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Jim Bolger
Kitsap County
Natural Resources Program
?17 Sidney
Port Orchard, WA 983 55

Re: cri t ical Aquifer Recharge Planning

Dear Jim:

I 'm not quali f ied to comment professionally on such things as Puget
Lowland stratigraphy, aquifer status, and the l ike. I  do have a few
remarks on o1)anpian guid.ance, King County's BAS, and the current
Kilsap CAO.

DOE Guidance Document

First  of f ,  f 'm not sure where DoE f i ts into this picture. My copy of
g l s l 4 A  i s  2  y e a r s  o l d .  f t  s a y s ,  a t  R C W  3 6 . 7 0 A . 0 5 0  " . . . t h e  d e p a r t m e n t

s h a l l  a d o p t  g u i d e l i n e s . . . t o  g u i d e  t h e  c f a s s i f i c a t i o n  o f . . . c r i t i c a l
areas." 'uDepartmentu means the department of communj-ty,  t rade, and
economic alevelopmenc' (36.70A.030).  That departmeDt is required to
trconsuftn with DOE, but not rel inquish i ts chore. In 2003 amendments
t h e  l e g i s l a t u r e  s a i d ,  " . . . c r i t i c a l  a r e a s  o u t s i d e  t h e  j u r i s d i c t i o n  o f
the shoreline maoagement act sha1l be governed by the growth
management act" (Engrossed Subst i tute House Bi lL 1933, 58th
Legislature 2003 Regular Session, Chapter 321, l ,aws of 2003, effect ive
7 / 2 ' / / O 3 ,  S e c .  1 ) .  I ' m  n o  l a w y e r  a  d  a p p a r e  t l y  I ' v e  m i s s e d  s o m e t h i n g .

In any case, the guialance geem6 to have Eone weak point6. Most
important. is tshat it. lays no groufldr^rork a d offers no real leadership-
I t  is a regulatory document prepared to guide regulatory documents,
n o t  e s E a b l i s h  a  v i s i o n  n o r  b u i l d  a  p l a n .  I n  f a c t  E h e r e ' s  n o  p r o b l  e m
statement,  o object ive. what 's broke i6n' t  ment ioned. How much
better we can make things is , t .  discusseal.

what is discussed are some "requlrements that are in conformance r^r i th
Washington State's ant idegradat. ion pol icy" (p. 3) .  I f  degradat ion is
the problem, Ehere are no numbers suggest ing i ts size. And t trere are
no al ternat ives, despite t 'he myriaal  ways that water qual i ty can be
maintained and even j-mproveil- No suggestion that best chances be
compared, and cost-effect j"ve ways be advanced. There is heavy
emphasis on act iv i ty prohibi t ion (p. 10),  none on \^rorking out ways to
make such act iv i t ies feasible or even attract ive.

For instance, Ehe auEhor iakes a swipe (p- 11) ats impermeable
surfaces, yet the King County BAS points out correcEly that in some
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circumstaDce such surfaces are preferable (mentioned again later) .

Some part iculars: T do ' t  know where the 1 sysLem per 1 acre guide
(p. 13) for sept ic systems came from, That 's a marvelous simpl ist ic
rule that ig ores the sophist icated work done by DOH al ld also ignores
the vast diversi ty of on-si te condit ions around the stsate.

Taken l iEeral ly,  i tem e on p. 2 says that,  relat ive to vofume of
recharge, qual i ty ranks zero in any case where there is a tradeoff .

I  would beware the suscept ibi l i tsy classi f icat ion system of appendix 2.
A four-var lable system, no matter how careful fy weighted, is 1ikely Eo
fai l  when appl ied across the stabe. Regression analysis using those
variables and actsual measured inf i l t rat iof l  data (or whatever
'suscept ibi l i ty '  actual ly means in quant i tat ive terms) wi l l  surefy
show low structuraf and predict ive strength. However r  haven't  read
L h e  p u b s .  M a y b e  E h e  a u t h o r  d l d n ' c  e . L l h e r :  c h e  F e t t e r  p u b  c r L e d  o n  p .
l 0  i s n ' L  a m o f l g  L h e  1 i E  c i t s .  N o r  d o e s  h e  c r L e  a  1 9 9 4  c r i t i q u e  o t  c h e
method. gis 4-parameter system should be compared with the ?-
parameter system suggesied by King county, and both should be
scrut inized against the underly ing data. Also read the Freeze &
Cherry ci tat ion, common to both papers.

T h e  p a r a g r . a p h  o n  d e f l n i t i o n s  ( p .  5 )  s e e m s  E o  i n v i E e  u s e  o f  l a r g o n . i n
1ocal plans "to ensure cont inui ty betsween adopted ordinances and
r e l a t e d  I s t a L u L e s ] " .  Y e t  s t a t e  s t a t u t e s  u s e  v a r i o u s  d e f i n i t i o n s .  s u c h
as the meaning of 'department ' !  The appended def ini t ions include a
number unused in the guides, and the guides use words and acronlms
t h a t  d o n ' t  a p p e a r  i n  t h e  d e f s .  ' v a d o s e ' ,  ' m a t r i x ' ,  a n d . ' c r i t i c a l '  f o r
instsance. st i l l  others are def ined for readers in the text but don' t
appear in the def ini t ions f1st,  such aE reclaimed, AKART, CA.RA, and
L U S T .  T f  t . e c h n i c a l  p e o p L e  c a n ' E  e x p r e s s  E h e m s e l v e s  L o  a  g e n e r a l
audience about water without invoking forty fancy terms, we're in bad
trouble.

a minor sfoppiness is in Append. ix 3, where units aren'L shown for
precip and potencial  evap. Nor t t le number of years on which they are
based. Mor.e ser ious here is that the numbers shown, apparent ly
intended to be representat ive, are inappropriate for subareas of
count ies such as ours, 1 d.on' t  have the isopleths at hand, but I '11
bet there's at feast a 10-inch rainfal f  di f ference amonq areas of
Kitsap County.

T h e  c l a E s e s  o f  i n j e c t l o n  w e l l s  a r e  n o t  d e f i n e d  ( p .  9 ) ,  n o r  - L s  a
reference givef l  other than a wAc-

on p. 16 is a statement that f ie ld vis i ts should be minimized and
a r r l  a r  - l , r r  - 6 r r  : i F  v A r ^ r i c  L , i l l  r ^ i  f a n . i T a  E l . f i - h o 7  c j t s e

evaluat ion. Hubris,  man.

t  * t" ."  ." . -"g this one, Ehough there may be a simp.Ler def ini t ion
f o r  a q u i f e r  r e c h a r g e  a r e a s  ( s e c  2 . 1  o n  p .  1 ) .


