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Thomas Cappa, City Administrator:

 

Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the Westport Golf Links Project (Lead Agency File No(s). 25-COW-EIS-01). 
Ecology’s comments are attached.
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Have a great day,

 

 

Joe Thomas
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Southwest Region

Cell: 360-480-3300
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STATE OF WASHINGTON 

DEPARTMENT OF ECOLOGY 
Southwest Region Office 

PO Box 47775, Olympia, WA 98504-7775 • 360-407-6300 
 
June 9, 2025 
 
 
 
Thomas Cappa, City Administrator 
City of Westport 
PO Box 505 
Westport, WA  98595 
 
Dear Thomas Cappa: 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement for 
the Westport Golf Links Project (25-COW-EIS-01) as proposed by Westport Golf Links, Ilc. The 
Department of Ecology (Ecology) reviewed the environmental checklist and has the following 
comment(s): 
 

SHORELANDS & ENVIRONMENTAL ASSISTANCE: Zachary Meyer, (360) 481-9885 
 
Thank you for the opportunity to comment on the draft environmental impact statement for the 
Westport Golf Links project at the Westport Light State Park. Ecology’s Shorelands and 
Environmental Assistance program has thoughtfully reviewed this proposal with agency experts in 
wetland regulation/policy, shoreland regulation/policy, and wetland mitigation. 
 
Proposed wetland impacts will require Ecology permitting/approval 
 
The Department of Ecology (Ecology) regulates all waters of the state under RCW 90.48, WA State 
Water Pollution Control Act, including impacts to wetlands. An Administrative Order from Ecology 
would be required for proposed wetland impacts that are not covered by a Clean Water Act 
Section 401 Water Quality Certification. Section 3.4.3 of the draft EIS, which lists regulations from 
the State of Washington, should be updated to include this. Additionally, the interdunal wetlands 
onsite are regulated under RCW 90.58, Shoreline Management Act (SMA), through the City of 
Westport Shoreline Master Program. Permits from the City of Westport and Ecology would be 
required for the proposed wetland impacts (see more on shoreline permitting below). 
 
Avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts is required to be adequately considered 
 
This project proposes an unprecedented amount of wetland impacts; between 35 and 43 acres of 
direct impacts to Category I wetlands. The proposed alternatives would equal up to 35 football 
fields of wetland loss (Table 3.2.5.1 of the draft EIS). Ecology has not authorized an impact that 
large to any wetlands before, let alone to Category 1 wetlands which include rare, high-quality 
wetlands in Washington State. The alternatives analyzed by the EIS show wetland impacts from a 
primary 18-hole golf course, a secondary 12- or 14-hole short course, a golf practice range, 
another golf practice range associated with a proposed restaurant, a club house, guest cottages, 
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offices, and associated infrastructure (driveways, parking lots, maintenance facility, shuttle 
path/trails, etc). 
 
Most impacts are proposed to interdunal wetlands, which are a rare wetland type in Washington 
state that form in the depressions behind dunes along the coast. They provide unique plant and 
animal habitat found nowhere else in the state. This includes providing important stopover 
grounds for migratory shorebirds. Interdunal systems naturally shift on the landscape with the 
movement of dunes and within a person’s lifetime can appear to change considerably. This is a 
naturally-occurring phenomenon and contributes to their unique and fragile nature. This site 
contains one of the largest reserves of interdunal wetlands in the state. 
 
The Shoreline Management Act, as well as the Westport Critical Area Ordinance and Westport 
Shoreline Master Program, require applicants to follow mitigation sequencing for impacts to 
critical areas. The first step, avoidance, requires a project be designed to avoid impacting 
wetlands during and after construction. For most types of impacts, wetland laws require 
applicants to demonstrate that there is no practicable alternative to reasonably accomplish the 
project's purpose without the impact. Therefore, the impact would be unavoidable. 
 
The applicant has not clearly demonstrated that there is no practicable alternative that would 
avoid impacts to Category 1 interdunal wetlands and wetlands of high conservation value. 
In the early 2000s, a different golf course was proposed at this site, and in 2007 the proponent 
agreed to design the course to avoid all wetland impacts. This previous example demonstrates 
that there are other configurations possible that are not adequately considered in the draft EIS. It 
does not appear that avoidance and minimization of wetland impacts were adequately considered 
for this project. 
 
Ecology strongly emphasizes avoidance of these functionally and geographically rare wetlands. 
Most projects that initially propose impacts to wetlands with special characteristics are ultimately 
able to avoid impacts. 
 
Any unavoidable impacts must be appropriately offset through compensatory mitigation as 
outlined in ECY/Corps/EPA Wetland Mitigation in Washington State Part 1: Agency Policies and 
Guidance (2021) (Interagency Guidance). 
 
Wetland impacts are not fully accounted 
 
The draft EIS appears to significantly under-calculate indirect impacts to wetlands, which are 
adverse effects that occur outside the footprint of direct impacts. From Chapter 3.4.5 of the 
Interagency Guidance, indirect impacts include impacts to habitat functions (removing upland 
vegetation, human disturbance, adding light and noise pollution without buffer), impacts to 
hydrological functions (changes to the surrounding land uses and topography, irrigation), and 
impacts to water quality functions (applying pesticides or fertilizers nearby).  
 
The final EIS should include a calculation of indirect wetland impacts from all development and 
vegetation removal areas including areas associated with proposed fairways/rough, along with 
anticipated ongoing maintenance of the course. Any wetland area that has development 
(including fairways and rough) proposed adjacent (i.e. within 300 feet for Category 1 interdunal) is 
considered indirectly impacted and will require additional compensatory mitigation. Indirect 
impacts require compensatory mitigation at half the ratio of direct impacts (see Chapters 3.4.5 
“Indirect impacts” and 6B.4.7 “Compensating for indirect impacts” in the Interagency Guidance). 

https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/summarypages/2106003.html
https://apps.ecology.wa.gov/publications/summarypages/2106003.html
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Perimeter buffers required for compensatory mitigation 
 
Compensatory mitigation requires a protective perimeter buffer surrounding lands being used for 
generating mitigation credit. The draft EIS does not appear to take this buffer area into 
consideration when quantifying available compensatory mitigation opportunities. To properly 
assess proposed mitigation opportunities, the final EIS should include perimeter buffers following 
Chapter 6C (“Determining Buffers for Compensatory Mitigation Sites”, Interagency Guidance). 
 
Preservation as compensatory mitigation has specific requirements 
 
The draft EIS is unclear about how the proposed onsite preservation areas meet the requirements 
of a compensatory preservation site. All proposed preservation sites need to meet the 
preservation criteria listed in Chapter 5.2.3.1 of the Interagency Guidance to be considered for 
credit. As noted above, a perimeter buffer is required for protection from development, human 
disturbance, property lines, trails, etc.  The perimeter buffer for interdunal wetlands with a high 
level of function for habitat, adjacent to a high intensity use (such as a golf course), is 
recommended at 300 feet (Table 6C-3. “Recommended perimeter buffer widths needed to protect 
wetland compensation sites in western Washington,” Interagency Guidance). 
 
Proposed wetland compensatory mitigation appears insufficient 
 
For the wetland impacts that are calculated in the draft EIS, proposed compensatory mitigation 
does not appear to have sufficient acreage (after discounting perimeter buffers) to meet 
mitigation ratios for Category 1 interdunal wetlands and wetlands of high conservation value 
found in the Interagency Guidance. The mitigation outlined in the draft EIS would not offset the 
impacts identified and would be expected to result in a loss of wetland ecological functions. We 
recommend the final EIS include additional compensatory mitigation opportunities to ensure no 
net loss of wetland area and ecological function. 
 
Out of kind mitigation 
 
Out of kind mitigation may not be appropriate to compensate for the proposed impacts to 
Category 1 interdunal/wetlands of high conservation value (see 6B.5.7 “Interdunal wetlands,” 
Interagency Guidance). Generally, applicants who propose impacts to interdunal wetlands must 
provide compensation with other interdunal wetlands. 
 
Regulatory agencies recognize that these wetlands are rare and that compensation options may 
be limited. When applicants are only able to compensate with a different type of wetland from 
what was impacted, the agencies will typically increase compensation ratios. Applicants should 
consult with the applicable agencies in these cases (6B.5, Interagency Guidance). For additional 
requirements for out of kind mitigation proposals, see Chapter 6D of the Interagency Guidance. 
Vegetation communities 
 
The draft EIS frequently describes shore pine, a species native to the Washington coast, as a 
detrimental species and conflates its presence with invasive species. As the draft EIS notes, shore 
pine / slough sedge swamp forests are identified as an ecological system native to Washington by 
the Washington Department of Natural Resources with a conservation status of threatened. Shore 
pine growth is part of the natural ecological succession of these interdunal wetland ecosystems 
(WDNR Ecological Systems of Washington State) and this natural succession should not be 

https://deptofnaturalresources.app.box.com/v/amp-nh-eco-sys-guide
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considered to have a negative effect on wetland condition and functions in the analysis of impacts 
under Alternative 3. 
 
Shoreline permitting considerations 
 
Areas within the jurisdiction of RCW 90.58, Shoreline Management Act, and the Westport 
Shoreline Master Program (Westport SMP) include lands within 200 feet of the ordinary high 
water mark of the Pacific Ocean and any associated wetlands. Interdunal wetlands on the outer 
coast of Washington were determined to be under shoreline jurisdiction due to surface and sub-
surface drainage to the ocean (Shoreline Hearings Board No. 93-73). Uses and developments 
within shoreline jurisdiction are regulated by the Westport SMP and must achieve no net loss of 
ecological functions. 
 
The Westport critical areas regulations in WMC Chapter 18.01 do not apply in shoreline 
jurisdiction, as critical areas in shoreline jurisdiction are exclusively protected and regulated by 
the Shoreline Management Act and the Westport SMP (see RCW 36.70A.480). Section 3.2.11.2.8 
of the draft EIS incorrectly describes this relationship, and should be corrected. WMC Chapter 
18.01 will apply to portions of the site outside of wetlands and outside of 200 feet from any 
shoreline waterbody. 
 
A shoreline variance to seek relief from shoreline critical area regulations would be necessary to 
allow fill in shoreline associated wetlands. Per Westport SMP section 4.04.02.A.6., “Within 
shoreline jurisdiction, applicants seeking relief from the provisions of SMP Appendix 2: Critical 
Areas Regulations shall apply for a shoreline variance under SMP Section 7.04.03.” 
 
Net losses to ecological function are proposed 
 
As discussed above, Alternatives 1 and 2 analyzed in the draft EIS involve large, unmitigated losses 
of Category I wetlands with special characteristics. This is inconsistent with a number of policies 
and regulations of the Westport SMP that require uses and development to be designed and 
constructed in a manner that assures no net loss of shoreline ecological functions. 
 
Consistency with SMP use regulations 
 
The Westport SMP designates the areas in shoreline jurisdiction within the proposed golf project 
as Urban Conservancy. The SMP lists commercial uses as prohibited in Urban Conservancy 
(Westport SMP Table 5-1). This prohibition would apply to any commercial developments 
proposed in shoreline jurisdiction which would include interdunal wetlands. Prohibited uses 
cannot be authorized and are not eligible for variances under the Shoreline Management Act.  
 
Coastal evaluations appear inadequate 
 
As presented in the Westport Discipline Report prepared by Herrera Environmental Consultants, 
Inc., the coastal evaluations indicate that future shoreline erosion would not impede the golf 
course under Alternative 1 and have small, impacted areas near the southwestern boundary of 
the project under Alternative 2. The methodology used to estimate the shoreline position in 2050 
is based on a linear extrapolation of existing erosion rates. This methodology calculates erosion at 
an average rate and assumes that the rate will remain constant in the future. This does not 
consider significant episodic erosional events, potential exacerbations that result from increased 
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intensity and frequency of coastal storms due to climate change, nor impacts that result from 
lower elevations of eroded dune features. 
 
Additionally, the EIS suggests the southwestern shoreline is at a high risk of erosion and may 
develop a crenulated beach profile due to the public access and end effect erosion caused by the 
adjacent dynamic revetment. While this assumption is not supported, it also does not appear that 
the formation of a crenulated beach is considered in the erosion rate of the southwestern 
shoreline. If a crenulated beach were to form, the linear erosion rate would be compounded by 
the end effect erosion suggested in this report, resulting in more severe erosion. 
 
For these reasons, the evaluation of shoreline erosion appears to be under conservative for this 
project. 
 
The time horizon considered for coastal erosion by the EIS, 25 years, is also unusually short. The 
EIS indicates that the development of the golf course would occur in a phased approach over 15 
years, meaning that by the time construction is complete, the project will be 15 years into the 25-
year period considered for maintenance and re-evaluation of shoreline erosion. The Final EIS 
should clarify the erosion risks and maintenance considerations relative to the start of 
construction of the project and the life of the project. 
  
Half Moon Bay erosion should be analyzed 
 
Measured erosion rates within Half Moon Bay are higher compared to rates along the western 
shoreline of Westport Light State Park. The draft EIS does not consider erosion within Half Moon 
Bay and the potential impedance of the shoreline into the northern section of the proposed golf 
course. The final EIS should consider or address potential erosion of the shoreline at Half Moon 
Bay as it relates to the project. 
 
Buried large woody material not likely to prevent shoreline retreat 
 
The EIS discusses a buried trench of large woody material to be installed under Alternative 2 as a 
mitigating measure to slow shoreline erosion and provide habitat value. However, the trench is 
only located along a small portion of the high-risk area and would not provide the intended 
protection to the most vulnerable areas of the project. 
 
Additionally, natural dunes are comprised of consolidated sand. Excavating sand to place large 
woody material would introduce void space and destabilize existing dune structures potentially 
increasing the vulnerability to erosion. 
 
The final EIS should address these concerns related to the large woody material trench. 
 
Assumptions about wind-driven sand movement are unsupported 
The EIS indicates that the golf course would have negligible changes to the movement of sand by 
wind. Evidence to support this conclusion is not provided in the EIS. The replacement of 
vegetation that traps sand with short fairway grasses would alter the topography and allow sand 
to move into and impact wetland areas behind the fairways. The Final EIS should further explain 
why changes to wind-driven sand movement (also known as aeolian transport) are expected to be 
negligible. 
 
Conclusion 
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As presented in the Westport Golf Links Proposal for Westport Light State Park Draft 
Environmental Impact Statement (April 2025), Alternatives 1 and 2 would not meet the necessary 
permit requirements.  Ecology would be unable to approve permits or administrative orders to 
construct this project under RCW 90.48, Water Pollution Control Act, or to authorize a shoreline 
variance under the Westport SMP. 
 
For questions, technical assistance, or project coordination, please contact Dept of Ecology 
Shorelands Technical and Regulatory Lead Zach Meyer at zachary.meyer@ecy.wa.gov or 360-481-
9885. 

 
SOLID WASTE MANAGEMENT: Derek Rockett (360) 995-3176 
 
All grading and filling of land must utilize only clean fill.  All other materials may be 
considered solid waste and permit approval may be required from your local jurisdictional 
health department prior to filling.  All removed debris resulting from this project must be 
disposed of at an approved site.  Contact the local jurisdictional health department or 
Department of Ecology for proper management of these materials. 
 
WATER QUALITY/General Permit Unit: 
Jacob Neuharth (360) 706-4599 
 
Erosion control measures must be in place prior to any clearing, grading, or construction. 
These control measures must be effective to prevent stormwater runoff from carrying soil 
and other pollutants into surface water or storm drains that lead to waters of the state. 
Discharges must not cause or contribute to a violation of surface water quality standards, 
groundwater quality standards, sediment management standards, and human health-based 
criteria. Sand, silt, clay particles, and soil will damage aquatic habitat and are considered to 
be pollutants. 
 
If there are known soil/ground water contaminants present on site, additional information 
will be required to be submitted. For contaminated construction sites, contact Evan Wood 
at evan.wood@ecy.wa.gov, or by phone at (360) 706-4599. 
 
Construction Stormwater General Permit: 
 
The following construction activities require coverage under the Construction Stormwater 
General Permit: 
1. Clearing, grading and/or excavation that results in the disturbance of one or more acres 
and discharges stormwater to surface waters of the State; and 
2. Clearing, grading and/or excavation on sites smaller than one acre that are part of a 
larger common plan of development or sale, if the common plan of development or sale will 
ultimately disturb one acre or more and discharge stormwater to surface waters of the 
State. 
a) This includes forest practices (including, but not limited to, class IV conversions) that are 
part of a construction activity that will result in the disturbance of one or more acres, and 
discharge to surface waters of the State; and 
3. Any size construction activity discharging stormwater to waters of the State that  
a) Determines to be a significant contributor of pollutants to waters of the State of 
Washington. 

mailto:zachary.meyer@ecy.wa.gov
mailto:evan.wood@ecy.wa.gov
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b) Reasonably expects to cause a violation of any water quality standard. 
 
Applicants may apply online or obtain an application from Ecology's website at: 
https://ecology.wa.gov/Regulations-Permits/Permits-certifications/Stormwater-general-
permits/Construction-stormwater-permit. Some projects may be eligible for coverage under 
an Erosivity Waiver. Construction site operators must apply for a permit at least 60 days 
prior to discharging stormwater from construction activities and must submit it on or before 
the date of the first public notice. 

 
Ecology’s comments are based upon information provided by the lead agency.  As such, they 
may not constitute an exhaustive list of the various authorizations that must be obtained or 
legal requirements that must be fulfilled in order to carry out the proposed action. 
 
If you have any questions or would like to respond to these comments, please contact the 
appropriate reviewing staff listed above. 
 
Department of Ecology 
Southwest Regional Office 
 
(JKT:202501350) 
 
cc:  Zachary Meyer, SEA 
 Derek Rockett, SWM 
 Jacob Neuharth, WQ 
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