:  Skagit County Planning & Development Services
Ryan Walters, Assistant Director
cc.  Evergreen Islands Board of Directors
Guemes Island Planning Advisory Committee: Hal Rooks (Chair), Stephen Orsini

Re: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal

On the behalf of Evergreen Islands and especially its members on Guemes Island, | am
submitting the following comments regarding the SEPA environmental assessment for
the Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal

Introduction
The following statement from the 2008 Environmental Assessment for Guemes Island

.1 . .
Ferry Serwce[_1 encapsulates Guemes Island residents’ concerns regarding increased
Ferry Service:

Overarching Concern — Guemes Island is at a crossroads: The aquifer
underlying Guemes Island is, or may be, at a “tipping point.” Expanded ferry
service to the island could induce additional population growth and
development, which in turn, will lead to additional aquifer withdrawals,
seawater intrusion and contamination of wells, and an erosion of rural
character and quality of life.

. 2
The current Transportation System Assessment report[_1 for the Replacement Guemes
Ferry justifies the Guemes Islands community’s concerns as it states:

The island population varies seasonally, ranging from approximately 750 to
2,750. This could significantly increase in the next 40 years.

Discussion
In planning the future of Guemes Island, the single most prevailing and overriding
environmental issue is the fact that the Guemes Island water supply depends primarily on
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its Sole Source Aquifers. The aquifer recharge areas that feed the Sole Source Aquifers

are designated as a Category | Critical Recharge Area[i]. A vital corollary issue is that the
aquifers are fresh water lens aquifers; aquifers that get thinner as they near the
shorelines. A further compounding issue is that most of the existing housing are near the
shorelines and most of the potential housing will be near the shorelines.

The Common Land Use Impacts section of the 2008 Environmental Assessment
identifies the likely impacts that may arise from significant increases in ferry capacity as
follows:

Land use impacts are generally categorized as direct, indirect, and
cumulative. “Direct impacts” are caused immediately by a specific
development proposal and are relatively proximate in time and place (e.g.,
conversion of land to a different or more intensive land use; displacement of
existing activities; and incompatibilities or conflicts between various land uses and
activities).

In contrast, “indirect impacts” are generally more remote in time and place.
Indirect actions frequently involve the actions of other parties and are typically
experienced at a later time. For example, significantly over-sizing ferry
carrying capacity to Guemes Island in relation to the adopted land use
plan and historic growth trends could cause an unanticipated increase
in the rate of growth inconsistent with historic trends.

Finally, “cumulative impacts” are those that are generated by an action in
conjunction or combination with the actions of other parties (e.g., changes to
the general character of an area resulting from the combined effects of
numerous development projects over time).

The 2008 Environmental Assessment[il for the Guemes Island Ferry Service Schedule
Changes further suggests the following strategies to further reduce the potential for
impacts and describes some of the measures that Skagit County might employ to further
reduce the possibility of such impacts. The following measures might be employed under
any or all of the proposed ferry service alternatives:

1. Consider further downzones and adoption of a lot consolidation code
requirement to reduce the potential for future subdivisions and to aggregate
previously platted nonconforming size lots in common ownership. This approach
could reduce the dwelling unit and population holding capacity of the island by 52
or more units, with notable reductions possible in the Rural Intermediate (RI) and
Rural Reserve (RRv) zones. Reducing the number of potential future development
units would reduce the total amount of potential future ground water withdrawals.

2. As a means to ensure that accessory dwelling units (ADUs) do not proliferate
and result in an unintended and unnecessary increase in island population and
ground water withdrawals, consider their prohibition on Guemes Island.

3. Consider adopting a building permit metering system that caps the number of
permits issued for new residential dwelling units to a level proportional to, or less
than, historic dwelling unit growth patterns (e.g., 10 to 15 units annually).





5. Expedite the development, implementation, and funding of a long-term ground
water monitoring program for Guemes Island. Historically, resident volunteers,
supplied with equipment by the Skagit County Health Department, have
conducted ground water monitoring. A formalized and fully funded monitoring
program, guided by a ground water flow model, would help to provide the
information necessary to adapt land use and ground water protection policies and
regulations if needed.

7. Consider amending the Skagit County Code to severely restrict or prohibit the
development of lots in areas where the drilling of new wells would exacerbate
existing seawater intrusion contamination.

Sea Water Intrusion History

In a May 27, 1994 Ietter[gl from the Washington State Department of Ecology to the
Skagit County Department of Heath expressing their concern held by the Water
Resources and Water Quality Programs of Ecology regarding ground water withdrawal on
Guemes Island. The letter, included in Attachment 1, states in part:

Several areas of the island are experiencing elevated chloride levels in ground
water wells. The data indicate that some parts of the island are experiencing
significant sea water intrusion.

We are particularly concerned about the north end of the island, specifically that
part lying within Township 36 North. Ground water sampling data indicate
consistently high chloride values often exceeding 100 mg/I.

In summary, we have concerns regarding how the County can make findings of
adequacy of water in this part of Guemes Island under Section 63 of the Growth
Management Act. With this in mind, we would encourage you to deny well site
approvals until a site-specific management program is in place. We recognize that
this may cause difficulties in the development community, but it is better to
address water availability now than when the property has been platted and
homes built.

After twenty-four years, Skagit County has still not adequately controlled the use of
exempt wells on Guemes Island.

The Guemes Island Aquifers’ Capacities were exceeded by the year 2006.
Figure 1 and 2, a copies of the Draft Guemes Island Subarea Plan’s Figure 5.6, illustrates
the chloride levels in the drinking water wells on Guemes Island. A summary of the data
is as follows:

e 7 wells exceed 200 mg/L and are unfit for human consumption
e 4 wells are between 100 mg/L and 200 mg/L are above Ecology’s threshold.
e 40 wells are between 25 mg/L and 100 mg/L.

The figure indicates that in 2006 over 50 wells are either degraded, injured, or destroyed
by seawater intrusion. These results indicate that the capacity of the Guemes
Island aquifers to produce drinking water have not only been reached but
also have been exceeded.

On p. 26, the Draft Plan states, “The Rural Intermediate zone will shoulder the majority





of the island’s future growth.” On p. 27, the Plan states (emphasis added), “This zone
contains the greatest risk of adverse environmental effect upon critical areas because
much of it is located near the shoreline.” Now note that on p. 22, Table 2.2,
Present and Potential Development on Guemes Island, indicates that Guemes Island’s
Rural Intermediate zones have the potential for another 943 homes!

Taking into consideration the following facts:
e The fresh water lens is thinnest at the shorelines.
e The majority of the existing homes are close to the shorelines.
e Most of the potential homes will be close to the shorelines.
e Increased utilization of the aquifers will negatively impact the availability of
fresh water for homes close to the shorelines, both existing and potential.

More homes will lose their existing sources of potable water as a result of saltwater
intrusion, and more homeowners will be financially harmed if not devastated. Skagit
County must limited the number of exempt wells.

Figure 1. The Draft Subarea Plan’s Figure 5.6, Well Chloride Levels
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Figure 2. The Draft Subarea Plan’s Figures 5.6 and 5.5 Overlaid
(Extent and Thickness of the Vashon Aquifer)
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Washington State’s Legal Requirements for Water Supplies

The Growth Management Act

7
Washington’s Growth Management Act (the GMA) includes 13 goals[_1 that
Comprehensive Plans must address. The Goals 10 and 12, which are especially applicable
to the Guemes Island are as follows (emphasis added):

(10) Environment. Protect the environment and enhance the state’'s high
quality of life, including air and water quality, and the availability of
water.

(12) Public facilities and services. Ensure that those public facilities and services
necessary to support development shall be adequate to serve the development
at the time the development is available for occupancy and use without
decreasing current service levels below locally established minimum
standards.

8
The GMA[_] also requires that the Land Use Element of Comprehensive Plans include the
following mandatory elements (emphasis added):

A land use element designating the proposed general distribution and general
location and extent of the uses of land, where appropriate, for agriculture, timber
production, housing, commerce, industry, recreation, open spaces, general
aviation airports, public utilities, public facilities, and other land uses. The land
use element shall include population densities, building intensities, and estimates
of future population growth. The land use element shall provide for





protection of the quality and quantity of groundwater used for public
water supplies. Wherever possible, the land use element should consider
utilizing urban planning approaches that promote physical activity. Where
applicable, the land use element shall review drainage, flooding, and storm water
run-off in the area and nearby jurisdictions and provide guidance for corrective
actions to mitigate or cleanse those discharges that pollute waters of the state,
including Puget Sound or waters entering Puget Sound.

9
The Washington Administrative Code (WAC) includes an Antidegradation Policy[_],
which strives to ensure the purity of the state's ground waters and to protect the natural
environment. The first policy in Section 30 is as follows:

(a) Existing and future beneficial uses shall be maintained and protected and
degradation of ground water quality that would interfere with or
become injurious to beneficial uses shall not be allowed.

10
Also, the Revised Code of Washington (RCW)[_] requires the following:

The legislature hereby declares that the protection of groundwater aquifers
which are the sole drinking water source for a given jurisdiction shall
be of the uppermost priority of the state department of ecology, department
of social and health services, and all local government agencies with
jurisdiction over such areas. In administration of programs related to the
disposal of wastes and other practices which may impact such water quality, the
department of ecology, department of social and health services, and such affected
local agencies shall explore all possible measures for the protection of
the aquifer, including any appropriate incentives, penalties, or other
measures designed to bring about practices which provide for the least
impact on the quality of the groundwater.

Conclusions

Evergreen Islands concurs with the Guemes Island Planning Advisory Committee’s
(GIPACs) list of the environmental impacts that must be carefully assessed in
considering the ferry replacement proposal and its alternatives. GIPAC’s lists includes the
following impacts:

1. The impact of any ferry capacity increase on island growth and development;

2. Associated impacts relating to loss of rural character, encroachment of
development into designated critical areas, loss of marine shoreline resources, and
degradation of the island’s sole source aquifer; and

3. Impacts on parking and congestion at the ferry docks on the Anacortes and
Guemes ends of the run, resulting from both expected ferry usage and the
development of any shore side facilities necessitated under each ferry alternative.

Evergreen Islands also strongly supports GIPAC’s ongoing efforts to revise the Skagit
County Code to protect Guemes Island’s water supply for the future. GIPAC’s ongoing
efforts are as follows:

1. “Revise code standards and requirements to allow and encourage rainwater
catchment systems for potable water on Guemes Island.”





2. Amend SCC 14.24.380 (Critical Areas Ordinance, Seawater Intrusion Areas) to
require, prior to drilling, a permit application and County approval for any new
well to be drilled on Guemes Island. In addition to requiring that plans for new
wells be submitted to the County for review and approval prior to drilling, in areas
of known seawater intrusion the applicant should be required to conduct a
hydrogeologist well impact assessment.”

Evergreen Islands also supports the GIPAC’s proposed efforts to address the threats to
the Guemes Island water supply and to study and analyze the problem in more detail.
Those efforts include the following actions:

1. Undertake critical areas review beginning immediately for any new
well

2. Clarify that new wells on Guemes Island require a permit application
with County approval.

3. In a collaborative effort between Skagit County and the Guemes community,
develop and collate data on island wells and undertake data analyses to
better understand trends affecting the aquifer.

4. Conduct further research to understand better the process of aquifer
recharge on the island, including possible support from the State Department
of Ecology.

5. In collaboration with Western Washington University (WWU), develop a
template for rainwater catchment systems and work with Skagit County to support
their development of a workable rainwater catchment program.

6. Pursue code amendments and administrative procedures needed to remove
barriers to rainwater catchment systems and ensure that the code conflicts do not
impede future systems.

7. Initiate public education and community dialogue on water conservation,
aquifer protection, and well water data sharing

8. Conduct a thorough review of County code and current County practice relating
to the review and approval of variances and “reasonable use exceptions.”

After twenty-four years of indifference, Skagit County has still not adequately addressed
the water quality problems associated with salt water intrusion, a problem which can be
remedied by severely limiting the future use of exempt wells on Guemes Island and
moving towards rainwater catchment systems for potable water.

While Skagit County has incrementally improved the protections for the Guemes Island
water supply, there’s still more work that needs to be done to safeguard Guemes Island’s
water supply for generations to come.

Respectfully yours,





Dopr Led

Tom Glade, President
Evergreen Islands
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Attachment 1
“Ground Water Withdrawal on Guemes Island”, May 27, 1994
Letter from Stephen Hirschey, Water Resources Program Supervisor
and John Glynn, Water Quality Supervisor,
to John Thayer, Skagit County Environmental Health Director

STATE OF WASHINGTON

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY
Northwest Regional Office, 3190 - 160th Ave. S.E. + Bellevue, Washington 98008-5452 « (206} 649-7000

May 27,1994

Mr. John Thayer

Environmental Health Director

Skagit County Department of Health
County Administration Building, Room 301
700 South Second





Mount Vernon, WA 98273-3864
Dear Mr. Thayer:

This letter is to express concern held by the Water Resources and Water Quality
Programs of Ecology regarding ground water withdrawal on Guemes Island.
Ecology has historically been involved with water rights administration, ground
water quality surveys, SEPA review and water availability questions on Guemes.
Several of our staff have been working with your department and Guemes Island
residents regarding sea water intrusion in island aquifers.

Several areas of the island are experiencing elevated chloride levels in ground
water wells. The data indicate that some parts of the island are experiencing
significant sea water intrusion.

We are particularly concerned about the north end of the island, specifically that
part lying within Township 36 North. Ground water sampling data indicate
consistently high chloride values often exceeding 100 mg/I.

As you may know, Ecology uses 100 mg/I as the threshold for indicating a
medium risk of sea water intrusion.

Pumping from near shore wells with elevated chloride concentrations usually
induces movement of saline water into the fresh water aquifer. This initially
occurs in the vicinity of the pumping well intake. The cumulative effect of
numerous withdrawals will eventually cause large scale saline intrusion of the
coastal aquifer.

The Antidegradation Policy, as stated in the Water Quality Standards for Ground
Waters, Washington Administrative Code (WAC) 173-200-030, ensures the purity
of the state’s ground waters and protects the natural environment. Permitting
saline

@i 18
Mr. John Thayer
Page 2
May 27,1994

intrusion into fresh water aquifers could be a violation of the state’s
Antidegradation Policy, and can cause adverse water quality effects in existing
wells.





For these reasons, we would recommend limiting new well construction on the
north end of the island. We would encourage no well site approval or plat
approval for developments planning on using ground water from this part of the
island, unless they have a valid permit from Ecology. We would also recommend
the county discourage wells completed within unconsolidated materials near the
coast island-wide.

We are interested in working with the county regarding water supply and water
guality issues on Guemes Island. We see the ground water resource in the area as
important and vulnerable to overdraft. We look forward to evaluating the recently
completed USGS study on Guemes Island ground water. When our staff resources
allow, we would welcome meeting with appropriate county agencies toward a
cooperative evaluation of water supply issues for the whole island.

In summary, we have concerns regarding how the County can make findings of
adequacy of water in this part of Guemes Island under Section 63 of the Growth
Management Act. With this in mind, we would encourage you to deny well site
approvals until a site specific management program is in place. We recognize that
this may cause difficulties in the development community, but it is better to
address water availability now than when the property has been platted and
homes built.

If you have any questions regarding our concerns, please call either of us. Thank
you for your consideration.

Sincerely,

Stephen J. Hirschey John Glynn

Supervisor Supervisor

Water Resources Program Water Quality Program
SJH:eqg:w
Enclosures
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From: MARK MADDEN

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 3:41:05 PM

While there are many environmental concerns with the Guemes ferry replacement,
one of the biggest factors for ferry users is service. A more reliable ferry with more
capacity will save users more time than most studies recognize. Not only will ferry
users save many hours from maintenance downtime and breakdowns, but also save
many hours of waiting during daily ferry operations. | have been left behind many
times when a fully loaded ferry did not have the capacity to carry all waiting vehicles.
To catch a ferry at a scheduled time people must be in line at least 15 minutes early.
Then other people will be left behind to catch the next ferry. This not only costs time
for those that wait for the next ferry run, but also all the people that had to show up
early to get in line. A 15 minute delay on a highway would be considered Level Of
Service (LOS) "F" and would have high priority for solutions.

| favor the higher capacity battery powered ferry because of the increased vehicle
carrying capacity and also the increased reliability and lower maintenance downtime.
The increased capital costs will not only save operating costs for the life of the ferry,
but also save the users time costs for many years. And, it will reduce future
guestions and studies to answer "Should the ferry be updated for more reliability and
lower operating costs?"

| was out of town for the informational meeting on January 25th. However, | heard
there were may rude people from the "destroy Guemes Island group (my name)" that
have been meeting in private to plan disruption at the meeting and make it sound like
they represent the Guemes majority. Not true! These same people attempted to
shorten ferry schedules several years ago by spreading false information. They
convinced followers that good service is bad for the Guemes Island rural character
and will cause seawater intrusion in well water.

| apologize to the dedicated people that arranged the meeting to educate ferry users.
| am sure most ferry users on Guemes Island appreciate the good service you Skagit
County is trying to provide.

Fortunately, the informational meeting was not a vote or a yelling contest. And, the
environmental assessment is more interested in environmental facts not the tone of
peoples voices. | hope the rude attendees at the informational meeting did send a

message that Guemes Island ferry users do not want good ferry service.
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From: outlook_A5FDBB18678E0D1B@outlook.com

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 11:16:57 AM

Thank you for this opportunity to comment on the development by BEAK Consultants of an
environmental assessment on the “Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal” (the Proposal). Among the
matters that the BERK environmental assessment must consider, let me draw particular attention to
two.

Guemes water issues. Guemes Island has a long and contentious history of water shortages and
water disputes. Despite this, the Proposal is designed to bring many, many more people to visit and
to live on Guemes Island, which will unavoidably increase the demand for water. The impact on the
Island’s water supply must inform decisions regarding the Proposal. Therefore the environmental
assessment must carefully review this issue.

In the Proposal, the size of the proposed vessel is driven in large part by growth estimates for Skagit
County. There is a great deal of information already in County files regarding Guemes water, its
problems and limitations, and the projected growth of the County. These sources need to be
carefully examined so that decision makers are fully informed. Will the influx of people
countenanced by the Proposal exceed the capacity of Island water sources? |s the growth projection
in the Proposal sustainable? Or even realizable in the first place? Is the growth projection, based on
County-wide expectations, even relevant to the Guemes microcosm? What impacts does the
increase in size of the County vessel portend in this important facet of Island and County life?

County decision makers must be empowered to avoid the exhaustion and ruination of the Guemes
aquifer. They need to know the impacts of the Proposal on Island water supplies. Otherwise we are
inviting enormous problems and failing to meet the legal requirements of SEPA.

Gentrification. The Proposal includes a property tax increase and a surcharge on all tickets for
passage on the new boat. Obviously this is an additional burden on all islanders. This includes those
living on limited incomes or fixed incomes, those operating businesses on the island, and those
raising young families.

It is fair to say that such people contribute mightily to the sense of community, neighborliness, and
civic pride shared and valued by islanders. If they were to be priced off the Island by the cost
increases of the Proposal, it would have serious detrimental impacts on life on the Island.

It is not appropriate to ignore the predictable process of low- and moderate-income housing being
squeezed out by the Proposal’s increasing tax and transportation costs. Decision makers must be
empowered to understand the impacts of their decisions on Island life and to design the Proposal to
avoid undesirable outcomes. Thus the environmental assessment should provide relevant
examination of the Project’s impact on the Island’s future. Without this, decision makers are not
fully informed as to the impacts of the Proposal and SEPA’s requirements are not met.

Carl Ullman
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5162 West Shore Road
541 892 0410
bullman3@earthlink.net

Sent from Mail for Windows 10
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From: Glen Veal

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guemes Ferry
Date: Wednesday, February 14, 2018 8:40:56 AM

To Whom It May Concern:

We can’t think of anything that flies in the face of the overriding goal of the Growth Management Act I: "To
encourage efficient multi-modal transportation systems that are based on regional priorities and coordinated with
County and city comprehensive plans.” The proposed 32 car ferry is approximately 50% larger than the present
ferry “Guemes” and is contrary to other policies contained in the Transportation Element of the Skagit County
Comprehensive Plan (SCCP).

Primarily, the policy 9A-1.3 (this number may have changed since | did the original research some years ago) states
“The County supports alternatives to the passenger car as a possible means to relieve congestion.” One of the very
next policies states “The County supports expansion of public transportation service into unincorporated areas only
with public support.” Neither of these have been considered before proposing to replace the present Guemes ferry.
Additionally, many other policies that suggest coordinating with SKAT to deal with traffic congestion are being
ignored as a solution, and alternative, to the passenger vehicle. These polices should be acknowledged not ignored
by Skagit County Board of Commissioners and the Public Works Dept.

These policies are particularly important because one of their main objectives is to reduce the amount of greenhouse
gas emissions from vehicles into our atmosphere which is clearly an environmental issue to help reduce the impacts
of global warming. Although an electric ferry is one of the proposals for replacement, we have to acknowledge that
the electricity is not carbon neutral since only 34% of it is from hydroelectric power the balance is from coal fired
sources. If the electric ferry is not economically feasible due to its proposed 25 million dollar price tag and diesel
engines are used instead, the proposed 32 car ferry planned is required to have two 1000 hp engines nearly doubling
the present ferry's 530 hp engines!

| have given Ryan Walters a list of SCCP transportation policies that are relevant to the subject of replacing the
present ferry with a much larger vessel so | won’t attach them to this email but I hope they will be presented in the
list of material submitted pertaining to this matter.

Finally, you only have to look at what has happened to the water availability here on Guemes in certain areas where
seawater intrusion has occurred as a result of intensive development resulting from the increased volume of traffic
and visitors to these areas after the Guemes came into service 40 years ago. It is not uncommon to see six cars at
each of these seaside homes during the summer. We can only imagine this will increase with the advent of a new
larger ferry!

Thank you for seeking opinions on the new large ferry proposal before proceeding any further. Having lived on the
island for more than 70 years, and after marriage to Janice in 1968, we raised our two sons here. We can say that
“improved” ferry service has only deteriorated our precious rural area and is rapidly contributing to the
gentrification of Guemes Island.

Yours truly,
Glen & Janice Veal

4453 Edens Rd. Guemes
Anacortes, WA 98221
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From: Frances

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement Guemes FerryProposal
Date: Sunday, February 11, 2018 2:24:04 PM

Hello all those on the commission/committee re Guemes Ferry.

| am a property owner on Guemes Island. In recent years, traffic on the ferry has increased
significantly, and so has haul outs been lengthier for maintenance and repairs. It is definitely time for

a newer ferry.

If the new ferry has a larger capacity, then perhaps it need not have increased runs. However
maintaining the current schedule is a must. Most residents commute to work, or to the mainland for

various activities. A reduced schedule would greatly curtail the flexibility.

This is a vote for replacing the Guemes ferry. Thank you for your attention.

Frances Feng
360-293-6070
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From: Richard Furlong

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement guemes ferry proposal
Date: Monday, February 12, 2018 10:46:26 PM

I am writing regarding the Guemes Island ferry replacement proposal. | am a homeowner and spend about 20% of
my time living on the island.

The current ferry service is adequate, barely, but appears to be nearing the end of its lifecycle. This is apparent in the
planned and unplanned maintenance on the ferry. Despite the significant costs of ferry placement, it is clearly
inevitable.

Some of the opposition to ferry replacement or increase in service that would result from ferry replacement seems to
be rooted in a mistaken idea that more reliable ferry service-throughput will result in more traffic on the island and
degrading of our islands lifestyle. This notion is akin to NIMBYism, and should be dismissed. There is no evidence
to support this “fear’.

Like investing in high quality water supply for our homes, investing in the security of our ferry service is critical to
our islands security, quality of life and valuation of our properties.

We favor making the right investment in our security and future, with a larger ferry, equal or increased service as
proposed, and one of the electric or electric-hybrid options. We do not favor doing nothing, as this jeopardizes the
future of our island lifestyle for all island residents

I am happy to provide more specific opinion about which ferry option is best, but wanted to register my objection to
the resistance of these ferry proposals that are rooted in an unfounded bias that this progress will bring “riffraff” to
the island.

Sent from my iPhone
Richard Furlong MD

Section Head VM Kirkland
Virginia Mason Medical Center
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From: Marsha Hanson

To: PDS comments
Subject: Replacement of Guemes Ferry
Date: Thursday, February 1, 2018 9:55:41 AM

Because of the environment impact and necessity ot thinking for positive impact on our future
and future generations. We are very supportive of the electric ferry plan and finding a way to
fund that option. We were in Norway two years ago and got to witness and ride the electric
ferries. They are smooth and amazing options. Go forward with the planning.

Marsha and Eric Hanson
Guemes Island full time residents
4739 West Shore Road

360 588 1704
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From: Vicky Gonzalez

To: PDS comments

Subject: Susan Fox re: Guemes Ferry Replacement Project
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 2:26:34 PM
Attachments: Susan Fox re_ Guemes Ferry Replacement Project.pdf

Vicky Gonzalez, Administrative Coordinator
Skagit County Commissioners’ Office

1800 Continental Place, Suite 100

Mount Vernon, WA 98273

(360) 416-1311 / .vickyg@co.skagit.wa.us
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FEB 072018 SKagit County Board of Commissioners

n Dahlstedt, Lisa Janicki, Ron Wesen
Re: Guemes Ferry Replacement Project 4February 2018
Dear Commissioners,

My husband and I retired on Guemes Island 15 years ago. We enjoy the rural
feeling, quiet atmosphere and for the most part affordability of living on Guemes.
We live on a fixed income.

I attended the public forum last week on Guemes. I was appalled at “the take it for
granted” attitude of the Commissioners and Ms. Rowe. It appears you have made up
your minds about the all electric ferry and seem hell bent to get it at any cost. The
numbers have climbed 5million since the conversation started with a long way to
go. When Commissioner Dahistedt used the term “guinea pig”, then attempted to
explain it away by suggesting we should do it for the sake of the State of
Washington. He added the state needs a pilot project. I was stunned!

When Glen Veal asked why do we need a 32 car ferry? Ms. Rowe abruptly tabled his
question for a later time in the meeting. Glosten addressed his question with
statistics concerning the entirety of Skagit County growth in the future and admitted
it does not address growth on Guemes Island by itself.

The fact you need to add ferry district and surcharge to the CRAB grant request
shows me that you really don’t have the funds needed and are willing to cripple the
residents of Guemes with that debt. That debt will change everything that is sacred
to the residents. It will definitely deny any affordability to young people growing up
here today.

Please make the decisions for the benefit of your constituents, not for 15 minutes of
fame for the first all electric ferry. Take under consideration alternative ideas. Have
an unbiased marine engineer take a look at the Guemes. I understand Whatcom
County can’t wait for the chance to buy the boat.

Thank you again for your time.
Sincerely yours,

Susan Fox
5795 S Shore Rd

206-890-0098 S’A cam :]m/'
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From: sue odonnell

To: PDS comments

Subject: "Replacement Guemes Ferry Proposal”
Date: Thursday, February 15, 2018 4:22:40 PM

re: environmental review:

My family lives on Guemes Island and we either drive our car or walk onto
the ferry 1-2 times per week. Thank you for the opportunity to comment

on the proposed new ferry for Guemes Island and it's probable impact on

the environment.

Guemes Channel, being a major shipping lane in Skagit County, already
suffers impacts. Our shorelines, water quality, the sea floor, air we
breathe, lives of birds and sea creatures, safety of seafood, recreational
boating, lovely views are constantly at risk of accidental fuel spills, engine
fires, discarded refuse, noise pollution, pollution from boat motors and
more.

Now that it's time to make a change from our old, smelly, noisy ferry of
many years, we thought we were being offered the perfect solution - an
electric ferry. Welllll, not so fast! As it turns out, an electric ferry is way
too expensive, in fact NOT affordable.

Some think the current ferry can be re-engineered to work just fine. The
old smelly, polluting engine can be replaced with a much quieter and
efficient one which will use more efficient fuels.

The plan is also for the for the new ferry to carry more cars than our
current one. This is not a good idea. Guemes is about maxed out as far
as fresh well water, so there is not room for much more building. We
hope for success for rain catchment systems. Reverse osmosis uses about
2 gallons of fresh water for every gallon saved to drink, I am told.

Summers see a big influx of part-timers and renters. It is not essential for
them to have instant service. Waiting in line is part of the deal.

Let's slow down and rethink. The battery system is not perfect and will
bring new problems - storage, disposal, power outages.

Sincerely NOT sold on the expensive electric ferry.
Susan O'Donnell

PO Box 1982
Anacortes WA 98221
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From: Billy

To: PDS comments
Subject: replacement ferry guemes comment
Date: Wednesday, February 7, 2018 2:01:03 PM

Instead of dumping all this $$$$ in to an electric ferry that "Will" break down no matter what they tell you,
Wouldn't it be great to have a shuttle bus route around the rock like we do when ferry is out??? Could even be a
hybrid with multiple bike racks and wheelchair or scooter lift for those in need

Even if it was only brought over for peak run times we could forget about all this money spent on again a ferry that
will only hold so many people so many cars and trucks.

Imagine being connected to other services like airport shuttle or continued transit to Mt Vernon

This could be wheelchair equipped! As it is now have you ever seen anyone with special needs go down ferry ramp?
It's awkward !

Think of the carbon footprint we are leaving, just because it's electricity doesn't mean it's free or without drain on a
system that is already weak. Think about it as | did when power went out just the other day for 3 plus hours

| can't imagine waiting for ferry to recharge so we can evacuate or have an emergency call out

I also think regardless of this proposal big trucks should be paying more for hauling back and forth as this weight
factor has to be stressing to either style ferry

Not to mention one driver all that vehicle . . where a shuttle bus would sit full of passengers heading to town not just
getting dumped at terminal and walking on put the shuttle on the ferry take it all the way through to town.

Seems there are a lot of people that don't live here want to create a bunch of waste

Just sayin . . .

Sent from my iPhone
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